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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 much discussion of what the applicant has done in the past and what the difficulties are in the restoration as opposed to an actual solution that is being presented.  The proposal was poorly put together in that the executive summary indicated specifics on the objectives but one needed to read to almost page 8to get into the meat of the proposal.  This demonstrated poor use of space.  There was constant repetition of points about what the positive aspects of the proposed effort would be with little documentation.   Other projects that the proposed could be considered a key element are mentioned but now evidence of what the combined projects offer.  One of the briefly mentioned items was the landbridge which is important in storm surge.  So why not discuss how this is helped by the proposed effort.  The project hardly seems one of planning given all the comments about how far along the work in planning is from 2004!  What isn't done and what are the issues was never ever brought up.  It sounds like a rough number thrown out with no regard to actual costs.   As a proposal  the applicant made sure every "key word or phase" was embedded in the proposal, just not how it was going to address them except that they have worked with others or in the process of another project in dealing with the issue.  One personal observation is the letters of endorsement.  One endorsement mentioned a piece of the gains in the project that had little discussion so it was difficult to even determine how the endorser arrived at their support.  The proposal also included many e-mails from individuals supporting the effort.  What was disconcerting was each e-mail was a copy with not even the words changed, just the e-mailer's address.  Such laziness hardly warrants support if the writer doesn't even have time to put their support on paper.  This suggests that it is a bother and really isn't that important to the sender.  The project is likely one with benefits and has been one considered for years by Louisiana.  An important issue is why this hasn't been funded in the past.  Will the USACE even allow such a structure and a document stating that they see no problems would have been nice.  
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: The proposed effort largely points to the effort as being considered a contender for funding for nearly a decade now.  As a consequence perhaps the applicant did not feel the need for a lot of past success and failure information.  There was a brief description of smaller efforts that have been funded but little quantitative evidence of how the small projects helped or even if they did anything at all.  So if restoration takes 50 years and evidence for loss in two decades as indicated for the area then is the investment warranted.  I would argue probably but this wasn't addressed, why not.  In defense there seems to be little work on metrics of success from other projects so expecting the proposed effort to present evidence may be difficult but points to the need for metric discussion in this effort. 
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: Recent information is a relative term.  Much of the science and research results are from studies prior to 2005 although some address needs for restoration in recent years likely largely in part to the hope of funding for restoration efforts.  No solid statistical evidence was given which was a weakness from the restoration point of view except for how many jobs or economic windfall may occur, and even this was mostly speculation with little solid comparison.  The timeline given is 3 years for permitting and 4 years for construction which did not describe what stages must take place except in this "general sense".  
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: The applicant does indicate the development of a monitoring program that will be joint with Water Institute of the Gulf to advance the SWAMP which purportedly will bring monitoring and assessment projects under one umbrella.  While encouraging and desired how the information will be utilized (and what information is actually important and will definitely require monitoring for proposed project) is vague.  Once again the applicant requests nearly $ 1 M for adaptive management  but how this will be used is not given in the proposed effort (i.e. $ 1 Million gives me what )!
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: The project indicates that measures of success are important but indicates that restoration and enhancement health of the Maurepas Swamp is critical.  It is stated that performance measures will track progress towards meeting management goals and objectives.  What management goals?  There is little detail in what specifically will be monitored and how this will be used to determine success?  No statistical evaluation or what would even be examined is presented so that reviewer is left to guess what might or might not be done for this.  How one would measure the success or failure of the adaptive management is difficult to envision unless it just isn't used in the future.  The time-line for this is not presented.
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: The objectives are somewhat obtuse.  The funding is to be used for getting permits, land acquisition, final engineering design, and then a vague development of monitoring and adaptive management which seems to already be underway (or its specific benefit to the project was totally unclear).  As for the cost of permits they have largely been submitted so what additional cost is required is not identified.  The land acquisition cost is not broken out or discussed.  The engineering design is totally unclear given statements about how far along this project is from past investments.  So the objective in reality is "I want some money and trust me I know what to do with it".  
	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: One goal seems pretty straight forward and that is an improvement in the water quality and reduction in the open water which has been occurring in the Maurepas Swamp due to levees and canals.   
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA: There is no discussion of consequences with the implementation except from the point of view that the project will supply freshwater to the Maurepas Swamp and that this would be beneficial.  Any potential negative impacts are not discussed nor are the risks in NOT being able to implement the project completely based on engineering design required (if this is already accomplished then funding not needed) or lack of permits required.  So biggest question is why wasn't this implemented in the past?  If it is funding as indicated why wasn't the project near the top of the 109 projects (where it ranked was a mystery).
	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: There is no risk mitigation plan that is effectively presented.  If the permits are not achieved or the land is not secured then how the project will proceed is unclear.  What would be interesting is if diversion of Mississippi River is prevented by common practices associated with river level management.  This is not discussed from the point of view as timing of flow except that it would be associated with flood conditions.  A discussion of this would have been useful.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: No... I have been involved in sewage diversion projects to clean lakes and the Department of Defense overall has been active in such projects however the laboratory has not been directly managing or have they conducted such a project to my knowledge.
