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135 Station Road, Impington, Cambridge, UK, CB24 9NP; 
Tel: +44 1223 233397 - Fax: +44 1223 232876 

E-mail: secretariat@iwc.int 
 
 
 

PROJECT PROPOSAL REQUEST 
 
 1.  PROPOSAL TITLE  
Workshop to complete the updating of the IUCN/IWC CMP on western gray whales and to develop conservation-related questions to be 
addressed within the Rangewide population modelling framework 

 
 
 2.  BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSAL AND ITS  EXPECTED  OUTCOME  
The CMP is over 10 years old and requires updating. Initial work has been undertaken. However, the results of the rangewide workshops need to 
be incorporated and conservation-related questions need to be developed that can be addressed within the new population modelling 
framework developed as a result of the Committee’s work 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 3.  RELEVANT  IWC SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE GROUPS  OR SUB-GROUPS  
This is primarily related to the CMP and IST groups. However, it is of importance to the work of IA and ASI in terms of precedents for future 
assessments and the work of HIM in terms of examining scenarios that take into account bycatch and ship strikes and the uncertainty associated 
with estimating these 

 
 
 
 
 
 4.  TYPE OF PROJECT (PLEASE TICK)  

 

Research project 
 

Modelling X/2 

Workshop/meeting X 

Database creation/maintenance 
 

Compilation work/editing (e.g. on whalewatching regulations, SOCER, etc.) X 

Other (please specify below) 
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(A) BACKG RO UND, RATIONALE, AND RELE VANCE TO THE PRIORI TIES IDENTIFIED BY THE IWC SCIENTIFIC 
COMMI TTEE : 
This is a continuation of work endorsed by the Scientific Committee (and the Conservation Committee) 

 (B) SPECIFIC OBJEC TI VE S OR TOR AND DE LIVERABLE S/OUTCOMES:  
The objectives are to: 
(1) update the western gray whale CMP in the light of new information in preparation for the forthcoming stakeholder workshop 
(2) develop conservation questions that can be addressed and undertake using the new modelling framework for gray whales  

rangewide 

 (C) ME THODO LOGIC AL APPRO ACH/WORK P LAN/AD MINISTRATI VE DE TAIL S  

This is a continuation of work undertaken over the last four years with respect to updating scientific components of the CMP in light 
of the rangewide assessment of status of gray whales. A steering committee has been established to ensure progress prior to and 
after the workshop. 

 (D) SUG GESTIO N S FOR O UTRE ACH  

This is a major international effort that will provide excellent outreach material especially in promoting the concept of CMPs 

 6.  TIMETABLE FOR ACTIVITIES AND  OUTPUTS  
Specify the timetable for project activities and expected out puts separately. For projects with multiple distinct elements please indicate interim 
goals and timeframes. Add as many rows as you need to the tables below. If publications are an expected output please note whether you will 
submit the manuscript to the IWC’s Journal of Cetacean Research and Management. 

 
Activity to be undertaken Key person(s) Start(mm/yy) Finish (mm/yy) 
Hold workshop in Gland (IUCN) or La Jolla (SWFSC) Steering Group Tbd after September 2020 
Produce workshop report Donovan   

Implement modelling recommendations Punt  Before SC68C 
    

    
    

    

 
Expected outputs Completion date (mm/yy) 
Workshop report – eventually published in JCRM, presented to IWC, IUCN 1 month after workshop 
Modelling results – paper to IWC SC SC68C 

  

  

5. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL AND ITS CONNECTION WITH SCIENTIFIC 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS (DO NOT EXCEED 1500 WORDS) 
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 7.  STEERING GROUP) NAME(S) AND  AFFILIATION  
Please, also specify if the project team has any direct connection (e.g. same research group or institute, collaborator on common project) with 
people involved or likely to be involved in taking the funding decision (e.g. IWC SC heads of delegations, SC convenors, etc.). Add as many rows 
as you need to the table below. 

