Appendix C-3: Restoration, Acquisition, and Combination Proposal

Appendix C-3: Restoration,
Acquisition, and Combination
Proposal
Project Number
Project Name
Sponsor

19-1501
Couse Creek PA 79 LWD Instream Habitat
Asotin County Conservation District

List all related projects previously funded or reviewed by RCO:
Project # or
Name
15-1308P

Status
Completed

Status of Prior Phase Deliverables and
Relationship to Current Proposal?
Assessment and Conceptual Restoration Plan
completed and resulted in a list of project areas
with conceptual plan designs. This project was a
result of that process.

If previous project was not funded, describe how the current proposal differs from the
original.
Please respond to each question individually. Do not summarize answers collectively in
essay format. Local citizen and technical advisory groups will use this information to
evaluate your project. Limit the response to ten pages (single-sided), excluding
supplemental questions. The sponsor may delete the italicized portion of the questions
and inapplicable supplemental questions to shorten the proposal.
Submit this proposal as a PRISM attachment titled “Project Proposal.”

1. Project brief. The Couse Creek LWD PA 79 Instream Habitat will result in

approximate 250 large woody debris structures being installed in a 2.1 mile
stretch of Couse Creek. There will be a combination of Post Assisted Log
Structures (PALS), Beaver Dam Analogs (BDAs) and engineered wood structures.

2. Project location.
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This project is located south of the City of Asotin, WA along Couse Creek Road.
The project begins at RM 1.4 and ends are RM 3.5. Couse Creek is listed as an
mSA and Priority Protection Reach that flows directly into the Snake River.

3. Problem statement. What are the problems your project seeks to address? Include
the source and scale of each problem. Describe the site, reach, and watershed
conditions. Describe how those conditions impact salmon populations. Include
current and historic factors important to understand the problems.

Couse Creek supports the ESA listed Snake River summer steelhead population.
Project Area 79 (PA 79) begins at RM 1.4 of the mainstem of Couse Creek and
ends at RM 3.5 near the fork of Couse Creek and Montgomery Gulch. Couse
Creek Road runs along the toe of river left hillslope and does not confine the
channel, however the valley has numerous debris fans that confine the channel.
Flow goes subsurface or pools throughout PA 79 and riparian function is limited.
The primary limiting factors are low/no flows, high stream temperatures and the
lack of geomorphic and hydraulic diversity due to a lack of structural elements.
This section is dominated by very coarse substrate and an undefined channel.
The project area is owned by two landowners and is enrolled in the Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program and a CREP “like” riparian easement. This has
allowed the vegetation to start to recover but mainly consists of small wood
shrubs. The site still lacks large woody debris needed to encourage natural
stream processes and provide salmonid habitat.
The Asotin Conceptual Restoration Plan identifies reconnecting flood channels,
promoting overbank flow and adding structural elements as priorities for this
project area. This project seeks to develop a site plan and implement the initial
phase of construction through this 2.1 mile reach.

4. List the fish resources present at the site and targeted by this project.
Species

Life History Present (egg,
juvenile, adult)

Current Population Trend
(decline, stable, rising)

Snake
River
Steelhead

Egg, Juvenile, Adult

Unknown

Endangered
Species Act
Coverage (Y/N)
Yes

5. Describe the limiting factors, and limiting life stages (by fish species) that
your project expects to address.
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Flow, habitat diversity, key habitat quantity, temperature and sediment load limit
freshwater survival and production of juvenile steelhead.

6. Project goals and objectives. When answering the questions below please refer

to Chapter 4 of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Stream Habitat
Restoration Guidelines for more information on goals and objectives.
A. What are the project goals?
The goal of this project is to improve hydraulic and geomorphic complexity,
promote overbank flows and increase sediment and water retention. Most of
this reach does not support perennial stream flows which limits the function
of stream and floodplain and has restricted riparian establishment. While
this will be the initial phase of stream restoration, the addition of LWD will
provide structural elements throughout the project area to start improving
riparian and geomorphic stream function.

