Request for Proposals
Identification of biologically important barriers in the Hudson River Estuary

Solicited by:
New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission on behalf of New York State’s Department of
Environmental Conservation’s Hudson River Estuary Program

August 9, 2010
The New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission (NEIWPCC) is inviting project proposals
to assist with the implementation of the Hudson River Estuary Program Action Agenda through completion

of a project to identify biologically important barriers in the Hudson River Estuary.

This Request for Proposals (RFP) includes information on:

l. Background

Il. Project scope

Il General Guidelines for RFP

V. Guidelines for Proposal Preparation
V. Proposal Content

VI. Submission Process

VII. Proposal Evaluation Process

Appendix A. List of relevant background materials

Appendix B. Title Page Format

Appendix C. Budget Format

Appendix D. Hudson River Estuary SGCN potentially affected by aquatic barriers

l. Background

Thousands of dams and culverts exist in the Hudson River watershed. Some of these dams are
monitored by DEC for public safety concerns. Most of these dams aren’t considered a public safety
concern due to small size and minimal risk to downstream flooding, and are therefore “unknown” to
environmental agencies and advocates. Many dams have outlived their usefulness and are falling into
disrepair, yet still damaging free-flowing rivers and streams. Maintaining these dams is often not
economically feasible, and, in most cases, is counterproductive to stream conservation practices.
Removing dams whose removal could substantially improve water quality and habitat is a priority of the
Hudson River Estuary Program’s Action Agenda. In addition to dams serving as connectivity barriers and
impacting hydrology and stream stability, perched culverts and bridges can have similar impacts to the
migration of aquatic and semi-aquatic life, both migratory and resident species. The extent of culverts and
bridges serving as barriers is also un-documented.

An emerging issue in conservation of aquatic systems is the mitigation of barriers that affect the
aquatic connectivity streams and rivers. Many federal, state and local organizations have offered funding to
assist in the mitigation of biologically important barriers. Unfortunately, it is often difficult to match a
biologically important barrier and a willing landowner to a short term grant opportunity. This project will be
the first step toward meeting those opportunities by identifying 100 biologically important barriers, where
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removal may also benefit water quality priorities and stream ecology. The mitigation of any one of these
barriers would provide a meaningful biological benefit in the Hudson River Estuary.

I. Project Scope
a. Geographic scope

The geographic scope of this initiative is tributaries, and their watersheds, of the Hudson River
Estuary between the Federal Dam in Troy and the Verrazano Narrows in New York City. This dam and
culvert mitigation program must include the entire New York portion of the Hudson Estuary watershed,
reaching from the tidal Hudson Estuary to the upper headwaters of Hudson River tributaries. See darkly
shaded boundary in Map 1 to verify the spatial extent of this project.

b. Technical Scope
This project will consist of three major components:

1) Develop method for identification and prioritization of biologically important aquatic
barriers in Hudson River Estuary.

Given the fact that there are thousands of aquatic barriers in the Hudson Valley, it is important to
prioritize some of these as biologically important, whether their removal connects up and downstream
habitat, restores a high priority riverine system to a natural condition, or improves water quality for an
important stream ecosystem. The applicant will describe, in detail, a method to identify the most important
barriers in the region to New York's Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) as outlined in New
York’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (http://www.dec.ny.gov/animals/30483.html).
Barriers whose removal benefits both SGCN species, while simultaneously contributes to stream
restoration activities in impaired waters would provide dual benefits and should also be considered in
method development.

One major obstacle to the identification of barriers important to SGCN is a lack of complete
information on the distribution of SGCN. Appendix A identifies sources of information that contain some
information on the distribution of SGCN. The proposal will outline methods for estimating the current and
potential distribution of SGCN most likely to benefit from barrier mitigation in the Hudson River Estuary. The
method will consider the biology of the SGCN species and identify species, or groups of species, that are
most likely to be impacted by barriers and most likely to benefit from the mitigation of those barriers, while
also considering water quality implications in priority restoration waters. The method will consider the
relative value of removing a particular barrier and also address how natural barriers will be evaluated.
Previous efforts to prioritize barriers for removal are also included in Appendix A. The method will also
detail the specific tributaries and watersheds that will be evaluated to identify biologically important barriers,
and where there might be overlap with priority water quality restoration waterbodies. The method will
contain both remote and on-site barrier identification.
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2) Complete remote barrier identification

Once priority river reaches have been identified, those priority areas should be evaluated remotely
to determine potential presence of barriers. Applicant will outline a method for how to determine if barriers
exist on a river reach, what species will be impacted by the barrier, and how that method will be
implemented. Barrier identification will include, at a minimum, a detailed description of the barrier, parcel
identification number, latitude and longitude of barrier, species affected by the barrier, and a quantified
biological benefit of removing barrier. Property ownership and contact information would also be very
useful.

