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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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The objectives, to implement restoration efforts in Lower Perdido Bay, has been justified using peer reviewed and/or publicly
available information. However, the methods have not been adequately justified. In fact, the Lower Perdido Bay is mostly
covered with Halodule wrightii, but they plan on using Vallisneria americana. The justification was not stated in the main
proposal. There was an Appendix (outside of the page limitations) that indicated that Halodule would not be a good candidate
for restoration from seeds after scientific research was done. An apparent after thought of that work, without rigorous scientific
testing, was Vallisneria.




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 O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The methods are "reasonably supported” and adapted to the Alabama area. However, the methods are lacking in that there
does not appear to be a water quality criteria for planting seeds into the bay. It is possible that the bay's water quality no
longer supports growth from seed due to increased turbidity or that there might be other factors, other than boat traffic and
habitat usage (fishing and boat motors) that may preclude successful submerged plant growth from seed. It is possible that

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

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The authors used the appropriate scientific literature to support the statements they made and the citations were accurate.
However, more citations should have been used to support this work.

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

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Yes, the literature sources represented in a fair and unbiased manner

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

The uncertainties overall are weak in this proposal. They assume that V. americana will grow in this habitat dominated now by
another species and other exotic competing species. The proposer assume that the use of seed of V. americana will be

successful. They only provided very minor thought (in this proposal as presented) to the use of juvenile plant plugs instead of
seed.




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?)

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The proposal poorly evaluated the uncertainties and risks in achieving its objectives over time. They did not consider the issue
of sea level rise or substantial naturally occurring environmental variation. They underplayed the role of tropical storms and
extreme cold episodes

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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

The applicant "believes" based on the process of elimination and similarity of species that this project will work. This is stated
in a Final Report included as an Appendix to the proposal. The applicant is trying to do good things, i.e. restore submerged
vegetation, but the science behind choice of species and methods for success are lacking.

B. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that maximizes the
guality, objectivity, and integrity of information (including, as applicable, statistical information)?

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

While the science for restoration of submerged vegetation exists and is available, the applicant did not present quality science
or statistical information to convince this reviewer that this implementation will be successful.

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 @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

As stated previously the project is based on experienced belief (and hope) but not on presented documentation. The
uncertainty analysis was poor at best.

]
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)?

No. As stated previously they believe, without provided documentation, that this choice of species will work in this ecosystem
dominated by other competing species. They believe that seed planting is more effective than planting juvenile plugs of plants
in the bay. Other studies in other areas suggest that the plug technique yields much better results. The budget justification is
very limited and does not provide enough information to evaluate cost-effectiveness.

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

My university and other colleagues have conducted and are in the evaluation stage of doing other similar projects in Florida.

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)

Risk mitigation appears to be of minor concern in this 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)

The project considers the consequences of a successful restoration. They are very positive and needed in the coastal areas of
the Gulf of Mexico, including Alabama and many other locations in the United States and elsewhere. The need to restore
submerged vegetation was clearly presented.

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

Yes. Restore habitat, i.e. submerged vegetation using V. americana seed.




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

Yes, the Alabama Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Restoration and Monitoring Project proposes three efforts: 1) implement
restoration efforts in Lower Perdido Bay, Baldwin County, AL; 2) Conduct seed collection and

sowing in Upper Mobile Bay and Lower Mobile-Tensaw Delta waters; and 3) continue and

sustain the Alabama coastal SAV monitoring efforts that date back to 1980

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

The metrics for success are lacking. Success is considered in a qualitative sense in that there will be an increase in
submerged vegetation. No statistical metrics were provided.

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)

Yes, an aerial mapping and monitoring program is in place. Unfortunately, the aerial mapping is schedule for every 2-3 years
which is not enough to easily discern successful areas. The 2-3 year frequency of mapping needs to be of higher frequency to
better identify and determine likely causes of successes and failures. Other observations (e.g. boating and snorkeling surveys)
can be used to sub-monitor some areas to replace expensive aerial monitoring. This was not mentioned.

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

The project considers recent and relevant information that submerged vegetation cover has been declining over a long period.
No statistical data was presented only a few maps showing change in bottom vegetation.

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)

The project evaluated pass successes and failures mostly in the Appendix which is beyond the page limitations of the
narrative. | read the Appendix carefully however, to glean needed information.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

Projects similar this is needed in Alabama and other coastal areas around the Gulf of Mexico. Improved rationale for the
methods (e.g. species choice, seed vs. plant plug) must be presented and were not. An improved monitoring program is
needed, i.e. more frequent evaluation of the successes and failures of growth. The proposal mentions aerial extent and
species composition, yet no species composition data were presented in the figures where it could have been from previous
aerial surveys. The budget narrative very was weak. A better budget justification is needed on how much staff time was
needed and a senaration of eqiiinment shin time fiiel exnenses is needed The disciissed nroaram henefits failed to
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