
PART I - ADMINISTRATIVE

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


Title of project


Inventory and Assessment of Irrigation Diversion Alternatives to Push-up Dams in the John Day River Basin, Oregon


BPA project number
20077


Contract renewal date (mm/yyyy)


Multiple actions? (indicate Yes or No)


Business name of agency, institution or organization requesting funding


US Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Columbia River Area Office


Business acronym (if appropriate)
BOR

Proposal contact person or principal investigator:


Name

Mailing address

City, ST Zip

Phone

Fax

Email address
Michael Newsom/Dave Nelson

825 NE Multnomah Street #1110

Portland, OR 97232

503-872-2795

503-872-2797

mnewsom@pn.usbr.gov


NPPC Program Measure Number(s) which this project addresses


7.6A,B,C, 7.7



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



Other planning document references


Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi Wa-Kish-Wit, vol I, chap. 3, pp 3-22, 5B-13; vol II, p. 40; Oregon Governor’s Watershed Enhance Board (GWEB) Watershed Project Priorities 



Short description


Perform an inventory and assessment of diversion structures in the John Day River basin in order to support Council Program measures 7.6 and 7.7, in particular, the re-establishment of fish habitat and passage lost to human activity associated with irrigated farming.



Target species


spring chinook; 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

Lower Mid-Columbia, John Day River Basin

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
x
Multi-year (milestone-based evaluation)

Watershed councils/model watersheds


Resident Fish
x
Watershed project eval.
x
Information dissemination


Wildlife



Operation & maintenance






New construction






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













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

















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?

1994
Water Conservation Demonstration Projects - John Day River Basin,

(Twenty projects divided into four phases under the NPPC’s 1994 F&W Plan, Measure 7.8.H)
Phase I Replaced push-up dams with fish-friendly habitat and passage.

Phase II Used underground field drains to reduce water temperatures of irrigation return flows.

Phase III Continued push-up dam replacements.

Phase IV Monitoring and report writing (FY1999).













Objectives and tasks
tc \l2 "Objectives and tasks
Obj 1,2,3
Objective
Task a,b,c
Task

1
Inventory of Diversion Structures in entire John Day River Basin.
a
Locate and map diversion structures.



b
Measure physical site dimensions, identify stream type, water right (rate and duty), water use, and water measurement practices.



c
Collect relevant fish resource data associated with diversion structure sites.

2
Assessment of replacement diversion structures, potential restoration of fish habitat and passage, and estimate of the reduction of fish taking in water diversions.
a
Identify appropriate replacement diversion structures.  Estimate  potential fish habitat, passage and survival gains associated with the new structures.



b
Identify opportunities for consolidation of one or more diversion structures.



c
Estimate cost and feasibility of replacement structures.



d
Identify partnerships and cost share.

3
Prioritize the diversion structure replacements.
a
Prioritize replacements based on feasibility, costs, cost share and fish recovery potential.



4
Make the information available for implementation of the Council’s Habitat Program Measures.
a
Enter information into a GIS system.



b
Complete report of the inventory and assessment, and a map showing the prioritized diversion replacement structures.

Objective schedules and costs

Obj #tc \l4 "Obj #
Start date

mm/yyyy
End date

mm/yyyy
Measureable biological objective(s)
Milestone

FY2000

Cost %

1
10/1999
7/2000
Identify all push-up dam diversion structures where there exist fish passage obstruction. 
Complete Inventory
40%

2
5/2000
10/2000
Select the most effective replacement structure for improving fish passage.  Estimate the gain in fish production. 
Complete Assessment
20%

3
10/2000
10/2000
Prioritize push-up dam replacements through-out the basin to provide most cost-effective fish habitat improvements.
Complete Prioritization
10%

4
4/2000
12/2000
Produce report and map showing push-up dam assessment.
Complete report and map.
30%





Total
100%


Schedule constraints

Obtaining access to diversion sites in objective 1.

Need to assess the existing structures during the late irrigation season in July and August which forces the report completion date beyond FY 2000.