3) Complete on-site barrier identification

Proposal will outline a method to verify barriers on the ground. Field verification will be structured in such a
way as to also identify and document additional barriers. The method should account for efficiently using
effort to field verify the most biologically important groups of barriers. The method should be in compliance
with all applicable laws of the State of New York. Applicant should detail how the on-site barrier
identification method will be implemented.

Deliverables

Quarterly reports (Guidelines will be distributed with grant award)

Final report

List of the 100 barriers that most negatively impact SGCN. For each barrier,
Detailed description of barrier
Latitude/Longitude
Parcel ID number
A list of SGCN impacted by barrier
Identify possible water quality restoration benefits to priority waters
Quantified description of benefits of removing barrier

M. General Guidelines for RFP

The timeline for this RFP is:

Proposals Due to NEIWPCC September 24, 2010

Applicants Notified of Funding Decisions December 3, 2010

Project Start Date April 2011
Eligibility

Applicants that are eligible to submit proposals in response to this RFP include: federal, state or local
government agencies, interstate water pollution control agencies, private non-profit organizations and
institutions, for-profit organizations, and educational institutions, including colleges, universities, and public
or private elementary and secondary schools.
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Funding

Funds available for completion of this project will not exceed $70,000. While cost share or match is not
required, projects providing non-federal cost share or match will receive favorable consideration over
projects without cost share or match. Cost share may be in the form of cash or in-kind contributions, but
must be clearly explained in the proposal and must be verifiable. Grant funds may be used for expenses
directly related to the proposed project, including wages and consultant fees. Expendable and non-
expendable equipment directly related to the proposed project qualify for funding; however, the purchase of
large items (e.g., computers, boats, etc.) is not allowed.

Quality Assurance & Quality Control Requirements

This project will require a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP). No work by the grantee can begin
before the QAPP is approved by NEIWPCC. Keep in mind that the preparation of a QAPP requires an
additional level of planning, documentation, and time. While preparing your budget and work plan, please
account for the additional time and resources necessary for QAPP development. For more information
about QAPPs, please visit http://www.neiwpcc.org/quality/, http://www.epa.gov/quality/qa_docs.html, or
contact NEIWPCC’s Hudson River Estuary Program Grant Administrator (See Section VIII for contact
information).

Grant Awards

Award notification to applicants is expected by December 3, 2010. Grant recipients may be asked to submit
a revised work plan, timeline and budget at this time. Projects cannot start until the contract is signed by
both parties. Grant expenses cannot be incurred until the contract is in effect. Grant recipients will be
required to submit quarterly reports documenting the project’s progress to date. Guidelines for preparing
quarterly reports will be provided to grant recipients.

Iv. Guidelines for Proposal Preparation

Proposals are due on September 24, 2010 at Midnight EST. Each proposal must include a title
page, a narrative, and a budget form. Proposals that do not contain all of the information requested in
Section V and/or do not meet the format requirements will be eliminated from the competition. Please
include a cover letter, printed on official letterhead and signed by an authorized representative of the
lead agency, with each proposal.

The title page must adhere to the format provided in Appendix B. For your convenience, an electronic
version of the title page is available as a Microsoft Word document on NEIWPCC's website
(http://www.neiwpcc.org).

The proposal narrative must address all of the information requested in Section V of this RFP, using a
maximum of five single-spaced, one-sided typed 8.5" x 11" pages with 11 point font and 1” margins.
The five pages must include all required information, including literature cited. Proposals with narratives
exceeding five pages will be eliminated from the competition. The required title page and standard
budget form are not included in the five page limit. Optional supporting materials, such as resumes and
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brief descriptions of relevant experience are not included in the five page limit for the narrative, but
should also not exceed five pages.

The budget page must adhere to the format provided in Appendix C. For your convenience, an
electronic version of the budget form is available as a Microsoft Word document on NEIWPCC'’s
website (http://www.neiwpcc.org).

V.

Proposal Content

1. Title Page. The title page must adhere to the format provided in Appendix B and include all of the
following information, using a maximum of one single-spaced, one sided typed 8.5" x 11" page with
11 point font and 1” margins:

Project Leader: Provide the name, title, and agency affiliation of the project leader (i.e., lead
principal investigator).

