Washington State Department of Ecology Application in Response to

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
Puget Sound Action Agenda: Ecosystem Restoration and Protection (EPA-R10-PS-1007)

a. Area of Emphasis: Toxics and Nutrients Prevention, Reduction, and Control

b. Title: Strategic Framework for the Prevention, Reduction and Control of Toxics and

Nutrients
c. Contact: Megan Warfield Andrew Kolosseus
Washington State Dept. of Ecology Washington State Dept. of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600 P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504 Olympia, WA 98504
(360) 407-6963 (360) 407-7543
meth461@ecy.wa.gov akol461@ecy.wa.gov

d. Abstract: Thousands of toxic chemicals are in use today. They are in the air, water, soil,
animals, fish, and our bodies. Some toxic chemicals impair development, some affect
reproduction, some cause cancer, others can be devastating to fish or other species.
Nutrients occur naturally in the marine and fresh waters of the Puget Sound ecosystem,
but human contributions of excess nutrients can lead to lower levels of dissolved oxygen as
excess algae decompose. As Lead Organization, the Department of Ecology will work with
various partners to develop and implement projects in line with the toxics and nutrients
strategic framework identified in this proposal. The goal of this strategy is to protect and
improve both human and environmental health in the Puget Sound ecosystem and to
establish prevention as the smartest, most cost effective, and healthiest approach to
reducing toxic threats and nutrient impacts.

e. RFP Awareness: The Department of Ecology has applied for similar funding in previous
years. The Department routinely communicates with EPA about funding opportunities.

f. Total Amount of Funding Requested: $48,000,000
e Round One Funding - $3,000,000
e Rounds Two through Six Funding - $45,000,000

g. Washington State Department of Ecology DUNS Number: 781347828
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COMPONENT ONE- STRATEGIC COORDINATION

Strategic Coordination, Partnership, and Advice (See component 1 of work plan and budget for
additional details)

Coordination with the Puget Sound Partnership Management Conference, lead organizations, lead
entities, and other strategic partners is essential to achieving the outcomes of the six-year
strategy. We propose three areas of coordination. First, the state agency lead organizations
(which term includes agencies that are “co-leads”) will immediately establish a lead-staff
coordinating team (LO Group), including PSP and EPA staff, which will carry forward the highly
collaborative and transparent process employed to develop the four implementation strategies.
Potential state agency lead organizations have agreed to a common, coordinated leadership
strategy to develop, implement and adaptively manage the six-year strategies across the four
areas of emphasis in a collaborative fashion with governmental and non-governmental entities. It
will be critical that this group establish a common approach for integrating and aligning the work.
For example, one of the first tasks will be to review the final work plans negotiated with EPA to
identify cross-cutting actions that meet multiple objectives beyond just one area of emphasis.
These actions would likely be prioritized for early support. This step will also ensure that there is
no overlap or duplication of efforts with activities already funded by the federal government.

Second, we recognize an ongoing need to seek strategic advice from a broad diversity of partners
across the Puget Sound Management Conference including, but not limited to, other Lead
Organizations; the Puget Sound Partnership, Ecosystem Coordination Board, Science Panel, caucus
forums and local implementing entities.

Third, we will establish a core group (Toxics and Nutrients Team) to help guide and oversee
implementation of the respective strategies Likely advisory functions from partners include, but
are not limited to,

e Providing ongoing feedback on implementation strategies, including near-term priorities;
(ECB and entire Management Conference)

e Consulting on criteria for direct and competitive sub awards; (Management Conference)
e Providing review of proposed annual investments designed to implement strategy;)

e Playing central role in integrating and implementing the public awareness and engagement
efforts of the LOs and PSP;

e Assessing progress in achieving outcomes as they align with Action Agenda
benchmarks/indicators across the Lead Organizations;

e Participating in adaptive management analysis.
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Public Coordination with PSP on Public and Stakeholder Involvement and Stewardship
(See component 1.4 of work plan and budget for additional details)

This element has two basic components: (1) public and stakeholder involvement (i.e.,
transparency) process around the Action Agenda and respective lead organization work areas; and
(2) coordination with the Partnership’s awareness and stewardship programs focused on citizen
best management practices. We will closely coordinate with the Partnership as they implement
both the public and stakeholder involvement and stewardship programs. We will contribute
information and expertise for marine and near shore ecosystem components.

Coordination with Local Governments (See component 1.4 of work plan and budget for
additional details)

Local governments are a key strategic partner in protecting and restoring Puget Sound. Many
have devoted enormous energy and resources to overcoming barriers to progress. They are
indispensible partners and must be supported in their work to enforce local land use, health, and
water quality regulatory programs, many of which are key to protecting and restoring Puget
Sound. Their education, outreach and public engagement programs have advanced work in many
areas of Puget Sound recovery. We will engage local governments through many avenues to gain
the benefit of the knowledge and work to protect and restore Puget Sound.

Coordination with Tribal Governments (See component 1.4 of work plan and budget for
additional details)

Puget Sound is part of a larger transboundary ecosystem which includes Puget Sound, Georgia
Basin, and the Strait of Juan de Fuca, referred to together as the Salish Sea and which is the
ancestral home of numerous Indian Tribes and First Nations, most of whom share the Coast Salish
culture extant in this region for thousands of years. Tribes’ critical role in the stewardship of the
Salish Sea region spans distant as well as recent history. The economic and cultural well-being of
tribes is directly linked to the health of their homelands and the natural systems supporting their
resource base. Tribes in the Puget Sound Basin have knowledge, data and on-the-ground
experience of their watersheds which could enrich the Lead Organizations ability to develop and
implement the six-year strategy. They have the experience and capability to implement protection
and restoration projects in their watersheds. The goal is to integrate tribal knowledge and
resources effectively into the six-year strategies. In 1974, the Boldt Decision reaffirmed specific
Tribes’ treaty-protected fishing rights and more recent federal court rulings upholding treaty-
reserved shellfish harvest rights confirmed these Tribes as natural resource managers. The unique
legal status of Tribes and presence of tribally reserved rights and cultural interests throughout the
state creates a special relationship between Tribes and the state agencies responsible for
managing and protecting the natural resources of the state. The foundation of the tribal co-
management, government to government practice has substantial precedence and is the outcome
from implementation of treaties, the U.S. v. Washington court decisions, and numerous
subsequent decisions. The 1989 Centennial Accord between the federally recognized Indian Tribes
in Washington State and the State of Washington commits the parties to a government to
government approach to address issues of mutual concern. Tribes have consistently
demonstrated their commitment and ability to be competent and professional natural resource
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managers. Tribal homelands are the rivers and shorelines of this state and so tribes have an
inextricable link with its water resources. EPA, Washington State, Tribes and Tribal consortia, local
governments, and nonprofit organizations have partnered for over 20 years to protect and restore
Puget Sound through the Clean Water Act (CWA) National Estuary Program. Effective coordination
of state/tribal expertise will clearly help develop programs that will be far more appropriate and
efficient than either could develop alone. The Lead Organizations commit to work within a
cooperative management process with tribes to develop and implement the six-year strategies.
Coordination with Federal Partners (See component 1.4 of work plan and budget for additional
details)

Federal Partners represented on the Puget Sound Federal Caucus have been participating in many
Puget Sound protection and restoration programs for many years, and our strategy seeks to
leverage and increase their important contributions. Relationships with EPA (National Estuary
Program, among others), the US Army Corps of Engineers (PSNERP), NOAA (Community
Restoration, among others), as well as the US Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal Emergency
Management Agency, NRCS, and many others will be essential for progress.

Aligning many federal programs with the goals of the Action Agenda has been an important piece
of work by the Federal Caucus. We anticipate working with the Caucus to achieve improved
alignment in programs that touch the health of the Puget Sound nearshore and marine
environments.

Coordination with Canada (See component 1.4 of work plan and budget for additional details)

Puget Sound is part of the Salish Sea that encompasses the Puget Sound of the United States and
Georgia Basin of Canada. The international forums mentioned immediately below provide Puget
Sound Management Conference partners access to Canadian environmental management
agencies and planning processes on topics and issues of mutual interest and concern.

Among these international forums, the Partnership and Washington Department of Ecology work
cooperatively with Environment Canada and the British Columbia Ministry of the Environment.
The Partnership participates in and convenes the Coastal and Oceans Task Force with
representatives from the State of Washington and the British Columbia Ministry of the
Environment. This task force is empowered by the Washington State-British Columbia
Environmental Cooperation Council to address coastal issues of mutual interest, and includes
collaboration with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Current agreements include short-,
medium- and long-term priorities for governance and information sharing; science and policy;
shared indicators of ecosystem health; and issue areas for habitat restoration, climate, and water
quality. The Environment Canada- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Statement of
Cooperation Working Group is another venue for collaboration.