Completion date

December 15, 2000

Section 5.  Budget
tc \l1 "Section 5.  Budget
FY99 project budget
 (BPA obligated):
$None

FY2000 budget by line item

Item
Note
% of total
FY2000 ($)

Personnel
2.5 persons @ 6 months each

$88,000

Fringe benefits


$25,000

Supplies, materials, non-expendable property
Miscellaneous field gear, equipment rentals.

$3000

Operations & maintenance




Capital acquisitions or improvements (e.g. land, buildings, major equip.)
Two hand-held GPS systems; 2 Palm Pilots; etc. 

$2000

NEPA costs





Construction-related support





PIT tags

# of tags:       



Travel
Vehicle, per diem, hotel. 

$12,500

Indirect costs


$5000

Subcontractor

Field access and location aid; GIS work; reporting and mapping.

$50,000

Other
Publishing and printing

$2000

TOTAL BPA REQUESTED BUDGET

$187,500

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 ($)

Note: In the implementation phase, beyond FY 2000, cost-share will be 50-50.




















Total project cost (including BPA portion)







Outyear costs
tc \l2 "Outyear costs
[?]List budget amounts for the next four years.

FY2001
FY02
FY03
FY04

Total budget
$200,000
$200,000
$200,000
$200,000

Section 6.  References
tc \l1 "Section 6.  References
Watershed
?
Reference


X
Wy-Kan-Ush-Mi-Wa-Kish-Wit, Volumes I And II, CRITFC, 1995.


1994 Columbia River Fish and Wildlife Program, Northwest Power Planning Council, 1994. 


John Day River Basin Report, Water Resources Department, Oregon, Nov. 1986 


Upper John Day Optimization Study, Stream Restoration Program for the Middle Fork Subbasin of the John Day River Basin, Oregon Water Resources Department in cooperation with Bureau of Reclamation, Canyon City, Oregon, March 4, 1991.


Upper John Day Water Optimization Study, Upper John Day River Basin, Master Water Plan Working Paper, Prepared for the John Day Basin Council, by the Bureau of Reclamation, September, 1990.


Upper John Day Water Optimization Study, Final Draft Stream Restoration Program for the Rock Creek Tributary of the John Day River, Bureau of Reclamation, January 1993.


Upper John Day Water Optimization Study, Draft Stream Restoration Program for the Upper South Fork of the John Day River, Bureau of Reclamation, June 1993.


Upper John Day Water Optimization Study, Draft Stream Restoration Program for the Upper Main Stem of the John Day River, Bureau of Reclamation, June 1992.


PART II - NARRATIVE

Section 7.  Abstract
tc \l1 "PART II - NARRATIVESection 7.  Abstract
The goal of this proposal is to provide a watershed assessment of cost-effective replacements to instream, push-up dam diversion structures in the John Day River Basin.  The objectives include the location of all diversion structures; the measurement of important physical site dimensions; the characterization of water rights, water measurement practices, and water use;  the identification of appropriate replacement diversion structures, including opportunities for consolidation of diversions; an estimate of the gains in fish habitat, passage and survival; an estimate of cost and feasibility of replacement structures; the identification of potential partnerships and cost-share opportunities; and a report and maps from a GIS database.

The proposal is directed to the Northwest Power Planning Council’s Measures 7.6 and 7.7 which call for watershed assessments of habitat recovery actions associated with activities on private lands.  It supports the Council’s Independent Scientific Group’s recommendations that  “Priority should be given to key alluvial reaches in tributary streams.  A very important point is that these key reaches are not in wilderness or other protected zones; they occur in zones of intense human activity, so incentives will be required to unify stakeholders to restore habitat conditions for anadromous and resident salmonids.”  It also supports the Council’s 1997 Independent Science Review Panel recommendation to perform watershed assessments prior to doing watershed restoration activities.  After completion of the water diversion assessment in FY 2000, Reclamation proposes to enter a multi-year implementation phase in the John Day Basin based on priorities established in this proposal.  The replacement of push-up dams in the implementation phase would parallel the work that Reclamation performed with its partners in the John Day Basin under Program Measure 7.8.H. 
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 Pacific Northwest Power Planning Council’s 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program Measure 7.6 defined the habitat goals, policies and objectives essential to the recovery of wild and naturally spawning salmon and steelhead populations in the Columbia River basin.  The Program says (page 7-31), “Wild and naturally spawning populations of salmon and steelhead are generally at low levels throughout the Columbia River basin as a result of impaired mainstem passage, blocked habitat, habitat degradation, fishing, predation, and other sources of mortality.”  The Council recommends comprehensive watershed management that addresses habitat degradation with dramatic steps to “protect existing high quality habitat, improve the quality of degraded habitat, and increase the quantity of presently blocked habitat that could be made accessible.”

