Southern Rockies Landscape Conservation Cooperative
FY 2011 Funding Recommendations


As per direction from the Southern Rockies Landscape Conservation Cooperative (SRLCC) Steering Committee meeting on June 6, 2011, the SRLCC Science Committee has developed the recommendations described in Table 1 for use of $260K of SRLCC funds in Fiscal Year 2011.

Science Needs Assessment
[bookmark: _GoBack]The SRLCC Steering Committee met in early April, 2011 to formulate preliminary science needs and resource priorities across the LCC for 2011.  Central to the Steering Committee’s discussions was the LCC’s draft Operations Plan.  This draft plan synthesized and collated the host of science needs and resource priorities expressed by partnerships, state and federal agencies, tribes, and NGOs during informational and scoping meetings held for the stakeholder partners within the SRLCC area. The Steering Committee ultimately identified the following project goals:

· Identifies gaps in current datasets; synthesizes ongoing landscape level efforts across the SRLCC (e.g., landscape planning, monitoring, and/or research efforts).  
· Large in geographic scope (e.g., watersheds); should inform the larger LCC. 
· Demonstrates how the project complements but does not duplicate other work.
· Results should be displayed in a spatial and/or GIS format.
· Translates to applied science/how it will benefit resource management within the SRLCC.

…and the following priority themes:

· Data and information management and modeling
· Ecosystem resources and resiliency
· Human dimension
· Monitoring
· Stressors on the landscape 
· Water resources 
· Wildlife & vegetation: populations and health

Solicitation of Proposals
As a next step, existing landscape and resource-based partnerships, agencies, organizations, tribes, and universities within the SRLCC area were solicited in a request for proposals that address science for the above identified goals and themes.

Proposal Review
On May 6, the SRLCC Science Committee finalized proposal scoring and ranking criteria, and a review process.  The criteria and review process were to identify the top proposals that would be forwarded to the Steering Committee for their deliberations and selections of financial awards.

Proposals were reviewed and scored by the Science Committee in a two tiered process.  The first tier involved a group of Science Committee volunteers reviewing the proposals in a first-round, qualitative general review.  Each proposal’s over-all quality (e.g., Good, Fair, or Poor) was assessed based on specific qualitative attributes:

· Rigor and soundness of the science and budget appropriateness;
· Quality of deliverables and likelihood they will be used by resource managers,
· Degree of partnership involved and level of engagement from cooperators, and
· Degree to which the proposal addresses a landscape level stressor(s) 

Each proposal received at least two qualitative reviews.  This initial qualitative review pared the list to 22 proposals advancing to the second-round of reviews.  Each of the remaining 22 proposals in the second-round were reviewed and scored per specific quantitative attributes by at least three independent reviewers from the Science Committee.  The three individual scores for a proposal were averaged providing a final score, and allowing the Science Committee to identify the ten proposals receiving the highest average score.  This list of 10 highest scoring proposals was presented to the Steering Committee for their review.

Final Recommendation 
On June 6, the Steering Committee recommended that any winning proposals be funded from this year’s available $260,000 SRLCC science budget for the proposal’s whole two-year budget request, and require annual progress reports.  The Steering Committee then discussed the merits of the ten proposals, ultimately awarded funds to four projects (Table 1).  The SRLCC was able to wholly fund three proposals for two years.  Remaining funds were awarded to a fourth project to fund that project’s first year, with a recommendation this project’s second year be funded with available 2012 SRLCC science funds.

Table 1.  Southern Rockies LCC Funding Recommendations for 2011.
	 Project Title                                   PI or Project        Sponsoring                                      Partners                                         Funding 
                                                          Coordinator        Organization                                                                                           Awarded 

	Vulnerability and connectivity of natural landscapes and riparian habitat in the SRLCC 
	David M. Theobald 
	Colorado State University 
	Wildlife Conservation Society, Colorado Division of Wildlife, Forest Service, Utah Department of Natural Resources, Great Northern LCC, NASA, MT St Univ. 
	$91,028 
for 2 yrs 

	A Regional Model for Building Resilience to Climate Change: Development and Demonstration in Colorado’s Gunnison Basin 
	Betsy Neely 
	The Nature Conservancy 
	Gunnison County, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Colorado Division of Wildlife, National Park Service 
	$50,000 
for 1 yr 

	Collaborative multi-species monitoring in the Southern Rockies LCC: impacts of forest restoration treatments on ponderosa pine ecosystems in Colorado 
	Jenny Briggs 
	USGS 
	Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service, The Wilderness Society, Colorado Forest Restoration Institute, Colorado State University; Colorado State Forest Service 
	$75,852 
for 2 yrs 

	Assessment of connectivity and enhancement of adaptive management capacity on Navajo Nation lands 
	Erica Fleishman 
	University California, Davis 
	Northern Arizona University; The H. John Heinz III Center for Science, Economics, and the Environment; Navajo Nation Department of Fish and Wildlife; University of Nevada, Reno 
	$43,120 
for 1 yr 