Climate Change

According to a study on Puget Sound prepared by the University of Washington’s Climate Impacts

Group, there is considerable evidence that regional temperatures are already rising and

precipitation patterns are changing. Projections suggest that sea levels will rise, snowpack is likely

to melt earlier each season, and the damage from winter storms could increase. Climate change
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will be factored into all aspects of the six year strategy including the evaluation and selection of
sub-award projects.

The draft Washington State Energy Strategy reports that petroleum use, primarily from
transportation, accounted for 71 percent of CO, emissions. Strategies to meet the state’s
greenhouse gas reduction targets rely heavily on meeting the statutory goal to reduce vehicle
miles traveled. Principle five of the draft state energy strategy is to improve transportation
efficiency through regional transportation planning. A key tool in meeting this goal is the
redevelopment of compact urban centers and in preventing inefficient expansion of urban areas.
To the extent applicable, the strategies in this proposal will be coordinated with Ecology’s plans to
address climate change and the state energy strategy in partnership with Washington State
Department of Transportation. This state partnership complements the national partnership
between the EPA, HUD, and USDOT.

COMPONENT TWO -STRATEGIC INVESTMENTS

STRATEGIC INVESTMENT (Sub-Award Process)
(See Components 1 and 2 of work plan and budget for additional details)

The proposed sub-award process is intended to efficiently provide funding to projects that most
effectively and/or efficiently implement the priorities articulated in this proposal and demonstrate
progress, in an adaptive management framework, toward 2020 ecosystem targets and interim
benchmarks. Several concurrent activities must take place to assure that Round 1 strategic
investment priorities and the sub-award operational processes are established quickly for timely
processing of initial work under this grant.

Establish Round One Strategies, Processes, and Decision-Making Criteria

The LO Coordinating Group (Group) described earlier will meet to decide on outputs and outcomes
desired from strategic cross-cutting investments. Lead organizations will also jointly create a
coordinated and unified timeline to facilitate the ability to package proposals that fund
crosscutting activities.

The Toxics and Nutrients Team described earlier will refine desired outputs, outcomes and
decision-making process and criteria for their respective areas of emphasis by the beginning of
March 2011. The Toxics and Nutrients team will (at a minimum) consist of staff from various
programs within Ecology, with representation from EPA, PSP, and Health to establish the process
and criteria for selecting toxics and nutrients prevention, reduction, and control actions in line
with the areas of investment outlined in the technical approach section of this proposal.

In addition, the Team will continue to refine and implement the attached work plan to meet EPA

requirements under this grant including a Quality Management Plan (QMP) for collection and
standardized reporting of environmental data.
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Criteria will be developed and vetted through coordination with the Management Conference,
including Local Integrating Organizations (LIOs) where they have been established. The sub-award
process will include a combination of direct (non-competitive) awards to Ecology, direct (non-
competitive) awards with other entities, and competitive awards. Lead organizations have
committed to providing a transparent rationale for any decisions that result in direct awards with
other entities that explains why the work should be performed by the entity named.

Launch Single Portal Application Site

Lead organizations are committed to creating a seamless process that facilitates the ability of
applicants to apply for funds easily and develop crosscutting proposals. A seamless process will
also reduce duplication of work in contract administration, monitoring, and reporting
requirements for both applicants and the lead organizations. We will coordinate with other lead
organizations and the Puget Sound Partnership to jointly create a single application point by
March 1, 2011. This single application point will assure that potential applicants can easily access
and monitor funding opportunities. It will also allow lead organizations across ecosystem
categories to provide an efficient, coordinated process for making and managing competitive sub-
awards and to ensure no duplication with existing or proposed projects.

Cross-Cutting Issues: Actions that Cross RFP Areas of Emphasis

There are threats to Puget Sound recovery that cross jurisdictional boundaries, disciplines, and
parts of the ecosystem. As a result, lead organizations will facilitate innovative strategies and
actions that resolve barriers to implementation, propose solutions, and achieve synergistic results
across the ecosystem areas of emphasis defined by the EPA RFP (EPA-R10-PS-1007).

e Seek proposals from watersheds or jurisdictions that will implement solutions that address
cross-cutting issues comprehensively. Lead Organizations will compare the six year strategies
for the four areas of emphasis to identify high priority cross-cutting issues. Examples include
(a) identifying and addressing critical connections among nearshore ecosystem processes and
water and sediment quality (e.g., priority coastal inlets that may increasingly receive
contaminated water from developing watersheds; (b) developing a comprehensive strategy to
address the water quality and habitat impact of outfalls; and (c) Funding a network of effective
advocates for Puget Sound recovery.

e Leverage additional funding through partnering with sister agencies to enact a state
comprehensive sustainable funding strategy and with private entities, such as the Puget Sound
Foundation. Lead organizations will work others to identify the appropriate amount of funding
to designate for this purpose, based on the nexus of the six year strategies and the objectives
of potential investors.

Processing Round 1 RFP(s)

The target date for developing and announcing a request for proposal(s) (RFP) is March 31, 2011,
to ensure that all Round 1 sub-awards are initiated by July 1, 2011. Representatives from the LO
Group will develop a common application form and common language for the application process,
while the individual Teams will develop the decision-making criteria for each category of strategic
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investment. Applications received will be distributed, reviewed, and prioritized using criteria
developed by the core Teams. A draft priority list of projects to be funded will undergo a final
technical and policy review to ensure that actions proposed are consistent with the Action
Agenda, the strategic framework outlined in this proposal, Open Standards, and achieving 2020
targets and benchmarks.

Where possible and consistent with our priorities and areas of investment, we will use and/or
enhance existing contracting mechanisms. Lead Organizations will attempt to set deadlines to
avoid conflicts with existing, major grant processes such as those related to the Salmon Recovery
Funding Board, Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program, Centennial Clean Water Fund,
Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program, or Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account.

Executing Sub-Awards (Contracts, Interagency Agreements, Memoranda of Understanding)

The target date for execution of the first round of sub-awards will be July 1, 2011. All sub-award
contracts will be “deliverables based” that link financial reimbursement to a demonstration of
meeting major project milestones and deliverables. This method engages lead organizations and
sub-awardees in up-front thinking to define the milestones and deliverables that the sub-award
will result in, creates clear points of consultation between Lead Organizations, sub-awardees and
EPA and assures that dollars spent achieve project milestones and outputs.

In addition, all sub-awards will include provisions to ensure implementation is monitored and that
lessons learned can be disseminated among sub-awardees, the Management Conference, and
other interested parties, as well as be used to adaptively manage the Action Agenda. Some or all
sub-awards will be the subject of effectiveness monitoring as well, according to the needs
identified by the adaptive management component of this proposal. Sub-awards involving
collection of environmental data will require a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) that meets
those standards of the Ecology’s QAPP.

Funds will be administered via the most efficient means possible either directly from Ecology or
through existing funding mechanisms either within Ecology or partner organizations.

Round 2 Sub-Awards

Ecology will evaluate the processes developed in Year One for sub-awards and will revise as
needed for Round 2. The Toxics and Nutrients Team will review Round 1 activities and revise the
process and criteria for selecting toxics and nutrients prevention, reduction, and control actions as
outlined in the areas of investment in the technical approach section of this proposal.

Sub-Awards for Rounds Three, Four, Five and Six

Ecology will evaluate the processes developed in previous years and will make revisions as needed
for subsequent years. The Toxics and Nutrients Team will review the previous years’ activities and
revise the process and criteria for selecting toxics and nutrients prevention, reduction, and control
actions as needed to accomplish outputs and outcomes outlined in this proposal.
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COMPONENT THREE — ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
Adaptive Management (See Component 3 of work plan and budget for additional details)

Adaptive management is the cycle of exploration, action, evaluation, and adjustment that links
science and policy. Itis a vital element of the Puget Sound Partnership’s Strategic Science Plan
(2010) and to ongoing revisions of the Action Agenda and the Puget Sound Partnership’s
performance management system. It will be a key feedback mechanism for helping to ensure that
new information and facts are used to inform the refinement of strategies and actions necessary
for the recovery of Puget Sound. Draft guidance and references for applying an adaptive
management framework for improving ecosystem protection efforts will be provided by PSP and
the Science Panel to the other Management Conference participants and Lead Organizations by
July 1, 2011.

Target Setting

Lead Organizations will actively participate in ecosystem and pressure reduction target setting
processes coordinated by the Puget Sound Partnership.

Open Standards

Lead Organizations will actively participate in ongoing and increasingly more robust development
and use of the Open Standards framework coordinated by the Puget Sound Partnership at the
Basin and local scales to logically align strategies and actions that will result in the reduction of
pressures and the achievement of ecosystem goals, and help to develop clear, specific measurable
outcomes.