 
Name Affiliation 
Donovan IWC Scientist Emeritus, IUCN WGWAP 
Punt University of Washington 
Reeves IUCN WGWAP 
Kato Co-ordinator, western gray whale MoC 
Weller US co-ordinator western gray whale MoC 
Kim Korea co-ordinator western gray whale MoC 
Urban Mexica co-ordinator western gray whaleMoC 
Zharikov Russia co-ordinator western gray whale CMP 

  Rojas-Bracho    IWC Conservation Committee Chair 
 
 

 8.  TOTAL BUDGET  
Breakdown into: (1) salaries/wages (include name/position of each individual and breakdown of time and duties i; (2) travel/subsistence 
expenses (breakdown by person and justification) unless for IPs for workshops where a total estimate based on an average for the total number of 
IPs is acceptable; (3) services (e.g. aircraft/vessel time, consultancy fees, ARGOS fees, etc.; (4) reusable capital equipment (e.g. reusable 
equipment such as a hydrophone, cameras, etc. Note that this equipment will have to be registered at the IWC Secretariat and will remain 
property of the IWC at the end of the project), (5) expendable capital equipment (e.g. consumables, tags, stationery), (6) shipping costs, (7) 
insurance costs, (8) in kind co-funding (specify whether other funding is available for personnel/name, equipment, venues, etc.). Note that 
“Overheads” are not admissible. Add as many rows as you need to the table below. 

 
Type Detailed description Cost in GB pounds 
(1) Salaries (by person)   

(2) Travel/subsistence (by 
person or est. total for IPs) 

6 participants for 5 days @1500 £7500 

(3) Services (by item)   

(4) Reusable equipment   

(5) Consumables   

(6) Shipping (by Item)   

(7) Insurance (by item)   

(8) Co-funding Time donated by participants, venue plus travel [£8,000] 
(9) Other Modelling by Punt £3,000 
Total  £10,500 

 
 
 
 9.  DATA ARCHIVING/SHARING  
Model and results archived at the Secretariat 

 
 
 
 10. PERMITS  (PLEASE TICK)  

 

Do you have the necessary permits to carry out the field work and have animal welfare 
considerations been appropriately considered? 

n/a 

Do you have the appropriate permits (e.g. CITES) for the import/export of any samples? 
n/a 

If ‘Yes’ please provide further details and enclose copies where appropriate: 
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 A
ppendix 2 – DRA

FT SC
O

RIN
G

 SHEET 

If a p
roject p

resents m
ultip

le p
rim

a
ry ob

jectives w
hich a

re a
chieved

 using sub
-p

rojects, a sheet should be used to evalua
te ea

ch single sub
-p

roject. N
ote tha

t not all criteria
 a

re 
equally a

pp
licable depend

ing on the na
ture of the p

roject (e.g. field
 w

ork versus w
orkshop

s). 
  

IW
C

 SC
IEN

TIFIC
 C

O
M

M
ITTEE PRO

PO
SA

LS FO
R FUN

DIN
G

 - REVIEW
 C

RITERIA
 - TEST 

 TITLE O
F THE PRO

JEC
T/sub-projects: 

 

PRIN
C

IPA
L IN

VESTIG
A

TO
R: 

 

Key criteria 
Explanation of scoring 

Score 
Supporting Rem

arks 
Relevance to Scientific C

om
m

ittee priorities 

   1 

   How
 w

ell aligned are the scientific 
outcom

es of the project/activity w
ith 

the current SC
 priority areas? 

1 - N
ot aligned/poorly aligned (e.g. too vague or generic 

reference to general SC
 priorities) 

2 - Reasonably aligned (e.g. som
e aspects m

ay be 
vague or links are not clear) 
3 - W

ell aligned (e.g. outcom
es clearly deliver in the m

ost 
part on priority areas, m

ay also address longer term
 or 

potential future issues). 
4 – C

losely aligned (e.g. of interest for m
ultiple sub-groups 

or delivers on specific SC
 high priority 

topics/recom
m

endations in the im
m

ediate or short term
). 

 
 

 2 

To w
hat extent w

ill the outcom
es of 

the project/activity contribute to 
im

provem
ents in the conservation and 

m
anagem

ent of cetaceans? 

1 - N
ot at all 

2 - Poorly 
3 - Reasonably or over the longer term

 
4 - W

ell or over the m
edium

 term
 

5 - Excellently or to alm
ost im

m
ediate effect 

 
 

N
ote: if in ea

ch of the tw
o ab

ove key criteria
 und

er this section the p
roject d

oes not score singula
rly a

t lea
st 2 points, d

o not proceed in further evalua
tion. O

f course, p
roposals w

ithin 
a

 sub
-group w

ould only b
e developed if in their estim

a
tion scores w

ere of 4 or a
b

ove. 