B. What are the project objectives? Objectives support and refine biological
goals, breaking them down into smaller steps. Objectives are specific,
quantifiable actions the project will complete to achieve the stated goal. Each
objective should be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and
Time-bound).
The objective of this project is to construct approximately 250 large woody
debris structures to create approximately 75 new pools and provide
additional water and sediment retention along approximately 2.1 miles of
stream channel in Couse Creek on PA 79 by 2021. The LWD structures will be
a combination of PALS, BDAs and engineered log structures. This will be the
initial phase of construction needed to improve stream and riparian
conditions.
C. What are the assumptions and constraints that could impact whether
you achieve your objectives?
Funding is the only constraint that we foresee for this project. The installation
of PALS and BDAs has become common throughout SE Washington. By
combining these structures with engineered log structures, we will be
addressing the recommendations that have been identified by the SRFB
review panel and other reviewers in the past.

7. Project details. Please answer the questions below and all pertinent supplemental
questions at the end of the application form.

A. Provide a narrative description of the proposed project. Describe the
specific project elements and explain how they will lead to the project’s
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objectives. Include relevant existing project documentation (if any) as
attachments in PRISM.
The Asotin County Conservation District is sponsoring the Couse Creek PA 79
LWD Instream Habitat Project to install approximately 250 large woody debris
structures including Post Assisted Log Structures (PALS), Beaver Dam Analog
Structures (BDAs) and engineered wood structures. PA 79 was identified as a
Tier 3 project area and is a 2.1-mile stream reach. The structures will be
installed to create approximated 75 pools and provide additional water and
sediment retention throughout the project site. There are two landowners for
this project area and have enrolled in CREP and a “CREP Like” riparian
easement. The conceptual plan recommendations for PA 79 include adding
LWD throughout the reach to increase geomorphic complexity, promote
overbank flows, increase sediment and increase water retention. Most of this
reach of Couse Creek currently does not support perennial stream flows. The
LWD structures will be placed strategically to maximize the goals of the
project, especially water retention. The project area downstream of this reach
was listed as a Tier 1 and the project area upstream is a Tier 4 conservation
reach. This project will be the first phase for the PA 79 reach to improve
stream function and habitat for Snake River Steelhead. Additional phases will
be planned based on conditions after construction of this project to continue
improving the stream and riparian conditions.
B. Provide a scope of work and detailed list of project deliverables. Provide
a detailed description of the proposed project tasks, who will be responsible for
each, what the project deliverables will be, and a schedule for accomplishing
them.
Pre-Funding Scope of Work:
We will be monitoring the site starting in April 2019 to identify stream
conditions and flow changes from the high flows (runoff) and continue
monitoring throughout the summer and fall as flows reduce and eventually
go subsurface. This will provide us with valuable data that will inform the
site plan that will be developed. The ACCD staff will take aerial video and
photos utilizing the ACCD drone to document site and flow changes. This
will be down at least monthly from April 2019 to December 2019
Post-Funding Scope of Work:
Site investigation – Stream assessment and Identify structure placement
-

January - March 2020
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Develop Site Plan – Plan will identify structure locations and type including
material and quantities needed. It will also include generic designs for PALS
and BDAs and location specific designs for the engineered logs structures
-

February – April 2020

Secure Permits – Utilize JARPA to secure HPA, Shoreline and other required
permits for project
-

March - June 2020

Construction Prep – Secure and stage materials
-

Mid/Late summer 2020 and 2021

Install Structures - Install structures during the instream work window
-

Late summer/early fall 2020 and 2021

Assess & Monitor Structures – Complete as-built design, GPS all structures
and establish photo/video monitoring points. Site visits during and after
high flow periods to assess and document effectiveness
-

