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Klamath Basin Restoration RFP
Questions and Answers

08/09/16
1) Q: How much funding is available for this work?

A: PSMFC has a contract with the USFWS for a tofa1,084,000 for the period Sep. 21, 2015 —
August 31, 2018 to develop an Integrated Fish&estoration and Monitoring Plan (Plan) for the
Klamath Basin. The current RFP is for Task 1.1hef project. The actual amount available for Tadk 1
has not yet been determined, and will depend ihgrathe proposals received under the RFP.

2) Q: Has any company already completed some initial work on this project?

A: There has been a substantial amount of restoratork and restoration planning for the Klamath
Basin from numerous state, federal and local agsendiribes and other conservation-oriented grolips.
addition, some federal and state agencies andsTdéecloped an outline for an Integrated Fisheries
Restoration and Monitoring Plan (Plan) for the KéamBasin. This RFP is for a synthesis report that
summarizes existing information and to refine atiioe, approach, and estimated costs needed to
complete subsequent phases of the Plan. Thereskasio previous work on this specific project, and
company or companies has an “inside track” bectheseare already working on the project.

3) Q:ls the use of “water management” (RFP pg. 5, top paragraph) focused exclusively on water
quantity or would it also include water quality and connections to ongoing efforts for TMDL
implementation in the Klamath Basin?

A: Also on page 5 the RFP states: “This SynthesigdR will recognize and summarize the ongoing
work being done under existing and ongoing watatityuand fish reintroduction efforts in the basimd
will outline how the proposed restoration and manitg efforts will be integrated with these progsin
There is no intent to ask contractors to focusiesteely on water quantity in the RFP.

4) Q: The RFP defines the Cooperating Partners as “the States and Tribes and federal agencies
within the Klamath Basin” (RFP pg. 6). What specific entities are included in the “Cooperating
Partners”? Is this a pre-defined group, or are some Cooperating Partners yet to be
determined? Would watershed groups, RCDs, or other local organizations that may have
significant on-the-ground knowledge of the Klamath Basin as related to fisheries be included?

A: The intent of including some definition of “Coexating Partners” in the RFP was to ensure that the
sovereign entities essential to a successful plare-federal and state governments and federally
recognized tribes with specific fisheries managdmetisdiction in the Klamath River --were recoggilz
by potential contractors. This was not intendelde@n exclusionary process defining others nadisis
not being “Cooperating Partners”.

“To promote the conservation, development and mamagt of Pacific coast
fishery resources through coordinated regionalamese monitoring and utilization”
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For the purposes of completing a submission urideRFP, potential contractors should assume that
other groups may also be involved and defined a®p@rating Partners”, though this has yet to be
determined.

5) Q: The 2011 KBRA Fish Managers Plan outline explicitly includes the following species:
“Chinook and coho salmon, steelhead trout, resident rainbow trout, lamprey, suckers, bull
trout, sturgeon, and eulachon” (RFP pg. 8).

- Will resident non-salmonids other than native sukers be included in the plan?
Examples would be the endemic lamprey, chub (bluend tui), and sculpin (marbled,
slender, and Upper Klamath Lake) species.

- Will non-native species (e.g., fathead minnow, {few perch, centrarchids) be
considered in the plan? Non-native species are pralent and abundant in Upper Klamath
Lake and the Cooperating Partners may be interesteth addressing them as part of the
restoration strategy for native species.

A: The first paragraph of the RFP states: “Ther@ wadely recognized need for a transparent, basin-
wide, science-driven approach to fish restoratiothe Klamath Basin that integrates needs of listed
suckers, Bull Trout, and Coho Salmon with thosgib&l and public trust species, such as springfalhd
Chinook Salmon, Steelhead, lamprey, and sturgdemphasis added).

Task 1.1 emphasizes the development of a synthegmist using of existing information and some 6§ th
information does address impacts of non-nativeispam native Klamath Basin species. This
information will help inform subsequent phaseshaf Plan. For the purposes of completing a subnmissio
under this RFP, potential contractors should asghatehe full complement of native species, ad azl
non-native species that interact with and impativedish, should be included in the IntegratedPla
Potential contractors should also assume thatrttoeiat of attention and detail attended to various
species in the plan may vary significantly, dependa such factors as listing status, cultural
significance, or others not named here.

6) Q: The RFP (pg. 12-13) specifies an interim deliverable due date for the Draft Synthesis Report
of March 15, 2017, and two different due dates for the Final Synthesis Report. May 15, 2017 is
listed as the “deadline for completion of Task 1.1 Final Synthesis Report”; and July 15, 2017 is
listed as the due date for the “Final Synthesis Report, including full bibliography and
supporting data, as modified after comments and review from the Service, NMFS, and
Cooperating Partners.” Is the deliverable due May 15 intended to be a second draft Synthesis
Report, to be finalized by July 15 in response to the final round of comments by USFWS,
NMFS, and Cooperating Partners?