A
pproach and m

ethodology 

 3 

 W
hat degree of scientific m

erit/value is 
there in carrying out the w

ork? 

1 - N
ot dem

onstrated or of low
 scientific value 

2 - Useful/basic scientific value 
3 - V

ery good scientific value 
4  - Excellent/innovative scientific value 

 
 

 4 
Is the proposed m

ethodology 
scientifically sound and feasible in 
term

s of field and analytical m
ethods? 

1 - Feasibility unrealistic &
 poor m

ethodology or not 
properly addressed 
2 - Feasibility &

 m
ethodology acceptable but w

ould 
benefit from

 som
e substantial am

endm
ents 
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3 - Feasibility &
 m

ethodology good, som
e sm

all changes 
beneficial 
4 - Feasibility &

 m
ethodology excellent or a highly 

prom
ising innovative approach to an im

portant question 
facing the C

om
m

ittee 

 
 

  5 

 W
hat is the likelihood of success based 

on the proposed overall approach 
and m

ethodology? 

1 – N
o chance of success 

2 - Low
 chance of success/better approaches available 

3 - M
edium

 chance of success/som
e changes to the 

approach necessary 
4 - High chance of success/little or no changes to the 
approach necessary 

 
 

 5a 
A

re objectives of the research likely to 
be achieved w

ithin the proposed tim
e- 

fram
e? 

1 – N
o or unlikely 

2 – Partially or potentially am
bitious 

3 - Yes w
ith som

e m
inor suggestions 

4 – Yes 

 
 

 5b 

 A
re any proposed interm

ediary targets 
tim

ely and achievable? 

1 – N
o or unlikely 

2 – Partially 
3 - Probably 
4 - Yes 

 
 

 5c 

Is the proposed tim
e-fram

e/w
ork 

necessary (e.g. can the project 
produce results in a shorter tim

e 
period)? 

1 – N
o or unlikely 

2 – Partially 
3 - Probably 
4 - Yes 

 
 

 5d 

 Is the sam
ple size adequate to 

achieve the stated objectives? 

1 – N
ot dem

onstrated/not properly addressed 
2 – N

o or unlikely (too low
/too high) 

3 – Probably (additional analysis needed) 
4 - Yes 

 
 

 6 

 Is the project likely to affect adversely 
the population(s) involved? 

1 - N
ot properly addressed/ unknow

n 
2 - Yes severely 
3 – Possibly at a low

 level 
4 - N

o 

 
 

 6a 

IF YES, are analyses provided on 
sim

ulations of the effects using 
different tim

e-fram
es for the project if 

applicable? 

1 – N
o 

2 – Partially 
3 - Yes 

 
 

N
ote: if in ea

ch of the ab
ove key criteria und

er this section the p
roject does not score singula

rly at lea
st 2 points, do not p

roceed
 in further evalua

tion. O
f course, p

rop
osals w

ithin a 
sub

-group w
ould only b

e developed
 if in their estim

a
tion scores w

ere of 3 or a
bove. 

Project team
 and Project m

anagem
ent 
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 7 
To w

hat extent does the team
 have 

the relevant expertise, experience, 
and balance? 

1 – Poor or not dem
onstrated 

2 – Sufficient 
3 - V

ery good 
4 - Excellent 

 
 

 8 

C
ontingency plan: To w

hat extent 
have potential problem

s/risks been 
considered and appropriate m

itigation 
proposed? 

1 – Poor or not dem
onstrated 

2 – Sufficient but could be im
proved 

3 - Fully or requiring only m
inor suggestions or not 

applicable 

 
 

Value for M
oney 

 10 
D

oes the project represent good value 
for m

oney? 

1 – N
o or significant am

endm
ents w

ould be needed 
2 – Yes but w

ith som
e m

inor am
endm

ents 
3 – Yes 

 
 

 11 
Have sufficient links been m

ade to the 
w

ider research com
m

unity/other 
organisations/capacity building. 

1 – N
o 

2 – Som
e but significant am

endm
ents needed 

3 – Yes but w
ith som

e m
inor additions 

4 – Yes or not applicable 

 
 

 


