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Snake River Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity  

Final  Application Scoring and Ranking Meeting  

Agenda for August 10 th   

 

 

9:00 am Discussion of the process and other business for the day  

  Steve, Kris & Others 

 

9:15 am Johnson Walla Walla River Restoration Project  

  Jeff Klundt ɀ WWCCD 

 

9:35 am McCaw Reach Fish Restoration Project  , Phase A 

  Jeff Klundt ɀ WWCCD 

 

9:55 am Jones Ditch 

  Greg Kinsinger ɀ WWCCD 

 

10:15 Tucannon River Landowner Assessment  

Tom Dwonch ɀ Blue Mountain Land Trust 

 

10:35 am Assessment of Barriers, Landowner Interest in Conservation Easements 

and/or I mproving Channel and Floodplain  Connections in Alpowa Creek.  

 Brad Johnson ɀWRIA 35 Asotin PUD 

 

10:55 am Break  

 

11:10 am Mill Creek Passage - Reach Type 6 

 Brian Burns ɀ Tri -State Steelheaders 

 

11:30 am Bridge to Bridge - Levee Removal 

 Brian Burns ɀ Tri -State Steelheaders 

 

11:50 am Tucannon River LWD Stream Habitat Restoration  

  Dave Karl ɀ WDFW 

 

12:10 Lunch  

 The Lead Entity will provide a working lunch, so please RSVP if plan on attending. 



5 
 

 

Snake River Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity  

Final  Application Scoring and Ranking Meeting  

Agenda for August 10 th  Afternoon  

 

1:00 pm Pataha Creek Watershed Assessment  

 Duane Bartels ɀ Pomeroy Conservation District  

 

1:20 pm Restoration Phase of the Asotin Creek Intensively Monitored Watershed  

 Steve Bennett ɀ Ecologic Asotin IMW 

 

1:40 pm Luhn Cattle Tenmile Creek Bridge Crossing  

 Mike Miraglio ɀ Asotin County Conservation District 

 

1:50 pm Upper Mill Creek Geomorphic Asse ssment ɀ Seven Mile Bridge to RM 16 

 Larry Hooker ɀ Walla Walla County Conservation District 

 

2:10 pm Break  (Staff will tally scores and display scores and rank) 

 

2:30 pm  Discussion, Scoring and Draft Ranking  

 

3:30 pm Adjourn  
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Introductions 

 

I. Welcome to the Snake River Salmon Recovery Board 12
th
 Grant Round to the 

SRFB Application Process 

 

II.  Between 1999 & 2010 the $15 million (Figure 1) to 145 habitat projects   

 

 
 

Figure 1:  Salmon Recovery Funding Board grant dollars spent on SRSRB regional projects from 1999 

through 2010.  The total award for the period was $15 and was applied to 145 projects.  This table was 

produced from the data maintained in the HWS. 

 

III.  12
th

 Grant Round Pre-applications Reviewed  

a. 17 pre-applications submitted  

b. 7 applications withdrawn 

 

IV.  12
th

 Grant Round Draft Application Submissions (Table 1) 

a. 16 Draft Applications submitted 

b. 6 new and 10 moved forward from pre-application 

c. Total request of $3.2 million for the available $1.6 million 

V. 12
th

 Grant Round Final Application Submissions (Table 2) 

a. 12 Final Applications submitted 

b. Total request of $1.9 million for available $1.6 million 

c. Todayôs Objective 
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Table 1:  SRSRB Draft Applications Submitted in the 12
th

 Round 

  
  

Application 
   

PRISM 
# 

Title Sponsor Location Pre Draft Final Request Match  
Match 

(%) 

11-
1574 

Pataha Creek Watershed 
Assessment 

PCD 
Pataha 

Creek MSA 
Y Y Y $14,500 $3,000 17% 

11-
1576 

Assessment of Barriers, 
Interest in Conservation 
Easements and/or 
Improving Channel and 
Flooplain Connections in 
Alpowa Creek 