COMPONENT FOUR - PROJECT MANAGEMENT
(See Components 1-4 of work plan and budget for additional details)
Financial Management Systems

The Department of Ecology uses an integrated, centralized financial management system model.
Each year, Ecology successfully manages $550 million dollars in grants and contracts in
Washington State (583,029,619 in federal project expenditures in the fiscal year ending June 30,
2010), along with a $500 million loan portfolio.

Fast and accurate — Washington State ranked Best in Nation for ARRA. The national ARRA
process tested the financial management capabilities of every state agency involved.
Washington State was #1 in the country for the speed, accuracy, and completeness of our
work.

Project and information management. Successful financial management is accomplished
through active sub-grant management and support, and through stable, well-maintained
information systems. We have actively managed sub-grants since the mid-1980’s, without
significant audit findings. Budgeting and accounting are conducted through centralized
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statewide systems. (http://www.ofm.wa.gov/isd/sysdefinitions.asp) Integrated with the
statewide systems are agency systems tailored to specific functions. Ecology manages and
tracks payments on loans and contracts using our Contracts and Grants Payable system, a
stable agency system with updates to run on a contemporary platform. With well-designed
systems and experienced, well-trained staff, Ecology can not only award grants and
contracts with confidence, but also detect and resolve potential problems early.

Field presence. Our regional and field office staff watch projects start and develop,
confirm performance on-the-ground, and help us take corrective action early where
needed. Our good working relationships with sub-grantees allow us to collaborate quickly
to respond to unforeseen challenges, and ensure successful results within guidelines.

Reliable management of matching funds. Ecology’s reliable financial systems have been
designed and refined to budget, account for, and track the non-federal match linked to
each federal fund source and sub-grantee project. Experienced staff understand federal
match requirements, and are alert to any potential double-counting.

Accurate & Verifiable Distribution of Labor Costs. Within the agency, our time
management system accurately distributes labor costs according to how time is actually
spent. This positive time management system records the actual time employees spend on
different projects. It provides a solid, accurate basis for the proper distribution of direct
labor costs and the allocation of indirect overhead costs.

Financial Management for Results — Environmental Outcomes. Ecology incorporates
environmental outcome monitoring and reporting within the scope of our sub-grantee
project agreements. Sub-grantees continue to conduct monitoring and report results for a
minimum of three years after project funding is closed.

Programmatic Capability and Past Performance

A. Past Projects

Revitalizing the Puget Sound Estuary Program (X-96028501) - Since 2006, this EPA grant
provided nearly $2.5 million to the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) to
accelerate and improve efforts to address the health of Puget Sound to help address issues
in the Puget Sound such as: support planning through the Puget Sound Partnership
development of the Puget Sound Management Plan; enhance public information and
participation; provide grants to Puget Sound watershed areas to assist with integration of
the existing salmon recovery, land use, and water quality efforts; and, advance science to
improve understanding of pollution effects on the Puget Sound ecosystem. This grant
contains 6 tasks and 12 sub-tasks. Each of these was a sub-award. Sub-awards involve
several elements within Ecology, WDFW, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, NOAA,
EPA, and private contractors. Semiannual progress reports were developed and submitted
on time to EPA. To date, expected outputs and outcomes have been achieved for all tasks
and sub-tasks except for tasks which continue to 6/30/2011. Each sub-award has an
appointed project manager and Ecology designated a single point of contact to successfully
manage, monitor, track and report to EPA. Added support is provided by a budget planner,
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fiscal office oversight, and quarterly reviews. Adequate and timely progress reports
contain detailed discussions of each project, outputs, outcomes, and fiscal status of federal
funds including status of match funding.

Puget Sound Estuary Program 2008-2009 Cooperative Agreement Enhancement (CE-
96074401-3) - This grant provided a total of $ 7,347,209 for the purpose of developing
source control strategies for toxics and nutrients entering Puget Sound. This project
required complex technical work including sampling over large geographic area, laboratory
and data analyses, and resultant detailed reports. Sub-awards involved several elements
within Ecology, WDFW, EPA, US FWS, NOAA, and several private contractors. Semiannual
progress reports were consistently developed and submitted on time to EPA. EPA
designated the reports as models of grant reporting. To date, all expected outputs and
outcomes have been achieved for tasks # 3, # 4, and sub-task 2H, while the remainder
continues through 6/30/2011.

319 Nonpoint Source Program Grant for FFY 2009 and FFY 2010 (C-900044906-0) - Section
319 nonpoint source grant from EPA in the amount of $7,437,000 is provided for two years
and is used to help implement the state’s nonpoint program.

B. Organizational Experience. The Washington State Department of Ecology has
consistently demonstrated the managerial, technical, administrative, legal, contractual,
fiscal, and information systems capabilities needed to successfully achieve the objectives of
this proposal. We have demonstrated a strong and successful record with sub-awards and
federally funded projects. Ecology is ready to proceed with this grant to improve the
waters of Puget Sound.

C. Staff Expertise, Qualifications, or Knowledge. Ecology staff and project managers have
been leaders in the fields of nutrient, pathogen, and toxics removal and treatment,
statewide NPDES permit policy and management, and NPDES permit implementation.
Other staff working on these projects deal directly with development and implementation
of dangerous waste regulations, and with NPDES, water rights, and water quality policy and
procedure development. The Department of Ecology has the scientific, technical,
administrative, and project management expertise to successfully manage this grant and
its sub-awards. Andrew Kolosseus manages outreach and regulatory issues for the South
Puget Sound Dissolved Oxygen Study and the Puget Sound Dissolved Oxygen Model. He
has 11 years of experience on large projects for Ecology’s Water Quality Program. Megan
Warfield works in the Waste 2 Resources Program, currently coordinating a key initiative
under the state’s Beyond Waste Plan. Ecology will manage this program in partnership
with Department of Health, who will provide assistance with on-site sewage issues and
toxics-related human health assessments.

Staffing

Ecology has established a team to accomplish work under this grant. While the three functions
described below are funded under this grant, many more technical staff at the program level will
be involved. All members of the functional team below will be involved in all four components of
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the work plan, and the costs associated with these FTEs have been divided across components 1-4.
Ecology has allocated 0.4 FTE for component 1, 1.2 FTE for component 2, 0.4 FTE for component 4.
For component 3, an additional .4 FTE has been allocated under area of investment E1. Thisis a
total of 2.4 FTE in Round 1.

Ecology intends to hire for these positions. Until staff are on board and specific skill sets are
known, it is hard to precisely match these positions with the components of the Work Plan.
Ecology envisions these positions functioning as a team, will all team members working on all the
components in various capacities. Until these positions are hired, the staff who have worked on
the proposal and application will continue to work on this project.

The Puget Sound Lead for Toxics and Nutrients is the Ecology’s representative on the LO
Coordinating Group and Core Team, and is the main point of contact between Ecology and the EPA
Program Officer. This full time position will work on behalf of Ecology programs affected by toxics
and nutrients work, pulling in relevant expertise for policy work. The Lead will interface with PSP
leads on appropriate interaction with the ECB and for updates and revisions to the Action Agenda.
The Lead will also facilitate internal Ecology coordination with various management teams and
advisory groups.

The Puget Sound Grant Award Coordinator will be responsible for tracking the progress of sub-
awards, managing data, and communicating project implementation issues to the Puget Sound

Lead for Toxics and Nutrients. Half of the Puget Sound Grant Award Coordinator will be funded
under this grant, the other half will be funded under the Watersheds proposal.

The Puget Sound EPA Coordinator will manage interactions with the EPA on grant reporting and
work with the Core Team to support that work. Half o the Puget Sound EPA Coordinator will be
funded under this grant, the other half will be funded under the Watersheds proposal.

These positions will be “matrix” positions between Ecology programs, primarily Water Quality and
Waste 2 Resources, closely coordinated with our Executive Puget Sound Coordinator.

The Toxics and Nutrients Team will work to develop the six-year strategy with key tasks needed to
reach relevant PSP ecosystem targets, which will be revised annually as part of the adaptive
management process. The Team will evaluate environmental monitoring data collected under this
project according to the EPA-approved Quality Management Plan. Data will be entered into a
STORET-compatible system for reporting to EPA.

COMPONENT FIVE - MATCH
(See Components 5 of work plan and budget for additional details)

Ecology has identified matching state funding in support of this application for Rounds 1 & 2 in the
amount of $12,000,000. These funds have been appropriated to Ecology in the 2010 Capital
Supplemental Budget for stormwater projects. The Stormwater Retro Fit and LID program helps
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communities work towards protecting and recharging aquifers and reducing the run-off of toxics
and nutrients into Puget Sound. Grant funds are awarded to local governments and non-profit
organizations in the Puget Sound area. The grants are for the management of stormwater through
planning, implementation, regulation, and prevention.

