Charge Template for 
Review of Ecosystem Planning Models 
(Model-specific questions should be added)
Charge questions for reviewers of [INSERT REFERENCE FOR MODEL HERE]
Input from members of this review panel is being sought to help a US Army Corps of Engineers Ecosystem Restoration Planning Center for Expertise determine the degree to which the subject model(s) can be described as technically sound relative to its/their design objectives.  In addition to the underlying theory, conceptualization, and computational aspects of the model(s), reviewers are asked to comment on aspects of the model that potentially affect its usability and reliability as a potential producer of information to be used to influence planning decisions.
While the specific review questions included below are intended to prompt the panel for information specific to the Ecosystem Restoration Planning Center of Expertise’s efforts to certify this planning model for continued/broader application, please feel free to offer comments believed relevant and appropriate to any elements of the technical quality and usability of the model(s) as documented in the provided review materials.  Accordingly, please provide responses to the sought scientific and technical topics listed below and perform a broad review of the [INSERT REFERENCE FOR MODEL HERE], focusing on your areas of expertise, experience, and technical knowledge. 
Charge Questions
General Questions 
1. Are the model’s design objectives and intended uses clearly communicated? 

2. To what extent does the model meet the expressed design objectives? 
3. To what extent is the model suitable for the expressed intended uses?
Technical Quality 
4. Comment on the quality of the model’s technical documentation.

5. Comment on the technical quality of the model relative to its expressed design objectives.

6. Comment on the temporal and spatial granularity with which the model is designed to be applied.
7. Comment on the geographic range/applicability of the model. Could the model be applied to a broader geographic range with modifications to the variables/functions?
8. Comment on the degree to which the assumptions and limitations of the model are clearly communicated.
a. Comment on the degree to which apparent limitations impact the ability of the model to be used for characterization of system/habitat resources.
b. Comment on the degree to which apparent limitations impact the ability of the model to be used for forecasting of system/habitat resources.

c. Comment on the degree to which apparent limitations impact the ability of the model to be used for planning and forecasting of impacts resulting from a project or action.
d. Please provide recommendations for resolving or overcoming identified limitations. 
9. Comment on the degree to which the model is based on well-established contemporary theory.

10. Does the model adequately emulate or otherwise address the suite of critical ecosystem attributes necessary to characterize system/habitat resources?
11. Does the model effectively allow for reasonable variation of variables critical to the intended uses (i.e., application of the model during planning of water resource and restoration activities)? 

12. Are the input requirements of the model evident to the user (i.e., types of inputs as well as assumed/intended accuracy and precision)?

13. Is it evident to the user how the inputs are used by the model?

14. Comment on sensitivities of the model and identify the variables/factors to which the model is most sensitive.

15. Comment on the precision and accuracy of the model outputs and identify which variables/factors have the greatest impact on model precision and accuracy.
16. Are assumptions critical to valid application clearly identified and characterized such that violation of a critical assumption would be apparent to the user?

17. Comment on the degree to which model assumptions might invalidate the model’s use for specific applications.

18. Comment on the degree to which the model facilitates/accommodates sensitivity, uncertainty, and risk analyses. 

19. Comment on the degree to which the model can be used as a tool to forecast conditions anticipated to occur during the design lifecycle of a water resource and restoration activities project (i.e., from 1 to 50 years).

20. Comment on the degree to which the model delivers information adequate for the purpose of supporting determinations of compensatory mitigation. 

21. Are the formulas used in the model(s) correct?

a. Are model computations adequately documented? 

b. Are model computations correct throughout the document?

c. Are model computations (mathematical logic) appropriate? 

22. Comment on the degree to which the model is inconsistent with USACE policies and accepted procedures. 

23. Comment on the degree to which the model is configured to accept/facilitate modification of assumptions and inputs regarding future global events such as, but not limited to, global climate change. 

System Quality 
24. Comment on the hardware, software, and operating system requirements of the model (if any) and the degree and the degree to which they complicate use of the model.
25. Comment on the degree to which the model has been tested for errors.

26. Comment on the capacity of the model to inform users of erroneous or inappropriate inputs.

27. Comment on the degree to which post-audits of model applications are documented (i.e., documentation of a validation process whereby statistical comparisons of conditions resulting from a planned action/project are made to model outputs produced during the planning of the action/project)?  If so: 
a. do results of the validation process indicate the model’s tendency to reasonably characterize existing conditions; 
b. do results of the validation process indicate the model’s tendency to reasonably forecast future conditions; and
c. what model outputs were found to most greatly deviate from actual conditions (please comment on the likely cause of the deviation if possible)?
Usability 
28. Is user documentation user friendly and complete? 

29. Comment on the model’s practicality and application/input requirements.

30. Comment on the availability of the data required by the model. 

31. Comment on the understandability of model output(s).
32. Comment on the transparency of model output(s).

33. Comment on how useful the model is for characterization of near-term conditions.
34. Comment on how useful the model is for characterization of future conditions
35. Comment on the usability of the model for selecting the best course/plan of action.
36. Comment on your perception of the level of difficulty likely to be encountered when attempting to assess the model’s sensitivities to alternative ranges/values of inputs?

37. Are the model’s functions and computations transparent and do they allow for easy verification of calculations and outputs?

38. Comment on the model’s ease of use.
















Page 1 of 2

