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Bucket 2 — Council Selected Restoration Component

PROPOSAL TITLE

Restoration of Whooping Crane Critical Habitat with Beneficial Use of Dredged Material

LOCATION

Coastal Texas, Aransas and Calhoun counties, within coastal zone for Texas Coastal Management program

SPONSOR(S)

Department of Army- Army Corps of Engineers

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

Implementation

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

01/02/2015

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 O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The proposal does meet minimal requirements in regards to information that is available to support proposed methods/
actions. However considering the lack of rigorous scientific data to support methodology it would be beneficial to at least
highlight information from reports (ICT issued findings) from other similar beneficial use (BU) projects as they exist. In
reference to methodology, are the project designs based on comparison to any reference marshes?




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?

O YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Not applicable as proposed activities directly affect Gulf Coast region.

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

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

May want to consider some of the research comparing created and natural estuarine marshes. Suggest start with Delaney
et .al 2010 or Kushwaha 2005.

4. Are the literature sources represented in a fair and unbiased manner?

@ YES O NO O 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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Would like to have seen the proposal address the monitoring and evaluation activities more (at least preliminary
thoughts/discussions with USFWS) especially in regards to protocol and methodology to accomplish. Are there potential
issues regarding hydrology, movement of water or sediment though created marsh and expected vegetative or faunal
responses/ outcomes?

Proposal also needs to identify and/or address research needs regarding beneficial use and direct marsh restoration and
vegetative, invertebrate, avian responses.




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 O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Sea-level rise was addressed in project design.

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 O NO O 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 O NO O 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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

As previously mentioned, proposal should present more data (quantitative or observational) to support methodologyi, if it
exists. If not then acknowledge lack of rigorous science and address the uncertainties that currently exists.

]
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)?

Proposal needs to address why this method or project is preferred (creation of habitat) versus other activities such as
installation of rock breakwaters to protect existing marsh from ongoing (current) shoreline erosion, especially in the Aransas
NWR boundary. Some mention of more recent consultation with USFWS (Aransas NWR) staff would be helpful. This may be
addressed in the original EIS but proposal needs to define better.

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

No.

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)

Yes to the extent as defined in section 5 of proposal.

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

Yes, see previous.

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

Yes; Primary goal is to restore tidal emergent marsh.




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

Yes; Objectives are defined as :

1) create/restore tidal emergent marsh to benefit of whooping cranes
2) increase marsh filtering capacity and improve water quality
3) community education and outreach

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

Measures of success seem too vague. Success metrics need to be defined on biological response and in consultation with
USFWS. Based on monitoring program, project needs to provide significant beneficial habitat to support whooping cranes or

other fauna. Vegetative structure and composition needs to be capable of supporting and providing wintering habitat for
species as proposed.

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)

Monitoring program not well defined. More information and methodology (even preliminarythoughts) would be helpful.

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

As mentioned previously, proposal should include information derived from other beneficial use projects or additional relevant
research regarding comparisons of beneficial use marshes to existing reference marshes.

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)

Proposal should include information derived from other beneficial use projects and those past successes and failures.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

No additional information provided.
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