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REVIEWED BY: DATE:

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?

YES NO NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments



  
  
  
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?

YES NO NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

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

YES NO NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

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

YES NO 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?

YES NO NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments



  
  
  
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 NO NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

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 NO NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

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

YES NO NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

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?  

YES NO NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

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)? 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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)

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

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)

Please summarize any additional information needed below:


	PROPOSAL TITLE_KbZpcCXPoO4NBnL8PwcRxQ: Gulf of Mexico Habitat Mapping and Water Quality Network
	LOCATION_3TRFEbigx2qMn-xZrwGgPg: Gulf of Mexico US EEZ
	SPONSOR(S)_o5xVyR-F36vTnyEnON2RoQ: NOAA, USGS
	TYPE OF FUNDING REQUESTED (Pla_0k-SEzn29nZSJg23x2lzzw: Technical Assotance & Program
	REVIEWED BY:_fxQ9m3uQxeEINpFQlxJ3mQ: 
	DATE:_nKkRx09WKC33B5nIAkDo*w: 1/6/2015
	_1_ Have the proposal objectiv_BbrF5QksrvNbjusii9PUcg: 0
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: The proposal objectives and methods in this valuable proposal have been justified using peer reviewed and publicly available information. However, the proposed application of the peer-reviewed information does not always match completely with the present state of the the science cited. For example, the proposal cites Halliwell et al., (2014) for support of using numerical circulation models to conduct observing system simulation experiments (OSSEs) to help design a more efficient water quality monitoring system. This will only work if the water quality parameters of interest are highly correlated with the physical parameters in the circulation models. This is neither acknowledged in the proposal nor taken into account in the section ascertaining risks of the project. Until there are available marine circulation models coupled to ecosystem models the benefits of running OSSEs will be limited to designing more efficient monitoring systems for physical parameters. That said, the OSSEs for physical parameters are the state of the art right now.

	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: 0
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: 
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: 0
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: Yes, but see my answer to 1. 
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: 0
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: 
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: 0
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: 
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: 0
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: Much of the success of the project hinges on how well the CoP handles its responsibilities, but the implementation of the CoP is not described well enough to ascertain if it will be possible for it to be effective. There are a lot of details left out between stating that the CoP will identify data gaps through stakeholder engagement and the process of actually carrying it through. 


	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: 0
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: 
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: 0
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: 
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: 0
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: 
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: Although there is justification given to the methods used in the proposal, there is not a discussion of alternative methods. However, this criteria is not as applicable to this proposal since it is about expanding the habitat mapping and water quality monitoring systems in the Gulf.

	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: No. 

