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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: Given extreme land loss in coastal LA, land building projects in this region are one of the most important type of activities that need to be supported under RESTORE.  While this project is definitely a step in the right direction, the applicant needs to present significantly more information demonstrating sound scientific arguments supporting their specific choice of methods.  They need to consider the long-term cumulative changes that could be occurring in the landscape and how created land can be maintained over time.  While the proposal is well edited, it is far too simplistic in its nearly non-approach to presenting supporting scientific methodology.
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: No.  The project has only mentioned the successes of similar past efforts by the agency, and there is no mention of failures or what could potentially go wrong.  For example, a major storm event could easily re-distribute sediments at the placement site, but neither this nor other potential negative outcomes are discussed.  Presumably the USACE BUMP monitoring program has measured both successes and failures, and it would be useful to better describe past results from that program in the proposal(both the positive and negative).  There may be few accepted alternatives in the coastal restoration toolbox, but it would be nice to know that the applicant has at least considered the various potential outcomes of the proposed project.
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: Sort of.  The project is guided by foundational documents which support beneficial use for LA coastal restoration.  The proposal discusses how this project fits in with several other restoration projects in West Bay.  There isn't much, if any, consideration of statistical information in this proposal, unless one assumes that beneficial use in coastal Louisiana is an accepted, statistically-valid technique for restoration, but that's not clearly demonstrated in the proposal.
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: Yes, but little detail is provided.  The name of the monitoring program is mentioned (USACE BUMP), but is only described in 1-2 sentences.  As written, the monitoring program would consist of collection of aerial photography and its analysis to identify change in land area.  The statistical basis of this monitoring approach is unclear.
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: Yes, but they are overly simplified.  There is one sentence describing "Metrics for Success" which are solely based on the short-term (1-2 year) success of the project, including that habitat was built and in a timely and affordable fashion.
	F_ Does the project/program ha_ZqRk6wZ69WF0FUn6QPnNDg: Yes. The primary objective of "Restoring, enhancing, and protecting habitat" is clearly stated, with at least 5 secondary goals also presented.  Given concerns presented earlier in my review, it's unclear how the applicant actually plans to "Improve science-based decision-making processes", given little justification with supporting science in the proposal.
	E_ Does the project/program ha_2RF7LZLyEA5XdArNnlDpMw: Yes.  The primary goal of "Restoring Habitat" is clearly stated with numerous secondary goals identified, including restoring water quality, replenishing living coastal resources, enhancing community resilience, and restoring Gulf economy.
	D_ Does the project/program co_24zwSXaORkj9okLbTpXxsA: No.  The only consequence considered is a positive one in which habitat is created, based on the assumption that the placement site will naturally vegetate within one year, and that the project will be nourished by the West Bay Sediment Diversion.  No other consequences are considered.
	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: Not really.  There is nothing specifically referred to as a "risk mitigation plan" in the proposal.  However, USACE has already performed significant work in terms of developing existing environmental compliance information for the project, and receiving support from stakeholders, as represented by their several Letters of Support.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: No.
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: Yes and No.  The overall choice of beneficial use is well supported by foundational documents (LA Master Plan, GCERTF, etc).  There is some discussion of how project sustainability relies on the West Bay Sediment Diversion.  The other tools for coastal restoration including vegetation plantings, closures, and other building materials are either not discussed at all or only cursorily.
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: There would seem to be significant risk and uncertainty associated with coastal restoration projects in coastal LA - a region with high rates of subsidence, susceptible to major storm events, and heavily impacted by human use (including oil spills).  However, because the applicant has only presented the project in the very short term (1-2 year perspective), none of these risks are adequately considered or analyzed.  Surely these cumulative impacting factors should have a major impact on design considerations and long-term monitoring schemes.  This information needs to be presented in the proposal.
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: NO
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: As stated previously, there are very few literature citations in this proposal and thus, weak demonstration that the best available science has been utilized to develop this project.  That is not to say the project wasn't well considered, but the underlying justifications need to be provided in much greater detail, to make the applicant's reasoning clear to reviewers.  No statistical information is presented.
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: The applicant refers to three main documents that support the beneficial use of dredge sediments for coastal restoration, including the LA Coastal Master Plan, the Plaquemines Parish Comprehensive Coastal Restoration Plan, and GCERTF recommendations.  Several of these are carefully considered documents and provide good support for the primary objectives of the project.  However, beyond these high-level documents, very little consideration is given to engineering design details or project sustainability over the long-term.  References in this regard are required.
	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: There is no discussion or consideration of the long-term at all in this proposal, except that project life is estimated at 30 years, with no supporting information.
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: NO
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: There is only cursory consideration of risks associated with this project, as summarized in a short paragraph.  The applicant several times makes the assumption that given USACE's proven track record, "risk and uncertainty associated with this project will be minimal".  This section needs to be strengthened, including more discussion of the permissions that have yet to be obtained and uncertainty related to the project's long-term success, beyond simply building land/habitat in the short term.
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: NO
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: There are only 9 references in the main body of the proposal which is far too few, and half of these are from the applicant's own agency.  Significantly more literature needs to be cited (from a variety of institutions) both critiquing and supporting the specific methods chosen in this proposal (e.g., peninsula design, unconfined vs. confined, long-term monitoring, etc.).
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: NO
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: As mentioned in (1) above, significantly more literature references are required to support the specific methodologies proposed here.
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: N/A
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: Off
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: The proposal objectives are justified, however, most of the methods are poorly justified and do not reference the best available science.  Following are questions that need to be answered including with appropriate references.  Why was this particular site chosen for the project, and what design considerations went into size and orientation of the peninsulas?  Why was it decided that material would be placed unconfined, versus various confined approaches, which would seemingly better hold material in place?  Closures and/or retention dikes help prevent re-mobilization of dredged material, however, there is no mention or discussion of why they're not being used here.  There is no discussion of the composition of the dredge material to be used, why a particular project height was chosen, and there is very little information on the monitoring program other than the simple mention of USACE BUMP.  The applicant consistently refers to past success of similar projects, but does not provide any detailed references demonstrating their success, including over the long term (5 to 10 year or more).  Simply creating new land is one thing, but being able to demonstrate that the created habitat can persist over a much longer period (including in the face of sea-level rise scenarios) is essential to project success.
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