
PART I - ADMINISTRATIVE

Section 1.  General administrative informationtc \l1 "PART I - ADMINISTRATIVESection 1.  General administrative information


Title of project


Deschutes River Stray Summer Steelhead Assessment


BPA project number
20025


Contract renewal date (mm/yyyy)


Multiple actions? (indicate Yes or No)


Business name of agency, institution or organization requesting funding


OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE


Business acronym (if appropriate)
ODFW

Proposal contact person or principal investigator:


Name

Mailing address

City, ST Zip

Phone

Fax

Email address
Tony Nigro                    

P.O. Box 59                  


Portland, OR  97207       

(503)872-5252                  

(503)872-5632                  

Tony.Nigro@state.or.us


NPPC Program Measure Number(s) which this project addresses


Measures 5.0F and 5.8A (1994 FWP), NPPC indicated that there was monitoring needed to support the scientific basis for smolt transportation.  NPPC also indicated that the relationship between Columbia River flows, velocity, transportation, and smolt [to adult] survival should receive the highest priority.



FWS/NMFS Biological Opinion Number(s) which this project addresses






Other planning document references


CRITFC.  1996.  WY-KAN-USH-MI WA-KISH-WIT

ODFW.  1997.  Lower Deschutes River Subbasin Fish Management Plan. Entire Plan.



Short description


Review available information to determine the magnitude and cause of stray summer steelhead entering the Deschutes River, Oregon, and identify potential solutions.



Target species


Summer Steelhead


Section 2.  Sorting and evaluation
tc \l1 "Section 2.  Sorting and evaluation
[?]Several groups, each needing the projects sorted and grouped in different ways, will evaluate each proposed project.  To streamline the process, this section of the form requests information on subregion/subbasin, evaluation process, and project type.  CBFWA sorts and groups the proposals by CBFWA caucus, CBFWA evaluation process, and subregion/subbasin.  The Watershed Technical Workgroup (WTWG) sorts by CBFWA Evaluation process and subregion/subbasin.  ISRP sorts by subregion/subbasin and ISRP project type.
Subbasin

Deschutes River

Evaluation Process Sort
tc \l2 "Evaluation Process Sort
[?]CBFWA, the WTWG and ISRP will use this information to sort the proposals for the review process.  Each of the caucuses, evaluation processes and project types has at least one set of project evaluation criteria.  It is very important that your proposal clearly and succinctly address all of the appropriate criteria.  See Appendix 1 in the attached instructions for the criteria used in each review process.
CBFWA caucus

CBFWA eval. process

ISRP project type


X one or more caucus

If your project fits either of these processes, X one or both

X one or more categories


X
Anadromous fish

Multi-year (milestone-based evaluation)

Watershed councils/model watersheds


Resident Fish

Watershed project eval.

Information dissemination


Wildlife



Operation & maintenance






New construction





X
Research & monitoring






Implementation & mgmt






Wildlife habitat acquisitions

Section 3.  Relationships to other Bonneville projects
tc \l1 "Section 3.  Relationships to other Bonneville projects
[?]See description of relationship types in attached documentation.
Umbrella / sub-proposal relationships
.  List umbrella project first.

Project #tc \l4 "Project #

Project title/description

20511
Deschutes River Umbrella Proposal

9404200
Trout Creek Habitat Restoration Project

9303000
Buck Hollow Watershed Restoration Project

Other dependent or critically-related projects
tc \l2 "Other dependent or critically-related projects
Project #
Project title/description
Nature of relationship

8903500
Umatilla Hatchery O&M
One potential source of stray fish

8805302
Grande Ronde Satellite Facilities
One potential source of stray fish

8805301
Northeast Oregon Outplanting Facilities
One potential source of stray fish

New Project
Comprehensive Review of Columbia Basin Artificial Production
Could help identify cause of stray problem.

Section 4.  Objectives, tasks and schedules
tc \l1 "Section 4.  Objectives, tasks and schedules
[?]The purpose of this section is to understand what objectives the project has completed to date (if ongoing), and what objectives and tasks are planned, including costs.  Three tables are listed below: a) past accomplishments, b) objectives and tasks, and c) schedules and costs.  The last two fields are scheduling constraints and project completion date.
Past accomplishments
tc \l2 "Past accomplishments
[?]Briefly describe past major accomplishments and milestones, to the nearest year.  If the accomplishment is associated with specific biological objectives, describe how those objectives were met (or not).  List only one accomplishment per row, using multiple rows for a single year if necessary.  If you need more rows, press Alt-Insert from within this table.  Alt-Delete to delete rows.
Year
Accomplishment
Met biological objectives?