The 1994 Program also called on the Bonneville Power Administration to fund an Independent Scientific Group (ISG) to make scientific recommendations for the salmon and steelhead recovery.   In the report, Return to the River (Chapter 11, Conclusions and Implications), the ISG recommended that “Freshwater habitat for all life history stages must be protected and restored with a focus on key alluvial river reaches and lakes.  Restoring habitat and access to habitat that re-establishes phenotypic diversity in salmonid populations should be a priority...Priority should be given to key alluvial reaches in tributary streams.  A very important point is that these key reaches are not in wilderness or other protected zones; they occur in zones of intense human activity, so incentives will be required to unify stakeholders to restore habitat conditions for anadromous and resident salmonids.”

Meanwhile Council Measure 7.7 directed Federal, State, Tribal and private interests to implement a model watershed program to undertake Measure 7.6 activities with private landowners.  Over the past four years, under Council Measure 7.8.H, the Bureau of Reclamation worked cooperatively with public entities and private landowners on three model watershed projects in Oregon and Idaho to improve streamflows, water quality and fish passage while increasing the reliability of water service to irrigated agriculture.

In the John Day River basin in Oregon, Reclamation has demonstrated the feasibility of replacing push-up dams to promote salmon and steelhead rearing and migration.   Push-up dam irrigation diversion structures throughout the Columbia River basin affect spawning, rearing and migration of salmon and steelhead.  Often the structures completely de-water a stream from the point of diversion to the point of return flow.  In other cases, upstream fish passage may be blocked directly by the structure.  Sometimes temporary but significant water quality degradation occurs due to mechanical changes to the stream channel.  Access usually restricts the establishment of riparian vegetation.  Finally the gravity diversions are often unscreened and fish become entrained in the diversion canals.  In the John Day River demonstration projects, engineers from several agencies employed simple, cost-effective technologies approved by local landowners and resource agencies to replace several push-up dam structures with more fish-friendly diversion structures.

Unfortunately Federal, State, Tribal and local landowner representatives obtain little guidance as to the priority of watershed restoration projects.  In the 1997 Independent Science Review Panel’s report to the Northwest power Planning Council, under Section 4(h)(11)(D)(v) of the 1996 Amendment to the Northwest Power Act, the ISRP recommended that reliable watershed assessments should precede the implementation of habitat restoration projects.  In response the Council has worked with the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority to establish criteria in the selection of watershed restoration projects.  These criteria help assure that planning precedes action.

This proposal will provide a watershed assessment of push-up dam diversion activity in the John Day River Basin.  It will prioritize the replacement of push-up dams in Basin based on cost-effective salmon habitat restoration and irrigation water delivery potential.  The proposal will create a GIS inventory of diversions structures and relevant salmon and steelhead habitat use, and perform a preliminary engineering feasibility and cost assessment of diversion structure replacement.  The engineering assessment will include a physical description of the existing structure, upstream and downstream river dimensions, and proposed alternatives to the existing structure, such as consolidation, pump systems, infiltration galleries, and permanent diversions with positive fish passage.  Each alternative will be given a preliminary cost estimate.  
b.
Rationale and significance to Regional Programs