A: The date “May 15, 2017” on page 12 of the RFPIlife of text after “Timing and Schedule”) as the
deadline for completion of Task 1.1 is an editingpefrom a previous version and is incorrect. The
correct dates and timeline are as specified imthieted list starting on page 12 and continuingpage
13;
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“The start date of the contract is the award datgyust 31, 2016. The contractor will develop the
following products or interim deliverables in apst@ise manner in the production of the final
deliverables as specified in the contract. Theregtdr will produce printed and electronic copiéslb
documents, including graphics and editing, of ediducts (in Microsoft Word 2010), as follows:

* Interim Deliverable: Schedule coordination megsicalls with the Service, NMFS, and
identified partners to solicit sources and respsnsé¢he data and information call. Hold meetiogts
with key partners/stakeholders to solicit theinihimto goal and objective setting and partnerkstakder
needs for participation in the collaborative plavelopment process. In addition, hold coordination
meetings/calls to solicit input on draft productsséipulated in the timeline table below. Generate
minutes of those meetings and share with prograitngrs through a web-based service. Kickoff
meeting(s) will start no later than October 15,@0%ubsequent follow-up meetings/calls quarterly
thereafter and one meeting/call after deliveryhefinitial draft Synthesis Report. Meeting/calhuries
will be due no later than two weeks from the ddtthe meeting/call.

« Interim Deliverable: Draft Synthesis Report andline proposal delineating the approach and
estimated costs needed to complete subsequentsphfabe plan. Synthesis report to consist of all
available information associated with fisheriesaegtion and monitoring planning and associatedresf
in the Klamath Basin and/or similar restoration/itaning programs. This product will be due March
15, 2017.

« Final Deliverable for Task 1.1: Final SyntheRisport, including full bibliography and
supporting data, as modified after comments anigwefrom the Service, NMFS, and Cooperating
Partners, due no later than July 15, 2017.”

7) Q: Please clarify what products are intended as Interim and Final deliverables for Task 1.1, due
February 15, 2018 and May 15, 2018, respectively (RFP pg. 13).

A: As specified on page 13 of the RFP;

“The following timeline outlines subsequent taskghefproject through completion. These are
provided for information only.

e Interim Deliverable for Tasks 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3: February 15, 2018

e Final Deliverable for Tasks 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3: May 15, 2018

* Interim Deliverable for Task 2: May 15, 2019

e  Final Deliverable for Task 2: October 1, 2019”

The interim and final deliverables for Task 1.1 deéined just above this section of the RFP andwer
further clarified in the answer provided to questéb(above). There is no intent to obligate anytiamtor
selected through the current RFP process to makéathl changes to any product provided after
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successfully completing a contract with the curferal deliverable date of July 15, 2017. Any adiutial
work done on the Deliverables for Task 1.1 afterfthal deliverable date specified in the curreRPR
(July 15, 2017) are not part of any contract uribisr RFP.

8) Q: Should the two parts of the proposal (technical and price) (RFP pg. 15) be submitted as two
separate documents or as one complete document?

A: PSMFC has no preference as to submission daetttenical and price proposals as one document or
two. If submitted as one document, the two sepgatieons must be clearly identifiable and separabl
for analysis and assessment.

9) Q: Given the relatively open ended nature of some elements of the RFP, can PSMFC comment
on the budgetary resources set aside to (a) complete Task 1.1 and (b) subsequent phases? We
understand that provision of an exact figure may not be possible, but it would be extremely
beneficial when preparing a response to know if budgetary resources were on the order of
$50K, $100K, $500K or other value (certainly for Task 1.1, and ideally, a similar cost range
ballpark for subsequent phases)?

A: See answer to question 1). At the present tRP8MFC has not “set aside” resources for different
Tasks. The amount available for subsequent tadkbevilependent upon proposals received and the
contract ultimately granted under the RFP. If pegrs that all proposed tasks will not be fundablger
our current contract with PSMFC, discussions wallHeld with USFWS. However, there is no existing
commitment for additional funding beyond the cutr@mount.

10) Q: On pg. 10 of the RFT, Task 1.1 deliverables, please provide the PSMFC’s relative priority on
each deliverable (low, medium, high, critical; or other similar qualitative scale of choosing)?

A: PSMFC does not have a relative priority rankiogthese deliverables. Our intent is to select a
contractor that can complete all of the bulletedhis on page 10.

11) Q: Please precisely define the Klamath River Basin, spatially. Should respondents interpret this
to include the Trinity River Basin? These systems/basins are of course, intricately linked.

A: The main deliverable for Task 1.1 is a "syntkasport" of existing plans and efforts that are
underway for the Klamath Basin, not the Trinity &ivbecause the Trinity has an existing plan (see
reference below).