	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: I do not see risk measures outlined in either of the   "Initial Comprehensive Plan Aug 2013.pdf" or in the Restore Act. That said, the proposal discusses the risks and how they may be minimized. 
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA: In the following I am going to list a number of problems with the water quality program implementation plan in the proposal. These do not constitute fatal flaws, but should be addressed to strengthen the project should it be funded. This proposed project is sorely needed in the Gulf. Without it, or a similar project, there will be large unknowns in the effectiveness of other restoration efforts, and uncertainties in the  state of the Gulf ecosystem will remain unacceptably high.
1) The  gap analysis, and the plan on  prioritizing water quality package deployment locations, could be strengthened. On page 9 of the proposal it states that: “Gaps will be analyzed with input gathered from all stakeholders to determine regional spatial priorities.”   Although the CoP is described in the Executive Summary to hold workshops for data inventory, identification of gaps and determining prioritization of  monitoring needs, in the body of the proposal the workshops are only described to be for prioritization, governance and for the data collectors/users. There is a sentence  in the risks section (2.5)  that states the CoP will engage stakeholders, but neither the CoP or the outreach section includes workshops for identifying gaps based on stakeholder needs.  Although the proposal includes important ties to GCOOS, SECOORA and GOMA, it fails to capitalize on the work that those organizations have already done to determine what the community of stakeholders needs in terms of monitoring. For example, GCOOS has conducted numerous stakeholder workshops to identify the priorities of various stakeholder groups and has collated that information along with priorities from specific marine management programs (e.g., hypoxia and HABS). These resources could be leveraged, along with the data inventories, in the process of the gap analysis. 
Also, the implementation of the analyses of gaps and priorities is too vague. We are told that “Success will be result from the inclusion of collaborators across state, federal, academic, and NGOs …, that a stepwise process for consensus building will be used to determine criteria criteria, and that the CoP (somewhat vague itself) will score the identified needs and gaps to how well they meet the criteria. Further a “participatory geographic prioritization process” will be implemented, but this is not really described. 
2) The proposal is vague about whether or not water quality stations will telemeter data or if the data will only be available  when the instruments are recovered.  There is no line for  telemetry costs in the budget. If the federal government automatically covers the costs of data telemetry this should be explicitly stated in the proposal.  Even if no water quality stations or gliders  telemeter data, satellite communications will be required for keeping track of glider locations and sending change of mission commands. There is no line for this in the budget. 
3) The budget has a line for 250 water quality instruments at a total of $1,500,000, or $6000 per instrument package. I assume this is for the basic model that measures temperature, conductivity, pressure and turbidity. This probably is an un-pumped system that is more difficult to protect from biofouling, but the proposal does not give this information. $6000 is definitely too low for what as described as “..typical variables to be measured (N,P, Chl), as well as contaminants (mercury, PAHs and harmful materials…”. For example, the best optical nitrate sensor by itself is ~$23k. 
4) The proposal does not indicate how often the instrument packages may need to be turned around, or how many instrument packages need to be held in reserve to keep the system operational.
5) The proposal indicates that AUVs can stay deployed for 1 year at a time, but that is only true for surface AUVs (e.g., Wave Gliders) and not buoyancy gliders, especially with an array of instruments. 
6) There is a lack of recognition of the difficulties in getting instruments deployed on oil and gas production platforms. There can be many obstacles to getting approval to instrument an existing platform, and there is no procedure outlined or referenced in the proposal to achieving this. 
7) There are lost opportunities to enhance the coupling of the water quality system to remote sensing and numerical modeling. The proposal could acknowledge the possible synergies with other research and the intent to seek collaborative science activities. For example, the remote sensing mentioned in the proposal is associated with the habitat mapping portion and not water quality, and so the opportunity of synthesis of synoptic fields of chlorophyll concentration, CDOM, SST, etc from remote sensing with point measurements is lost. Remote sensing could also be used to guide adaptive sampling of the gliders for water quality parameters. Numerical models need not be relegated to OSEEs. Operational models, especially those that assimilate data, can be used to help guide the analysis of the water quality data.

	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: Yes
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: Yes
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: I cannot find any statistical requirements in the documents "Initial Comprehensive Plan Aug 2013.pdf" or in the Restore Act. That said, the proposal does have articulated measures of success, though these are not defined in a statistical fashion. It would be an improvement to have some quantitative estimation of the measures of success as defined in the proposal. For example, the proposal indicates that only about 5% of coastal Florida waters have high quality habitat data from which derived habitat products can be produced. How much improvement could be made to this over the life of the project?  
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: I cannot find any statistical requirements in the documents "Initial Comprehensive Plan Aug 2013.pdf" or in the Restore Act. 
The program does have a monitoring program in place to determine project goals, success and help adaptive management. Importantly, this project will provide a crucial tool for other  “Restore projects” to monitor their success. 

	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: Yes, although I cannot find any statistical requirements in the documents "Initial Comprehenisve Plan Aug 2013.pdf" or in the Restore Act. 
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: Yes. 
	Please summarize any additiona_ofyARPOcNWjPb6OV2wWVuQ: In summary, although this proposal could be strengthened, its implementation can serve to provide  critical foundational information for understanding the evolving ecosystem health of the Gulf and the efficay of restoration efforts. 
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