Future match funding beyond Rounds 1 & 2 in the amount of $36,000,000. Funds are
appropriated by the legislature to Ecology in the capital and operating budgets for managing pass
through grant programs. Grants are awarded competitively to local jurisdictions and communities
in and around Puget Sound for high priority watershed planning, water quality improvement,
stormwater, and toxic cleanup projects. These funds are projected to be available in sufficient
guantities in rounds three through six of the program to support state match requirements for
Federal funds under this agreement. Ecology assumes the Governor and legislature will continue
funding support for major ongoing programs in the Puget Sound region such as the Centennial
Clean Water capital program, the Remedial Action Grant (RAG) capital program which cleans up
toxic contamination, Watershed Plan Implementation capital projects, and Watershed Planning
activities from the operating budget. These programs and projects are well established and
supported by stakeholders. They help communities work towards a variety of Puget Sound
environmental improvements such as managing stormwater, building and updating wastewater
treatment facilities, cleaning up aquatic and upland toxic contamination, improving streamflows,
and protecting and recharging aquifers. They also contribute to economic development
opportunities and job creation in the Puget Sound region.

These nonfederal matching funds are now committed to this proposal and they have not been

previously used to provide nonfederal match for any other federal financial assistance grant or
project.
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TECHNICAL APPROACH FOR TOXICS AND NUTRIENTS
(See Components 2 of work plan and budget for additional details)
Goal

The goal of the toxics and nutrients strategy is to protect and improve both human and
environmental health in the Puget Sound ecosystem. Prevention is the smartest, most cost
effective, and healthiest approach to reducing toxic threats and nutrient impacts. Thousands of
toxic chemicals are in use today. They are in the air, water, soil, animals, fish, and our bodies.
Some toxic chemicals impair development, some affect reproduction, some disrupt body
chemistry, and some cause cancer. Some chemicals have limited impacts on humans but can be
devastating to fish or other species. Nutrients occur naturally in the marine and fresh waters of
the Puget Sound ecosystem, but human contributions of excess nutrients can lead to lower levels
of dissolved oxygen as algae blooms and other organic matter decompose. The toxics and
nutrients strategy must include activities to manage and clean up problematic levels in the
environment.

As Lead Organization, Ecology will work with various partners at the federal, tribal, state, and local
levels and non-governmental organizations, academia, and business to develop and implement
projects in line with our strategic framework. To address toxics in the Puget Sound ecosystem we
must reduce toxic chemicals in products and prevent toxic chemicals in stormwater. The nutrients
approach focused on determining the extent that human sources of nutrients are affecting the
Puget Sound ecosystem and how much reduction is necessary to meet water quality standards.
Next, actions must be taken to reduce the loading of nutrients in a prioritized fashion. This
strategic framework includes a multi-pronged approach to reduce toxics and nutrients from
entering and impacting the Puget Sound ecosystem:

A. Scientific investigation of toxics and nutrients. One of the guiding principles of the Puget
Sound Action Agenda is “to use scientific input in designing, implementing, and evaluating
strategies.” Continued scientific work to better understand the sources, transport and fate
of toxics and nutrients in the Puget Sound ecosystem is ongoing and will inform strategies
implemented under this framework.

B. Prevent substances from being used in the first place. Goal 4 of the Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA
Strategic Plan, identifies “preventing pollution before it is generated” as a key element of
national environment policy. Prevention program elements under this strategic framework
seek ways to eliminate or dramatically reduce the use and generation of toxic substances in
the first place as a key approach to preventing toxic “pollution from being introduced into
the Puget Sound ecosystem” (Priority C.1 from the Action Agenda). Washington’s bans on
phosphorus in detergent and copper in brake pads are examples of reducing nutrients and
toxics through preventative approaches.

C. Limit or manage the amount of toxics and nutrients released into the environment. Both
the Puget Sound Action Agenda (Priorities A & C) and the Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA Strategic
Plan (Goal 2 and Goal 3) call out actions to promote healthier communities and prevent
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releases of harmful substances. For example, Priority C.1 from the Action Agenda lists source
control tactics such as education, pollution prevention, innovative technologies and technical
assistance.

D. Clean up substances that have polluted air, land or water. While prevention is the priority
of the framework, Ecology and its partners recognize the importance of removing substances
from the environment to stop further exposures. Priority C.5 in the Action Agenda calls for
prioritization of cleanup and remediation projects to reduce toxic loading into the Puget
Sound. And Goal 3 of the Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan refers to cleanup and
restoration of contaminated areas.

E. Measure program performance and use adaptive management to continuously improve
programs. The Puget Sound Action Agenda Priority E calls for the creation of an
accountability management system. Ecology and its partners will work together on
developing indicators, targets and measurement systems to track progress towards desired
ecosystem outcomes.

STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK/INVESTMENTS (See Component 2 of work plan and budget for
additional details)

The strategic framework focuses on priority activities to prevent or reduce toxic substances and
problematic nutrients, building on activities in both the Puget Sound Action Agenda and Draft FY
2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan. Projects will focus on implementation activities, but may develop,
refine, or strengthen existing programs, or start new work. This strategic framework identifies
high level program areas, and addresses how we will perform activities identified in the RFP.

A. Scientific Investigations of Toxics and Nutrients

(A1) Identify and Prioritize Sources of Toxics Contributing the Most and Having the Greatest
Impacts on Puget Sound - Characterize Substances, Sources, Pathways and Effects — For
toxics, there are troubling gaps in the available data and state of knowledge on many widely
used chemicals (Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan, Goal 4). Building on the results of the
Puget Sound Toxics Loading Assessment and Synthesis Analysis, continued scientific work to
better understand sources, transport and fate of toxics in the Puget Sound ecosystem will be
needed (Action Agenda C.1.1.10). While the ongoing efforts will result in increased
understanding of the relative sources, we anticipate the need to collect supplemental data to
refine levels of toxic substances in products, humans, animals and the environment. The
topics will be developed based on the outputs of the current effort. The monitoring efforts
also include evaluation of the public health and environmental risks (including health effects in
biota) posed by pharmaceuticals, personal care products and other emerging contaminants.
We will pilot innovative monitoring program technologies in key areas of Puget Sound that
may include remote sensing, continuous sensors, and sediment studies. To effectively address
toxic threats, we need to understand major sources and critical pathways to the environment
and humans, and use this information to focus prevention, management, and cleanup actions.
Effectiveness monitoring of environmental endpoints will be included and detailed during in
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the first year, but internal resources will be used (no round 1 funding). (Round 1: $0, Round 2:
$450,000, Rounds 3-6: $2,000,000, Total: $2,450,000)

(A2) Identify and Prioritize Sources of Nutrients Contributing the Most and Having the
Greatest Impacts on Puget Sound - Characterize Sources, Pathways and Effects — Several
ongoing efforts are identifying and quantifying threats posed by the larges sources and
pathways of nutrients (wastewater treatment plants and rivers flowing into Puget Sound).
These fully funded projects include the Puget Sound-wide Dissolved Oxygen Model developed
by the Pacific Northwest Labs and Washington Department of Ecology; South Puget Sound
Dissolved Oxygen Study developed by Ecology; and the Hood Canal Dissolved Oxygen Program
developed by the University of Washington and its partners. This area of strategic investment
will leverage these existing nutrient efforts to identify other areas of concern or topics in need
of follow-up actions. More detailed analysis may be needed for some areas such as Whidbey
Basin, and targeted management actions will be identified in the next year. Nutrient
monitoring may include point and nonpoint sources, tributaries, air deposition, and
groundwater. We will pilot innovative monitoring program technologies in key areas of Puget
Sound that may include remote sensing, continuous sensors, and sediment studies.
Effectiveness monitoring of environmental endpoints will be included and detailed during the
first year, but internal resources will be used (no round 1 funding). (Round 1: SO, Round 2:
$250,000, Rounds 3-6: $4,150,000, Total: $4,400,000)

Prevention Activities

(B1) Reduce Use and Generation of Toxics Through Development of Safer Alternatives -
Conduct Alternatives Assessments — Ecology will lead a collaborative process with
stakeholders to define elements of and finalize a method for conducting alternative
assessments, using existing models as a starting point for discussion. Based on the results of
the Puget Sound Toxics Loading Study and Synthesis Report, we will identify chemicals or
products that are good candidates for scientifically defensible assessment and work with
partners (sub-awardees) to conduct alternatives assessments. We will support safer
alternatives research, promote the use of safer alternatives, and create incentives to
encourage the development of safer alternatives. This aligns with statements in Goal 4 of
Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan, “accelerating work to identify safer alternatives,” and
“evaluating chemicals in use.” It also aligns with items C.1.1.2 and C.1.1.4 in the Action
Agenda, “promote safer chemical alternatives,” “advocate for safer chemical substitutions,”
and “development and use of safer chemical alternatives and products”. (Round 1: $329,000,
Round 2: $300,000, Rounds 3-6: $1,225,000, Total: $1,854,000)