NA - This is a new project proposal


Objectives and tasks
tc \l2 "Objectives and tasks
[?]Briefly describe measurable objectives and the tasks needed to complete each objective.  Use Column 1 to assign numbers to objectives (for reference in the next table), and Column 3 to assign letters to tasks.  Use Columns 2 and 4 for the descriptive text.  Objectives do not need to be listed in any particular order, and need only be listed once, even if there are multiple tasks for a single objective.  List only one task per row; if you need more rows, press Alt-Insert from within this table.  Alt-Delete to delete rows.
Obj 1,2,3
Objective
Task a,b,c
Task

1
Assess the magnitude of straying summer steelhead into the Deschutes River.
a
Estimate the numbers and proportion of hatchery strays, Deschutes hatchery, and wild steelhead in the Deschutes River.



b
Determine the origin of hatchery strays in the Deschutes River.



c
Determine the stray rate for all Columbia River Basin hatchery summer steelhead stocks by brood and run year.



d
Summarize the summer steelhead stray rate information for all Columbia Basin fish hatcheries.



e
Determine spatial and temporal distribution and dropout characteristics of stray steelhead in the Deschutes River.

2
Determine the causes of adult summer steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.
a
Determine the relationship between stray rate and widespread stock differences.



b
Determine the relationship between stray rate and hatchery practices and experimental treatments.



c
Determine the relationship between stray rate and juvenile migration.



d
Determine the relationship between stray rate and juvenile fish transportation.



e
Determine the relationship between stray rate and adult migration timing and migration conditions.

3
Report findings and the conclusions of the data analysis.
a
Write a report summarizing the findings and conclusions on the magnitude and causes of adult steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.

Objective schedules and costs

Obj #
Start 

date mm/yyy
End date mm/yyy
Measurable biological objective(s)
Milestone
FY2000

Cost %

1
10/1/99
9/30/2000
Determine magnitude of steelhead straying
Summarizing report
40%

2
10/1/99
9/30/2000
Determine cause of steelhead straying
Summarizing report
40%

3
6/1/2000
9/30/2000
Prepare Final Project Report
Final Report
20%

Schedule constraints

Project startup will be dependent upon selection of a qualified/experienced project leader.

Completion date

September 30, 2000

Section 5.  Budget
tc \l1 "Section 5.  Budget
[?]This section has three tables: 1) FY2000 budget by line item, 2) Cost sharing, and 3) Outyear costs.  Instructions follow each heading.
FY2000 budget by line item
Item
Note
% of Total
FY2000 ($)

Personnel

46.2
30,221

Fringe benefits

18.5
12,088

Supplies, materials, non-expendable property

3.1
2,010

Operations & maintenance




Capital acquistions or improvements (e.g. land, buildings, major equipment.)




NEPA costs




Construction-related support




PIT tags
# of tags



Travel

6.0
3,900

Indirect Costs
@ 35.5%
26.2
17,118

Subcontractor




Other





TOTAL BPA REQUESTED BUDGET

$65,337


Cost sharing
tc \l2 "Cost sharing
[?]List other funding sources and how they participate in your project.  Enter a dollar amount in the far right column.  When all organizations have been entered, total these lines plus the total BPA request from the previous table to create a total project cost.  To add more rows, press Alt-Insert.
Organization
Item or service provided
% total project cost (incl. BPA)
Amount ($)

BPA
Stray Steelhead Assessment
76.6%
$65,337

ODFW
Office space and equipment
11.7%
$10,000

ODFW
Hatchery data retrieval
2.9%
$2,500

WDW
Hatchery data retrieval
2.9%
$2,500

USFWS
Hatchery data retrieval
2.9%
$2,500

IDFG
Hatchery data retrieval
2.9%
$2,500


Total project cost (including BPA portion)

$85,337

Outyear costs
tc \l2 "OrganizationItem or service provided% total project cost (incl. BPA)Amount ($)BPAStray Steelhead Assessment76.6%$65,337ODFWOffice space and equipment11.7%$10,000ODFWHatchery data retrieval2.9%$2,500WDWHatchery data retrieval2.9%$2,500USFWSHatchery data retrieval2.9%$2,500IDFGHatchery data retrieval2.9%$2,500Total project cost (including BPA portion)$85,337Outyear costs

