To:
Assistant Regional Directors and Deputies, Southeast Region Project Leaders, Ecosystem Team Leaders
From:
Regional Research Coordinator and Committee
Subject:
CALL FOR PROPOSALS – FY15 Science Support Partnership and Quick Response Programs for the Southeast Region (Proposals due to Bob Ford AND ARDs or Ecoteams May 16, 2014; Ranked proposals from ARDs and Ecoteams due to Bob Ford and Regional Research Committee, June 11, 2014).  Proposals recommended for funding are submitted to USGS by August 22, 2014.  The target date for announcement of awards from USGS is expected on October 1, 2014.
The Southeast Region Research Committee solicits proposals for the Science Support Partnership (SSP) and Quick Response (QR) programs. These programs are a cooperative effort between USGS and the Service to address key scientific and information needs that will best help the Service make important conservation and management decisions.  We expect USGS will have approximately $253,000 available for new SSP and QR starts in the Service’s Southeast Region for FY15. A wide range of research projects, biological studies, and other forms of technical assistance have been funded by these programs in the past, and competition for the funds generally is very high.
Proposals should originate as a result of joint collaboration among Service Project Officers and USGS Principal Investigators, with an emphasis on key Service information needs. SSP projects typically span several years. The Southeast Region targets SSP funding to support projects that help FWS field staff prioritize and decide where, how much, and what kinds of conservation or management actions are needed to support sustainable populations of: 

· threatened and endangered species, 

· candidate species, 

· other Federal trust species with declining population status,
· Southeast Association of Fish and Wildlife Agency (SEAFWA)/FWS priority petitioned species, and

· species that serve as a proxy for a broader suite of species, ecological communities, or habitat types.  

Priority will be given to projects where results will benefit one or more focus species at a landscape scale, rather than being specific to the research site or one station. Projects must address FWS decision making related to the themes listed below and must demonstrate a collaborative effort between USGS and FWS (e.g. the agency project manager or designee does more than just sign off on reports).  For proposals to receive the highest possible ranking, they should address one or more of the following themes.  

A. Evaluation of aquatic resource needs and aquatic ecosystem responses to changes in water quality, quantity, timing and distribution in the context of defining water resource needs now and in the future.

B. Life history, status, and trends information with direct relevance for management decisions for focus species (see above). 

C. Monitoring and evaluation of focus species (see above) and/or their habitats to determine if management actions achieve desired biological objectives or to test assumptions for the purpose of improving conservation delivery.
Cross-regional projects provide a great approach for expanding the geographic and topical relevance of a particular information need. The growing significance of climate change, the Southeast Region's interests in advancing capacities for strategic conservation, and the commitment to implement partner-based science priorities, as defined by Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs), represent important dimensions to regional research needs.  
Project Evaluation

Projects will be evaluated by the Regional Research Committee in a three step process.

Step 1 Assess proposal relevance to themes and collaboration between USGS and FWS 
A. The Project clearly addresses one or more of the three themes listed above (Yes or No).

B. There is clear demonstration of collaboration between USGS and FWS staff in project design, implementation, and development of management application (Yes or No).
 Projects that do not meet both of these criteria will not be considered for funding.
Step 2 Rate each proposal that addresses one or more theme and demonstrates USGS/FWS collaboration using the following criteria

A. The project products will have direct management application, i.e. address an important conservation and management decision.  (30%)
There is clear demonstration of the management issue being addressed and how well the information from the project feeds back to that management issue.  The form or manner in which the project products will be made available for use by decision-makers or other intended users is clearly defined (e.g., technical reports, decision support tool, new or improved management technique(s)).

B. Technical Merit (30%) 

Objectives are clearly stated, procedures are well designed, results are attainable, quantifiable estimates will be statistically reliable and comparable to other studies. There is a clear statement of project objectives and explanation as to how the proposed approach and methods are a technically sound and feasible way to meet those objectives.

C. The project is a collaborative effort between USGS and FWS throughout the life of the project. (20%) 

Demonstration of FWS staff involvement in the development of the problem statement, project design, implementation, and development of management application (see also Attachment 1 - Roles and Responsibilities).

D. The project addresses a regional responsibility (10%)

Maximum score if the focus species is a Southeast endemic. Moderate score if the Southeast Region has >50% of the focus species’ global population.  Least score if focus species (or community or habitat type) is broadly distributed across multiple regions and/or common outside of the U.S., even if it is a priority in the Southeast Region 
E. Project’s scope has broad regional or national conservation relevance (10%) 

Higher scores given to projects with broader regional or national application compared to projects that have significant but local application.
Step 3 Assess costs and value
Manpower and budget are reasonable for the work proposed
Project builds on previous work or existing work
Partner technical and/or financial support for the project
QR projects can be no longer than 18 months or require more than $25,000. These projects also should address a priority issue, but tend to be smaller in scope and address more local needs than SSP 
APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS:  Roles and responsibilities for the Service Project Officer, USGS Principal Investigator, and others are described in Attachment 1. The Project Officer is responsible for final and annual evaluations for projects (Attachments 2 & 3). 
1. Follow the instructions and formats in Attachment 5.

2. Include a budget table with sufficient detail to show how the needs of the project will be met.
3. Clearly identify cross-regional proposals and partition the budget for each region involved. 
4. Verify appropriate indirect cost rates of the USGS office with which you are cooperating. USGS science centers are expected to charge their full overhead rates; Co-op Units typically have reduced rates
5. Ensure that proposals accurately describe how gathered information will be applied to Service management needs. 
6. Include interim deliverables in multi-year SSP proposals that will be used to assess progress.
Proposals should be submitted to Bob Ford (Robert_P_Ford@fws.gov), as well as your respective ARD or ecosystem team leader by close of business (COB) May 16, 2014.  
By June 11, 2014 ARDs/Chiefs and ecoteam leaders will rank proposals they have received.  ARDs/Chiefs and ecoteam leaders should forward only the top 3 ranking proposals to Bob Ford (Robert_P_Ford@fws.gov) for consideration by the Regional Research Committee. The Committee will have final recommendations for funding to the Regional Directorate before August 22, 2014. Our recommendations to USGS are contingent upon continued funding for SSP and QR in the USGS's FY15 budget. 
Please contact Bob Ford (email as above or 901-268-3395) for more information, or any member of the Regional Research Committee: Janet Ertel, Sue Cielinski, Robin Goodloe, Ronnie Haynes, Jeffrey Herod, John Stanton, and Todd Jones-Farrand.
Attachment 1 – Roles and Responsibilities

Attachment 2 – Annual Project Evaluation
Attachment 3 – Final Project Evaluation

Attachment 4 – Successful Past Proposals
Attachment 5 – SSP and QR Proposal Format