Late fall, winter and spring 2021 and 2022

Close Out – Complete documentation and final reporting for project
closeout
-

Spring/Summer 2022

C. Explain how the sponsor determined cost estimates.
The conceptual design was completed that included site details and
recommended actions for Project Area 79. There have been several LWD
projects completed throughout the region. Based on those project costs
and the priorities for this project area the cost estimates were determined.
D. Describe the design or acquisition alternatives considered to achieve
the project’s objectives. Why did the sponsor choose the preferred
alternative?
The preferred method was selected because it utilizes multiple LWD
structure types that will benefit the project area. The specific type of
structure will be selected for each installation location to best meet the
needs of the location and overall project. The SRFB review panel and other
project reviewers have recommended the combination of structure types be
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included in construction projects when placing LWD. BPA has also initially
approved the method that has been proposed and it will be included in the
scope of work that will include construction in 2020 and 2021.
E. How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring
studies informed this project?
Over the past decade, the technique of using PALS and BDAs has becoming
a popular method to improve instream conditions. There has been a great
deal of success documented throughout the region. However, project
implementors are finding that some of the initial structures were too small in
scale. The recommendation being provided is to increase the size of the
PALS that are being built to maximize the function of the. In addition, there
has also been recommendations from the RTT and State Review Panel to
have a combination of LWD structures to also include larger, engineering
structures. We will be incorporating both suggestions into the plan for this
project area.
F. Describe the long-term stewardship and maintenance obligations for
the project or acquired land. For acquisition and combination projects,
identify any planned use of the property, including upland areas.
While we do not anticipate significant maintenance, we do plan on providing
wood supplements to the PALS and BDAs over the 10-year project life.
ACCD will conduct site evaluations annually to determine the function of the
structures and what maintenance is needed. We will utilize the Washington
Conservation Crew to conduct any maintenance work that is identified.

8. Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of later. (Consider
its sequence relative to other needs in the watershed and the current level and
imminence of risk to habitat).

PA 79 was identified as a Tier 3 project area and we fully expect the stream reach
will take longer to respond to the treatments. This is intended to be the first
phase of restoration. The project area upstream was identified as a Tier 4
Conservation Reach. Tier 4 reaches typically have moderate to full geomorphic
function and are recovering due to past conservation efforts. The project area
downstream was identified as a Tier 1 reach. It is important to start taking
actions to restore geomorphic function to the reach to improve the habitat
conditions within the reach and reduce the potential impacts it may cause to the
reaches downstream.

9. If the project is a part of a larger overall project or strategy, describe the

goal of the overall strategy, explain individual sequencing steps, and which
of these steps is included in this application for funding.
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There were 7 project areas developed for Couse Creek and its tributaries (83
project areas in all the watersheds in the Asotin County Conceptual Restoration
Plan). While it is not realistic to treat all the project areas, ACCD will prioritize
project areas to develop projects throughout the streams to continue improving
the overall health of the watershed for all fish species.

10. Describe the sponsor’s experience managing this type of project.
The Asotin County Conservation District has been managing natural resource and
habitat improvement project for decades. We have built positive relationships
with the landowners of Asotin County and have been successful in implementing
projects from start to finish. ACCD also has great relationships with technical
partners throughout the region and has utilized their expertise as needed. ACCD
has extensive experience managing RCO funded projects and is very familiar with
SRFB funding expectations.

11. List all landowner names.
K&C Blue Mountain Land LLC – Keith & Caroline Ausman
Ron Scheibe

12. List project partners and their role and contribution to the project.
BPA – Funding match
FSA – CREP Program Administration (Scheibe property is enrolled in CREP)

13. Stakeholder outreach.
This project was identified during the Asotin County Geomorphic and Watershed
Assessment development. The conceptual restoration plan was developed as a
result of the process and this project was included in the plan. Landowners were
engaged throughout the Assessment and Conceptual Restoration Plan
development through public meetings and onsite visits. There has been no
opposition to the conceptual restoration plan that was developed for PA 79. This
project is being proposed on private property and the landowners are willing to
proceed with the development of a complete design package. There are no
identified public safety concerns identified at this time. In the event there is a
safety concern identified, ACCD will work the consultant that will be completing
the site plan and designs to address the concern.
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Supplemental Questions
Restoration Project Supplemental Questions
Answer the following supplemental questions:
A. Will the sponsor complete, or already completed, a preliminary design, final
design, and design report (per Appendix D) before construction?
Yes
We will utilize a consultant to develop a site plan to identify the layout for the
structures. All the engineered log jams (ELJs) will be identified on the site plan
and have specific engineering specifications and designs developed. The BDAs
and PALS will also be identified on the site plan butand only general drawings for
these structures will be provided and applied to the site conditions. BDAs and
PALS will not have specific engineering specifications and designs developed for
each structure.
B. Will a licensed professional engineer design the project?
Yes
C. If this project includes measures to stabilize an eroding stream bank, explain
why bank stabilization there is necessary to accomplish habitat recovery.
No streambank stabilization is planned for this project.
D. Describe the steps the sponsor will take to minimize the introduction and
spread of invasive species during construction and restoration.
ACCD will require all equipment used by the contractor/crew to be cleaned and
inspected prior to accessing the project site. There will be a dip station available
for everyone to treat boots and waders prior to accessing the site. If there are
any areas disturbed during construction, it will be seeded with a native grass mix.