FY2001
FY01
FY02
FY03

Total budget
NA
NA
NA
NA

Section 6.  References
tc \l1 "Section 6.  References
[?]Provide complete citations to all publications referred to in any of the narrative sections or Other Planning Document References field in Section 1.  For publications related to watershed assessment, mark the Watershed column.  Press Alt-Insert to add or insert rows.  List in order: author(s), date, title, report number, publisher or agency, location. References will not be read by reviewers; the substance of any reference should be described in the text and the source cited.
Watershed
Reference

Deschutes
Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission. October 21, 1997. Letter to NMFS concerning effects of stray steelhead on wild Deschutes River population. Portland, Oregon.

Deschutes
ODFW. July 1997. Lower Deschutes River Subbasin Fish Management Plan. Portland, Oregon.

Deschutes
ODFW. 1998. 1997 Mid-Columbia Fish District Annual Report. The Dalles, OR.

Deschutes
ODFW. 1997. 1996 Mid-Columbia Fish District Annual Report. The Dalles, OR. 

Deschutes
ODFW. 1996. 1995 Mid-Columbia Fish District Annual Report. The Dalles, OR. 

Deschutes
ODFW. 1995. 1994 Mid-Columbia Fish District Annual Report. The Dalles, OR. 

Deschutes
ODFW. 1994. 1993 Mid-Columbia Fish District Annual Report. The Dalles, OR. 


PART II - NARRATIVE

Section 7.  Abstract
tc \l1 "PART II - NARRATIVESection 7.  Abstract
The average number of wild summer steelhead escaping to the Deschutes River has declined dramatically since the 1980's, prompting the proposed listing of the population as a threatened species by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  Although a number of factors could potentially be contributing to this population decline, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) believes one possible cause could be the loss of reproductive capacity as a result of indigenous steelhead spawning with out-of-basin stray hatchery steelhead.  Hatchery stray steelhead have dominated steelhead runs in the Deschutes River in recent years.  In 1994 stray hatchery steelhead comprised 76% of the steelhead run monitored at Sherars Falls (river mile 43).  Wild steelhead escapements to the Deschutes River have declined from 6,715 in 1984 to 1,719 in 1997 (Annual Reports, Mid-Columbia Fish District).  It also appears possible that a portion of the “wild” escapement may also be stray fish.

This project would compile and analize existing Columbia Basin summer steelhead data to determine the magnitude and cause of the straying problem in the Deschutes River.

Section 8.  Project description
tc \l1 "Section 8.  Project description
[?]This full description of the project should be in sufficient detail to include the following information under headings a through h (maximum of 10 pages for entire project description):
a.
Technical and/or scientific background

The Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission, in an October 21, 1997 letter to NMFS, requested that NMFS and ODFW work cooperatively to conduct a joint review of available Columbia Basin steelhead data to determine the magnitude and causes of summer steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.  In December 1997, ODFW convened a multi-agency work group, including representation from the Steelhead Management agencies and conservation groups, to address this stray issue.  Initial major findings of the work group include the following: (1) the proportion of hatchery steelhead strays in the Deschutes River has increased dramatically since the mid 1980's and currently dominates the run;  (2) in 

addition to hatchery strays, it is possible that a significant portion of the wild origin fish in the Deschutes River may be strays; (3) a 1996 radio telemetry study indicates tha a substantial percentage of Columbia Basin steelhead not only migrated into the Deschutes River, but stayed in the river and presumably spawned; (4) a comparison of limited coded wire tag recoveries seemed to indicate several upper Columbia Basin fish hatcheries had high stray indices; (5) more detailed coded wire tag data analysis indicated that broodstock source and smolt release location are potential factors influencing straying; and (6) preliminary findings have shown no obvious correlation between straying and transported smolts.

b.
Rationale and significance to Regional Programs

Hatchery summer steelhead production in the upper Columbia River / Snake River basins, and/or downstream smolt transportation may be contributing to the proliferation of stray steelhead entering the Deschutes River.  It is apparent that many of these stray steelhead are remaining in the Deschutes River to spawn.

