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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?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Based on the proposal narrative and, specific to restoration science, there is no clear indication that objectives/ methods have
been justified using peer reviewed and/or publicly available information.

The majority of the proposal focuses on prospective training and employment benefits. There is a noticeable absence of
detailed discussion of (or reference to) the scientific basis and techniques to be employed vis-a-vis the individual restoration
projects. Three concerns come to mind: 1) Itis unclear as to why the projects were selected (other than all being in NERRs
or NWR locations); 2) there is inadequate documentation demonstrating that the proposed projects are consistent with
existing restoration plans for the affected states; and 3) no techniques/ methodologies are presented in any detail to
demonstrate that the restoration practices will reflect generally accepted principles and approaches used within the scientific,




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 @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The conservation corps approach has been a successful model nationally- and in various regions- as a tool for temporary/
longer-term job creation, with associated secondary benefits for ecosystem restoration and stewardship. The proposal makes
broad reference to the CCC model of the 1930s as well as to California/ NOAA Veterans pilot project, a foundation-funded
Youth Conservation Corps program in Hawaii, and NPS programs. The latter references cost savings over using contractor

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

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The proposal (page LC-1) references only 12 documents, with the majority being data sets and broad economic reports that
do not speak to the scientific/ technical basis for the proposed restoration projects. Notably absent is any listing of/ reference
to the many state- based ecosystem restoration plans/ strategies presently in place, scientific/ technical aspects of restoration
methodology, or even any reference to the proposed projects. The latter are, in several places, described as "priority"

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

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

There were too few literature sources to assess this.

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 O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The proposal identifies one program-based risk/ uncertainty (i.e., ability of a corps network to perform the work- page PN-13)
and one project -based risk/ uncertainty (i.e., unpredictability of environmental conditions- page PN-13). These are both
well-stated.

There are three major omissions, however. The first is the risk and uncertainty associated with the budget in light of the
project scope. The latter appears to be be far too ambitious given the limited resources for implementation crews after




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?)

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

From a scientific standpoint, the brief description of the five proposed projects do not address risks/ uncertainties over time.
Adaptive Management is briefly referenced as "a process of learning by doing" and quarterly project assessments are
planned. There is no discussion as to how specific evolving ecosystem conditions will be addressed.

Erom a broaram manaagement standpoint. the pronosal makes broad references to the fact that there will be an onaoina

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 @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

The proposal does not address the scientific aspects of the five proposed projects in any detail, and the literature references
are limited and generally not applicable to restoration science- either general or site-specific. It is not, therefore, possible to
state that the applicant has based project design on science that uses peer reviewed and publicly available data.

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)?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

Per previous comments, this proposal is more focused on job creation (temporary or longer-term) and provides only a cursory
overview of the science associated with the five proposed projects. Use of statistical information is not addressed. Monitoring
is mentioned and Table 1 (page PN-11) provides a qualitative overview of potential metrics, but not specific to the proposed

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:

See above comments.

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)?

The proposal does not provide a detailed, science-based restoration methodology for any of the five proposed projects. As
such, it does not identify or evaluate any alternative methodologies for them. The reviewer is left with the impression that

these are restoration "ideas" rather than "projects”. If there is documentation to the contrary, it should be presented in the
proposal.

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

| participated in proposals/ projects that entailed the acquisition of volunteer labor or emphasized job creation. In those cases,
however, | relied on existing institutions and the private sector, where relevant, to create and manage the jobs. This was
determined to be a far more efficient and cost-effective approach than creating a new organization with all the start-up and
overhead costs that is entailed.

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)

Two risk/ uncertainty factors are identified and Adaptive Management is mentioned, but no risk mitigation plan is presented,
either on a program-wide or project-specific basis.

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

Each of the five proposed projects is afforded a brief write-up that presents need, restoration activities, and expected benefits.

Two generic risk/ uncertainty factors are identified (see above); they do not address the consequences of project
implementation.

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

The program has two primary goals- ecosystem restoration and job creation. Associated benefits (ecological and economic)
are presented in qualitative, bulleted form. Page PN-3, in a section titled "Program Goal and Objectives" gives equal
emphasis to both goals.




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

Objectives associated with the two goals (noted above) are not clearly laid out, but interspersed throughout the proposal.

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

Measures of success (program-wide, not project-specific) are briefly mentioned on pages PN-11 and 12 and include

ecological measures and community impact measures. They are qualitative, with the exception of a quantitative goal for

coastal habitat restored, and number of crew labor hours. Given the large size of the requested funding, the metrics (and the
methodology for employing them) are too vague and too limited to warrant support for this program, as presented.