Comments
Use this section to respond to the comments received after the initial site visits, and then
again after submitting the final application.

Response to Site Visit Comments
Please describe how the sponsor responded to the review panel’s initial site visit
comments. List each review panel comment and question and identify the response. Use
this space to respond directly to the comments or refer to changes in the proposal.
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Date: June 5, 2019
Project Site
Visit?
Yes
No Review Panel Member(s): Pat Powers and Steve Toth
1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to
the SRFB’s criteria:
2. Missing Pre-application information.
The application would be improved by including the following information:
1) a bare-earth LiDAR digital elevation model (DEM) shaded relief image of the
project reach; bare-earth LiDAR DEM has been uploaded to PRISM.
2) a longitudinal slope profile of the Couse Creek channel including at least one
mile upstream and downstream of the project area in a graph format; The
longitudinal slope profile has been uploaded to PRISM named “Slope
Profile”.
3) a description of how channel/floodplain characteristics will guide the choice of
structure placement (PALS vs. BDAs vs. ELJs). ACCD has been gathering weekly
imagery utilizing a drone for the past several weeks. This will show water levels
as the stream flows reduce and disappear in some places throughout the project
area. ACCD is also developing a contract with a consultant to develop
preliminary restoration design report and site plan for the project. The
consultant will utilize the drone images, existing GIS data and aerial imagery as
well as conduct a field survey. Based on the information gathered, a site plan
will be developed to identify the structure placement and type.
The project objectives for the woody debris structures should be re-written to provide
specific habitat-based objectives. For example, estimate how many additional pools will
be created by the log structures, the expected increase in channel length, the average
depth of aggradation, or the predicted change in the average substrate size. See page
98 of Manual 18 for examples of SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant,
and Time-bound) objectives. SMART objectives provide a measure for evaluating the
success of the project in meeting its overall goal(s). The project objectives section of the
application has been updated.
3. General Comments:
The proposed work in Project Area 79 seems to be an excellent opportunity for restoring
Couse Creek aquatic habitat and benefiting threatened Snake River steelhead trout;
however, the project is located in a Tier 3 restoration reach according to the recent Asotin
County Conceptual Restoration Plan. The application would be improved by including a
justification for working in this Tier 3 restoration reach, rather than a higher priority reach of
Couse Creek. The response in Question #8 provides detail on why this project site was
identified as a priority. In addition, the Tier system developed in the Asotin Conceptual
Restoration Plan was not necessarily intended to be utilized as a prioritization for
implementation. Tier 1 projects are expected to provide immediate physical and biological
response when implementing projects that will address the limiting factors identified in the
reach. Tier 2 and 3 projects are expected to take longer to show a response to project
implementation but are still considered projects worth pursuing.
The site visit indicated that PA 79 is still recovering from past fire and grazing impacts. At
present, the stream goes dry during the late summer months, but the project sponsor hopes
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to increase the duration of surface flows by capturing sediment behind woody debris
structures (i.e., PALS, BDAs, ELJs). The current substrate in the channel is quite coarse and
suggests a high sediment transport rate relative to the sediment supply. Increasing the
channel roughness through the use of woody debris structures, particularly channelspanning or nearly channel-spanning features, should be effective in trapping sediment and
causing aggradation. Couse Creek has incised in some portions of PA 79 but appears well
connected to the floodplain with multiple channels in other areas. Portions of PA 79 were
impacted by the fire in 2015 however there has been no grazing within the floodplain since
2005 or earlier.
Further riparian planting is needed to help with vegetation recovery on the flooplain. A
“Stinger” tool mounted on a hydraulic backhoe arm may be a useful option to plant
cottonwood and willow stakes more deeply into the rocky substrate and increase the
opportunity for groundwater contact. A “stinger” was used in 2005 and 2006 to plant rooted
willows, trees and shrubs and willow stakes throughout the project area. There was success
in the tree and shrub planting, but the willows had very low success and many if not all the
planted willows have been lost during high flow events. We intend to do additional
plantings utilizing the stinger once the site conditions have improved and willows have a
high chance of survival.
4. Staff Comments:
See instructions below on how to respond the comments on this form.
Final draft applications and revised materials must be submitted in PRISM Online by July
9. Please refer to Manual 18 and the final application check list to ensure all required
materials have been completed and submitted. Incomplete applications or applications
not submitted by the LE final application due date will be ineligible to be considered for
funding. Contact your LE Coordinator or RCO Grants Manager if you have any questions
about completing the application.
PRISM Online Application
1) On the property details page, please make sure the description for each
property is unique. Differentiate which is the upstream and downstream
property, which is east bank west bank, or however they are oriented within
the project area. We should understand the extent of work project on each
property. # of structures, acres of plantings, and whatever else. Description
needs to be briefer. Ex: “Property currently grazed. RM 1.4-2.0. Will design
and construct 100 structures and 100 acres of plantings combined on both
sides of the bank.” This has been corrected in PRISM
2) Restoration Metrics Page a) for clarification, you expect that 75 pools will
scour as a result of structure placement. This metric is often confusing, so I
want to confirm. b) You mention CREP planting in the project description. The
project description states the two landowners have enrolled the property in
CREP and a “CREP-Like” easement but does not state there is CREP planting
taking place during this timeframe. There is no planting planned for this
project site during this phase of implementation. Also doesn’t look like it’s in
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the attached budget. If this is part of the SRFB/PRISM project it needs to be
reported as a riparian habitat metric. Otherwise, it should not be incorporated
into the in-stream metrics nor the instream costs. Also, if this will not be
reported or charged to SRFB, please remove it from the project description in
PRISM.
3) Attachments: a) The APE map requires section, township, and range info.
Manual 18 pages 33-34 provides more info on APE maps including mapping
tools. This has been corrected in PRISM b) Provide a map that shows the
property ownership, so we can understand where the delineation is between
the two landowners. This has been added to PRISM
4) In the project proposal supplemental questions-answer to question A makes
it sound like you will NOT be meeting design deliverables as outlined in