Lead Agency Contact Information: Provide the complete contact information for the Project
Leader, including mailing address, phone and fax numbers, email address, and agency web
site address.

Project Support: Provide the names, titles, affiliations, and complete contact information for
each of the additional investigators or support staff who will significantly contribute to the
project.

Project Cost: Provide the total project cost (i.e., funding request), as well as total project match
(if any).

Abstract: The abstract must accurately describe the project being proposed and include: (1)
the objectives of the project, (2) the methodology to be used (which should give an accurate
description of the project as described in the proposal), and (3) the expected outputs and
outcomes of the project. The abstract must fit within the title page.

2. Proposal Narrative. The proposal narrative must not exceed five consecutively numbered
(bottom right), single-spaced, one-sided typed 8.5" x 11" pages with 11 point font and 1" margins.
The five pages must include all of the following information and literature cited.

Objectives: Outline the project’s objectives and describe how they relate to the priority topic.
Methodology: Outline the project design and describe the tasks (i.e., methods and
techniques) that will be conducted to meet the project’s objectives. All three components of the
technical scope should be addressed in detail. QAPP development must be identified as a
task.

Roles and Responsibilities: Define the roles and responsibilities of all project participants.
Expected Outputs and Outcomes: Describe the project’s expected outputs and outcomes.
List and describe each of the specific deliverables and end-products. In addition to a
discussion of the environmental outcomes and outputs associated with your projects, briefly
discuss the process to be used to evaluate the effectiveness and success of the project.
Describe how this work will help implement local and regional natural resource plans and
priorities, such as those identified in the Hudson River Estuary Action Agenda.
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o Timeline: Provide a detailed timeline for meeting project objectives and identified tasks and
listed deliverables. It is expected that this project will take two years to complete. Project
submissions should not include a timeline longer than two years. Funding in year two is
contingent upon NEIWPCC’s receipt of funding from New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation.

o Budget: State the total project budget. Provide a brief justification for the proposed costs in
terms of meeting project objectives. Include an explanation of how indirect costs are
calculated. Justify subcontracts, if any. Identify and describe current and pending financial
resources (including the source) that are intended to support the project.

3. Project Budget Form. Attach a detailed, itemized budget form for both the entire project and one
for each project year in the format provided in Appendix C. Each budget sheet (total or annual)
must fit on one single-spaced, one sided typed 8.5" x 11" page with 11 point font and 1” margins.

VI. Submission Process
Applicants must submit both an electronic and hardcopy of their proposal as follows:

1. An electronic submission as an e-mail attachment sent to alhiggs@gw.dec.state.ny.us by no
later than September 24, 2010. There are two acceptable electronic formats (both forms may
be submitted):

e A PDF document is highly preferred. This requires Adobe Acrobat or similar Adobe
product (the free Adobe Reader does not allow the conversion of documents into PDF
format).

e Microsoft Word format.

2. Five signed hard copies (single-sided, unbound, and unfolded) with a post mark no later than
September 24, 2010. Please mail the hard copies to Amanda Higgs whose complete contact
information is provided in Section VIII of this RFP.

VII. Proposal Evaluation Process

NEIWPCC will screen all proposals to ensure that they meet all requirements of this RFP. If a proposal is
found to be incomplete, the proposal will be eliminated from the competition, and NEIWPCC will notify the
applicant. Complete and eligible proposals will be reviewed by a panel composed of scientists and
NEIWPCC staff. The review team will evaluate the proposals based upon the following criteria:

1. Addresses Desired Outcome (0-25 points). Degree to which the proposal can accomplish the
desired outcomes. Clarity and measurability of deliverables/outputs within specific and reasonable
time frame(s), including relationship of expected results/benefits to addressing the RFP technical
and geographic scope.

2. Technical Merit (0-30 points). Adequacy of the proposed methodology, project design, and/or
technical approach for all three aspects of the technical scope of the project. Inclusion of a
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technically valid, specific performance assessment plan describing measurement and reporting of
outputs and outcomes.

3. Performance Capability (0-20 points). Ability of the applicant to accomplish the proposed project
given its experience, qualifications, facilities, and resources.

4. Appropriate and Cost-Effective Budget (0-25 points). Adequacy of the proposed budget to
accomplish objectives, and adequacy of justification in explaining the need for resources for this
project. Consideration of leveraged funds from other organizations and inclusion of matching non-
federal funds.