The spawning of stray steelhead with the indigenous Deschutes River summer steelhead may be posing significant genetic risk to the Deschutes population.  The wild Deschutes population has declined from 6,715 in 1984 to 1,719 in 1997.  The decline in the number of wild (naturally produced) adults had occurred despite near record numbers of spawning steelhead in the Deschutes River in the last decade. 

The Deschutes River has long been one of Oregon’s premiere summer steelhead streams.  The declining numbers of wild steelhead could result in the listing of this population, as well as restrictions on a popular sport and tribal subsistence fishery.

c.
Relationships to other projects

There is a potential that other BPA funded steelhead projects in the Columbia River Basin are threatening the exinction of the indigenous Deschutes River population.  The Deschutes River population is proposed for listing as a Threatened Species, under the Endangered Species Act.

Benefits from BPA funded Deschutes subbasin fish habitat restoration projects could be in jeopardy if stray steelhead spawning with indigenous fish is reducing genetic fitness and smolt to adult survival.  There are a number of other non-BPA funded programs underway in the subbasin that are attempting to improve watershed conditions, stream habitat, and ultimately steelhead production.  These complimentary projects are being implemented by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), ODFW, CTWSRO, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Farm Services Administration (FSA), watershed councils, and soil and water conservation districts.

d.
Project history
 (for ongoing projects)

This is a new project proposal.  However, a multi-agency work group has met to discuss the stray steelhead issue and review some preliminary steelhead data.  This work group has agreed there is a significant problem with stray steelhead entering and remaining in the Deschutes River.  The work group supports a project that will specifically identify the magnitude and cause of the straying phenomina, as well as identify potential remedial measures that could be implemented to reduce or eliminate the problem.

e.
Proposal objectives
  

The primary objectives of this project proposal are to (1) assess the magnitude of straying summer steelhead into the Deschutes River, (2) determine the causes of adult summer steelhead straying into the Deschutes River, and (3) report findings and the conclusions of the data analized.

Specific proposal objectives include:

Objective 1.
Assess the magnitude of straying summer steelhead into the Deschutes River.

Performance Measures:
(1) A report summarizing the numbers and proportion of hatchery and wild stray steelhead in the Deschutes River.

Purpose:
This objective is intended to evaluate the trends, from 1977 to present, in hatchery strays compared to Deschutes hatchery origin and wild steelhead numbers based on data collected annually at Sherars Falls, the Pelton Trap, the Warm Springs National Fish Hatchery trap, and the sport and tribal in-river fisheries based on fin marks and coded wire tag recoveries.

Objective 2.
Determine the causes of adult summer steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.

Performance Measures:
A report summarizing the cause of hatchery and wild steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.
Purpose:
This objective is intended to provide for the analysis of steelhead data from Columbia Basin fish hatcheries, as well as data on smolt migration monitoring, the transportation program, river conditions, and environmental factors that could help provide the answers for the stray problem.
Objective 3.
 Report findings and the conclusions of the data analized.

Performance Measures:
A report summarizing the magnitude and cause of hatchery and wild steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.

Purpose:
This report would present the information, including the causes for the steelhead straying problem.  The report would include an analysis of data that will help to identify remedial measures that can be implemented to minimize or eliminate the steelhead stray problem.

f.
Methods

The Deschutes River Stray Summer Steelhead Assessment will be implemented with the following tasks listed with the specific project objective presented in Section 4 of this proposal.  

Objective 1.
Assess the magnitude of straying summer steelhead into the Deschutes River.

Task 1.
Evaluate time trends from 1977 to present (numbers and proportion of the run) of hatchery strays, compared to Deschutes hatchery origin and wild steelhead returns at Sherars Falls (Rm 43), sport and tribal fisheries, Pelton fish trap(Rm 100), and the Warm Springs National Fish Hatchery trap based on fin clips and coded wire tag recoveries.

Task 2.
Determine the origin of hatchery strays at each Deschutes River sampling location based on coded wire tags.

Task 3.
Determine the stray rate (proportion of coded wire tags recovered in the Deschutes) by origin at each location.

Task 4.
Determine the origin of steelhead that do not stray into the Deschutes River.

Task 5.
Quantify the number of wild strays at each location based on radio telemetry data and tagging at Sherars Falls.

Task 6.
Characterize spatial and temporal distribution and fallout characteristics of steelhead strays into the Deschutes River based on 1996 and 1997 radio telemetry data.