Appendix D, yet you have answered yes to this question. Please be explicit on
what level of design you will provide, and what deliverables will be produced.

Are you going to have an engineered design? There will not be engineered

designs developed for the proposed PALS and BDAS but all ELJ structures will
have an engineered design developed. Question A response was updated to
clarify this

Response to Post-Application Comments
Please describe how the sponsor responded to the review panel’s post-application
comments. List each of the review panel’s comments and questions and identify the
response. Use this space to respond directly to the comments or refer to changes in the
proposal.
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Date: 7/9/2019

±

RESTORATION
See SRFB Manual 5 for additional information regarding allowable costs.
OVERALL PROJECT

Category (choose one)
Construction supervision
Cultural resources
Permits
Construction
Equipment and equipment use
Construction labor
Materials
Materials
Materials
Equipment and equipment use
Mobilization

Category

Amount

Construction

Task Description
Installation Oversight
Survey/Report
Permits
Stage Material/Site Prep
Equipment Rental - Post
driver, generator, etc
Installation
LWD
Wood Posts
Roodwads/Trees
Rootwad/Tree Placement
Heavy Equipment
Mobilization

Qty
160.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

$
$
$
$
$

420.00
250.00
2,500.00
25.00
20.00
1.00

Administrative, Architechtural & Engineering
Task Description
Grant Administration
Site Assessment
Site Plan
Design/Engineering
As-Built /Reporting

Qty

1.00
48.00
90.00
40.00
40.00

Rate

MATCH

GRANT REQUEST

Budget must account
Enter only the
for all costs to
amount of the grant
complete the project
request

The Grant Request and Match should equal the total project cost and Budget Check cell should be 0.
Sponsors must account for all sources and types of match need to complete the project.