Nevertheless, where functions, populations, prasesy other aspects of the Klamath are linketido t
Trinity, they should be specified in the deliveedbhnd existing documentation should be
referenced. For example, Task 1.1 should referandeconsider, as appropriate, such things as the
Trinity River Restoration Program, lower Klamath/&i flow augmentation and associated disease
mitigation issues utilizing Trinity water, lowerimity River inclusive of the Hoopa Valley Indian
Reservation and South Fork Trinity River, and thiaify River Hatchery.
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Furthermore, it is the intent of PSMFC that thetcaetor selected should reference the Trinity's
Integrated Assessment Plan (referenced below)veimele information specific to the Klamath is
unavailable: “rely on literature and findings framilar systems, such as the Trinity...."

The Steering Committee will also provide additiogaidance on the issue.

ReferenceTrinity River Restoration Program, ESSA Technologi&td. 2009. Integrated Assessment
Plan, Version 1.0 — September 2009

http://odp.trrp.net/Data/Documents/Details.aspx@dwnt=400and cited on page 17 of the RFP.

Q: What is the budget for Task 1.1?

A: See answers to questions 1) and 9).

12) Q: Does the scope of work include upslope impacts/restoration, such as impacts to
geology/channels/habitat associated with hydraulic mining or landslides associated with
forest roads on unstable geology?

A: To the extent that the processes or impactsdist this question impact fisheries restoratiod an
monitoring, then they should be included in thevdelbles. The priority and amount of time sperthie
planning effort on each process or impact will bé&ednined via discussion and collaboration with the
Steering Committee as part of plan development.

Page 4 of the RFP quotes the National Researchal¢2808): “A formal science plan for the Klamath
River basin should support policy and decision-mgKor the basin’s hydrologic and ecological
resources. Such a plan should prioritize data neeeistify key uncertainties, specify limits to
management capabilities, conduct independent #idergview of research and management plans using
that research, construct and oversee monitorinlgeoystems, and create hydrologic and ecological
models.” The RFP further states: “The Service aMFS envision the Plan to help guide the design,
prioritization, and effectiveness monitoring oft@ation work throughout the Basin that integrabes
principles of adaptive management/strategic habaaservation (SHC) and uses the best available
science.”

13) Q: On page 10, the 5th bullet under Task 1.1 Deliverables says "conduct and prepare technical
analyses, ...". Does this indicate that the project team should conduct original analyses within
Task 1.1, or just that they should be including existing analyses within the report?

A: The synthesis report, as it is defined on pad&fiis synthesis report is not intended to resabseies,
but to summarize the work already completed inbidn and to capture information and context on
related ongoing efforts.”
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14) Q: Does the PSMFC have any preferred models or approaches to be used as part of the greater
project?

A: As defined on page 7; “The report should berglsgsis of contemporary information and plans
developed for the Klamath Basin, and should incaf@innovative concepts taken from similar plagnin
efforts conducted for other basins, in order toinf the planning process and avoid duplicationfiofre

This report should describe the process througlehwikisting studies, reports, and ongoing restamati
planning and monitoring efforts were incorporateim ithis planning effort, and should address

restoration and monitoring topics by producing atkgsis report that generally follows the outlihatt

the Klamath Fish Managers produced in 2011.” PSMBEs not have a selected model or approach to be
used other than what is stated in the RFP.

15) Q: Does the PSMFC anticipate wanting a physical process model (or something similar)
developed to describe sediment dynamics in the basin and their influence on anadromous fish
habitat?

A: See answer to questions 13). To the extentttieaprocesses or impacts listed in this questigrash
fisheries restoration and monitoring, then theyusthde included in the deliverables. The prioribgda
amount of time spent in the planning effort on epidtess or impact will be determined via discussio
and collaboration with the Steering Committee as gfgplan development.

16) Q: Will any original field data collection be conducted as part of the overall project (Tasks 1
and 2)?

A: This RFP is for Task 1.1 only, so the questianmt be answered categorically for the overaljgato
The deliverables under the RFP for Task 1.1 aredas: “a synthesis of contemporary information and
plans developed for the Klamath Basin, and showdrporate innovative concepts taken from similar
planning efforts conducted for other basins, ireotd inform the planning process and avoid dupbca
of effort. This report should describe the prodbssugh which existing studies, reports, and ongoin
restoration planning and monitoring efforts wereoiporated into this planning effort” (page 7).€Th
deliverables are further clarified in the bulletisti on page 10.

Potential contractors should be aware that theadudl suite of local, state, tribal, and federal
organizations involved in field data collectiontire basin. It is highly likely that “original fieldata
collection efforts” (if any) associated with theesall project would be conducted by an existing
organization.