WRIA 35 - 
Asotin 
PUD 

Alpowa 
MSA 

Restoration  
N Y Y $69,500 $12,260 15% 

11-
1573 

Restoration Phase of the 
Asotin Creek Intensively 
Monitored Watershed 

Eco Logic Asotin MSA N Y Y $132,482 $23,500 15% 

11-
1584 

LUHN CATTLE TENMILE 
CREEK BRIDGE CROSSING 

ACCD 
Tenmile 

Creek mSA 
Y Y Y $43,948 $7,755 15% 

11-
1578 

Tucannon River 
Landowner Assessment 

BMLT 
Tucannon 

MSA 
N Y Y $20,950 $4,000 16% 

11-
1586 

Tucannon River LWD 
Stream Habitat 
Restoration 

WDFW 
Tucannon 
River MSA 

N Y Y $374,000 $63,600 15% 

11-
1580 

McCaw Reach Fish 
Restoration Project  , 
Phase A 

WWCCD 
Middle 
Touchet 

Restoration  
Y Y Y $133,312 $23,526 15% 

11-
1579 

Hofer Dam Diversion 
Sediment Remediation 
Project 

WWCCD 
Lower 

Touchet 
River 

N Y N $0 $0 0% 

11-
1588 

Bridge to Bridge - Levee 
Removal 

TSS 
Walla Walla 
Restoration 

Y Y Y $476,234 $84,100 15% 

11-
1581 

Johnson Walla Walla 
River Restoration Project 
(Design) 

WWCCD 
Walla Walla 
Restoration 

Y Y Y $10,946 $0 0% 

11-
1587 

Mill Creek Passage - 
Reach Type 6 

TSS 
Mill Creek 

MSA 
Y Y Y $427,378 $75,000 15% 

11-
1583 Jones Ditch 

WWCCD 
Mill Creek 

MSA 
Y Y Y $94,297 $0 0% 

11-
1582 

Upper Mill Creek 
Geomorphic Assessment 
ς Seven Mile Bridge to 
RM 16 

WWCCD 
Upper Mill 
Creek MSA 

Y Y Y $127,500 $22,500 15% 

11-
1585 

Mill Creek Conservation 
Easement 

IEAC 
Mill Creek 

MSA 
Y Y N $0 $0 0% 

  
     

$1,925,046 Total 
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2011 SRSRB Lead Entity Score Card 

Snake River Lead Entity Project Evaluation Criteria  - 2011 

Project Title      

  

Project Location:_______________________________________________________ 

Is
 t
h

e
 P

ro
je

c
t 

in
 t
h
e

 r
ig

h
t 

a
re

a
?

 

Project Tier  

Points 
Possible  

Description (applications that contain multiple project sites that are not all 
in the same priority area will be averaged based on each site location)    

Tier I  50 
Imminent  threats. Habitat project(s) in an MSA and within a priority 
restoration/prote ction reach, or in mSA with a priority restoration reach ; 
assessments in this category score 25 points   

Tier II  40 Project(s) in an MSA but not in a priority reach; assessments in this 
category score 20 points   

Tier III  30 Projects in an mSA and with in a priority protection reach; assessments in 
this project category score 15 points    

Tier IV 20 Project(s) in an mSA but not in a priority reach; assessments in this 
category score 10 points   

Tier V 10 Project(s) not in an mSA; assessments in this category score 5 points.    

    Score   

Habitat Factors Addressed:_______________________________________________________ 

H
o

w
 w

e
ll 

is
 t
h

e
 p

ro
je

c
t 

a
d
d
re

s
s
in

g
 l
im

it
in

g
 

fa
c
to

rs
?
 

Project Tier  

Points 
Possible Description   

Tier I  

23 to 30 Project addresses an Imminent threat (dead fish observed at site) OR 
project that addresses 3 or more of the priority habitat factors listed in 
Table 14 for the identified MSA.   

  

  

20 to 22 
Project is presumed to address an imminent threat (because it does not 
meet a NOAA or other ESA criteria) listed on Table 14 ; fish must use site    

Tier II  11 to 20 
Project(s)in an MSA that address 2 of the priority habitat factors listed in 
Table 14.  Projects that are in an mSA and address two or more of the 
following protec tion strategies: upland, riparian and water conservation.    

Tier III  0 to 10 
Project(s) in an MSA that address 1 of the priority habitat factors listed in 
Table 14. Projects that are in an mSA and address one of the following 
protection strategies: uplan d, riparian or water conservation.    

    Score   

Project Certainty        

W
ill

 t
h
e

 p
ro

je
c
t 
w

o
rk

?
   

