Suggested Proposal Solicitation and Directed Studies Processes
PART 1. PROPOSAL SOLICITATION

Calls for Proposals

The Science Program managers will direct the process for developing questions for study.
When the list of approved applied study questions has been developed, the science
managers and PMT will develop one or more competitive calls for proposals designed to
solicit proposals from as wide a pool of respondents as possible. The call for proposals
will be reviewed by the appropriate management and technical oversight bodies. The
sponsoring agencies will also publicize the criteria to be used in proposal evaluation (see
draft list below).

Pre-Proposals. In order to reduce the necessity for a large number of proponents to
expend much effort in developing proposals that are eventually not funded, the Project’s
science managers will require that all proposals be preceded by a brief pre-proposal.
Pre-proposals will be reviewed by the sponsoring agency staff, PMT, and the Science
Program managers to ensure that the proposed work is responsive to the call for
proposals, that the proposed work has apparent scientific merit, and that the funding
reguest seems reasonable.

Proposals. For those selected pre-proposals, researchers will submit a proposal study

plan that contains sufficient information to allow for technical and statistical evaluation

by peer reviewers, including details about experimental design, field and laboratory

procedures, data collection, and quantitative methods. The following format is

recommended:

1. Cover sheet — A transmittal document that includes the call for proposals number and

date; the title of the proposal; a brief statement of the purpose and objectives of the

proposed study; the total funding requested by year; the name and home institution(s)

of the Pls and Co-Pls; the name of the institution’s Grant Administrator; the

applicant’s tax status; and dated signature lines for the Principal Investigator(s) and

the institutional representative.

Abstract — A brief, topical abstract (200 words or less).

3. Background and justification — Statement of the problem(s) being addressed,

hypotheses being tested, information needed, and relationship/relevance of the

problem(s) being addressed to other South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project projects

or sponsoring agency projects and programs, with reference to appropriate literature

citations regarding the problem(s).

Study Obijectives — Description of the planned outcome of the study

Study area(s) — Description of the study location, i.e., whether it is a field and/or

laboratory study. A field study proposal should include clear identification and

description of the study sites, with a map.

6. Approach — Description of the study approach, with sampling and analytical
procedures clearly described for each objective. Include details on
methods/techniques, equipment and facilities, data collection, statistical analysis and
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quality assurance procedures, and describe the criteria to be used in hypothesis
testing.

7. Data archiving procedures — Description of how the data will be handled, stored, and
made accessible. All data collected under the auspices and funding of the South Bay
Salt Pond Restoration Project will be made accessible through a Project database and
website.

8. Work Schedule — An annual time line with expected start and stop dates, and
accomplishment of major milestones.

9. Hazard assessment/safety certification — Identification of anticipated hazard or safety
concerns affecting project personnel (e.g. aircraft, off-road vehicles, chemicals, and
extreme environmental conditions).

10. Permission to access CA Department of Fish & Game and US Fish & Wildlife
Service lands — Documentation of permission to access government property for
purposes of conducting research and monitoring, or documentation that permission
will be granted if funding is provided.

11. Animal care and use certification — Discussion of anticipated uses of animals in the
research, including copies of approved forms for animal care and use. If animals are
not to be used, collected, manipulated, or experimented upon, include a specific
statement to the fact that no animals will be used in the research.

12. Expected product(s) — List of planned publications, reports, presentations, advances
in technology, information transfer at workshops, seminars, or other meetings.

13. Qualifications of Investigators, partnerships, and cooperators — Brief resumes (two
pages) of the principle investigators that include descriptions of the qualifications of
principal personnel, identification of affiliations, expected contributions to the effort,
including logistical support, and relevant bibliographic citations.

14. Budget and staff allocations — Detailed budget including salaries and benefits for each
participant and costs for travel, equipment, supplies, contracted services, vehicles,
and necessary overhead.

15. Literature cited — List of all of the publications cited in the text of the proposal.

16. List of potential reviewers — Names (minimum of three) and addresses of research
scientists with subject area expertise who could serve as peer reviewers for the
proposal.

Proposal Review Process

The South Bay Salt Pond Project will award research grants that are selected
competitively on the basis of technical merit and relevance of the proposed work to South
Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project goals and objectives. To do this, the Science Program
managers will institute an objective process for the anonymous peer evaluation of
proposals that is efficient and achieves broadest acceptance of the process within the
scientific and resource management communities. Peer-review panels will consist of
experts external to the Project. The PMT will select the projects to be funded based on
the results of the peer review and the Project priorities.