This proposal supports the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program Measure 7.6 Habitat Goal, Policies and Objectives, and Measure 7.7 Cooperative Habitat Protection and Improvement with Private Landowners.  In Measure 7.6 the Council calls for cooperative activities undertaken by Federal, State, Tribal and private parties, using comprehensive watershed management plans (7.6.A.1); the protection and improvement of salmon and steelhead, including habitat improvement activities such as the re-opening of habitat that is currently blocked by human activity (7.6.A2); the coordination of land and water activities to protect and improve salmon and steelhead productivity through local cooperation and coordination between resource managers and private parties (7.6B.1); emphasis on projects that are integrated into broader watershed planning efforts that include cooperative agreements with private landowners (7.6.B.3) ; priority to actions that have a high probability of succeeding at a reasonable cost (7.6.B.4); and the coordination of habitat plans on public and private lands, based on locally adopted watershed plans that use sound watershed management principles and extensive collaboration among Federal land and water management agencies, States, Tribes, and private land owners (7.6C).   

In Measure 7.7 the Council emphasizes the need for watershed plans to protect and improve salmon and steelhead habitat on private lands.  The Council proposes funding activities that create State agency leads and State watershed coordinators.  It also asks each State to use its agencies and coordinators to establish focus or model watersheds which serve to test the implementation of watershed plans for the protection and improvement of habitat on private lands.

Over the past four years three model watershed projects in Oregon and Idaho have been the testing ground for the implementation of the Council’s habitat measures under Measures 7.6 and 7.7 on private lands.  The Bureau of Reclamation has worked cooperatively with public entities and private landowners on projects to improve streamflows, water quality and fish passage while increasing the reliability of water services to irrigated agriculture.  These projects included the replacement of instream push-up diversion dams with innovative new diversion structures that allowed fish passage and provided instream flows. 

This proposal addresses Measure 7.6 by assessing all instream diversion structures and prioritizing future work to eliminate or consolidate instream diversion dams with diversion structures that allow successful salmon and steelhead migration and rearing in stream segments that are currently de-watered or obstructed by irrigation diversion activity (7.6.A.2).  

The proposal includes two phases.  In Phase I a FY 2000 inventory will determine the location of instream diversion dams for the John Day River basin; the land ownership and irrigation activity associated with the diversion, including the water right and the water measurement methods; the stream classification; fish inventories and recovery goals; and related fish enhancement or mitigation work.  Then each diversion dam will be assigned a priority based on its potential benefit to fish recovery as specified in the Council Program.  Finally the data will be added to a GIS system and a map will be reproduced to accompany a report of the project findings.

After the initial inventory and prioritization activity in FY 2000, Phase II activities will implement the priorities set in Phase I.  

c.
Relationships to other projects

Reclamation is completing demonstration projects under the NPPC’s 1994 Fish and Wildlife Program to help restore anadromous fish populations in the Columbia River Basin.  The demonstration projects address a number of issues and problems facing anadromous fish, including fish passage, water temperature, water quality, and low flows.

The John Day basin demonstration projects, implemented in partnership with a number of entities in the basin, replaced gravel push‑up dams with a variety of diversion structure alternatives.  These alternatives include ditch consolidations, permanent diversion structures with positive fish passage, infiltration galleries, and installation of pump stations.  Projects have also included the installation of underground drains that return cooler water to the river.  The Grant Soil and Water Conservation District has helped to coordinate project activities with State and Federal agencies, local governments, interest groups, and private landowners.  Additional liaison activities are provided by the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation.  

The Bonneville Power Administration has funded other habitat restoration projects in the John Day River Basin under the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program, including habitat improvement projects to increase spawning and rearing habitat, protect riparian zones, stabilize stream channels, open side channels, and provide fish passage.   Several push-up dam replacement projects are proposed for funding in fiscal year 1999.

The National Marine Fisheries Service provides Mitchell Act funds to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to maintain a fish screen construction shop in the town of John Day.  The Department then selectively adds or replaces fish screens on diversion structures in cooperation with landowners.

Several local watershed councils have been active in the Basin.  Currently a council in the North Fork exists.  However there exists no watershed action plan that prioritizes fish recovery work in the Basin.

d.
Project history
 (for ongoing projects)

This is a new project proposal. 
e.
Proposal objectives
  

1.  Inventory (locate and describe) existing diversion structures in the basin. 

2.  Assess the diversion structures to identify alternatives that will meet the needs of the irrigation water diverter while improving fish habitat and passage. 