(B2) Build on Programs to Prevent PBTs (Persistent Bioaccumulative Toxics) and Other
Chemicals of Concern from Entering Puget Sound — We will continue and enhance current
efforts to phase out the use of PBTs by accelerating Ecology’s work to complete Chemical
Action Plans. We will use a sub-award process to develop innovative methods to reduce the
use of PBTs and other chemicals of concern (endocrine disruptors, metals, pesticides, diesel
particulates, and emerging contaminants such as pharmaceuticals, flame retardants,
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plasticizers, personal care products, and nanomaterials). Actions may include implementing
Washington’s Beyond Waste Plan (Action Agenda item C.1.1.6), Ecology’s PBT Strategy (Action
Agenda near term action C.1.2), and implementing or enhancing air management plans (Action
Agenda near term action C.1.2.6). (Round 1: $450,000, Round 2: $820,000, Rounds 3-6:
$2,836,876, Total: $4,106,876)

(B3) Provide Education and Technical Assistance — We will work with PSP, ECO-Net, and LIOs
to implement the regional public engagement work plan being developed by PSP’s education
and outreach team. This team will play a lead role in coordinating LIO and LO delivery of
regional and watershed messages. Understanding how LIOs can tap into and leverage existing
ECO-Net capacity will be a key part of this effort. The ECB would inform and help implement
the public education and outreach portion of the strategy in coordination with PSP’s overall
effort. This will include feedback on an integrated work plan to integrate the public awareness
and engagement efforts of each LO with those of PSP’s work. Our goals would include
incorporating clear, consistent public health and environmental messaging about reducing
toxic threats and how to control nutrients for businesses and the public. We will support
programs to train professionals such as architects, landscapers, teachers, engineers and
chemists and to engage volunteer citizen scientists to address toxic threats and promote green
chemistry approaches. Action Agenda item C.1.1.1 specifically calls out education and
technical assistance actions, “conduct focused business and citizen outreach aimed at
controlling and reducing high priority chemicals, pharmaceuticals, and personal care
products.” And Action Agenda near term action C.1.1 states “conduct a focused outreach
campaign for the public and businesses to reduce pollutants identified in toxic loading and
other studies that are priority threats to Puget Sound”. Round 1 funding will be used for a
targeted educational work around agricultural issues, in coordination with, but beyond the
current scope of work being conducted by the Puget Sound Partnership. (Round 1: $150,000,
Round 2: $321,719, Rounds 3-6: $1,055,000, Total: $1,526,719)

C. Management and Control Activities

(C1) Fund Activities to Prevent, Reduce, and Control the Sources of Nutrients — This proposal
would develop and implement programs to address low dissolved oxygen concentrations and
other nutrient-related impacts in Puget Sound. This area of investment would fund
implementation projects beginning in 2011, with an emphasis on Hood Canal (lowest dissolved
oxygen), Budd Inlet (low dissolved oxygen), Whidbey Basin (large agricultural sources of
nitrogen), or other areas with known problems. These projects would not only address specific
problem areas but they would evaluate their effectiveness for use throughout Puget Sound.
Beyond Round 1 it would create a funding source for South Puget Sound to conduct TMDL (or
other management plan) implementation and then move to the rest of Puget Sound. Funding
can be used to reduce nitrogen loads from on-site septics, residential or agricultural fertilizer
use, other agricultural sources of nitrogen, wastewater treatment plants, stormwater, or other
human-caused source of nutrients. It can address marine or freshwater and nitrogen or
phosphorus. All projects funded in this category must result in reduced nutrient loading.
(Round 1: $455,573, Round 2: $2,766,719, Rounds 3-6: $9,466,876, Total: $12,689,168)
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(C2) Continue to Upgrade and Invest in Innovative Treatment and Control Technologies to
Prevent, Reduce and Control the Release of Toxics and Nutrients — We will research
technologies and strategies to prevent, reduce, or control the release of toxics to stormwater
and other non-permitted sources. We will advance infrastructure upgrades and treatment
technologies that will help control stormwater flow and improve water quality in accordance
with Action Agenda item C.1.1.7, “continue to invest in technologies that reduce toxic
pollutants.” We will continue the transition of the region to the LID stormwater management
approach by introducing LID concepts during the municipal NPDES stormwater permit process.
We seek partners to provide training and technical assistance on LID approaches. We will
continue to identify and promote best management practices (Action Agenda near term action
C.2.3). For nutrients, both permitted and non-permitted discharges will be addressed and
technical assistance will be provided to entities in need. Ecology and others are currently
evaluating nutrient removal technologies for municipal wastewater treatment plants. The
effectiveness of non-proprietary technologies for removing nitrogen in septic systems needs to
be evaluated. (Round 1: $926,573, Round 2: $550,000, Rounds 3-6: $3,450,000, Total:
$4,926,573)

Growing concerns of nitrogen loadings from on-site sewage systems to the Puget Sound has
lead to the need for research efforts to evaluate alternative approaches to managing
decentralized nitrogen treatment that are cost-effective, reliable, and low maintenance. An
On-Site Sewage Nitrogen Removal Technologies study will evaluate two new innovative public
domain technologies that have shown to be capable of removing total nitrogen greater than
80% from various wastewater sources in other areas of the country. The goal of the study is to
examine the nitrogen removal rates of the technologies through performance monitoring
under field conditions in the Puget Sound basin. The Washington State Department of Health
would lead this $600,000 study. The additional money allocated in Round 1 would be for
toxics-related work.

(C3) Encourage Agriculture BMP Implementation, and Other Actions to Reduce Surface
Water, Ground Water, and Air Quality Impacts From Agriculture —

Ecology will work closely with the agricultural community (including the Washington State
Department of Agriculture, the Washington Conservation Commission, Natural Resources
Conservation Service, and local Conservation Districts) to develop approaches to manage and
control pollution from agricultural practices. More detailed strategies, task, outputs and
outcomes will result from these discussions. Since agriculture manure management and
management of other agricultural practices is a significant consideration in nutrients and
pathogen control, Ecology will work closely with the Washington State Department of Health
(DOH) —the lead organization for the pathogen cooperative agreement — to include nutrient
management in other agricultural related projects funded under the pathogen agreement.
(Funded through pathogen grant).

(C4) Strengthen Authorities and Policies and Develop Decision-Making Tools — We will

strengthen our authorities to deal with toxics in products and the environment. We will

ensure our policies align with the state reducing toxic threats goals and principles, evaluate
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existing standards to assure they adequately product human health and the environment and
prevent recontamination of cleanup sites, modernize our information systems, and develop
decision making tools to guide our work. Emerging chemical policies, including regulation of
nanomaterials need to be addressed before these materials go into widespread commerce and
use, as identified in Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan Goal 4. We will work with EPA on
modernization of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), while simultaneously strengthening
the state’ ability to address toxic substances be it requiring submission of information,
producer responsibility, or outright bans. In addition to Ecology’s state and local partners, the
Stormwater Technical Resource Center (STRC), co-managed by Washington State University
and the University of Washington Tacoma along with their partners, is positioned to assist in
developing tools, guidance and models to assist in decision making. (Round 1: $0, Round 2: SO,
Rounds 3-6: $950,000, Total: $950,000)

(C5) Increase Compliance and Enforcement of Environmental Laws and Standards — Goal 5 of
Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan, asserts that enforcement has a role in achieving the
goals of this strategic framework. “Protect human health and the environment through
vigorous and targeted civil and criminal enforcement. Assure compliance with environmental
laws.” It goes on to state, “Enforcement reduces direct human exposures to toxic chemicals
and pesticides and supports long-term human health protection.” Ecology’s Hazardous Waste
and Toxics Reduction program has noted an increase in compliance violations. Making
progress towards toxics and nutrients reductions will require compliance resources both inside
and outside the agency to appropriately enforce environmental laws. We will support
technical assistance programs such as local source control as well as innovative cost-share and
loan programs for business that prevent pollution and improve air and water quality. (Round 1:
S0, Round 2: $750,000, Rounds 3-6: $2,225,000, Total: $2,975,000)

(C6) Evaluate Whether Water Quality Standards are being met for Toxics and Nutrients in the
Puget Sound Ecosystem — For nutrients, Ecology will use the ongoing studies to evaluate if the
water quality standards are being met. Ecology will work with our partners and stakeholders
in developing the TMDLs or other mechanisms as needed to improve water quality. For toxics
human health criteria, the fish consumption part of toxics water quality standards need to be
evaluated and updated. As part of Round 1 subawards, Ecology would like to provide funding
to the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission to work with federally recognized tribes in
Washington, and tribes that have usual and accustomed lands in Washington, to develop a fish
consumption rate that is acceptable to the tribes for development of water quality criteria for
toxics. Many toxics issues in Puget Sound may be successfully addressed by funding Straight-
to-Implementation projects for marine or freshwater. (Round 1: $100,000, Round 2: $800,000,
Rounds 3-6: $1,050,000, Total: $1,950,000)