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)

Table 1 on page PN-11 presents a generic, qualitative summary of the types of science-oriented monitoring activities that may
be relevant for different project types. There is no specific monitoring program presented that will determine project goals,

success, and advance Adaptive Management. Further, even though job creation is a stated program goal, there is no
reference to monitoring activities that address that goal.

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

The proposal makes no direct reference to specific pieces of recent and/ or relevant information. Notably absent is any

substantive reference to state-based coastal restoration plans and strategies that would support the selection of the multiple
projects.

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)

As noted above, brief reference is made to several other programs with some degree of relevance to this proposal. The

references are descriptive in nature and do not offer insights into risks, uncertainties and related factors that would help inform
the design of a program for the Gulf Coast.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

It is noted (on page ES-2) that the project will be undertaken "in partnership with a leading corps network'- a yet-to-be
established Gulf Coast Conservation Corps Program. There are also confusing references to a "strong conservation corps
partner with proven capability...." and a "regional corps network organization that will be competitively selected.” No entities

are named and, consequently, it is not possible to determine whether the proposal is calling for a new corps, use of existing
institutions ar some hvbrid thereof
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	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: From a scientific standpoint, the brief description of the five proposed projects do not address risks/ uncertainties over time.  Adaptive Management is briefly referenced as "a process of learning by doing" and quarterly project assessments are planned.  There is no discussion as to how specific evolving ecosystem conditions will be addressed. 
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There are three major omissions, however.  The first is the risk and uncertainty associated with the budget in light of the project scope.  The latter appears to be be far too ambitious given the limited resources for implementation crews after overhead, coordination, training, monitoring and other non-implementation commitments are considered.  

The second is the assumption- mentioned multiple times in the proposal- that this program is likely to continue beyond the five years;  this is speculative at best.  The proposal should not make assumption about the sustainability of the proposal unless it is well-documented.  

The third relates to an uncertain level of partner support.  In particular, the Gulf Coast states are mentioned as critical partners and will clearly bear a significant cost, presumably through some type of cost-share arrangement that is not mentioned.  However, only a single state wrote a letter of support for the proposal.  The same concern relates to other prospective partners that are generically referenced, but without any names listed or letters of support provided (e.g., NGOs).  
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	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: The conservation corps approach has been a successful model nationally- and in various regions- as a tool for temporary/ longer-term job creation, with associated secondary benefits for ecosystem restoration and stewardship. The proposal makes broad reference to the CCC model of the 1930s  as well as to California/ NOAA Veterans pilot project,  a foundation-funded Youth Conservation Corps program in Hawaii, and NPS programs. The latter references cost savings over using contractor crews.   

A more compelling argument needs to be made, however, as to why these examples are relevant. The proposal would benefit from a discussion of the fiscal / employment-related elements of these examples- a major focus of this proposal.  

Of particular concern, based on a review of the budgetary information provided, suggests that well less than half of the total requested budget will be directed to crew labor and the employment opportunities that appear to be the centerpiece of the proposal.  Administrative costs for the program are higher than "industry average", there is no specific mention of who would do the up-front engineering and design work, the training, or the monitoring, and detail on what these services would cost is lacking. 

The overhead is very high and only 352,000 crew member hours would be supported by a $20.41 million budget.  This works out to less than 34 FTEs per year (or less than five FTEs per project).   Based on the ambitious scopes of these projects, it is difficult to foresee successful outcomes.    Therefore, a more thorough analysis of other programs is in order to more fully and realistically evaluate potential program benefits. (Note- in another part of the narrative, the hours are estimated at 400,000- the discrepancy is not explained and brings into question the level of rigor that was invested in preparing the estimate.  
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The majority of the proposal focuses on prospective training and employment benefits.  There is a noticeable absence of detailed discussion of (or reference to) the scientific basis and techniques to be employed vis-a-vis the individual restoration projects.  Three concerns come to mind:  1) It is unclear as to why the projects were selected (other than all being in NERRs or NWR locations); 2) there is inadequate documentation demonstrating that the proposed projects are consistent with existing restoration plans for the affected states; and 3) no techniques/ methodologies are presented in any detail to demonstrate that the restoration practices will reflect generally accepted principles and approaches used within the scientific, engineering and design communities. 

Despite the fact that each proposed project has unique scientific, engineering, design, implementation and monitoring requirements, the proposal calls for an identical amount of funding for each - not only overall, but for  every budget sub-category.  This raises a very large "red flag" as to whether the true costs of these projects have been carefully determined based upon peer review/ access to the literature.  
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