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These 6 factors/elements help frame the reviewers answers to A, B and C found in next section:

1. Have the proposal objectives, including methods used, been justified using peer reviewed and/or publicly
available information?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

There is a clear progression of priority setting from the State of Louisiana for this proposal. While the document itself is not
heavy on citations from the current peer-reviewed literature, expert panels summarized those results when determining the
viability of this project. This is not a project that was recommended on short notice. there has been at least a five-year
process to identify the diversion project, including methodologies and a timeline. This proposal is not for the complete project,
though, which is about a ten times the cost of this project.




2. If information supporting the proposal does not directly pertain to the Gulf Coast region, are applicant’s
methods reasonably supported and adaptable to that geographic area?

O YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

N/A - Directly within the watershed and of benefit to Louisiana. References pertain directly to the study area.

3. Are the literature sources used to support the proposal accurately and completely cited?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Again, there have been expert panels that synthesized the results of the current state of the science. This is evident by the
discussions of nutrient loading, especially nitrogen. If there is any shortfall in the literature, it would pertain to relativizing this
study to other planned restoration efforts along the Mississippi. What about other diversions? Does this detract from efforts of
wetland-building further downstream? What is the right range of nutrient and sediment input that wouldn't affect other planned

P

4. Are the literature sources represented in a fair and unbiased manner?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

See comment in 3. above. The review would have benefited from a comprehensive plan of wetland restoration in the region.
Each agency had to prioritize particular project, but that may be due to a state of "readiness" of the proposed work, rather
than a "big picture". the accompanying support letters suggest this project is a direct result of the MRGO problems in New
Orleans, but that is not really discussed directly in this proposal. The buy-in from outside groups is impressive, but each

5. Does the proposal evaluate uncertainties and risks in the scientific basis for the proposal, including any
identified by the public and Council members?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

There are risks discussed with respect to Sea Level Rise and with excessive nutrient addition to the swamp. i would have
thought the continued risk of the MRGO in its current status would be discussed, as support letters suggest. What are the
risks of status quo? A summary table would have sufficed to assure the reviewer that this particular project carried lower risk
relative to alternatives.




6. Does the proposal evaluate uncertainties and risks in achieving its objectives over time? (e.g., is there an
uncertainty or risk that in 5-10 years the project/program will be obsolete or not function as planned given
projections of sea level rise?)

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

A qualified Yes. there are two possible scenarios for SLR discussed, but more detail on how that was incorporated into the
study would have been helpful. Also, there is a risk that sediment loading from the Mississippi may decrease. That appears
to be a major issue here and may require a change of operations. Adaptive management is given in more of a big picture
program administration framework, but the specifics of this proposed project would require a "boots on the ground" adaptive
manaaement strateav. A little more creativitv for the specific broiect is warranted

Based on the answers to the previous 6 questions, and giving deference to the
sponsor to provide within reason the use of best available science the following
three questions can be answered:

A. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that uses peer-
reviewed and publicly available data?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

Science of wetland restoration is continually emerging and this region is "ground zero" for issues related to nutrients, wetlands
and sea level rise. It will need project-specific adaptive management measures.

B. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that maximizes the
guality, objectivity, and integrity of information (including, as applicable, statistical information)?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

See above comments

C. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that clearly
documents and communicates risks and uncertainties in the scientific basis for such projects?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

Again, this relates to project-specific adaptive management. Monitoring will be essential in this study, because it may serve as
a model for other proposed restoration activities. There also has to be a fully developed outreach component every step of
the way to communicate the risks. The current plan is rather bland and speaks in generalities. Meetings are one form of
communication, but this is a real chance to be creative and add components that instill confidence in the project and gain
support across a wide array of constituents. This is a great opportunity to pull in university and extension partners.

Science Context Evaluation

A. Have other methods been discussed and reasons provided to why the method is being selected (e.g.,
scientifically sound; cost-effectiveness)?

