Study Plan Proposal Budget Example (cover sheet with title optional)
(link to http://science.nature.nps.gov/im/inventory/veg/docs/VI_Brief_Proposal_Format.doc)
Note: This is a fabricated example that uses figures and values from various network efforts. The day counts for tasks may be far too detailed for some single park plans, but they do represent the steps and topics to be considered in a study plan estimate. Categories 1-7 from the NPS I&M Annual Report format and the supporting description of work is required as minimum, including in-kind estimates for the annual report for the effort.
Project Title: (Short, informative title) Upper Columbia Basin 9 Park Study Plan Proposal 

Principal Investigator(s): Lisa Garrett, UCBN Network Coordinator, (208) 885-3684, lisa_garrett@nps.gov; Gina Wilson, University of Idaho Landscape Dynamics Lab http://www.wildlife.uidaho.edu/ (208) 885-3774; gina_wilson@idaho.net [please do not contact these individuals for guidance, they are examples]
(Name, phone number, and email address of the lead person(s) for the initial phase of the project. Who is the point person and lead for the project and who will be responsible for ensuring that a detailed Study Plan is developed following the latest NPS Vegetation Inventory guidance and standards? )

Disclaimer:  The use of trade names or companies does not constitute endorsement by the NPS. The Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) will be followed for selection of a subject matter expert. The following references to CoganTech, Inc. (CTI) are for planning purposes only in this proposal. 
Description of Basic Approach: (One to several pages). Briefly describe the approach that will be taken, and the people who will be involved in developing the detailed Study Plan for the inventory. What existing projects or methods or data sets will this project build on? Provide enough information to demonstrate that you have “done your homework” and thoroughly scoped out existing information, and will build on existing projects or methods where it makes sense. 

EXAMPLE:  Description of Approach: The Upper Columbia Basin Network proposes to develop a study plan for 9 parks in the network. This proposal is assembled using the 12-step framework from the revised I&M vegetation guidance documents.  We propose to use Dan Cogan from CoganTech, Inc. (CTI) or another experienced NPS project resource as a subject matter expert to research and evaluate existing data sets, and the University of ID CESU partner to write this study plan.  The network and parks will develop an interview schedule for data mining, legacy data review, and the assembly of the needed items for the study plan. This study plan will build on existing datasets and research efforts. It is known that several of the parks have both geology and soils maps. Several have draft vegetation maps, and one (CIRO) has an existing taxonomic inventory.  The LARO effort has potential collaboration with the Bureau of Reclamation at the Grand Coulee Dam, including boat support, shoreline access, and logistics to run field crews. This proposal has designed park based interviews to locate and evaluate existing data and information. The work estimates reflect the evaluation of existing data, the use of relevant data, and the decision of what to include, and what to set aside as historical but not relevant to the vegetation inventory effort.
Proposed Schedule: (What are the proposed dates for study plan initiation, key milestones and meeting dates, and the delivery of the draft study plan for review and approval?) EXAMPLE: This project is requested to start in FY2006 and complete in an FY2011 funding scenario.  Depending on the staging of effort, and funding constraints, these project efforts can be extended to FY 2012 and FY2013. The study plan is scheduled for fall of 2005 through the winter and finish with park interviews by March 1, 2006. The assembly of findings, review of legacy data sets, and the study plan narrative is planned for June 1, 2006. The review and acceptance from the NPS I&M staff is scheduled for June through July 1, 2006. We plan to incorporate updates and adjustments in time to include the work plan starting elements of Steps 4 & 5 in our July 2006 budget request for vegetation inventory funding.
Proposed Budget: (This should include funding requested from the NPS I&M program as well as in-kind and direct funding contributed from other sources. What will it cost to complete Steps 1-3 (development of the detailed Study Plan), and how much of this are you requesting from the NPS I&M Program? Common budget items include personnel costs, travel, supplies, contractor/cooperator expenses, and overhead. If the request is for more than one year, provide annual budgets and overall project sums for each category of expenses. ) EXAMPLE: We request $31,692 to complete our network study plan. This will be split between a CESU cooperative agreement for $10,152 and a contract action to CTI (or equivalent expert) for $21,540. We anticipate having a “factors other than price” competitive acquisition for these services for the study plan research. We believe the experience and previous work on NPS projects will rate CTI high in a contract panel review. We also have an alternate GSA schedule pathway for Dan Cogan or other experts if needed.  See the following tables for budget details.  Tables 1 and 2 describe the level of effort for the study plan assembly in FY2005. Table 3 summarizes the in-kind contributions of the Parks and Network, the collaborators, and the sister agencies. 

Table 1. Proposed Level of Effort for Study Plan Development Steps 1- 3 (Category 1-7)
	Task topic
	$$ Amount
	$$Source
	Where $ Went
	Comments

	Category 1: Income
	$31,692
	I&M
	
	Contract & CESU portions

	Category 2: Personnel
	$8616

	I&M
	Cogan Technology, Inc. (CTI) or equivalent*
	CTI FY2005 award; 40% (of $21540)

	Category 3: Coop. Agreements
	$10,152
	
	Other non-Federal
	ID and WA Natural Heritage Programs (split by personnel, travel, operations, etc.)