Points 
Possible Description   

 
11 to 20 Project/assessment is based on proven scientific methods and will meet the 

intended objectives.    

 
1 to 10 Project/assessment is based on unproven methods but will likely meet its 

intended objectives.    

 
0 

Project/assessment is based on proven scientific methods but will not likely 
meet intended objectives OR is based on speculative methods and will not 
likely m eet its intended objectives    

    Score   
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Project Size   
    

  
Project  Type  

Points 
Possible 

This section is to reward projects that are large and address multiple ubiquitous limiting factors; 
the points are additive to points received on page 1 and  are additive across project types  

Is
 t
h

e
 o

n
 t
h
e

 g
ro

u
n

d
 p

ro
je

c
t 

la
rg

e
 e

n
o
u

g
h

 t
o

 m
a
k
e

 a
 s

ig
n

if
c
a
n
t 

d
if
fe

re
n

c
e

?
  
A

s
s
e

s
s
m

e
n
ts

 

a
re

 s
c
o

re
d
 s

e
p
e
ra

te
ly

 
  

R
ip

a
ri
a
n
 

10 >50 acres   

6 to 9 25-49 acres Score 

3 to 5 10-24 acres 

  2 <10 acres 

In
s
tr

e
a
m

 F
lo

w
 

(d
u

ri
n

g
 f
is

h
 

c
ri
ti
c
a

l 
p
e

ri
o

d
)

 

10 
>2 CFS   

6 to 9 >1 but < 2 CFS Score 

3 to 5 >0.5 but <1 CFS 

  1 or 2 <0.5 CFS 

In
s
tr

e
a
m

 H
a

b
it
a

t 

O
R

  
u

s
e

a
b
le

 

h
a

b
it
a

t 
o

p
e
n

e
d
 
 

10 >1,000 lineal feet    

6 to 9 500 to 999 feet  Score 

3 to 5 200 to 499 feet  

  1 or 2 < 200 feet 

U
p
la

n
d
 B

e
s
t 

M
a

n
a
g

e
m

e
n
t 

P
ra

c
ti
c
e

s 

10 > 200 acres   

6 to 9 100 to 199 acres Score 

3 to 5 50 to 99 acres 

  1 or 2 < 50 acres 

C
o

n-
s
e

rv
a

ti
o
n

 

E
a

s
e
m

e
n

ts
1
 10 Likelihood of development 1 is high based on information provided by sp onsor   

0 Likelihood of development 1 is moderate based on information provided by sponsor  Score 

-10 
Likelihood of development 1 is low based on information provided by sponsor    

A
s
s
e

s
s
m

e
n
ts 

A
s
s
e

s
s
m

e
n
ts

  
 (

a
s
s
e

s
s
m

e
n

ts
 m

u
s
t 
e

it
h

e
r 

le
a

d
 t
o

 a
 

p
ro
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c
t 

o
r 
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ll 

a
n

 i
d
e

n
ti
fi
e

d
 d

a
ta

 g
a

p
)

 

35 Assessment of an imminent threat (fish passage barrier, screen, ford, de -watered 
reach) that will  directly lead to a project    

30 Assessments of stream/riparian/floodplain habitat that will identify 
protection or restora tion actions in respectively designated priority reach    

30 Assessment of uplands that may produce large sediment loads and is located 
in designated priority  area   

25 Assessment to address a level 4 critical uncertainty (data gap) as reported in Sec tion 6 

(Tables 6-2 thru 6 -6) of the Regional Recovery Plan*   

20 Assessment to address a level 3 critical uncertainty (data gap) as reported in Section 6 

(Tables 6-2 thru 6 -6) of the Regional Recovery Plan* Score 

10 Assessment of public interest in h abitat protection or restoration projects.  

  10 

Assessments of stream/riparian/floodplain habitat that will identify 
protection or restoration actions in an area not designated a priority reach  

C
o

s
t 

C
o

s
t/

B
e

n
e

fi
t
 up to 10 Committee may assign up to 10 points for cost: benefit  relationship based on 

community values, past experience with project costs, cost -share, perceived project 
value relative to other proposed projects, number of ESA listed species and other 
considerations.   