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: NOT AT ALL.  It is presumed by the applicant that because this project has been in the works for over a decade that it "must be good and sound after all it has been in the running for funding for sometime".  Cost effectiveness is not mentioned.  IN FACT IT ISN'T SUPPORTED AT ALL BUT RATHER THE REVERSE.  Even in the letters of support it is mentioned how far along this project is (i.e. investment in design; 95% of the design complete) and therefore the cost which is for design (not planning but more implementation) is likely not going to require the applicants budget.  In addition the need for the adaptive management seems to be largely completed or funded elsewhere and isn't in line with a reasonable time-line for utility.  The project is largely defended by its inclusion in past restoration project lists.
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: One of the defiances in this proposal is the lack of a technical evaluation of the risks and uncertainties.  Just to indicate what a major uncertainty is can hardly be considered an evaluation.  Attempts to evaluate failure of the diversion design OR lack of getting the required approvals and land was never discussed.  There are "mentions" of potential changes that may not come about but good scientific documentation for or against many of these was not given.  The two exceptions were the nitrogen uptake distribution (although the impact was unclear) and the potential wildlife habitat changes.  What is missing however is the applicant discusses "future scenarios" of a moderate and then less optimistic scenario.  They point to changes in "factors" which aren't given nor are the expected changes in these factors whatever they might be discussed.  Some discussion on fine sediment is given but no measure of quantification as to whether this is "high or low risk" nor has this even been evaluated as part of the initial studies.
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: The science is largely based on general responses that "may" happen if the project is allowed to continue as opposed to many quantifiable examples of other regional projects where such methodologies have been utilized.  There have been studies identified that seemingly report to give appropriate information but this was difficult to evaluate in the proposal.  
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: The applicant has made a reasonable attempt to use publicly available data and research that has been done on the local area.  What is missing are details of the system itself and why the applicant thinks the proposed components will achieve there goal (i.e. show that this is sufficient to meet the intended build-up and nutrient levels required).  Is this information in a report?  Possibly but this is difficult to determine.
	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: YES
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: There is little direct evaluation of the uncertainty except that the sea level rise itself is the greatest uncertainty.  No quantitative information is presented except that this is an issue.  There is a mention that the restoration itself may not see a benefit for 50 years so how one can argue an adaptive management system will help at this point is unclear.
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: NO
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: The biggest uncertainty listed is the sea level rise rate versus the restoration method reduction of water levels within the impacted area.  Uncertainties such as the sediment composition and "where" expected settling is to occur versus where settling needs to occur to meet objective of swamp restoration is glossed over.  One notable absent discussion was the impact on the diversion itself with little defense of "where the system should be placed"; why was this location selected; and is there an impact on the local Mississippi River flow itself.  However this project has apparently been "in the works" for years but never funded with the reason given as funding.  Why this was a lower priority is suggested in smaller projects were deemed "more cost effective". 
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: Nearly all of the literature sources are with respect to previous efforts that support the introduction of Mississippi River water into the Maurepas Swamp.  Any possible dissenting opinions such as references to those who questioned sediment build-up or issues with the proposed effort were absent.
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: Much of the cited references are contained in reports and therefore difficult to determine whether accurate representation of the findings was given.  There were several references that were given which did allow one to demonstrate that scientific research into the Maurepas Swamp could be positively impacted by the diversion.  However in one place a citation for a significant environmental impact was mentioned and whether this was a negative or positive impact was unclear!
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: The diversion into the swamp is listed as to a specific location although discussion of alternatives and why the location was selected was minimal.  The association to the Gulf Coast is more through the ties to Lake Ponchatrain.  Direct impact from the Deep Horizon event is not supported but the project can be considered part of the freshwater contribution to the area. RESTORE directly points to many of the elements under restoring and improving water resources that fall into this region.
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: YES
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: There is little about whether the "type" of diversion and the elements of the component design will achieve the desired effect.  The discussion for this was lacking.  There is good representation of reports done that indicate diversion of Mississippi River water (i.e. freshwater) would help the swamp however the time scale of the restoration of the land build up (50 years) and the indication that much of the sediments introduced may not even "stay" in the area seems to contradict other arguments being made for the method of restoration.  There is a request for funding of an adaptive management system whose function and benefit is unclear and doesn't seem to be even important in this project.
	_1_ Have the proposal objectiv_BbrF5QksrvNbjusii9PUcg: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	DATE:_nKkRx09WKC33B5nIAkDo*w: 12 January 2015
	REVIEWED BY:_fxQ9m3uQxeEINpFQlxJ3mQ: 
	TYPE OF FUNDING REQUESTED (Pla_0k-SEzn29nZSJg23x2lzzw: Planning although given that money is more for final design then this can be argued.
	SPONSOR(S)_o5xVyR-F36vTnyEnON2RoQ: State of Louisiana
	LOCATION_3TRFEbigx2qMn-xZrwGgPg: Garyville, LA at Maurepas Swamp
	PROPOSAL TITLE_KbZpcCXPoO4NBnL8PwcRxQ: Mississippi River Reintroduction into Maurepas Swamp
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