Objective 2.
Determine the causes of straying of adult steelhead into the Deschutes River.
Task 1.
Determine the effects of widescale stock (A and B steelhead) and geographic (Snake vs upper and lower Columbia) differences.

Task 2.
Determine the effects of hatchery practices (broodstock selection, rearing method, size and time of release, release location and method) and experimental treatments.

Task 3.
Determine the effects of juvenile migration timing and migration conditions (flow, temperature, and other environmental factors).

Task 4.
Determine the effects of the juvenile fish transportation and transportation method (truck vs barge).

Task 5.
Determine the effects of adult migration timing and migration conditions (flow, temperature, and other environmental factors).

 Objective 3.
Report the findings and the conclusions of the data analysis.  

Task 1.
Write a report summarizing findings and conclusions on the magnitude and causes of steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.

Task 2.
Prepare a list of remedial measures that could be expected to reduce or eliminate steelhead straying into the Deschutes River.

g.
Facilities and equipment

This project would operate from an existing ODFW office.  Project personnel would have the use of a computer, and other office equipment, including communications.  The project would require the use of a leased vehicle to access some of the data sources.

h.
Budget

The proposal budget (presented in detail in Section 5) is primarily directed at funding the personnel required to gather and analize the steelhead data that is available in the Columbia River Basin.  There are small budget items that specifically deal with miscellaneous office supplies, utility costs, and travel expences.

Section 9.  Key personnel
tc \l1 "Section 9.  Key personnel
[?]Include names, titles, FTE/hours, and one-page resumes for key personnel (i.e. principal investigator, project manager), and describe their duties on the project. Emphasize qualifications for the proposed work.  Resumes should include name, degrees earned (with school and date), certification status, current employer, current responsibilities, list of recent previous employment, a paragraph describing expertise, and up to five recent or especially relevant publications or job completions.
This project will utilize an experienced Natural Resource Specialist 2 or 3.  This position will remain open until funding is available for the position.

Section 10.  Information/technology transfer
tc \l1 "Section 10.  Information/technology transfer
[?]How will technology or technical information obtained from the project be distributed or otherwise implemented?  Methods can include publication, holding of workshops, incorporation in agency standards or facilities, and commercialization.
Information collected and conclusions made will be included in the final project report, which will then be disseminated to the NPPC, BPA, fishery managers and other interested entities.

Congratulations!
tc \l1 "Congratulations!
[?]Thank you for completing the FY2000 Proposal Form.  Please print and save this file to diskette, and mail both to the address shown at the top of this document.  To ensure a thorough review of your proposed work, this form will be screened for completeness.  If it is not complete, it may be returned to you with a request for additional information.
�[?]75 characters or less; do not include the contractor name or acronym; use abbreviations if appropriate; start with action verbs, i.e., “Evaluate Coho...”, not “Evaluation of Coho”.


Refer to 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program as amended in 1995.


�[?]If your proposal is for an on�going project, identify the date of the next expected contract renewal.  If more than one renewal action is expected, indicate ‘Yes’ to the following multiple actions field.


�[?]Refer to 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program as amended in 1995.


�[?]If the project relates to the Kootenai Sturgeon Biological Opinion, the NMFS Hydrosystem Operations Biological Opinion, or other Endangered Species Act requirements, enter the Action Number and Biological Opinion Title.


�[?]If the project relates to the Kootenai Sturgeon Biological Opinion, the NMFS Hydrosystem Operations Biological Opinion, or other Endangered Species Act requirements, enter the Action Number and Biological Opinion Title.


�[?]Describe the project in a short phrase (less than 250 characters).  Give information that is not in the title.  If possible start this field with an action verb (protect, modify, develop, enhance, etc.) rather than a noun (this project protects).  There is room for a more detailed project abstract later in the narrative section, so please keep this answer short.


�[?]List species targeted or affected by this project.


�[?]Several groups, each needing the projects sorted and grouped in different ways, will evaluate each proposed project.  To streamline the process, this section of the form requests information on subregion/subbasin, evaluation process, and project type.  CBFWA sorts and groups the proposals by CBFWA caucus, CBFWA evaluation process, and subregion/subbasin.  The Watershed Technical Workgroup (WTWG) sorts by CBFWA Evaluation process and subregion/subbasin.  ISRP sorts by subregion/subbasin and ISRP project type.


