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The Mississippi Sound Estuarine Program: A programmatic vision for bridging coastal restoration

LOCATION
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Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality

TYPE OF FUNDING REQUESTED (Planning, Technical Assistance, Implementation)

Planning/Technical Assistance

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

January 6, 2015

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 proposal’s five stated objectives were mostly subjective and impossible to measure. The proposal lacked any references
peer reviewed or public on the strengths, weaknesses or accomplishments of the existing National Estuary Program (or a
specific Gulf project), the National Estuary Research Reserves, or the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation. The proposal
had only one peer reviewed reference Brown and Vivas (2005) on “Landscape development intensity index”. All other
references are publically available but consist of agency, academic or NGO strategic plans, initiatives, strategies, frameworks
etc There should have been some Program would be structured. Finally, the brief discussion of hydrological models on
page 15 mentions several models and modeling efforts but fails to provide any scientific references or discussion of the
strengths, weaknesses or data needs/sources for those modeling efforts. There should have been some peer reviewed,
scientific references on the relationship, interconnectivity between ocean, coastal and upland water and related models that




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 O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The references cited pertain to the Gulf Coast region generally and frequently to Mississippi or the Mississippi Gulf Coast.
One possible exception was the Richardson et al. (2014) Draft National Ecological Framework (USEPA Region 4). The
failure to cite James Omernik’s work on delineating ecoregions and differentiating ecoregions from watersheds for EPA
Region 4 and Mississippi as well as the geospatial shapefiles and metadata was disappointing.

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

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The references where not alphabetized nor did the abbreviations used follow any scientifically accepted format that | am
aware of. The full citation title should be spelled out not initials used as the author. Now sure why the GCJV, Gulf Coast Joint
Venture (2002) is cited differently than the subsequent citation to Vermillion et all (2012) which was either an update or
regional element to the original GCJM (2002) plan. Incomplete citation to Richardson et al. Draft National Ecological
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4. Are the literature sources represented in a fair and unbiased manner?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

All references were presented in a uniform manner but the proposal omitted referencing many other single, multiagency,
federal/state and state planning efforts (e.g., Corps’ Mississippi Coastal Improvements Program (2009), Gulf of Mexico
Alliance, Governors’ Action Plan Il (2009-2014); Federal Louisiana-Mississippi Gulf Coast Ecosystem Restoration Working
Group, Roadmap for Restoring Ecosystem Resiliency and Sustainability (March 2010).

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 proposal identifies the usual skepticism inherent in any new effort to coordinate and connect dispirit constituencies but
does not mention or cite any scientific sources to either quantify or qualify risks from sea level rise, climate change or
variability, or catastrophic weather events nor propose a science-based approach to minimize those risks. The proposed

solution that identifying potential 10-year funding streams will essentially mitigate public skepticism is unsupported by any
scientific references.




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

See #5 above. 1. The proposal fails to mention near or long-term uncertainty from climate change or sea-level rise.
Long-term funding seems to be the proposal’s major uncertainty and is addressed on page 16 by stating that “the [MSEP] will
develop a 10 year funding strategy that will involve understanding how to acquire state, federal funds, as well as private
dollars to sustain the program”. Unlike the NEP and NERR programs, the MSEP lacks any statutory authorization which
makes it unclear if it would be eliaible to anolv for much less receive other nroarammatic funds

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 Mississippi Comprehensive Ecosystem Restoration Tool (MCERT) as a “robust geospatial tool with multiple modelling
components” (page 9) is really the proposal’s only scientific element and there are no references provided to evaluate the tool.
Its difficult to know if MCERT is operational yet or if this proposal is necessary to complete its development. The proposal
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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)?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

The proposal fails reference or discuss the scientific basis for program’s proposed geographic extent. The proposal’s goals to
“connect and coordinate” restoration efforts following generally along the lines of the NEP and NERR is laudable, but again it
fails to provide any scientific basis to determine what those programs have accomplished or how the proposed MSEP would

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:

Again, the proposal’s stated risks and uncertainties relate to the perception of duplication of effort or redundancy with other,
established federal and state programs. The proposed solution seems to be that identifying potential long-term (10-year)
funding sources will mitigate those 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)?

No. The proposal introduces the Mobile Bay NEP in Alabama, the Grand Bay NERR in Mississippi and the Lake
Pontchartrain Basin Foundation in Louisiana as related coastal management efforts together with various other statutory
federal land management areas (Gulf Island National Sea Shore, National Forests, National Wildlife Refugees, etc.) but fails
to identify or discuss the strengths, weaknesses or lessons learned from these existing land/resource management

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

MDEQ-Yes-Basin Approach to Water Quality; Reviewer-Yes

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)

The proposal does not specify clear outcomes or measurable restoration objectives rather it seems to propose a process. As
mentioned above, securing programmatic funding seems to be the one and only risk mitigation strategy.

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

Again the implied consequences or results of implementation are implied as some vague but undefined improvement in intra
and inter-state (Alabama and Louisiana) coastal connections and coordination.

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

The stated goal is to establish the Mississippi Sound Estuarine Program (page 4). Other than establishing this program, the
proposal does not identify or claim any objective, measurable goal of restoring, enhancing or conserving any habitat. In short,
the proposal proposes a planning process within an expanded Mississippi Gulf Coast Region.




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

Yes. The program has five (5) clearly stated objectives are to 1) develop a strategic comprehensive action plan, 2) convene
advisory teams, 3) initiate a coordinated and collaborative effort to create a coupled river to Mississippi Sound hydrodynamic
model (expanding or completing the underway/pending Mississippi Comprehensive Ecosystem Restoration Tool), 4) host
annual restoration planning discussions, and 5) create and project a 10 year funding strategy.

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

No. The proposal does not include any objective or quantifiable measures of success.

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)

No. Not applicable as there aren’t any measurable milestones to track; however, the proposal claims it will embrace adaptive
management.

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

No. The proposal does not contain or reference any objective, measurable data or information.

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)

No. After mentioning the Mobile Bay National Estuary Program (NEP), the Grand Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve
(NERR) and the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Foundation in bold on page 5 the proposal fails to differentiate between the
missions, authorities and funding levels and sources of a NEP and a NERR or provide any details on the Lake Pontchartrain
Basin Foundation. While the map of existing NEPs and NERRs in the Gulf Coast Region is interesting, the proposal fails to

discuss any existing institutional coordination mechanisms either within the Gulf Coast Region, or those that might be unique
to NEP<s or NERRs nationallv (nace 8 figure 2)

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

The Mississippi Sound Estuarine Program (MSEP) is presented as a planning effort or process without any quantifiable or
measurable goals. The proposal fails to describe how MSEP would be integrated with ongoing or potential RESTORE related
activities in Mississippi. It was also disingenuous to assert that the requested $2,270,000 of Council RESTORE funds could or
should be allowed to leverage $14,600,000 of related RESTORE funding. Other observations are: 1) The proposal failed to

address why MSEP was proposed as a new administrative program without any federal or Mississippi state statutory authority
instead of heina nronased as a new NEP or NERR with a snaonsaorina federal anencv (FPA or NOAA) and clear statiitary
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