3.  Develop a priority list for replacement of diversion structures. 

4.  Disseminate information through preparation of a report and development of a data base that can provide guidance for implementation of a program to replace existing diversion structures. 
f.
Methods

Initial efforts will involve extensive field work to locate and describe all diversion structures in the basin.  Staff from the Grant County Soil and Water Conservation District will assist Reclamation staff in gaining access to diversion structure sites.  The site locations will be determined through the use of hand‑held GPS units.  Information collected at each site will include type of diversion structure, physical dimensions, stream type, water right, water use, and water measurement practices.  Data on fish resources associated with the site, such as fish species and habitat conditions, will also be obtained.  This site information will be used as the basis of various layers to be entered into a GIS data base.  A subcontractor will be used to undertake the GIS work. 

Data gathered in the inventory will be used to assess the feasibility of replacing the diversion structures and the potential for restoring fish habitat through replacement.  An appropriate replacement structure will be identified, including the potential for consolidating diversions, that meets the needs of the water user while improving fish habitat.  Determination of appropriate alternatives will require that existing structures be observed while in operation during the irrigation season.  The cost of proposed replacement structures will be estimated and compared with factors such as potential benefits and willing partners to determine the feasibility for implementation.  The potential for obtaining cost‑share from other federal and non‑federal sources will also be considered. 

Based on the assessment of feasibility, costs, cost‑share potential, and benefits to fish resources, a priority list will be developed to guide future efforts to implement diversion structure replacement projects.  A report will be produced with a map showing the location and prioritization of the replacement diversion structures.  Data on each diversion structure site will be made available as an additional layer in an existing GIS data base system.
g.
Facilities and equipment

Equipment purchases include two hand-held GPS receivers, two electronic scheduler and note taking devices, and some other miscellaneous equipment ($2000).
h.
Budget

The proposed $187,500 budget detailed in Section 5 will cover all costs associated with personnel, travel, equipment, subcontracts, mapping and reports.  Expenditures from the proposed budget will spread throughout the duration of the project with the highest rate of expenditures occurring during the late summer season while several activities will be ongoing at the same time.
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.
Three Reclamation engineers and planners will work 1.25 person-years with technicians, biologists, GIS experts, and report writers.  Some field contract work associated with obtaining property access and locating diversion activities will require about 80 person-days.  A biologist will spend approximately 60 days to review and report fish population and habitat factors at each diversion site in order to help prioritize proposed diversion alternatives.  A writer will work approximately 45 days to compile and publish the report.  A contractor GIS expert will complete data entry and mapping in approximately 45 days. 
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.
The project report and mapping will be available to agencies and entities concerned with resource issues in the John Day Basin.  The information provided will allow greater coordination of efforts in stream betterment and future planning.  In particular Reclamation hopes that the Oregon Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board will make the information available to John Day citizens for use by local watershed councils.  The GIS work will add important information to an existing system that is accessible to the public.  Ample copies of the report and mapping will be prepared to allow availability to any interested group or individual.
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.


�[?]Project milestones are outcome and/or process based.


�[?]Identify any constraints that may cause schedule changes.


�[?]Enter the last year that the project is expected to require funding.


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


�[?]This figure is also available in the FY99 Fish & Wildlife Program at www.streamnet.org


�[?]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.


�[?]Etimate for environmental analysis-nepa


�[?]For construction projects, include cost estimates for land design, construction management, construction contingencies and warranty service.


�[?]@$2.90


�[?]Press Alt-Ins to add more subcontractors.


�[?]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.


�


Add total BPA request from previous table to the line items in this table for a total project budget.


�[?]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.


�[?]X this column if reference refers to watershed assessment.


�[?]Sample citation: 


Rondorf, D.W., and K.F. Tiffan.  1997.  Identification of the spawning, rearing and migratory requirements of fall chinook salmon in the Columbia River Basin.  Annual Report 1995.  DOE/BP-21078-5, Bonneville Power Adminsitration, Portland, Oregon.


�[?]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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