  

 Score 

 
    

     Total Project Score    
   Lead Entity Committee Member 

Signature   
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Table 14 Summary Table of Habitat Factors and Objectives for Each MSA 

Priority Habitat Factor and Objective 

Mainstem Walla Walla River MSA 

Imminent Threats: Fish Screens, Fish Passage Barriers, Low/Dewatered Streams 

I. Temperature: < 4 day > 72ºF 

II. Large Woody Debris: > 1 key pieces per channel width 

III. Embeddedness: < 10% embeddedness  

IV. Riparian:> 40 to 90% of maximum  

V. Channel Confinement: reduce to 40% to 60% of stream length  

Mill Creek MSA 

Imminent Threats: Fish Passage Barriers (including gravel berms), Fish Screens, Low/Dewatered Streams 

I. Embeddedness: < 10%  

II. Temperature < 4 day > 72ºF 

III. Large Woody Debris:  > 1 key piece per channel width   

IV. Riparian:  > 40 to 90% of maximum      

Middle Touchet River MSA (mainstem from Coppei creek to Patit Creek) 

Imminent Threats: Fish Screens, Fords, Low Stream Flows, Gravel Berms 

I. Embeddedness: < 10%  

II. Temperature: < 4 days > 72ºF 

III. Large Woody Debris: > 1 key piece per channel width 

IV. Channel Confinement: <15 to 40% of stream bank length 

Upper Touchet River MSA (Patit Creek upstream to Touchet headwaters) 

Imminent Threats: Fish Passage Barriers, Fish Screens, Fords, Low Stream Flows, Gravel Berms 

I. Temperature: < 4 days > 72ºF 

II. Riparian: >62 to 82% of maximum 

III. Large Woody Debris: > 1 key piece per channel width 

IV. Channel Confinement: <10 to 40% of stream bank length  

Upper Tucannon River MSA (from Pataha Creek upstream to Tucannon headwaters) 

Imminent Threats: Fish Screens, Low Stream Flows 

I. Riparian: > 40 to 75% of maximum 

II. Large Woody Debris: >1 key piece per channel width 

III. Channel Confinement: < 25 to 50% of stream bank length  

IV. Temperature: < 4 days > 72ºF 

Lower Tucannon River mSA (from Pataha Creek downstream to Tucannon mouth) 

Imminent Threats: Fish Passage Barriers, Screens, Low Stream Flows 

I. Temperature: < 4 days > 72ºF  

II. Embeddedness: < 20%  

III. Large Woody Debris: > 1 key piece per channel width  

IV. Riparian: >40 to 75% of maximum  

V Channel Confinement: < 25 to 50% of stream bank length  
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Table 14 Summary Table of Habitat Factors and Objectives for Each MSA (continued) 

Priority Habitat Factor and Objective 

Alpowa Creek MSA 

Imminent Threats: Fish screens, Low Stream Flows, Remove Obstructions 

I. Riparian: > 80% of  maximum  

II. Embeddedness: < 10%    

III. Temperature:  < 4 day > 72ºF  

IV. Large Woody Debris: > 1 key piece per channel width  

Joseph Creek MSA 

 
Joseph Creek lies primarily in Oregon. Therefore, priority actions for the portion of Joseph Creek within 
Washington are to address imminent threats. 

Lower Grande Ronde MSA 

 Objectives for the Lower Grande Ronde are currently being developed in consultation with ODFW. 

Wenaha River MSA 

 
The vast majority of the Wenaha River lies entirely within a wilderness area administered by the USFS. The 
proposed action for this river is to continue protective status. 

 
Asotin Creek MSA (mouth to headwaters including all tributaries except George Creek) 

Imminent Threats: Fish Passage Barriers, Fish Screens, Dewatered Streams 

I. Large Woody Debris: > 1 key piece per channel width 

II. Embeddedness: < 20% 

III. Bed Scour: Reduce to  < 10 cm 

IV. Riparian: >75% to 90% of maximum 

George Creek MSA (tributary of Asotin Creek) 

Imminent Threats:  Dewatered Streams 

I. Embeddedness: < 10% 

II. Large Woody Debris: > 1 key piece per channel width 

III. Riparian: >75% of maximum 

IV. Temperature: < 4 day > 72ºC 

Pataha Creek MSA (tributary of Tucannon River) 