D. Cleanup Activities

(D1) Prioritize and Accelerate Remediation and Cleanup of Hazardous Waste Sites in the
Puget Sound Area — Draft FY 2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan Goal 2 and Goal 3 acknowledge the
need to cleanup and restore waters in order to support healthy ecosystems and promote
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sustainable, healthier communities. Action Agenda near term action C.5.1 calls for continued
implementation of high-priority remediation and clean-up projects. While Ecology believes we
need to shift resources to prevention approaches, we also believe there must be some level of
cleanup. There are several ongoing activities designed to prioritize and accelerate cleanup
projects in Puget Sound. Ecology will refine prioritization criteria for cleanup to incorporate
the PSP’s guiding principles for ecosystem management. Ecology is also developing rule
revisions to clarify cleanup requirements for sediment cleanup. However, the key challenge in
the next several years will be to better align and sequence source control, cleanup, and
remediation projects. This will allow us to more effectively prevent recontamination of areas
where legacy contamination has been cleaned up. This will also support efforts to reduce toxic
loadings, restore ecosystem processes, and implement long term stewardship, as called for in
Action Agenda item C.5. (Round 1: $0, Round 2: $225,000, Rounds 3-6: $525,000, Total:
$750,000)

E. Administration, Effectiveness Monitoring Performance Measurement and Adaptive
Management (See Component 3 of the work plan and budget for details)

(E1) Monitor for Effectiveness, Measure Performance, and Adapt Programs as Necessary.
Adaptive management provides a feedback loop to ensure that efforts to reduce threats from
toxics and nutrients are both successfully implemented and result in positive environmental
change. Each of the areas of investment described above will identify performance measures
for both implementation and environmental results for that specific area. Al and A3 will
include environmental performance measures. This strategic investment area compiles that
information and includes the overall coordination role. Appropriate program and
environmental effectiveness monitoring will depend on specific health/impact metrics to
measure recovery. All projects will include a performance management system that includes
adaptive management, monitoring, accountability and coordinated data management. These
tasks are outlined in the Action Agenda Priority E, “Build an implementation, monitoring, and
accountability management system.” Ecology will accomplish this work in coordination with
other Lead Organizations, the Partnership/Management Conference, and other arms of the
Puget Sound Partnership, aligning with the dashboard of ecosystem indicators where possible.
(Round 1: $48,142, Round 2: $144,426, Rounds 3-6: $577,704, Total: $770,272- Note this
budget is for Ecology FTE costs, not sub-award money)

TIMELINE AND SEQUENCE (See attached work plan for more detail)

Part of the framework includes a basic sequencing of actions to address toxics and nutrients:
= Characterize the sources, pathways, loadings and environmental and human health effects of
toxics and nutrients;
= Prescribe solutions to reduce the impacts;
= Take action by implementing identified solutions; and,
= Monitor the effectiveness of solutions so that future plans can be modified to improve actions
taken.
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For toxics, initial focus areas are: alternatives assessment, PBTs, and stormwater. Investment in
safer alternatives assessment gets us closest to our goal of preventing toxic threats in the first
place; we know PBTs are an ongoing problem and have already identified reduction strategies for
three chemicals through Chemical Action Plans; and we know stormwater is a major pathway for
toxics and nutrients entering the Sound. In the first year, Ecology would give priority to projects
that support progress in one or all of these areas. For example, if the Toxic Loadings study points
to a certain PBT in stormwater, Ecology would give priority to projects that address both. Projects
in other areas would be incorporated over time using the four-step process outlined above
(characterize, prescribe, implement, monitor).

For nutrients, funding in the first year is focused on implementation in areas with known
problems (such as Hood Canal), education, and technical assistance. Over the six years of the
grant, all parts of the nutrients strategy would be funded, with over half the funds going to
implementing projects that will reduce nutrients.

ROUND ONE:

e Quickly conduct a process to develop project selection criteria and solicit and select projects
that advance an alternatives assessment methodology, reduce use, release or loading of PBTs,
control stormwater, reduce nutrient loading, advance education, and provide technical
assistance. Begin work on projects.

e Establish performance measurement and effectiveness monitoring criteria for selected year
one projects.

e Review results of Toxics Loading Study synthesis report and Puget Sound Dissolved Oxygen
Model and incorporate findings into overall strategic framework.

e Establish process and criteria for selecting projects in following years.

ROUND TWO:

e Launch new projects, again giving priority to projects that advance alternatives assessments
methodology, reduce PBTs, control stormwater, and implementation of actions to reduce
nutrient loading.

e Assess existing data to identify gaps in our knowledge of toxic pathways, particularly with
regard to emerging contaminants. This includes data gaps related to the presence of toxic
chemicals in key biota and associated impacts.

e Conduct an alternatives assessment.

e Complete a CAP and begin implementing key recommendations.

e Review results of the South Puget Sound Dissolved Oxygen Study and incorporate findings into
overall strategic framework.

e Incorporate projects that address other areas of the strategy. Explore broader outcome
measures. Expand technical assistance programs.

e Review results from previous year and adapt projects as necessary.

ROUNDS THREE, FOUR, FIVE, and SIX:
e Incorporate projects that address other areas of the strategy. Introduce educational projects
that include STORM. Analyze stormwater data and research technologies to reduce impacts.
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Pilot stormwater project. Include stormwater education component. Introduce projects to
address emerging contaminants. Work on stormwater retrofit projects. Develop legislative
strategies.

e Update Puget Sound evaluation of toxics in biota.

e Review results from previous years and adapt projects as necessary.

OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES

All projects funded under the strategic framework outlined above will be linked to specific outputs
and outcomes. Where possible, linkages will also be made to the Puget Sound Partnership’s
dashboard of ecosystem indicators and the EPA’s Strategic Measures outlined in Draft FY 2011-
2015 EPA Strategic Plan. Data collected will inform the Puget Sound Management Conference’s
performance management system.

Toxics Outputs:

= Prioritized list of activities that clearly identifies projects to prevent, reduce, and control the
major sources of toxics (especially PBTs) entering Puget Sound. This list would be synchronized
with high priority sediment cleanup projects to prevent/minimize recontamination of those
areas. Completion of high priority chemical action plans (CAPs).

= |dentification of the scientific data gaps in our understanding of the sources, pathways,
loadings, and impacts from toxics and the research and resources needed to fill those gaps.

= A public education and outreach program to prevent, reduce, and control toxics from entering
Puget Sound and minimize impacts to public health and the environment.

= |dentified new or improved treatment and control technologies or strategies to prevent,
reduce, and control the release of toxics.

= Expanded program to encourage the development of safer alternatives for products that
contain or release toxics and programs that promote green chemistry. Completion of high
priority alternatives assessments.

= Increased number of businesses adopting best management practices to reduce stormwater
flow.

= 6-year strategy on how to reduce toxics loadings to Puget Sound, including project
prioritization schemes and sub-award selection criteria.

Nutrient Outputs:

= |dentification and prioritization of the major nitrogen-contributing sources and how much they
need to be reduced to meet water quality standards.

= |dentification of areas where water quality standards for nutrients are not being met in Puget
Sound and activities needed to achieve standards.

= |dentification of nitrogen and phosphorus sources in the watersheds that cause problems in
freshwater or lead to problems in the marine water.

= |dentification of efficient monitoring techniques and improved certainty in quantifying nutrient
sources, transport, and fate in the Puget Sound ecosystem.

= Approve non-proprietary technologies for removing nitrogen in septic systems.

= A public education and outreach program to reduce nutrients from entering Puget Sound.
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= 6-year strategy on how to reduce nutrient loadings to Puget Sound, including project
prioritization schemes and sub-award selection criteria.

Toxics Outcomes:

* |[mproved human health.

= Altered behavior by consumers, communities, municipalities, and businesses with respect to
reduced toxics use and increased use of safer alternatives, ultimately improving public health
and the environment. (Link to PSP’s Dashboard Indicator under development, Sound Behavior
Index).

= Reduced quantity of high priority toxics entering the Puget Sound ecosystem.

= |[mproved function and productivity of the Puget Sound ecosystem.

® |[ncreased jobs and economic development opportunities through green chemistry research
and development.

= Decreased toxics in fish; specifically, Pacific herring, English sole and a salmon (PSP Dashboard
Indicator). Improved biota health.

= Decreased toxics in sediment. Improved health of sediments with respect to 1) concentrations
of toxics, 2) degree of toxicity, and 3) community structure of sediment-dwelling organisms.
(PSP Dashboard Indicator).

