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Title and Authorship of Information Product Disseminated 

Rigorously valuing the coastal hazard risks reduction provided by potential coral reef 
restoration in Florida and Puerto Rico. By Storlazzi, C.D., Reguero, B.G., Cumming, K.A., 
Cole, A.D., Shope, J.A., Gaido, C.L., Viehman, T.S., Nickel, B.A., and Beck, M.W., 2021. 

Peer Reviewers Expertise and Credentials 

Peer Reviewer #1: Holds a Ph.D. in marine biology. The reviewer has 19 years of experience 
as a research marine biologist. 

Peer Reviewer #2: Holds a Ph.D. in oceanography. The reviewer has 17 years of experience 
as a research oceanographer. 

Peer Reviewer #3: Holds a Ph.D. in marine geology. The reviewer has 6 years of experience 
as a research geologist. 

Charge Submitted to Peer Reviewers 

The reviewers were asked to make an objective evaluation of the methods, results, and 
conclusions described in the manuscript. 

Summary of Peer Reviewers Comments and USGS Response to Peer 
Reviewers Comments 

Changes were made throughout the manuscript in response to numerous editorial 
comments from the reviewers. 

Responses from the authors to specific peer reviewer comments are as follows: 

Responses to Reviewer 1 comments: 

• The word “potential” was added to the title and section headers as suggested by the
reviewer.

• A discussion on site specific is not included in this manuscript, therefore no change
made.

• The references suggested were added in the Introduction section.
• Bathymetric contours were not added in figure 4 to avoid overly complicating the

figure; one can easily assume farther offshore areas are deeper. Further, the source
data is properly referenced.

• The focus of this manuscript is modeling coral reef restoration. Although “gray
infrastructure” is not formally modeled in the manuscript, the data could be used as
such.

• The authors agree with the reviewer’s observation that the restoration scenarios are
ordered by type (green versus hybrid) and then size (25 m then 5 m).

https://www.usgs.gov/atom/109611


             
      

             
     

                 
              

         
              
           
               

        
                

           
 

   
          

           
            

  
 

   
         
            
            
             

      
              

        
          

      
                
          

 
 

 
          

   
 

• Optimization of coral cover in Hawk Channel is not relevant for a modeling study— 
this manuscript covers modeling a possible scenario. 

• The comment regarding A.palmata is not relevant, because it is not stated that the 
corals had to grow to +0.25 m quickly. 

• In figure 5, panels B and D, the green restoration line cannot be seen because the 
figure is zoomed in on the land, whereas the reef restoration is offshore underwater. 

• In figure 6, the restoration lines were added. 
• An error in the data for figures 8 and 9, was corrected with new figures. 
• The S25 scenario was included as requested by coral reef managers. 
• The author decided to not add “modeled” on the title of every table, figure, and 

section, as it is implied for the entire manuscript. 
• Maps of all the locations of the restoration (m wide) along 100s of km of shoreline 

cannot be shown, so no change made in response to this comment. 

Responses to Reviewer 2 comments: 
• The authors did not separate the different locations’ costs in the abstract as 

suggested because the total value reflects the importance of this effort. 
• The authors appreciated the reviewer’s comment that the theoretical reef structures 

were solid. 

Responses to Reviewer 3 comments: 
• A discussion on tertiary costs was not included as suggested. 
• Discussion on storm duration is not relevant and was not included as suggested. 
• As suggested, a new reference for Hurricane Maria cost was added. 
• The statement that the two methods to compute GEVs differ is incorrect. No change 

made in response to this comment. 
• The categorial nature of the coral data and the resulting friction coefficients as 

another point in the assumptions/limitations list was addressed as suggested. 
• On figures, the difference in latitude/longitude decimal numbers is not relevant, as 

the scale of the figures vary. 
• The social aspects text was deleted and thus this reference in the text was removed. 
• The Gross Domestic Product numbers are correct, so no change needed. 

The Dissemination 

The published information product will be released as a USGS Open-File Report and will be 
available at https://pubs.usgs.gov/. 
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