Match in PRISM

Amount

Funding not reported
in PRISM

50.00
9,000.00
2,000.00
4,500.00
5,000.00

$
$
$
$
$

8,000
9,000
2,000
4,500
5,000

$
$
$
$
$

5,000
1,000
2,000
2,550
-

$
$
$
$
$

8,000
1,950
-

$
$
$
$
$

3,000
5,000

$
$
$
$
$
$

35.00
75.00
10.00
750.00
175.00
1,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$

14,700
18,750
25,000
18,750
3,500
1,000

$
$
$
$
$
$

14,700
10,000
20,000
13,750
3,000
500

$
$
$
$
$
$

4,750
2,500
-

$
$
$
$
$
$

4,000
2,500
5,000
500
500

$
$
$

STotal

$
$
$
$

110,200

$
$
$
$

72,500

$
$
$
$

17,200

$
$
$
$

20,500

7,150.00
50.00
50.00
150.00
50.00
STotal

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

7,150.00
2,400.00
4,500.00
6,000.00
2,000.00
22,050

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

7,150
2,400
2,450
6,000
2,000
20,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,050
2,050

$
$
$

-

$
$
$

-

$
$
$

Rate
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Source (Grant, Cash,
Materials, Labor,
Volunteers, etc)

Match Type (federal, state,
local)

Indirect Costs
Description
Indirect
Indirect

AA&E Budget Check
A&E maximum allowed in PRISM $
A&E validation 6,910

Lower Columbia Habitat Project Application Detailed Cost Estimate

Approved Rate
Total Project Base
0.000% $
$
0.000% $
$
STotal $
GTOTAL $
26,910.00

132,250

$
92,500 $
PRISM Project Total
$
RCO Percentage
84.32%

17,200 $
109,700

22,550

Match Percentage
15.68%

2/1/2013

RCO Fiscal Data Collection Sheet - Indirect, Audit and Fiscal Information
RCO is collecting additional fiscal information on every federal pass-through grant that is awarded. This additional information is required to be
in compliance with Part 200 - Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (new OmniCircular). This information will help RCO to understand the indirect cost information for each grant and the financial history of each sponsor. If
there are questions about this information RCO will contact sponsors directly.

See page 3 and 4 for definitions and an indirect example
Sponsor Name: Asotin County Conservation District
Sponsor Data Universal Numbering System (D & B Number): 824692557
Sponsor Date Prepared: 3/22/2019
Sponsor Approved for submission by:

Keith Ausman, Chairman

Sponsor Contact Name: Megan Stewart
Sponsor Contact Person's Phone Number: (509) 552-8100
1. Indirect costs
Indirect costs are costs that are not directly accountable to a cost object, such as a particular project. Indirect costs include administrative and
personnel costs.
Our organization (Choose one)
Does not wish to charge any indirect rate for this RCO subgrant for any RCO subaward. (PLEASE SKIP TO SECTION 4.)
Has an indirect rate approved by a federal agency
Uses a de minimus rate (10% of Modified Total Direct Costs (MTDC)) as defined by 2 CFR 200.414 (f) - eligible for non-profits and
private individuals only. (For a definition of MTDC, see 2 CFR 200.68)
Has an indirect rate negotiated between the pass-through entity (RCO) and our organization.
2

Indirect rate
Our organization's indirect rate (percent) is
Our organization's indirect base is

Our organization's indirect rate was approved by
The effective dates of indirect rate is

Start Date

End Date

Please include a copy of your organization's approved indirect cost rate agreement
** If your indirect rate changes, please update this form and send the form and the updated indirect cost rate agreement to RCO (see page 2).
3. Indirect rate and costs - For each RCO agreement
RCO#

Indirect rate applied

RCO#

RCO#

RCO#

Total ($) direct cost base for this RCO grant
Projected indirect charge ($)
Other non-base, non-indirect costs ($)
Total ($) (this should equal the RCO agreement total)
(If there are more than four RCO grants, please complete an additional sheet)
4. Audit information
Please summarize the past three (3) years of audits that your organization has received. Specify the audit types. List all of the findings and
address the resolution of the finding.
Year

2017

Audit Type

SAO Accountability

Findings

None

Year

Audit Type

Findings

Year

Audit Type

Findings

1

RCO is collecting additional fiscal information on every federal pass-through grant that is awarded. This additional information is required to
be in compliance with Part 200 - Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (new OmniCircular). This information will help RCO to understand the indirect cost information for each grant and the financial history of each sponsor. If
there are questions about this information RCO will contact sponsors directly.
Fiscal Information Detail Sheet -- Indirect rate , fiscal, and audit information
Please summarize any audits you expect your organization to complete over the next three (3) years.

