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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: 
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: The proposal does not discuss past successes in detail, other than to state that the agency has proven success in building emergent ridge and wetland habitat with dredge material in the Pass a Loutre WMA.
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: The proposal refers to other similar projects that are being conducted or were recently conducted in the region, including the placement of crevasses to increase sediment deposition, other dredge spoil operations, and the overall Mississippi River Operations and Maintenance program.  The proposal does not discuss recent or relevant scientific information about the methods or the outcomes of similar projects, although it does provide updated citations on fisheries statistics.
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: The proposal describes a monitoring component to measure the change in land area created by the project using aerial imagery.  No other monitoring is proposed, and no adaptive management component is described.
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: The measures of success defined by the proposal are the area of habitat created, cost of the project and length of time to completion.  Cost and completion time are not appropriate measures of success because they do not provide a measure of whether or not goals and objectives have been reached.  Other, more meaningful measures of success would be: the lessening of storm surge effects observed in the project area following completion; increase in the amount of emergent and submerged vegetation in the restored area; increased use of the area by wildlife, etc.  
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: The proposal lists 6 objectives of the Comprehensive Plan that the project supports.  These are very similar to the goals of teh project.  The proposal does not have goals related to quality of restored habitat, ecosystem functioning, use of habitat by wildlife, or sustainability.  Also, the objectives listed in the proposal do not have measurable attributes, so it would be difficult to assess when and if the objectives have been met.
	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: Yes, the project has a clearly defined goal of the Comprehensive Plan of restoring habitat by creating 640 acres of coastal dredge-spoil ridges and wetlands.  The proposal also addresses the other goals of the Comprehensive Plan.  
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA:  The project assumes that the consequences of implementation will be beneficial, and does not discuss potentially adverse consequences.  The attached Finding of No Significant Impact addresses the potential consequences of the project activities to T&E species, migratory birds, water quality, and historical resources.
	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: The proposal does not mention a risk mitigation plan.  The proposal defines risk and uncertainty somewhat narrowly as only the risks or uncertainty in cost or equipment availability, and does not discuss the risk or uncertainty related to whether the created wetlands will be self-restoring (will not need additional management), will provide quality habitat, or will be sustainable. In other words, the proposal does not explicitly consider the risk or uncertainty of attaining the goals of the Comprehensive Plan.  The attached Finding of No Significant Impact discusses some of the risks to threatened and endangered species, migratory birds, water quality, and historical resources, and planned mitigation activities, but the most recent environmental assessment appears to be 3 years old.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: My agency may provide funding for this type of project but does not conduct this type of work.
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: The proposal states that the methods are scientifically sound but does not provide scientific citations for this.  In the attached Environmental Assessment and Finding of no Significant Impact, other alternatives to some of the methods are discussed, with an evaluation of which alternative is most favored.
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: The proposal does not offer any detailed information on the scientific basis of the work proposed, other than stating that the science of using dredge materials for coastal restoration is a proved and well established process.  The Louisiana Coastal Area Restoration Study, which provides the scientific and planning basis for this habitat restoration program,  contains a thorough assessment of risk and uncertainty related to the habitat restoration practices described in this document. However, this is not discussed in this proposal.
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: Evidence of peer review of methods by independent researchers to support the statement that "The science associated with the use of dredge material is well established, as illustrated by the MVN past efforts that have restored over 31,000 acres of coastal habitat since 1976."
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: Scientific evidence that the methods used have resulted in creation of habitat that (1) is self-restoring (does not require planting or additional, ongoing habitat management, (2) is of high quality (i.e., not contaminated by oil or other pollutants, and is colonized by appropriate native vegetation communities), (2) supports bird and fish communities, and promotes coastal marsh ecosystem functions, and (3) is sustainable.
	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: The proposal addresses and attempts to mitigate uncertainty in the long-term sustainability of the wetlands created by locating deposition sites in overlap areas fed by crevasse inflow of sediment.  The proposal projects a lifetime of 50 years for the created wetlands, but does not explicitly address the uncertainty associated with this estimate due to sea level rise, storm events, or other disturbance.  It is assumed that the project will reduce uncertainty and risk of loss of additional wetlands due to sea level rise, by protecting existing marsh habitat.  Because the project is scheduled to be completed within 20 months, the long-term existence or function of the program is irrelevant.  However, continuation of the program would be necessary to achieve the regional-scale benefits of a programmatic strategy of dedicated dredging and wetland creation mentioned in the proposal.  
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: Although the proposal explicitly evaluates only the risks and uncertainty related to right-of-way access, equipment availability, and fuel costs, there are other risks that could be envisioned, including: oil contamination of dredged sediments due to project proximity to the Deepwater spill; covering or destruction of existing submerged aquatic plant communities during the dredging process; poor quality of created wetland habitat due to sediment quality, establishment of unexpected or suboptimal vegetation communities, or proliferation of invasive species; or vulnerability/loss of created habitat from future storm events or sea level rise.  Most of these risks and uncertainties are described in the NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact and summaries of past Environmental Assessments included with the proposal, although the most recent assessment is from 2011. 
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: YES
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: Most of the literature that is referenced are reports or environmental assessments produced by the agency. There are few peer-reviewed sources, and overall little cited information.
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: Of the 3 journal articles referenced in the proposal or supplemental sections, 2 are not cited within the proposal. Other citations appear to be correct.  The primary source of information supporting the proposal was not actually cited in the text of the proposal.
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: NO
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: The proposal does not provide any scientific information supporting the methods, within or outside of the Gulf Coast region. The information provided in the NEPA Environmental Assessments provide some information regarding environmental effects of the project.  A more recent Finding of No Significant Impact is also attached (2011), which provides detailed information about methods that pertain to the Gulf Coast region. 
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: YES
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: There are 13 literature sources listed in the proposal, with an additional 6 listed in a supplemental section; 3 appear to be journal citations but only one of these is actually cited in the proposal, but does not address the objectives or suitability of the methods.  In the proposal the authors state that "the science and practice of using dredge materials for coastal restoration is a proven and well established process," but provide no citations to support this statement.  In the list of references provided with the proposal, there is a citation for a publicly available report, the Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Restoration Study, which identifies critical restoration needs and develops a strategy for implementing methods for habitat restoration.  This document provides a scientific justification for the methods and implementation plan described in this proposal.  The objectives of the proposal are justified in terms of aligning closely with habitat restoration objectives of the Gulf of Mexico Regional Ecosystem Restoration Strategy.
	_1_ Have the proposal objectiv_BbrF5QksrvNbjusii9PUcg: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	DATE:_nKkRx09WKC33B5nIAkDo*w: 1-09-2015
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