�[?]CBFWA, the WTWG and ISRP will use this information to sort the proposals for the review process.  Each of the caucuses, evaluation processes and project types has at least one set of project evaluation criteria.  It is very important that your proposal clearly and succinctly address all of the appropriate criteria.  See Appendix 1 in the attached instructions for the criteria used in each review process.


�[?]See description of relationship types in attached documentation.


�[?]See description of umbrella project relationships in attached documentation.  List umbrella project first and sub-proposals on remaining rows. If you to add or insert more rows, press Alt-Insert.


�[?]List other related projects that don’t fit the under umbrella relationship. If you need more rows, press Alt-Insert from within the table.


�[?]The purpose of this section is to understand what objectives the project has completed to date (if ongoing), and what objectives and tasks are planned, including costs.  Three tables are listed below: a) past accomplishments, b) objectives and tasks, and c) schedules and costs.  The last two fields are scheduling constraints and project completion date.


�[?]Briefly describe past major accomplishments and milestones, to the nearest year.  If the accomplishment is associated with specific biological objectives, describe how those objectives were met (or not).  List only one accomplishment per row, using multiple rows for a single year if necessary.  If you need more rows, press Alt-Insert from within this table.  Alt-Delete to delete rows.


�[?]Briefly describe measurable objectives and the tasks needed to complete each objective.  Use Column 1 to assign numbers to objectives (for reference in the next table), and Column 3 to assign letters to tasks.  Use Columns 2 and 4 for the descriptive text.  Objectives do not need to be listed in any particular order, and need only be listed once, even if there are multiple tasks for a single objective.  List only one task per row; if you need more rows, press Alt-Insert from within this table.  Alt-Delete to delete rows.


�[?]Partition overhead, administrative, support, and any other common costs shared among objectives.  The percentages for all objectives should total 100%.  Enter just the objective numbers from Column 1 in the above table.  Enter start and end dates for each objective using the mm/yyyy format (e.g. 05/2002 for May, 2002).  If the end date of an objective completes a milestone, check the Milestone column.  Include biological objectives where applicable.





If you need more rows, press Alt-Insert.  Alt-Delete to delete rows.


�[?]This section has three tables: 1) FY2000 budget by line item, 2) Cost sharing, and 3) Outyear costs.  Instructions follow each heading.


�[?]List FY2000 budget amounts for each category.  If an item needs more explanation, provide it in the Note column.


a) If project uses PIT tags, include the cost ($2.90/tag).


b) To add more subcontractors, press Alt-R from within the table.


c) Press Alt-C to calculate FY2000 total and ‘% of total’ column.


�[?]List other funding sources and how they participate in your project.  Enter a dollar amount in the far right column.  When all organizations have been entered, total these lines plus the total BPA request from the previous table to create a total project cost.  To add more rows, press Alt-Insert.


�[?]List budget amounts for the next four years.


�[?]Provide complete citations to all publications referred to in any of the narrative sections or Other Planning Document References field in Section 1.  For publications related to watershed assessment, mark the Watershed column.  Press Alt-Insert to add or insert rows.  List in order: author(s), date, title, report number, publisher or agency, location. References will not be read by reviewers; the substance of any reference should be described in the text and the source cited.


�[?]A condensed description to briefly convey to other fish and wildlife scientists, managers and non-specialists the background, objectives, approach and expected results.  In under 250 words, include the following: a) Specific items in any solicitation being addressed; b) Overall project goals and objectives; c) Relevance to the 1994 Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program (benefit to fish and wildlife); d) Methods or approach based on sound scientific principles; e) Expected outcome and time frame; f) How results will be monitored and evaluated.


�[?]This full description of the project should be in sufficient detail to include the following information under headings a through h (maximum of 10 pages for entire project description):


�[?]Describe the background, history, and location of the problem.  Clearly identify the problem.  If you are proposing a research project or a project that depends on research, include a scientific literature review. The review should cover the most significant previous work history related to the project, including work of key project personnel on any past or current work similar to the proposal.  The purpose of the literature review is to place the proposed research in the larger context of what work has been done, what is known, and what remains to be known.  All references should be concisely summarized, cited, and listed above in Section 6 References.


�[?]Describe the relation of your proposed project to the goals and objectives of the 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program (FWP), NMFS Biological Opinion, or other plans.  Make a convincing case for how the proposed work will further goals of the FWP.  Relate project objectives and hypotheses as specifically as possible to the FWP objectives and measures or to other plans.  Indicate whether the project mitigates losses in place, in kind, or if out-of-kind mitigation is being proposed.  Show how the proposed work is a logical component of an overall conceptual framework or model that integrated knowledge of the problem.  Any particularly novel ideas or contributions offered by the proposed project should be highlighted and discussed.


