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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:


	fc-int01-generateAppearances: 
	Please summarize any additiona_ofyARPOcNWjPb6OV2wWVuQ: There is not a clear study design described in the proposal.  How many samples will be taken of coral colonies?  How many colonies will be restored?  What are the parameters required for the other two sites that will be found with the AUV?  There are no statements that describe the status of the coral populations.  Are the populations robust enough to handle restoration activities?  The restoration experiment may be a bit premature.  

Overall, the proposal needs more support for the basic rationale.  It also needs a clear study design to adequately determine feasibility of methods and statistical design and thus, impact of results.
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: Yes.  The methods for data collection are proven successful and the basic methodology for the fixing corals to concrete blocks is using existing and proven techniques.
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: yes.  It builds off of current and/or existing projects and data.
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: The methods for monitoring existing corals seemed to be well supported and proven successful.  However, the restoration experiment and monitoring of success is not well defined.
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: This proposal is primarily collecting baseline information on coral populations around the Deep Water Horizon.  The measures of success are inferred in the successful collection of data.  The restoration experiment does not have measures of success discussed (% survival?).
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: Yes.  However, Objective 1 states that temporal change will be tracked.  How will this be occurred when the AUV is only used once?  Will the ROV be used for the temporal changes?  
	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: Yes.
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA: They mentioned having a plan to vary methods and then try again if restoration fails the first year.  However, they do not mention any sort of plan if two sites are not found that are required for the sample design.  
	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: I did not see this in the proposal apart from their plan to minimize overhead costs for Shiptime.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: No, not to my knowledge.
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: No.  However, this is a very particular study in a high risk environment.  Their restoration techniques do not include a variety of options that may be useful when restoring for the first time.  I agree with the researchers sticking with successful techniques in this case.  Their experimental design needs more detail and refinement or at least justification.  They propose to restore corals in concrete blocks in a way that represents high density.  They do not provide information on whether the samples will come from high density sites or not and do not plan to vary this method.  It may be useful to mimic the same density they are found at each site or to put high and moderate density options.  
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: The section provided in the proposal does not address all of the uncertainties and risks that may exist with this proposal and acquiring this data apart from the nature of the environment.  
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: NO
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: The methods are strongly supported and will provide baseline information that will be useful in the future.  
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: YES
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: The methods and objectives are based on peer-reviewed literature and builds off of current studies.  However, the basic rationale to conduct this research is lacking and unsupported.  It is unclear what this study will provide in the long term.  If restoration techniques are successful, what does that mean to the environment? fish populations? ecosystem services? etc.  This needs to be developed and supported.
	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: The proposal doesn't discuss the impacts of unsuccessful restoration techniques and the cost that will be put into taking samples and putting them back on the seafloor and what it would mean if they were unsuccessful.  It does not discuss impacts of environmental changes to the information this study will gather.  How relevant will the information be in 5 years?  Does the bottom habitat shift frequently? On the other hand, this study will collect baseline data that will be useful for the long-term despite environmental changes because it provides a database to compare future conditions.  However, it is unclear if this baseline data already exists as it seems to elude to with the existing NRDA funded efforts.  The proposal says it is complementary and not replicative however, it does not state what those other efforts are and how this proposal will add to existing information.
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: NO
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: I don't believe they addressed all of the uncertainties and risks that exist in this proposal.  Their study design is dependent upon finding two other non-impacted coral sites.  How likely is this?  What happens if they do not find these sites or they find two and the coral population is too small?  What are the parameters necessary for inclusion of sites?  They did not discuss this at all in the proposal.  They also did not discuss the possibility of having unsuccessful restoration techniques and having negatively impacted the existing coral species (by taking samples).  No supported statements were made about the existing population dynamics and robustness of the existing populations.  Why is restoration needed?  This was not at all discussed nor was the predicted impacts from restoration activities.
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: Although much of the pertinent information is based on current studies that these same researchers are conducting or at least involved in, they did a good job of including other supporting research when possible.
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: YES
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: The literature that is provided is accurate and complete.  However, there are holes in what was supported (as mentioned above) and when citations were used that were not deep sea related it was not discussed why these were used over others (if they exist).
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: YES
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: The methods are supported and building off of those that are being currently employed in the Gulf Coast region.
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: YES
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: The rationale behind the overall goals of this study is not supported by literature citations.  There needs to be more information and citations supporting the statements made regarding the importance of these environments for ecosystem services (with the exception of one Thurber 2014), and habitat and reproduction for fish species.  The linkage between the coral species and the ecosystem services is not made or supported but rather just stated.  There are some citations used that are not linked to the deep sea environment  but this is not discussed.  The statements made regarding the systems (watersheds, marine and estuarine) being linked was not supported by any literature citations.  There was a comment made that inferred the study results would help understand the system linkages, however, this is very unclear how this specific study would help advance that understanding.  The methods, objectives, and other information was well supported but the overarching basic rationale is missing development and literature support.
	_1_ Have the proposal objectiv_BbrF5QksrvNbjusii9PUcg: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	DATE:_nKkRx09WKC33B5nIAkDo*w: 01/10/2015
	REVIEWED BY:_fxQ9m3uQxeEINpFQlxJ3mQ: 
	TYPE OF FUNDING REQUESTED (Pla_0k-SEzn29nZSJg23x2lzzw: Implementation
	SPONSOR(S)_o5xVyR-F36vTnyEnON2RoQ: Department of the Interior?
	LOCATION_3TRFEbigx2qMn-xZrwGgPg: Gulf of Mexico continental slope, region southeast of Louisiana Mississippi delta in the vicinity of Deepwater Horizon spill.
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