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Dear Geoff,

A subset of IMST members briefly reviewed the two research proposas on juvenile
sdmonid surviva as you requested.

Our generd conclusion isthat the research proposed has the potentid to provide
information that (1) can be incorporated into the policy process (dthough some
scientific interpretation and integration of these results with other information will be
required before the information will be fully useful to policy makers), and (2) it will
help advance implementation of the Oregon Plan in aress of interest to IMST.

Specificaly we make four recommendations - the first two deal with the proposas
provided, and the second two deal with the process for science review.

1. Fund only the proposa focusing on the Nehaem. watershed.

This recommendation is based on our assessment that the techniques proposed
areinreatively early stages of development and specific experience with themin
our context is advised before making additiond investmentsin this area

2. Request that the investigators determine the degree to which implantation affects
the behavior of these fish.

We are concerned that the effect of implantation of the devices on the behavior of
the fish is unknown. Without a method for determining that the behavior of
implanted fish is essentidly the same or very Smilar to "control™ wild fish, the
resultswill subject to criticisam that the effects noted are the result of implantation
and therefore not representative of what we would expect normdly in wild fish.

3. Develop aproposa format requirement that is designed for research. proposals.

With regards to future research proposals to OWEB, we find the format
requirements of proposalsto OWEB poorly structured for research
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proposals. Some of the difficulty we had in our review reflects the use of the current
forms. The time-tested approach to research proposals used by NSF, USDA competitive
grants, and many others will better meet the needs of scientific reviewers and ultimately
OWEB. These provide the framework in which
- the hypotheses to be tested can be explicitly stated,
the methods proposed can be given in enough detall for reviewersto determine if they
are likely to work (without the reviewers doing areview of the literature),
investigators explain how they will go from data collection through data anaysisto
draw anticipated conclusions, and
the financia, personnd and other resources needed or available for the project can be
- displayed.
All thisinformetion is essentid to the quadity scientific review cdled for when
expenditures of this magnitude are consdered.

4. Expand the scope of science review for research proposals.

The IMST can accommodate review of alimited number of research proposals, but we fed it
would be useful for you to request review from others aswell. As an example, ODFW has technica
daff competent to provide scientific review of these proposals. A broader base of review will
reduce the potentia for indtitutiona or culturd bias, it will more likely result in detection of aress of
weskness or strength, and it will serve to inform others of thisimpending work. In aggregate this
may result in improvementsin the proposa and the work., and may result in levels of collaboration
with others.

Pease let me know if you want clarification of any of these points.
Sincer
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Loganh A. Norris
Chair, Independent Multidisciplinary Science Team
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