�[?]List and discuss relevant projects in progress in the Columbia Basin and elsewhere in relation to the proposed project.  Indicate how your proposed project complements or includes collaborative efforts with other projects. Put the work into the context of other work funded under the FWP. Describe synergistic relationships among the proposed project, other project proposals, and existing projects.  If the proposed project requires or includes collaboration with other agencies, organizations or scientists, or any special permitting to accomplish the work, such arrangements should be fully explained.  If the relationship with other proposals is unknown or is in conflict with another project, note this and explain why.





This is intended to supplement the Relationships table in Section 3; consequently, some information will need to be repeated from Section 3.  This narrative section allows for more detailed descriptions of relationships, includes non-interdependent relationships, and includes those not limited to BPA funded projects.


�[?]If the project is continuing from a previous year, the history must be provided.  This includes projects that historically began as a different numbered projects (identify number and short title).  For continuing projects, the proposal primarily will be an update of this section.  List the following:


-	project numbers (if changed)	-	adaptive management implications


-	project reports and technical papers	-	years underway


-	summary of major results achieved	-	past costs


�[?]Present specific, measurable objectives or outcomes for the project in a numbered list (use those from the Objectives table in Section 4).  Research proposals must concisely state the hypotheses and assumptions necessary to test these.  Non-research projects must also state their objectives.  Clearly identify any products (reports, structures, etc.) that would result from this project.  For example, an artificial production program may state the species composition and numbers to be produced, their expected survival rates, and projected benefits to the FWP.  A land acquisition proposal may state the conservation objectives and value of the property, the expected benefits to the FWP, and a measurable goal in terms of production.  Methods and tasks (in heading f, below) are to be linked to these objectives and outcomes (by number).


�[?]Describe how the project is to be carried out based on sound scientific principles (this is applicable to all types of projects).  Include scope, approach, and detailed methodology.  If methods are described in detail in another document, concisely summarize the methods here in enough detail to satisfy peer review and cite reference.  The methods should include, as appropriate, but not be limited to such items as:


-	tasks associated specifically with objectives (from Objectives table in Section 4)


-	critical assumptions


-	description of proposed studies, experiments, treatments or operations in the sequence that they are to be carried out


-	any special animal care or environmental protection requirements


-	any risks to habitats, other organisms, or humans


-	justification of the sample size


-	methods by which the data will be analyzed


-	methods for monitoring and evaluating results


-	kinds of results expected





Each proposer should complete the methods section with an objective assessment of factors that may limit success of the project and/or critical linkages of the proposal with other work (e.g., a smolt monitoring program, etc.).


�[?]All major facilities and equipment to be used in the project should be described in sufficient detail to show adequacy for the job.  For example, the proposal should indicate whether there are suitable (based on contemporary standards) field equipment, vehicles, laboratory and office space and equipment, life support systems for organisms, and computers.  Any special or high-cost equipment to be purchased with project funds should be identified and justified.  This section should be no longer than a few paragraphs.  It is not necessary to produce an exhaustive list of minor equipment such as office supplies.


�[?]Write a brief narrative justifying the amounts requested for each budget item in Part I Section 5.  Describe any special factors that should be considered in reviewing budget items from Part I Section 5 (e.g. increases from last year’s budget, cost sharing opportunities, proportionally high indirect costs, etc.).


�[?]Include names, titles, FTE/hours, and one-page resumes for key personnel (i.e. principal investigator, project manager), and describe their duties on the project. Emphasize qualifications for the proposed work.  Resumes should include name, degrees earned (with school and date), certification status, current employer, current responsibilities, list of recent previous employment, a paragraph describing expertise, and up to five recent or especially relevant publications or job completions.


�[?]How will technology or technical information obtained from the project be distributed or otherwise implemented?  Methods can include publication, holding of workshops, incorporation in agency standards or facilities, and commercialization.


�[?]Thank you for completing the FY2000 Proposal Form.  Please print and save this file to diskette, and mail both to the address shown at the top of this document.  To ensure a thorough review of your proposed work, this form will be screened for completeness.  If it is not complete, it may be returned to you with a request for additional information.
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