Southern Rockies Landscape Conservation Cooperative – 2011 Review and Ranking of Proposals for FWS Funding


Proposal Title: ______________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________


QUALITATIVE REVIEW

Reviewers will determine the proposal’s over-all quality as Good, Fair, or Poor.  Reviews are conducted with an eye toward:

· Rigor and soundness of the science and budget appropriateness;
· Quality of deliverables and likelihood they will be used by resource managers,
· Degree of partnership involved and level of engagement from cooperators (i.e., are cooperators simply in agreement with the need for the proposal, or are they actively participating through field work, in-kind or financial contributions, etc), and
· Degree to which the proposal addresses a landscape level stressor(s) (i.e., the science can be used by multiple and differently disciplined resource managers).

Over-all quality (Good, Fair, or Poor)						Quality: ____


QUANTITATIVE REVIEW

Criteria A thru E collectively account for 25% of the total score.  Individual criterions are weighted with emphasis placed on the proposal’s scientific/professional merit and the principle investigator’s abilities.

A.   Scientific/Professional Merit (30%): Technical approach is sound, including design, objectives and anticipated product or outcomes.
	Yes = 7
	No  = 0									Score: ______

B.  Applicant Capacity (30%): The applicant is technically capable of successfully carrying out the project, based on such factors as (1) past performance on projects similar in size and scope to the proposed project (if applicable), (2) organizational plan for timely and successfully achieving the objectives of the project, and (3) staff/partner expertise, qualifications, knowledge, and resources (or the ability to obtain them) to successfully achieve the goals of the project.
	Yes = 7
	No  = 0									Score: ______



C.  Measuring Progress (15%): Applicant’s plan is effective and sufficient for tracking and measuring progress toward achieving stated outputs and outcomes.
	Yes = 4
	No  = 0									Score: ______

D.  Appropriate Budget (15%): The proposed budget is reasonable and appropriate for the level of work proposed and with the expected benefits to be achieved.
	Yes = 4
	No  = 0									Score: ______
E.  Education/Outreach (10%): There is a well-articulated plan for dissemination of project results.
	Yes = 3
	No  = 0									Score: ______


Criteria F thru J collectively account for 75% of the proposal’s total score.   Individual criterions are weighted.

F.  Translates to applied science; applicability to on-the-ground conservation delivery (30%)
Highly likely to aid conservation and adaptation decisions – Information is urgently needed to address near-term management needs.  Managers and/or decision makers are clearly asking for support (23 pts)

Moderately likely to aid conservation and adaptation decisions – Information and products are important, but are not associated with immediate near-term management needs. Managers or decision makers clearly struggling but not yet asking for support (14 pts)

Marginally likely to aid conservation and adaptation decisions – Managers and/or decision makers have not yet been identified (5pts)
											Score: _____

G.  Ecological, cultural, or ecosystem response to landscape-scale stressors (30%)
Improves understanding or helps address crucial sources of uncertainty about how species, ecosystems, habitats, cultural resources, and/or landscapes respond to an altered condition on the landscape (23 pts)

Improves understanding or helps address sources of uncertainty, but with less relevance to altered conditions on the landscape (14 pts)

Minor improvement or assistance in helping address sources of uncertainty regarding response of species, ecosystems, cultural resources, habitats, and/or landscapes to altered conditions (5 pts)
											Score: _____


H.  Partnerships/Leveraging (20%)
Multi-partner project that includes scientists, managers, and/or decision makers from multiple organizations (State, Tribal, Federal, NGO, Local Government, Universities).  Has secured cost sharing and/or in-kind support from multiple partners amounting to at least 25% of total project cost (15 pts)

Multi-partner project – ongoing collaboration between a diverse yet limited number of active partners and minimal cost sharing or in-kind contributions (9 pts)

An individual entity and no cost sharing or in-kind contributions (3pts)
											Score: _____

I.  Scope and Breadth (10%)
Highly integrated (e.g., addresses multi-taxa or multi-trophic levels; includes physical and/or biological and/or cultural data; enables comprehensive understanding; and results are applicable LCC-wide or clearly transferable to other LCCs (7 pts)

Either highly integrated (as above) or results are applicable LCC-wide (4 pts)

Project focuses on a single species using methods and results from a single discipline and has limited potential for direct application in the SRLCC (1 pt)
											Score: _____

J.  Products Provided and Accessibility of Results (10%)
Products and information generated will be available and easy to use (preferably online), designed for target audience access/understanding (7 pts)

Products and information will be available but needs direction or interpretation for implementation or proper use (4 pts)

Products and information will not be available on-line or easily accessible (1 pt)
											Score: _____

	
									     TOTAL SCORE: _____