	Category 4: Contracts
	 $0*
	
	
	*Cogan Tech, Inc. has no subcontracts

	Category 5: Operations / equipment
	$2154
	
	CTI
	10%

	Category 6: Travel
	$8616
	
	CTI
	40%

	Category 7: Other
	$2154
	
	CTI
	10%

	Total  
	$31692 
	I&M
	
	*This proposal does not pre-select CTI; it uses that as a placeholder for the acquisition of a subject matter expert. This project contract selection will adhere to the Federal Acquisition Regulations.


We propose to have CTI visit our 9 parks, access and evaluate the legacy data sets, review the past efforts and maps of vegetation, soils, geology, etc. and provide a table or spreadsheet of the available data sets and imagery resources available for the vegetation inventory. To evaluate this effort, we have used the day count estimates shown in Table 2 for this effort.  The Washington State CESU is a collaborator for earlier work and research on our parks and some CTI time will be used to assemble that legacy material. The University of Idaho CESU will assemble the study plan narrative, the summary, and the maps and graphics and documentation needed for the network to submit the study plan to the NPS I&M program for funding. 

Table 2. Proposed Level of Effort for Study Plan Development Steps 1- 3 (in days)

	Task topic (Steps 1-2)
	CTI
	Costs
	Discussion

	Proposal
	2 days
	$960
	1-5 pages

	Research past data
	2 days
	$960
	Network Data Manager and park review

	Park Contacts
	18 days
	$8600
	9 park interviews with NR staff

	Collaborator Contacts
	3 days
	$1440
	CESU, U of ID and WSU staff

	Legacy Data Evaluation
	9 days
	$4300
	1 day per park

	Existing Data Summary
	2 days
	$960
	Park by park narrative

	Existing Imagery Evaluation
	3 days
	$1440
	True Color 2002-5, NAIP 2006

	Imagery Use Recommendation
	2 days
	$960
	Range and woodland Plant phenology

	Collaborator Cost Estimates
	2 days
	$960
	WA and ID Natural Heritage Programs

	Partner Cost Share
	2 days
	$960
	Dept of Energy and Dept of Defense

	SubTotal (days)
	45 days
	$21540.00
	

	
	
	
	

	Task topic (Step 3)
	U of ID
	Costs
	Discussion

	Study Plan Team contacts
	2 days
	$960
	U of ID Writing section divisions and timing

	Study Plan Narrative
	14 days
	$6720
	U of ID prepare CTI, Northwest Management and other contract options for bid FY2006

	Study Plan Summary
	2 days
	$960
	U of ID Prepare for network July submission for funding from WASO

	SubTotal (days)
	18 days
	$8640.00
	

	CESU overhead
	
	$1512
	CESU 17.5% overhead on $8640

	SubTotal Costs
	
	$10152
	

	Total Steps 1-3
	63 days
	$31692
	


In-kind Contributions: The park and network propose 20 days of in-kind contribution for data mining. Our two WSU and U of ID collaborators have ongoing research permits and efforts that dovetail and contribute to the vegetation inventory. These University collaborators will provide data and 10 days of in-kind support to the vegetation inventory. The Nature Conservancy has three adjacent parcel s of land, and will contribute 10 days of in-kind effort to support the vegetation inventory for access through their parcels and field support. The four agencies have intermingled lands adjacent to the park mapping areas, and have jointly funded 28 days of in-kind support for a GS-11 Range Conservationist from the BLM district office.
Table 3. Proposed Level of Effort for Study Plan Development; in-kind contributions (in days)

	Task topic
	[Study Plan Developer]
	Costs
	Discussion

	Park and Network
	20 days
	$9600
	Contributed data mining

	University Collaborators
	10 days
	$4000
	Research permit ongoing

	Landscape Partners
	10 days
	$3000
	Nature Conservancy

	Agencies (BIA/BLM/FWS/USFS)
	28 days
	$10,200
	BLM GS-11 Range Conservationist

	Total (days)
	68 days
	$26,800.00
	


Additional details for the UCBN proposal:
We have reviewed the sampling plan guidance from the NPS I&M program and have developed sampling estimates for inclusion in the study plan. We intend to refine these during the study plan assembly, using review from the park staff and the ecological team we intend to use for the implementation of steps 4-12.  We have also used the NPS I&M boundary files, reviewed by the parks, to prepare the project boundary figures and graphics.
See: (no examples given; these are helpful attachments)
Administrative Boundary Mapping figures and graphics by Park (Attachment 1) (required) (link to BICA graphic from GRYN; best example of a no-buffer admin and management area boundary)
Preliminary Taxonomic Sampling estimates by Park (Attachment 2) (helpful; needed in Step 4)