This proposal is one that developed over a number of years with broad stakeholder support. Each group, together with expert
panels, have determined this to be a viable proposal. It would be impossible to document the entire process that led to the
prioiritization of this proposal, so as reviewers, we depend on the fact that each of those steps involved solid, comprehensive
evaluation of sound science related to wetland restoration. There is little discussion of cost-effectiveness of the study and the

B. Has your agency/vendor/project manager conducted a project/program like the one proposed?

Not this type of approach or scale. On a smaller scale, our university has been involved in several wetland-related stormwater
treatment studies.

C. Is there arisk mitigation plan in place for project objectives? (captures risk measures as defined under best
available science by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

There is underpinning of risk assessment, but very little by the way of risk mitigation. It is alluded that a monitoring plan will
help drive risk mitigation, but other than nutrient loading, there is not a comprehensive assessment.

D. Does the project/program consider consequences with implementation? (captures risk measures as defined
under best available science by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

This is where | find the proposal is the weakest. it needs to be couched within an overall restoration plan for the Mississippi
River-Gulf connection. There are a number of planned and current diversion projects along the Mississippi delta region. How
does this compare to rates through the Atchafalaya River. How does it fit into an overall adaptive management plan?

E. Does the project/program have clearly defined goals?

This is only the beginning of a large overall project, so the goals are fairly well developed. This funding would only be used for
the engineering, design, permitting and adaptive management planning. While this may be why the proposal does not include
a project adaptive management plan, at least some scenarios should have been presented. Asking for $1M for adaptive
management planning should have at least more detail to assure the reviewers that adequate resources and expertise
accompanies the proposal. The Water Institute of the Gulf is mentioned in the proposal, but | would hope that single group is
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F. Does the project/program have clearly defined objectives?

See above. | wasn't clear on the objectives of the study until the end of the proposal. | thought at first this study would cover
the entire restoration activities, perhaps using some existing structures. At the end of the proposal, the budget of the overall
project is presented. It would have made more sense to write a specific proposal that addressed the first two phases. What
are the engineering risks? What are the land acquisition risks? What are alternate adaptive management paradigms that
were compared? it would have been better to see a set of goals and a set of objectives for this partiucular phase of the study.

G. Does the project/program have measures of success? (captures statistical information requirement as defined
by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

The measures of success are measures associated with the overall project and not the details of this phase of the project. We

are asked to have confidence in SWAMP modeling after the project begins, but need a bit more detail on measures of success
for this phase of the study.

H. Is a monitoring program in place to determine project goals, success and help adaptive management (if
applicable)? (captures statistical information requirement as defined by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Again, monitoring is proposed for the overall study, but this phase focuses on the engineering plan, alternatives and an
adaptive management framework. There is very little discussion on specific portions funded by this study. Similarly, there is
no true discussion of how monitoring will affect this project in the context of overall work on the Mississippi.

I. Does the project/program consider recent and/or relevant information? (captures statistical information
requirement as defined by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

In a sense it does in addressing restoration in general. What is needed is a comprehensive assessment on hoe the propsoed
study fits into the big picture of restoration. Clearly, there are other efforts moving forward and this project is a small portion of
overall wetland restoration. It should consider other current studies or plans.

J. Has the project/program evaluated past successes and failures of similar efforts? (captures the
communication of risks and uncertainties in the scientific basis for such projects as defined by the
Comprehensive Plan and Act)

There is some discussion in the proposal about the emerging science of wetland restoration. Most of the risks assessed then
is built around success of nutrient removal and storage. The needs to be a larger discussion of risk, though. That is one that
looks at cumulative risks of this and other projects. Clearly, this cannot be the only planned diversion project for the region
and the risks need to be couched in those higher level approaches to wetland restoration.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

This could be a groundbreaking project on wetland restoration. This proposal is written as if it were the overall project plan,
yet at the end of the proposal, we become aware that it is only for design for the framework for construction and management.
if that is the case, there should have been more focus on the specifics of this portion of the study. There is a great opportunity
to develop a framework for adaptive management of this specific site and there is an opportunity to involve research and

outreach to make it a world-class study. The current proposal comes up a bit short, though. It focuses on how the state got to
the naint of nrioritization of this studv _bhut little detail of this narticiilar nhase of the restaration nroiect \What are the
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