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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: It is important that one separates the goals and objectives of the USACE beneficial-use program (specifically as it relates to this proposed project) from the objectives to be met with the requested funds. The funds requested herein ($27.5M) will not be used to create habitat. Instead, these funds will be used for engineering design and construction of sediment containment structures only. If any habitat is created with the requested funds, it will be limited to the initial 100 acre donor marsh. The remaining 1100 acres of habitat will not be established with these RESTORE funds, nor will they appear immediately. The 1100 acres will be established at a rate of approximately 100 acres per year. 

It is my opinion that this proposal clearly explains the intent of the requested funds and the eventual (possible) outcomes, but falls far short of describing, in detail, how the requested funds will be spent on engineering and construction of the containment system. I would have liked to see much more detail regarding these aspects as they are the actions that will be facilitated by the requested RESTORE funds. At the very least, a reasonable cost basis for Phase 1 (engineering design) and Phase 2 (containment construction) should have been provided based on prior experience (e.g., Gaillard Island, Singing River, etc.). Furthermore, a description of containment alternatives is not provided. It appears that there may be a good opportunity here to use something other than, or in addition to, traditional sediment containment dikes. Establishment of artificial finfish/shellfish reef along the east and south side of the project would surely yield secondary benefits and perhaps improve the likelihood of SAV recruitment.
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: Yes, the proposal cites success implementing similar projects in the past.
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: Yes.
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: The proposal indicates that a monitoring program will be established.
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: No specific measures of success are identified in the proposal.
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: Yes, the proposal outlines the primary objective (establish 1200 acres of new emergent tidal marsh and SAVs) as well as a host of secondary objectives.
	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: Yes, the proposal clearly outlines the primary goal of the project, which is to extend their beneficial use of dredged sediments program to develop 1200 acres of emergent marsh and SAVs (habitat) and reduce long-term dredge disposal costs.
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA: Yes, and the proposal cites that the known risks and likely uncertainties can be mitigated through adaptation.
	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: Yes and no. Some specific risks and uncertainties are identified in the proposal, but no specific plan is described or cited. However, given that the proposing agency is the Department of the Army, a specific risk mitigation plan is almost certain to be developed.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: No.
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: Yes, the proposal describes previous beneficial-use projects and their successes. These prior projects used different methods than what has been proposed herein. However, the proposing agency also describes their prior expertise in using methods similar to those suggested here.
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: 
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: NO
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: 
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: YES
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: 
	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: YES
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: Yes, the proposal primarily addresses the expected rates of relative sea level rise and finds that over the 50-year life of the project it can be mitigated through adaptation.
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: YES
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: The proposal primarily addresses risk related to relative sea level rise, though other uncertainties are described (e.g., construction, environmental, etc.). While the risks are described, no specific information is provided regarding how the project will respond in light of uncertainty. 
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: YES
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: Yes, the sources are used without bias.
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: YES
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: To the extent possible, the proposal makes an appropriate effort to properly reference and cite works most germane to the primary objectives.
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: YES
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: The proposed methods will be used in Mobile Bay but are also likely transferable to other regions of the US.
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: YES
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: Yes, but only to the extent possible. The proposal DOES NOT provide evidence, in terms of supporting documentation, that the methods used will yield successful results. The proposal DOES reference their own prior expertise in beneficial-use projects similar in nature. However, although the proposal specifically states that their previous projects have been monitored and studied, and that they have been great successes, no specific citations of those works have been provided.
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