* Improved compliance at regulated hazardous waste facilities.

= Reduced number of consumer goods containing toxic materials sold in Washington State.

Nutrient Outcomes:

= Reduced quantity of nutrients entering Puget Sound that impact the environment and human
health.

» Increase dissolved oxygen concentrations (note: given year-to-year variability, identifying an
improving trend will be difficult in the short time-frame of the project).

® |[ncreased use of nitrogen-removing septic systems and decrease loading of nitrogen from
septic systems.

= Reduced nitrogen and phosphorus loading from agriculture.

= Altered behavior by consumers, communities, and businesses with respect to nutrient use.

= By spending money more wisely, greater reductions in nutrient loading will be achieved with
the available funds.
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ATTACHMENT 1-WORK PLAN

WORK PLAN SUMMARY CHART
Toxics and Nutrients Prevention, Reduction, and Control

BUDGET

BUDGET

BUDGET

COMMITMENTS and TASKS DELIVERABLES DUE DATE WHO
Round1 | Round2 | Rounds 3-6
$48,142| $144,426| $577,704) Component 1. Strategic Coordination, Partnership, and Advice
1.1. Establish LO Coordinating Team List of members, Operating 03/01/11 LOs w/EPA
(“Team”) Rules, Schedule, goals and & PSP
workplan of team, external
coord. plan
1.1.1. Team reviews competitive Each round | Team, EPA,
subawards for duplication or PSP
reasons for coordination in
contracting/subawards
1.2. Establish Toxics and Nutrients Core | List of members, Operating 03/01/11 LOs w/EPA
Group (“Group”) Rules, Schedule, goals and & PSP
workplan of group, staff hired,
external coord. plan
1.3. Gather strategic advice from various | Process and milestones for Coordination | PSP, Team
parts of the management conference | coordination with management process by
conference 03/01/11,
then Ongoing
1.4. Coordinate with PSP on Publicand | Process and milestones for Coordinated | PSP,
Stakeholder Involvement and coordination with PSP Social approach by | LO/Team
Stewardship Strategies 03/01/11,
then Ongoing
$2,855,574| $8,566,722|$34,266,888) Component 2. Strategic Investments
2.1. Establish Round 1 Priority
Approaches
2.1.1. ldentify Cross-cutting Outputs and outcomes desired 03/04/11 Team
Priorities from strategic cross-cutting

investments
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BUDGET | BUDGET | BUDGET COMMITMENTS and TASKS DELIVERABLES DUE DATE WHO
Round1 | Round 2 | Rounds 3-6
2.1.2. Refine areas of investment Outputs and outcomes desired 03/04/11 Group
(working from Round 1 focus from priority approaches.
described in technical approach
of proposal)
2.1.3. Develop proposed process & | Description of process, 03/31/11 Group
decision-making criteria for timeline, and criteria for each
each area of investment area of investment described in
described in technical approach | technical approach of proposal,
of proposal including three funding
mechanisms
2.1.4. Revise budget to reflect any Workplan(s) for added tasks to 03/31/11 LO/Group
actions identified to be be implemented directly by
implemented directly by primary LO
primary LO (recipient of EPA
award.
2.2. Conduct Year 1 Subaward Process
2.2.1. Develop/launch single point System that functions per 03/01/11 ?7?
of access “single application pt.”
technical team
recommendations
2.2.2. Solicit targeted proposals for | RFP and direct subaward
Round 1 RFP and direct awards | language
(internal and external) to
advance priorities identified in
Task 2.1.
2.2.3. Select Round 1 Projects and Signed contracts/subawards 06/30/11 LO/Group
sign contracts
2.2.4. Manage active Round 1 02/28/17 LO
contracts
2.2.5. Subaward process review Recommendations to improve 06/30/12 LO/Group

Process

2.3. Establish Round 2 Priority
Approaches
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BUDGET | BUDGET | BUDGET COMMITMENTS and TASKS DELIVERABLES DUE DATE WHO
Round1 | Round?2 | Rounds 3-6
2.3.1. ldentify Cross-cutting Outputs and outcomes desired 02/01/12 Team
Priorities from strategic cross-cutting
investments
2.3.2. Refine areas of investment Outputs and outcomes desired 03/01/12 Group
described in technical approach | from priority approaches
of proposal
2.3.3. Develop proposed process & | Description of process, Group
decision-making criteria for timeline, and criteria for each
each area of investment area of investment described in
described in technical approach | technical approach of proposal
of proposal
2.4. Conduct Round 2 Subaward
Process
2.4.1. Solicit targeted proposals for | RFP 03/31/12 LO
Round 2 to advance priorities
identified in task 2.3
2.4.2. Select Round 2 Projects and Signed contracts/subawards 06/30/12 LO/Group
sign contracts
2.4.3. Manage active Round 2 02/28/17 LO
contracts
2.4.4. Subaward process review Recommendations to improve 06/30/13 LO/Group
process
2.5. Develop schedule for additional 06/30/13 Group
rounds of subaward process and
revision to strategic investments
$48,142| $144,426| $577,704| Component 3. Adaptive Management
3.1. Participate in target development Recommended targets for 06/30/11 LO
process relevant measures
3.2. Participate in refinement of Input 06/30/11, LO
Dashboard Indicators then ongoing
3.3. Participate in revisions to the Action | Proposed revisions to 12/01/11, LO
Agenda approaches and priority actions | then ongoing
3.4. Participate in PSP coordinated LO

ecosystem monitoring program
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BUDGET | BUDGET | BUDGET COMMITMENTS and TASKS DELIVERABLES DUE DATE WHO
Round1 | Round 2 | Rounds 3-6
$48,142| $144,426| $577,704| Component4. Project Management
4.1. Develop a six-year strategy with key | Six-year strategy 07/31/11, | Group
tasks needed to reach relevant PSP then
ecosystem targets and revise annually
annually
4.2. Conduct monitoring activities Quality Management Plans As needed | LO and
and Quality Assurance Project for funded | subawardees
Plans monitoring | as appropriate
4.3. Manage Data Data entered into Storet Ongoing as
compatible system and PSP data is
perf. mgmt system, data generated
reported to EPA
4.4. Report results Funding, project Quarterlyto | LOand
accomplishments, applicable annually subawardees
metrics (e.g., acres restored) in
EPA tracking system
4.5. Conduct performance audits at the End-of-cooperative agreement 02/28/17 LO
end of the six-year strategy to performance audit
determine whether funded activities
are achieving direct outputs, and
whether these direct outputs are
resulting in measurable progress
toward 2020 targets.
4.6. ldentify LO eligible project
management costs and activities
here
4.7. ldentify any known partner project
management costs and activities
here
$3,000,000| $9,000,000/$36,000,000 Component5. Matching Activities

5.1

. Account for $12 million in matching
activities in specific terms: which
activities and how much money?
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BUDGET
Round 1

BUDGET
Round 2

BUDGET
Rounds 3-6

COMMITMENTS and TASKS

DELIVERABLES

DUE DATE

WHO

{$36
million as
previously
identified)

Component 6. Rounds 3 -6

6.1. Strategic Coordination Partnership
and Advice: Repeat tasks 1.1.1, 1.3,
and 1.4 for rounds 3 through 6

6.2. Strategic Investments: Repeat tasks
2.1 through 2.2.5 for rounds 3
through 6

6.3. Adaptive Management: Repeat
tasks 3.1 through 3.4 for rounds 3
through 6

6.4. Project Management: Repeat tasks
4.1 through 4.5 for rounds 3 through
6

$6,000,000

$18,000,000

$72,000,000

SUB-TOTALS (with match)

$96,000,000

TOTAL (with match)

Performance Evaluation Process and Reporting Schedule

Consistent with 40 CFR835.115, Ecology agrees to submit semi-annual performance reports. The Lead Organization will submit performance
reports through EPA’s Puget Sound Financial and Ecosystem Accounting Tracking System (FEATS). These reports will state accomplishments
toward completion of work plan commitments, a description of work performed for all components, and description of any existing or potential
problem areas which could affect project completion (See 40 CFR Part 31.40). If the EPA Project Officer, after reviewing the report, finds that the
recipient has not made sufficient progress under the work plan, EPA and Ecology will negotiate a resolution that addresses the issues.

Roles & Responsibilities of Washington Department of Ecology and EPA

The Washington Department of Ecology will carry out the work plan components as outlined above, oversee the management of resources and

personnel, and perform the duties of the work plan. This funding is committed through a cooperative agreement because EPA anticipates

participating in project activities over the 6 year project period. At a minimum, EPA will monitor progress and provide technical assistance as well
as participate in the Core Group and the Lead Organization Team.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Detailed Budget for Rounds 1 and 2

Explanation of Department of Ecology Agency Standard Calculations for FTE included after Round 2
budget detail.