Imminent Threats: Fish Passage Barriers, Fish Screens, Ford, Dewatered Streams 

I.     Embeddedness: Protect existing condition 

II.     Temperature: Protect existing condition 

III.     Riparian: Protect existing condition 

IV.     Large Woody Debris:  Protect existing condition 

V.     Channel Confinement: Protect existing condition 
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Table 12:  Critical Habitat Uncertainties Within the Snake River Salmon Recovery Region 

Subbasin/Stream Critical Uncertainties 

Asotin Creek Sub basin Large woody debris, Embeddedness, Turbidity, Fines, Riparian 
function, Bed scour, Natural temperature regime, Natural base 
flow condition 

Tucannon River Sub basin Anthropogenic stream confinement, Habitat type (pools), Riparian 
function, Harassment, Woody debris, Carcasses 

Walla Walla River Sub basin Turbidity, Obstructions, Riparian function, Anthropogenic stream 
confinement, Temperature 

Almota Creek (Lower Snake River Sub basin) Large woody debris, Riparian function, Embeddedness, Low flow, 
Anthropogenic stream confinement 

Deadman Creek (Lower Snake River Sub basin) Turbidity, Large woody debris, Riparian function 

Grande Ronde Sub basin Sediment, Temperature, Flows, Key habitat quality and diversity 

 



14 
 

2011 12
th

 Grant Round 

Final Application Summaries & Comments 

Prepared by the Snake River Salmon Recovery Board Lead Entity & the 

Salmon Recovery Funding Board Review Panel 

 

 
 

Above Photo was taken during the 2010 11th Grant Round Draft Application Project Tour 
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Johnson Walla Walla River Restoration Project (Design) 

 

Sponsor:  Walla Walla County Conservation District 

Location:  Walla Walla River MSA ï Restoration Reach at confluence of Garrison Creek 

3 Year Plan: Yes 

Project Type:  Final Design  

Request/Match: $10,946 

Pre-Application: Yes 

Landowner Forms: Yes 

 

Description:  Finalize stream channel designs  

 Design LWD structures with rock ballast for the purpose of maintaining channel complexity and 

increasing channel roughness. 

 Design riparian buffer planted with cottonwoods (75 feet)  

 Design flood fence. 

 Budget has been adjusted to $10,946  

 

Special Note:  This project site exhibits good channel complexity however there is low roughness 

 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/NOTES:     

 

Final application comments:  

 Will need to modify the project description to state the overall goal and what will be designed for 

PRISM application 

 Consider staff comments to strength project proposal laungage 

 

SRFB Draft Review 

1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to the SRFBôs 

criteria. 

The project application would be improved by including more details about the following:  

 Proposed locations for log bar buddies.   

 Please describe the objectives of the proposed bar buddies at each site (e.g., split flow around a 

gravel bar, pool scour, flow deflection, etc.)   

 Does the proposed size of the log bar buddies correlate with the size of the yellow triangles in the 

conceptual design?  

 Describe the proposed width of the riparian buffers and how they will be maintained in the future.   

 The site would appear to be a good candidate for a conservation easement to compensate the 

landowner while providing for long-term floodplain connectivity and a robust riparian corridor ï 

has this been discussed with the landowner and are they open to the idea?   

 Please note that the riparian plantings should focus on the establishment of cottonwood trees. 

 

Draft application comments: 

 Consider edits to proposal and application from staff 

 Will need vicinity and site map, may use the maps developed by staff 

 Recommend beefing up the fish restoration attributes of the project in the proposal 

 Should develop a map of the project site info in relation to the reach assessment 
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Pre application questions: 

 Maintain riparian width 

 Who is the opposite bank owner and have they been consulted on participating in the project to 

engage more wood in the channel. 

 If the south bank land owners are interested what would they consider? 

 Could more complexity be added to the channel beyond the proposed bank ELJ? 

 Add a map of the larger reach that was assessed to put this project in context. 

 Could a conservation easement be used to increase the riparian area and move the pasture out 

of riparian zone 

 

 

Walla Walla River at Johnson Project Site ï Side Channel Looking 

West 
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Project concept developed after the draft application round as part of the technical advisory group.   
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McCaw Reach Fish Restoration Project 
 

 

Sponsor:  Walla Walla County Conservation District 

Location:  Middle Touchet MSA Restoration Reach 

3 Year Plan:  Yes 

Project Type:  Restoration 

Request/Match: $133,311.83/$23,525.62 

Pre-Application: Yes 

Landowner Forms: Yes 

 

Description:  The purpose of this project will be to increase channel complexity and riparian condition 

(See Attachments)  The final designs may be adjusted to maximize channel complexity and will work with 

the SRSRB RTT TAG. 