VIll. Contacts

For general issues regarding this RFP, please contact Amanda Higgs, NEIWPCC’s Hudson
River Estuary Program Grant Administrator at:

Amanda Higgs

21 South Putt Corners Rd
New Paltz, NY 12561
alhiggs@gw.dec.state.ny.us

(845) 256-3073
For technical questions regarding this RFP, please contact Scott Cuppett, New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation’s Hudson River Estuary Watershed coordinator,
at:
Scott Cuppett

21 South Putt Corners Rd

New Paltz, NY 12561
swecuppett@gw.dec.state.ny.us
(845) 256-3029
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Appendix A. List of relevant background materials

One copy of most items available upon request to primary contact person.

Machut L.S., K.E. Limburg, R.E. Schmidt, D. Dittman. 2007. Anthropogenic impacts of Americal eel
demographics in Hudson River tributaries, New York. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society
136:1699-1713.

Meixler, M.S., M.B. Bain, M.T. Walter. 2009. Predicting barrier passage and habitat suitability for migratory
fish species. Ecological modelling 220: 2782-2791.

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation Hudson River Estuary Program. 2006. DRAFT
Stream barrier inventory and characterization methodology and training manual. 25 pp.

Sayles, J. 2005. Summary Report of the 2005 Stream Barrier Inventory and Characterization Fishkill Creek
Watershed Pilot Project. 11 pp.

Schmidt, R.E. 1987. An assessment of Quassaick creek with suggestions for rehabilitation. 36pp.

Schmidt, R.E., and S. Cooper. 1996. A catalog of barriers to upstream movement of migratory fishes in
Hudson River Tributaries. Hudsonia LTD. 189pp.

Schmidt, R.E. and K.E Limburgh. 2003. An assessment of the current status of Quassaic creek. Report to
the Hudson River Estuary Program. 18pp.

Schmidt, R.E., C.M O'Reilly, D. Miller. 2009. Observations of American eels using an upland passage
facility and effects of passage on the population structure. North American Journal of Fiseries Management
29:715-720.

Secord, Anne. 2008. A strategy for removing or mitigating dams in New York State and lessons learned in
the upper Susquehanna watershed.37pp.

Strayer, D.L. and K.J. Jirka. 1997. The Pearly Mussels of New York State. Memoir No. 26. New York State
Museum. 140pp.

Whyte, E. 2006. GIS and field-based stream barrier Inventory and Assessment of the Moodna creek
watershed. 19pp.

Page 9 of 12



Appendix B. Title Page Format

Title:

RFP Priority Topic:

Project Leader:

Lead Agency Contact:

Project Support:

Project Cost: $ Total matching funds: $

Project Abstract

The abstract must fit within this title page, using a maximum of one single-spaced, one sided typed 8.5" x
11" page with 11 point font and 1” margins (remove this instructional text when completing page and prior
to submitting proposal).

Page 10 of 12



Appendix C. Budget Format

PROJECT BUDGET
BUDGE_T CATEGORY (Add/remove itemizing Iipes below major VATCH GRANT
categories as necessary, but do NOT delete major categories) REQUEST
A. PERSONNEL (list individual names and titles below) TOTAL: : $ $
A S .8
] S, .8
A S .....%
B. FRINGE BENEFITS % of (e.g., 10% of total personnel : $ $
costs) TOTAL: T LT
C. TRAVEL (estimate number/purpose of trips below) TOTAL: s $: %
! S .. 8%
L S: .8
D. EQUIPMENT (itemize below) TOTAL: o $ . $
S I )
! S8
E. SUPPLIES (itemize below) TOTAL: )
! S .. 8%
L 2
F. CONTRACTS (identify & itemize below) TOTAL: o $ . $
o 5. §
! 5. S
G. OTHER (identify & itemize below) TOTAL: o $. %
] S .8
A S: .. %
H. TOTAL DIRECT COSTS (SUM OF A-G) o $: 8
l. INDIRECT COSTS ___ % of A. TOTAL: $: $
J. TOTAL PROJECT COST (SUM OF H+l) $ $
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Appendix D. Hudson River Estuary SGCN potentially affected by aquatic barriers

Invertebrates
Alewife floater
Eastern pearlshell
Eastern pondmussel
Elktoe
Yellow lampmussel

Fish
Fish hosts of the above listed invertebrates
Alewife
Blueback herring
American shad
American eel
Brook trout, heritage strains
Comely shiner

Herptofauna
Wood turtle
Longtail salamander
Northern red salamander
Box turtle
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