
PROPOSAL TITLE

LOCATION

SPONSOR(S)

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

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

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: If the applicant's and the Council's goal for this project is the addition of 40 acres of tidal marsh to Deer Island, this reviewer believes the program will accomplish this.If, the Council's goal is to provide habitat that will be utilized by multiple users, the proposal may fall short.  The applicant should consult additional specialists -- for example, the bird list is very incomplete and species listed as supported by the island are tangentially supported, at best.  Sharp-shinned hawk and merlin are neither nesters on the island (and, certainly, not in tidal marsh) nor are likely to be "supported" by the island or the restored portion.  Instead, the list of birds appears to be taken straight from the Mississippi GEMS website; consultation could firm up the proposal for benefits to birds, fishes, socioeconomic interests, etc.
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: Yes, again, applicant discusses recent successful restoration on same island and considers risk of inappropriate dredge material.  There is not a discussion on failures of similar efforts, which would make this proposal stronger.
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: Yes, both SLR and recent successful restoration of the same island are included.
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: A monitoring program will be developed, but, currently, monitoring may consist of aerial photography (presumably to measure footprint of restoration?) and site visits to monitor plants and elevation.  At this point, adaptive management refers to reacting to invasives and SLR.This reviewer would prefer a wildlife and/or fish component be included in the monitoring scheme.  If protecting and restoring living coastal and marine resources is an objective (albeit secondary), then monitoring of those taxa to gauge success should be included.  Similar comments could be raised for the other secondary objectives.  It would be a shame to build 40 acres and not link that back to measurable impacts.
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: Yes, however, the performance metrics are not articulated in the proposal.  Measures of Success seem very basic *at this stage.*  Again, metrics would be beneficial here.  For example, project success may be measured by number of acres created (=40 acres), the percent increase in number of nesting birds, turtles, etc. since implementation, the fish species richness before and after, etc.
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: Yes, the program will Restore, Enhance, and Protect Habitats.  Again, the secondary objectives could be "fleshed out" more, but they are adequately addressed.
	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: Yes, the primary goal is to use dredge material to create 40 acres of tidal marsh -- Restore and Conserve Habitat.Secondary goals, though listed, are not especially well defined in the proposal.  Metrics for secondary goals would be helpful.
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA: No.  However, this project is for beneficial use of dredge material obtained from a project that would occur regardless of this proposed project on Deer Island.  Positive results from the implementation clearly outweigh any potential negative ones.  It should be noted that continued expansion of islands through restoration is a balancing act, at least with regards to birds.  For example, a 50 acre island 1 mile from the mainland is more likely to be colonized by colonial nesting waterbirds than a 200 acre island that is 0.5 miles away; this is because, despite additional habitat for nesting, the size of the island and closeness to mainland will allow access by nest predators.  Deer Island is clearly not a very active bird nesting island (only Great Blue Heron is listed as a nester).  For this reason, the implementation may further make the island conducive to predators and should be considered.
	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: Risks that may require mitigation include SLR, construction material efficacy, and re-mobilization of DWH oil.  Sea level rise and materials are addressed in the proposal -- namely, that the applicant will alter the project as needed should either issue arise during or after construction.  Re-mobilization of oil will be dealt with by contacting USCG.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: Yes.
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: This is a restoration project utilizing the typical method of coastal marsh restoration; there are few viable alternatives.  The price of the project is within reason based on similar projects in this reviewer's realm.  Much of the cost is likely due to barging in the material, but alternatives for source material are not available.
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: 
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: YES
	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: The proposal implies that sea level rise has been factored in to this project and will continue to be factored in should additional beneficial use material become available.As with all GOM restoration work, storm surge from tropical storms and hurricanes is an omnipresent threat during hurricane season, and this fact has been included in the proposal.  But this reviewer recognizes that restoration would never occur in the region at all should engineers and restoration ecologists constantly worry about this looming threat.That being said, this reviewer does not believe a 50 year lifespan for this project to be especially realistic given the presumed increase in storm frequency and intensity.
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: YES
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: This reviewer is unaware of public or Council comments on this proposal.The scientific basis for this work -- dumping dredge material into a containment dike and planting once settled -- is well grounded.  Uncertainties in components/consistency of dredge material (for example, how soft the dike material is or the fill material is) could alter the proposed work and lead to much shorter effective life of the restoration project.  The applicant has identified these issues, storm surge, and sea level rise as plausible risks.  The applicant has stated that construction will be nimble enough to capture/minimize these risks.
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: YES
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: Most sources are internal documents or, otherwise, public information that is not necessarily peer-reviewed literature.  Cited works are used matter-of-fact and do not appear biased.  The reviewer does not detect any overt or covert uses of the literature cited other than for what the works were initially intended.
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: YES
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: Citations are complete enough to find the original publications.
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: YES
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: Not applicable.  The information provided is GOM-centric.  That being said, the proposal is fairly light on publication citations; this reviewer has the benefit of working closely on similar restoration, but reviewers with less coastal restoration exposure/experience may find the support to be lacking.  I would advise this applicant that future submissions should consider providing additional peer-reviewed works to bolster their proposals.
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: Off
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: Coastal restoration, particularly that utilizing dredge material, is a well-studied and universally accepted method for providing additional acreage of viable habitats on the landscape -- attempting to recoup losses caused by anthropogenic and natural disturbances, to protect livelihoods, and to provide nesting and loafing substrate for native wildlife and fishes.The proposed methodology has also been utilized successfully in the recent past on the same island, and this reviewer believes the proposal adequately demonstrates proof of concept in the region.  Additional peer-reviewed works are available and would make the proposal stronger, but the information provided is acceptable.  An ornithologist should have been consulted for this proposal, because the selection of some bird species that may benefit from the restoration is incomplete and odd.
	_1_ Have the proposal objectiv_BbrF5QksrvNbjusii9PUcg: YES
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