ACCD receives regular accountability audits from the WA State Auditors office on a 2 or 3 year cycle. These
audits are scheduled by the Washington State Conservation Commission

5. Financial information
Please identify any changes to key staff positions in your organization in the past year.

No key staffing changes

Please identify your organizations accounting staff, the nature of the staff (employees, contractors, volunteers) and outline the accounting
experience for each staff member. If staff have received certifications such as CPA, CGFM, please include that information.

Megan Stewart, District Programs & Operations Coordinator, employee - 16 years with ACCD. Providing financial
management for all CD funding
Colleen Ozard, Bookkeeper, employee - 6 years with ACCD providing bookkeeping and accounting activities.

Please identify any substantial changes in your organizations accounting, procurement, payroll or other administrative systems that have
occurred in the past year.

None
ACCD uses BIAS Accounting Software

Version: 08/17/2015
Please return via email to: e-billing@rco.wa.gov
If there are questions about this form, please contact Mark Jarasitis at (360) 902-3006.
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Definitions and Example
The Omni Circular –the federal law covering the administrative requirements, cost principles and audit
requirements for federal awards. Refer to Title 2: Grants and Agreements, Part 200 – Uniform
Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards.
Dun & Bradstreet Number – also known as a D&B number or D-U-N-S number – a unique nine digit
identification number for each physical location of your business. For more information or to register
see www.dnb.com and click on “D-U-N-S Number”. This is the unique identifier required to track all
sub-awards. The DUNS acronym stands for Data Universal Numbering System.
Indirect Cost – Costs incurred for a common or joint purpose benefitting more than one cost
objective, and not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted, without effort
disproportionate to the results achieved (2 CFR 200.56).

Indirect Rate – device for determining fairly and expeditiously the proportion of general (nondirect) expenses that each project will bear. It is the ratio between the total indirect costs of a
sponsor and some equitable direct cost base.
Direct Base – costs identified that provide the basis for applying the indirect costs. Bases can vary
from organization to organization. Some common bases are salary and fringe, and modified total
direct costs.
MTDC Base – Modified Total Direct Costs – means all direct salaries and wages, applicable fringe
benefits, materials and supplies, services, travel, and up to the first $25,000 of each sub-award
(regardless of the period of performance of the sub-awards under the award). MTDC excludes
equipment, capital expenditures, charges for patient care, rental costs, tuition remission, scholarships
and fellowships, participant support costs and the portion of each sub-award in excess of $25,000. See
section 200.68 of the Omni Circular.
10% De Minimus cost rate – any non-Federal entity that has never received a negotiated indirect cost
rate, except for those non-Federal entities described in Appendix VII to Part 200—States and Local
Government and Indian Tribe Indirect Cost Proposals, paragraph D.1.b, may elect to charge a de minimis
rate of 10% of modified total direct costs (MTDC) which may be used indefinitely. See section 200.414,
(f) of the Omni Circular.
Costs usually included as indirect costs – Utilities, general supplies, administrative expenses (accounting
department, IT department, personnel department). If indirect costs are charged, RCO expects to not
see any other general administrative costs charged to the grant.
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Indirect Example
The example below illustrates a comparison of two different indirect rates.
Indirect Cost Pool
Indirect Salaries
Indirect Salary Benefits
Facility Rental Costs
Utilities
Supplies
Total Indirect Costs

Fiscal Year 1
40,000
15,000
18,000
3,500
4,000
80,500
(A)

Direct Base
Direct Labor Costs + Benefits
Other Direct Costs
Total Direct Costs

275,000
100,000
375,000

(B)

Indirect Rates
EX 1- Indirect Rate based on Direct Labor

29.27%

(A/B)

EX 2 - Indirect Rate based on Total Direct Costs

21.47%

(A/C)

(C)

The first rate is 29.27%. The indirect costs of $80,500 is recovered by charging 29.27% of each dollar
charged for direct labor costs (expected to be $275,000).
The second rate illustrates a rate of 21.47%. The same indirect costs of $80,500 are recovered by
charging 21.47% of each dollar charged for total direct costs (expected to be $375,000).
Please note, while the rates are different, so are the bases. One rate has costs spread over a smaller
base, this one has the higher rate. It is the opposite for the other rate. The net impact is the same,
$80,500 of indirect costs will be recovered. It is up to the organizations to determine how to structure
their indirect rates.
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