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Planning, Technical Assistance, Program

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

01/05/15

Best Available Science:
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?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The program proposal references other large-scale programmatic coordination efforts (NERRs, NEPs, etc) in the Northern
Gulf, but does not offer an example of which model of success, if any, the objectives are emulating. The proposal highlights

the concern of "why another program"? (p 16), but fails to provide a detailed methodology for how and why the proposed
program will be structured and operate to created added value in the MS Sound.




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 - proposal is located in the Gulf Coast region.

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

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Thirteen of the seventeen total references are listed in support of the state/federal, and agency/NGO interest in restoring
resiliency in the MS Sound ecosystem. There are no citations for the hydrodynamic modeling work despite discussing three
examples of research in the text and alluding to six more (p15).

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

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

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

The risks and uncertainties in undertaking the scientific component of the proposal - coupled hydrodynamic modeling - and the
challenges associated with linking this model to the MCERT geospatial effort to inform decision-making are not discussed at
all. Objective 3 reads, in part, "initiate a coordinated and collaborative effort to create a coupled river-to-Sound hydrodynamic
model" (p14), yet the explanatory texts says it is a "step in identifying critical observational data gaps" (p15) needed to support
the modeling framework. If the modeling and observational gaps are unknown at this time, there is much scientific uncertainty
and potential risk in this endeavor that goes unmentioned in the narrative.




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

This risk associated with program longevity is discussed and proposed mitigation includes and 10-year funding strategy
(objective 5).

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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

Without a clear understanding of how all of the proposed program pieces will work together and why this organizational
structure was chosen over others, it is hard to resolve this question. The proposal seems to defer these discussions until
professional staff are hired, yet there are plenty of successful programs from which to draw and propose a conceptual
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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:

While more information on the coupled hydrodynamic modeling is needed (i.e. specific stages between the current state of
knowledge and a working coupled model), all of the right component pieces seem to be there.

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 @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

Absent a specific development plan for the modeling work and explicit reference to the risks associated with different stages,
there is too little information on this objective. Further information on organization structure is also advisable.

- Clear organizational structure for MSEP

- Clear communications strategy for MSEP executive and advisory groups

- Detailed model development plan with associated risks and uncertainties

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 was not discussed. Program set-up was deferred until professional staff are hired and no organizational structure was
referenced as a potential model in efficiency, effectiveness, ability to coordinate/outreach, etc.

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

No.

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)

Objective 5 is listed as a risk mitigation measure - developing a 10-year funding strategy. This assumes funding is the only
risk, and as previously discussed, there are other risks associated with objective 3 (challenges associated with coupled

modeling) and to some degree objectives 1 and 2 (program plan and advisory group set-up duplicates rather than enhances
regional restoration efforts).

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

I do not believe this applies to the MSEP proposal.

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

Yes, as described in the purpose section (p8).




F. Does the project/program have clearly defined objectives?

Yes, five objectives.

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

Implicit measures of success are the set up of the program, though objective 3 (coupled modeling) could have a detailed plan
and milestones/metrics all to itself.

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)

This likely does not apply to a program of this kind.

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

Yes, the proposal cites the MCERT and MS comprehensive restoration planning processes and factors them into program
development.

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)

To some degree, yes. Different coordination programs from around the Northern Gulf were cited as examples of the need for a
MSEP, implying success in their own regions. The proposal also talks about other "excellent” MS Sound research and
modeling efforts (p15), but does not define or reference examples of model coupling success (Norway, for example).

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

| have no double that a MSEP would help coordinate MS restoration efforts and meaningfully include the community in this
effort. Ultimately, this proposal does not provide specifics on how the program would carry out these important goals or what
other similar and successful efforts it is looking to for guidance by which one might reasonably be able to judge.
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