Peer Review. Peer-review panels should include enough technical experts to thoroughly
evaluate all topical areas of the proposals. The panel members should be active estuarine,



freshwater or watershed research scientists/engineers who have a high degree of stature,

are well connected with other scientists in their respective fields, represent different

specialties within these fields, and have some familiarity with the San Francisco Bay
estuarine system. Science Program managers will ensure that panel members have no
conflicts of interest (e.g., current or pending support from the Program). Reviewers will
score the proposals, based on their scientific merit and the relevance to the call for
proposals, with numerical ratings from 1 (Poor) to 5 (Excellent) using the following
criteria:

e Technical merit including (a) research scope, justification, and importance of
expected results; (b) reasonableness of the hypotheses and experimental design; (c)
soundness of proposed steps for data collection, analysis and synthesis

e The appropriateness of the proposed study to the South Bay Salt Pond Restoration
Project goals and objectives and responsiveness to the call for proposals.

e Qualifications of the investigators and adequacy of the facilities for carrying out the
proposed research

e Reasonableness of costs

e Likelihood of success

In the case of continuing projects, consideration will also be given to the level of progress

achieved to date.

When all reviews have been received, the proposals will be ranked by the peer-
review panel. The panel will develop an overall prioritization of the proposals and will
transmit its funding recommendations to the Science Program managers and the PMT.

PMT Review. The PMT will provide its review and approval of the new proposals to be
funded based on the funding available for support of the proposals under each call for
proposal. In its deliberations, the PMT, guided by the Science Program managers, will
give most serious consideration to those proposals having been rated 4 or 5 by the Peer
Review Panel, and will not select proposals rated 1 or 2. The PMT will also evaluate
renewal proposals for continuation beyond the first year.

PART 2. DIRECTED STUDIES PROGRAM

In the course of developing the focused research questions, it will probably become

apparent that a specific, sustained research effort may be necessary to resolve one or

more of the areas of uncertainty regarding the important resources of the bay-delta-

watershed critical to the Restoration Project’s goals and objectives. Examples of such

needs might include the following:

e Developing an understanding of a specific ecological phenomenon over long
temporal and/or large spatial scales

e Conducting major synthetic and theoretical efforts

e Providing information for the identification and solution of specific salt pond
management or restoration problems

e Quantifying the linkages between potential stressors and the abundance of species
populations

Addressing such needs may require interdisciplinary research coordinated among
investigators, experimental studies across a range of appropriate spatial and temporal



scales, and development of analytical and numerical models of critical ecosystem
functions and responses to management actions.

Given the scope and complexity of some of the issues facing the Restoration
Project, it may be necessary to support such sustained commitments of effort irrespective
of the responses of scientists/engineers to the annual requests for proposals. In such
cases, the PMT may wish to contract with specific individuals or entities, because of
recognized expertise, accomplishment, and past responsiveness, to carry out a program of
directed research that is not well accommodated in the year-to-year call for proposals
process.

Such questions, identified by the Science Program managers and PMT, will
become the subject of contractual arrangements with specific individuals or entities. In
each case, the individual/entity will develop a research proposal, using the call for
proposals format described above, that will be subject to review and concurrence (or
rejection) by the Science Program managers and other additional subject-matter referees
as necessary, with revisions being made accordingly.

In recognition of the need in these instances for sustained study effort, funding
will be provided to successful proponents for specified periods up to 5 years. It is
expected, therefore that the Directed Research Program proposals will incorporate a
detailed multi-year strategy and budget. It will also be understood that the Principal
Investigator(s) will be expected to make a long-term commitment to meeting the critical
South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project research need(s) described in the contract.

The sustained research efforts under the Directed Research Program will be
subject to frequent, vigorous peer review, i.e., at the proposal stage, during the conduct of
the research, and upon the conclusion of the study. Written progress reports will be
required at the end of each year, or sooner if needed, with a full review of project
progress and accomplishment by the Science Review Board at least every three years.
Contract renewals will be contingent upon the successful demonstration of progress
toward meeting project goals and Restoration Project needs and the submittal of
meritorious renewal proposals.