 Placement of 3 complex ELJs with rock ballast 

 grade bank to produce lower bank 

 plant riparian habitat 

 625 foot reach 

 8 root wads 

 Excavate pool and constructed riffle 

 Two bar buddies 

 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/NOTES:   

 

Final Application Comments 

 Consider developing the conceptual diagram with narrative describing the purpose of each 

structure 

 Describe side channel development (will they be dug or encouraged?) 

 Will need responses to SRFB Review comments added to the comment form 

 

SRFB Draft Review 

The conceptual design proposed for the project appears to be creating a more defined pathway for the 
river that redirects flow away from the eroding high terrace bank.   The riffle ribs and bar buddies are 
placed in ways that would likely create a more defined grade and static condition for the channel. 
 
Given the relatively unconfined and broad floodplain at this location, the review panel would 
recommend a design that provides more roughness elements to promote sediment storage and create a 
dynamic channel environment with complex, high quality fish habitat.  Log bar buddies and complexes 
can be used to deflect flows and protect eroding banks, but more of these structures should be located 
in the channel and across the floodplain to create pools, capture sediment, and promote channel 
migration throughout the reach.  The application would be improved by a discussion of conditions on 
the right (north) bank floodplain and the potential for reconnecting side channels.   
 
A Lidar map of this reach would be helpful to understand historical channel migration patterns and steer 
the project towards reconnecting as many of those as possible and take advantage of the evolving 
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floodplain conditions.  In addition, the description of the conceptual design should include more details 
about the proposed objectives for the different structural elements (e.g., flow deflection, pool 
formation, sediment aggradation, etc.).   
 
The review panel would like the project sponsor to consider modifying the proposal to produce final 

designs, and seek construction funding in a second phase, rather than completing a design and construct 

project in one phase.  Another option may be to condition the project for review and approval by the 

Snake River Salmon Recovery Board and the SRFB Review Panel prior to construction. 

 

Draft Application 

 Incorporate to the extent possible TAG recommendations into the text of the application 

 Would it be possible to extend the CE to accommodate  channel meander 

 

Pre-Application 

 This project will tie into the project completed just upstream on Dozierôs 

 Explain the purpose of excavating the pools 

 Explain why it is important to protect banks when the reach is in a conservation easement (There 

was discussion that the river was leaving easement boundary, if true explain in draft application 

 Would be beneficial to add some habitat structures to some of the other reaches in addition to the 

bank protection 
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Jones Ditch 
 

 

Sponsor:  Walla Walla County Conservation District 

Location:  Mill Creek MSA 

3 Year Plan: Yes. 

Project Type:  Feasibility 

/Design of an Imminent Threat  

Request/Match: $72,536 or $94,297 

Pre-Application: Yes 

Land Owner Form: Yes 

 

Description:  The project would assess and design fish screen options for the Jones Ditch.  Additionally, 

water flow will be diverted into the ditch year around for the purpose of increasing available fish habitat. 

 Determine if water could be diverted through the ditch perennially to maintain habitat 

 Assess screening 3 irrigation pumps in the ditch 

 Modify the head gate at the diversion point in Mill Creek 

 Existing Diversion rates are Spring 5.6cfs, Summer 0.2 cfs, Winter 6.4 cfs 

 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/NOTES:   

 

Final Application Comments: 

 Will need to adjust the budget totals to match in application and detailed budget 

 Will the water rights change to provide annual water trough the ditch be part of this project and 

how will it fit in. 

 

SRFB Draft Comments: 

 This project was cleared by the SRFB review panel 

Draft Application 

 Are the Fall diversion rate zero 

 What is the target  diversion rate or will it be level 

 Will and irrigation plan be developed for pumping schedule 

 

Pre-application 

 What is the quantity of water being diverted and what volume would be diverted during summer 

 What is the timing of the water write 

 How many landowners are being serviced 

 To what extant has department of Ecology or the WW Partnership been involved and will they? 

 Will need to outline the budget 
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