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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:
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	Please summarize any additiona_ofyARPOcNWjPb6OV2wWVuQ: I think this project is in keeping with RESTORE goals and objectives.  The primary strength is building on the existing efforts so that funds and efforts are maximized.
	J_ Has the project/program eva_2Nuaobhr7-f468QetBB73A: Some level of evaluation of actual implementation is provided (although full discussion of such would be most appropriate in the actual plan developed).  I don't find an evaluation of successes/failures of past PLANNING efforts.  However, I feel that building on these ongoing restoration efforts maximized the likelihood that the plans developed will actually be implemented.
	I_ Does the project/program co_1C4ViW8gFZPAKBCiJXYjOA: Yes.  Perhaps the strongest part of this proposal is building on the on-going, recent efforts to restore specific locations.
	H_ Is a monitoring program in _FBGhmyXHkFMnGlnS-z24hA: Yes, there is a monitoring and adaptive management plan that discusses integration of input from varying constituents.  
	G_ Does the project/program ha_FhIU4kEGnYHYEDumeXZQdw: Yes.  There are appropriate measures of success for the planning phase.Y
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	C_ Is there a risk mitigation _-WoZ*cbKwsVafjo1qvIFlg: Again, most risks discussed have to do with the risks associated with the implementation phase.  Risks related to the completion of the planning stage (this proposal) perhaps need additional attention.
	B_ Has your agency/vendor/proj_Rd6XVw2bS1oOoufypDc4IA: Yes.  
	A_ Have other methods been dis_3lLigmkp**aH0KvLqoLarA: The three projects outlined all seem quite scientifically sound and are part of ongoing efforts to develop restoration.  The cost effectiveness of two of the three plans seems excellent and quite similar to each other (Lower Neches and J.D. Murphee WMAs).  The total cost -and especially cost per acre ($300/acre for design!)- are much higher for the Pierce Marsh.  Although the proposal states that the estimated costs vary based on complexity, the varying levels of complexity needed are not identified.
	Information Needed:_yf89JXBOFvKFAlUcLBUrUQ: Risks related to the actual project implementation are recognized and summarized.
	C_ Has the applicant made a re_CE6E3ffJ7FgWyoP2YOkBOA: YES
	Information Needed:_RLP8NRCVyaDpTN*HYrofnA: Building on ongoing restoration efforts and priorities of Texas management agencies will likely maximize the benefits of this project.
	B_ Has the applicant made a re_7E8d2aStJLfy5RYTs-RZ-A: YES
	Information Needed:_QXCi1s26IoPfsEfA62QMNw: Adequate review of the available science is presented for the PLANNING PHASE for which funds are being solicited.  Presumably, much more detailed evaluations would be presented in the actual detailed plan to be developed if this project is funded.
	A_ Has the applicant made a re_Ah7zBH7dkNzEz2eXFl*rxA: YES
	Comments_IjUdcDpn-l*lyq8WGtvA4A: This question seems odd for a planning proposal.  The long-term uncertainties and risks over time related to sea level rise (for example) seem to apply to the actual implementation phase.  I'm not sure what can/should be said related to this for a planning proposal.  The primary objective of THIS planning proposal is to provide shovel-ready plans for future implementation.  
	_   6_ Does the proposal evalu_tkvehYRWHDc-PHj4PDQF7A: NEED MORE INFORMATION
	Comments_Unwj5WO66-CD*LF4IOnJAw: The proposal is clearly aware of some of the key risks and uncertainties of BUDM projects and these are reviewed lightly.  More detailed evaluation of the actual uncertainties of project implementation would likely be more appropriate in the actual planning design documents to be developed if this project moves forward.  I'm less clear about what would  be needed or appropriate related to evaluating uncertainties of the actual planning proposal (this proposal).  Perhaps some additional clarification regarding plan should key partners in the proposed projects not actively support the implementation plans developed would be useful.  For example, letters of support are provided from Jefferson County, TX General Land Office and DU but not from TPWD (Lower Neches & J.D. Murphee WMAs) or Galveston Bay Foundation (Pierce Marsh)- the organization actually responsible for the management of the proposed restoration sites.  I assume these organizations are supportive of this effort.
	_ 5_ Does the proposal evaluat_jBFp7hKQ5qRPmvKuixo68Q: YES
	Comments_kMNBhDOlJjChp4od-OopNA: Again, summary work of the key agencies that have been involved in Gulf Coast BUDM projects are reviewed and presented.  The challenges and uncertainties of BUDM projects are highlighted.  I find no evidence of biased or directed review of literature sources.
	_4_ Are the literature sources_fN4T6OXj3EVfC1OI8ktsag: YES
	Comments_kYaiJKPR61r5r35QgjHVoQ: The literature cited is fine- and captures a good portion of the better available information.  Clearly there is a huge literature related to BUDM that can be and should be utilized and reviewed in the context of the detailed plan development proposed.  However, sufficient literature sources are provided for this planning proposal.
	_3_ Are the literature sources_QVTVM5iSYBBdu5XL6LFBvA: YES
	Comments_TTvl4lDLyWWlt1mKpiPuWw: The supporting information is mostly directly related to the Gulf Coast region.  A giant strength of this proposal is that it builds on an existing body of work and proposes funds to add to ongoing restoration efforts.  This is not a vague planning proposal, but a proposal to provide detailed data and engineering plans to move forward ongoing efforts with strong, well placed advocates (=TX agencies which partner in the Texas Coastal Management Program).  This provides some level of comfort that the projects will ultimately actually be built, and not simply plans developed that will sit on a shelf forever.
	_   2_ If information supporti_l5SEKjdrGlKlK1gh7KFbtQ: YES
	Comments_qE6AvElbluMnJrUi1dWaig: The proposal primary objective to develop "shovel ready" plans for three marsh restoration efforts utilizing "beneficial use of dredged materials" (BUDM) shows strong understanding of the available literature (peer-reviewed and "grey") related to BUDM.  The proposal references work from the key organizations and agencies that have been involved with BUDM projects in the Gulf Coast region including USACE, USFWS, USEPA, TCEQ, TPWD among others).  Adequate detail is provided on the known information regarding the current state of knowledge related to the three specific projects for which detailed plans are proposed to be developed.
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