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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: *How long do they feel these plans will be viable scientifically and will have to be updated? Are they 'living' documents?  
*Is creating this many plans at one time feasible for the MBNEP to manage (need staff with experience) and what is the role of ADCNR in this??  
*Would it be better scientifically to focus on the major pollution issues in priority watersheds and focus funding those issues? Will this many plans result in loss of focus on major issues that can actually result in measurable water quality outcomes? 
*What overlap will there be in the watersheds to control redundancy in plans? 
*What was wrong with past watershed plans and how could we have learned from those to create these new plans? 
*Will the projects identified be watershed specific or are they going to be general 'project types' that can be applied across watersheds.  For example, can you pick up the plan and start doing projects that will be listed? OR will there need to be more development?
*There's a lot of good NGO scientific education in coastal Alabama. I was hoping more emphasis would be put on these groups for assistance in outreach/education opportunities to the local governments implementing these plans.  
*How does the funding for this project line up with what was just approved for NFWF GEBF?  Seems like $4.3M is not very much to cover 19 more watersheds.  This money could be better spent on the priority watersheds for project implementation or scientific data gathering needed to do good planning/decision making in the remaining watersheds.
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: Only successes from past watershed management plans have been discussed.  What about the old watershed plans that are listed?  Was there something wrong with these and their implementation?  
There are inherent risks with this kind of planning that needed to be discussed especially from a scientific point of view when you are depending on local governments to implement these plans.  For example, politics can often trump good science --- this risk was not discussed.  See Science Gaps discussion above as well.
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: It's not clear.  I can only assume that they will use the most relevant and recent information available to create these plans.  
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: N/A for planning project.  However, there is discussion of having monitoring plans within each watershed plan.  There is probably some monitoring of how the watershed plans are tracking that could have been added.  With so many plans being proposed, it would be good to know how they plan to manage this load to be sure the best is coming out of each planning effort.  It should be confirmed that the implementing sponsor has the capacity to manage this many plans for implementation over the life of the project.
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: Yes, there's a measure of success to create the plans. There is also general discussion on what they hope the plans acheive.  Examples may have made it more clear and strongly stated on what outcomes the actions/projects of those plans may be.  (e.g. measurable change in water quality for X major watersheds; X amount of reduced sediment loading in X major watersheds, etc.)
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: Yes, typical objecitves as to be expected with this type of project.  Vague and similar jargon to everything else.  
How the water shed planning process will be undertaken was the important information provided.  I think it's very important that they have stated that the plans will actually "identify" specific restoration and conservation projects, not just broad planning document.  They should call them watershed IMPLEMENTATION plans to better reflect that "actions" will be outlined that should be taken to result in X measurable success criteria.
	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: Yes, they are typical goals of watershed management planning.
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA: They only consider positive consequences -- "future risk reduction".  
	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: No.  -- what if there isn't good scientific information to write quality implementation plans?  What if the plans are not adopted by local government or are not feasible in political climate?  Discussing some of these risks and mitigation measures would have made the proposal stronger.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: Yes.
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: Not necessarily. I think they have seen a few successes in past planning efforts and have decided this will work for all watersheds in Mobile Bay area.  This is probably an oversight considering scientific data gaps that exist and differing political will in each watershed to see these plans implemented.
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: More discussion on the scientific gaps that are certain to exist in many of these watersheds would have better explained risks and uncertainties with trying to plan in such watersheds when little data is available for good decision-making.
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: They have espoused this but did not thoroughly show this determination. We can only assume and hope that good science is used in producing and implementing these watershed plans.
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: The applicant does make an effort to list the factors (some science-based) that would be included the watershed plans but do not go any farther in elucidating any scientific peer-reviewed specifics on what data would be utilized  (e.g. Land-Use Development Indices; habitat mapping; oyster larval distribution; TMDLs, T&E species distributions, etc).
	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: The proposal assumed there was no risk in planning. I think there are some inherent risks in planning. We all of know of plans that end up just collecting dust and/or not being used by  the municipalities, local governments, etc..  These risks needed to be discussed and addressed on what corrective actions they could take to help make sure plans were adopted.  Furthermore, what happens in 5 years when these plans mature; is there a plan to update, keep current and relevant?
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: NO
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw:  I imagine there are large data gaps that need to be addressed for many of these watersheds, and by outlining this, we may have better understood some of the risks in the planning efforts.  In many of these watersheds, the action/projects may just be to collect more data for better decision making.  Discussion of this scientific short-fall that probably exists for the planning effort would have made the proposal stronger.
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: 
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: YES
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: No published literature is cited.  Only  plans and websites.  The 6 provided are cited completely and accurately.
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: YES
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: N/A - all supporting information directly pertains to Gulf coast region
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: Off
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: This is difficult question for a planning proposal.  They describe the methods used for the CCMP development but unsure how that guides the watershed management plans?  These plans are just an action in the CCMP.  They utilized some vague data/information sets for the CCMP -- which is an overarching and broad document anyway.   The actual scientific data that may be used for planning purposes could have been better outlined and more thorough examples given from past planning efforts in the area.  By looking at past plans, I was able to see what might go into these plans but it would have been good to have this outlined specifically and less focus on how they created the CCMP. 

No peer reviewed information is cited, only publicly available plans and websites.
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