Round 1
Component 1 — Coordination and Partnerships
Object Cost Assumption
0.4 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 /
Personnel $26,568 | Environmental Specialist 5
Fringe Benefits $8,077 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary
Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on
Travel $407 | previous actual expenses
Equipment SO | None
Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
Supplies $1,726 | previous actual expenses
Contracts S0 | None
Other SO | None
Subtotal Direct
Costs $36,778
Indirect Costs $11,363 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits
Total Costs $48,142 ‘

Component 2 — Investments

Object Cost Assumption

1.2 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 / Environmental
Personnel $79,704 | Specialist 5
Fringe Benefits $24,230 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary

Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on
Travel $1,224 | previous actual expenses

Justification for “Equipment” costs for Component 2
Equipment $50,000 | included at the end of this document.

Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
Supplies $5,179 | previous actual expenses
Contracts S0 | None
Other $2,711,146 | See below
Subtotal Direct
Costs $2,821,483
Indirect Costs $34,090 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits
Total Costs $2,855,574 |
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Explanation of “Other” costs for Component 2

Element from Strategic Framework (see
Subcomponent . Cost
framework for more details)
B1 Reduce Use/Generat|o!'1 & Promote Safer $ 329,000
Alternatives
B2 Prevent PBTs & Other Chemicals of Concern S 450,000
B3 Education & Technical Assistance $ 150,000
c1 Fund Activities to Fontrol Sources of $ 455573
Nutrients
o Innovative Treatmer.1t & Control $ 926,573
Technologies
o] Evaluate WQ Standards $ 100,000
10% Set-Aside for Cross Cutting Projects $ 300,000
Component 3 — Adaptive Management
Object Cost Assumption
0.4 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 / Environmental
Personnel $26,568 | Specialist 5
Fringe Benefits $8,077 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary
Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on
Travel $407 | previous actual expenses
Equipment SO | None
Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
Supplies $1,726 | previous actual expenses
Contracts SO | None
Other SO | None
Subtotal Direct
Costs $36,778
Indirect Costs $11,363 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits
Total Costs $48,142 |
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Component 4 — Project Management

Object

Cost

Assumption

Personnel
Fringe Benefits

0.4 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 / Environmental
$26,568 | Specialist 5
$8,077 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary
Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on

Travel $407 | previous actual expenses
Equipment SO | None
Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
Supplies $1,726 | previous actual expenses
Contracts SO | None
Other SO | None
Subtotal Direct
Costs $36,778

Indirect Costs

$11,363 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits

Total Costs

$48,142 |

Component 5 — Match

Object Cost Assumption

Personnel SO | None

Fringe Benefits SO | None

Travel S0 | None

Equipment SO | None

Supplies SO | None

Contracts SO | None
Match from 2010 Capital Supplemental Budget for
stormwater projects. The Stormwater Retro Fit and LID
program helps communities work towards protecting and
recharging aquifers and reducing the run-off of toxics and
nutrients into Puget Sound. Grant funds are awarded to
local governments and non-profit organizations in the Puget
Sound area. The grants are for the management of
stormwater through planning, implementation, regulation,
and prevention.

Other $3,000,000

Subtotal Direct

Costs $3,000,000

Indirect Costs S0

Total Costs $3,000,000 |
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Round 2

Component 1 - Coordination and Partnerships

Object

Cost Assumption

Personnel
Fringe Benefits

1.2 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 / Environmental
$79,704 | Specialist 5
$24,230 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary

Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on

Travel $1,222 | previous actual expenses
Equipment S0 | None
Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
Supplies $5,179 | previous actual expenses
Contracts SO | None
Other S0 | None
Subtotal Direct
Costs $110,335

Indirect Costs

$34,090 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits

Total Costs

$144,426 |

Component 2 — Investments

Object

Cost Assumption

Personnel
Fringe Benefits

Travel
Equipment

Supplies
Contracts
Other

3.6 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 / Environmental
$239,112 | Specialist 5
$72,690 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary
Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on
$3,674 | previous actual expenses
S0 | None
Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
$15,538 | previous actual expenses
S0 | None
$8,133,438 | None

Subtotal Direct
Costs

$8,464,451

Indirect Costs

$102,271 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits

Total Costs

$8,566,722 |
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Explanation of “Other” costs for Component 2

Element from Strategic Framework (see
Subcomponent . Cost
framework for more details)
Al ID/Prioritize Sources of Toxics S 450,000
A2 ID/Prioritize Sources of Nutrients S 250,000
B1 Reduce Use/Generatlo.n & Promote Safer $ 300,000
Alternatives
B2 Prevent PBTs & Other Chemicals of Concern $ 820,000
B3 Education & Technical Assistance $321,719
c1 Fund Activities to Fontrol Sources of $ 2,766,719
Nutrients
o Innovative Treatmeht & Control $ 550,000
Technologies
C5 Increase Compliance & Enforcement S 750,000
cé6 Evaluate WQ Standards $ 800,000
D1 Remediation & Cleanup S 225,000
10% Set-Aside for Cross Cutting Projects $ 900,000

Component 3 — Adaptive Management

Object Cost Assumption
1.2 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 / Environmental
Personnel $79,704 | Specialist 5
Fringe Benefits $24,230 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary
Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on
Travel $1,222 | previous actual expenses
Equipment S0 | None
Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
Supplies $5,179 | previous actual expenses
Contracts SO | None
Other SO0 | None
Subtotal Direct
Costs $110,335
Indirect Costs $34,090 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits
Total Costs $144,426 ‘
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Component 4 — Project Management

Object Cost Assumption
1.2 FTE of Environmental Planner 4 / Environmental
Personnel $79,704 | Specialist 5
Fringe Benefits $24,230 | Dept. of Ecology standard of 30.4% of salary
Dept. of Ecology standard of $1,021 per FTE based on
Travel $1,222 | previous actual expenses
Equipment S0 | None
Dept of Ecology standard of $4,316 per FTE based on
Supplies $5,179 | previous actual expenses
Contracts SO0 | None
Other S0 | None
Subtotal Direct
Costs $110,335

Indirect Costs

$34,090 | Agency standard of 32.8% of salary plus benefits

Total Costs

$144,426 |

Component 5 — Match

Object Cost Assumption

Personnel S0 | None

Fringe Benefits SO0 | None

Travel SO | None

Equipment SO | None

Supplies SO | None

Contracts S0 | None
Match from 2010 Capital Supplemental Budget for
stormwater projects. The Stormwater Retro Fit and LID
program helps communities work towards protecting and
recharging aquifers and reducing the run-off of toxics and
nutrients into Puget Sound. Grant funds are awarded to
local governments and non-profit organizations in the Puget
Sound area. The grants are for the management of
stormwater through planning, implementation, regulation,
and prevention.

Other $9,000,000

Subtotal Direct

Costs $9,000,000

Indirect Costs SO

Total Costs $9,000,000 |
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STANDARD COST ASSUMPTIONS
FOR 2011
Updated November 2010

Purpose of Standard Costs: Ecology uses standard costs for consistency and credibility. Using standard

costs allows the estimator to concentrate on more important activities. They can be used as a package

for a quick estimate or as a starting point when there is more time or information.

Basis and Application: Standard costs are based on prior year average costs or current actual costs.

Salaries: For Fiscal Notes: whenever practical, estimated salary costs are based on the
specific job classifications appropriate for conducting the work identified in the fiscal
note. The FTE classifications proposed under this grant are either Environmental Planner
4 or Environmental Specialist 5. Both of these classifications are at pay range 59, with the
salary listed to the right.

Average Direct Program Salary: Sometimes, it is necessary to make an estimate based on
standard costs. Average program salary per FTE for FY11 estimated at FY10 actuals is
$62,987 (approximately Step L of an Environmental Specialist 4).

$66,420

Benefits: Average agency benefits rate per FTE is 30.4%, the projected FY11 benefit rate
from the May 2010 SPS file. At the average program salary, the average program benefits
are $19,148.

$19,148

Supplies (Goods and Services): Average direct Goods and Services per FTE, estimated at
FY10 actuals plus 1.3% inflation. Included in the agency standard are things like office
supplies, phones, employee development, vehicle operating costs, IT costs and printing.

$4,316

Travel: Average travel per FTE, estimated at FY10 actuals plus 1.3% inflation. Estimates
11 trips to downtown Seattle, 14 trips to Tacoma, and 8 trips to downtown Olympia from
the Ecology Headquarters building using the standard $0.51 per mile reimbursement rate.
Assumes travel will be for various meetings.

$1,021

Indirect Costs: Calculated at the Federal indirect rate of 32.8% of direct salaries and
benefits. Includes rents, utilities, executive, regional administrative support,
communication & education, budget, accounting, employee services, and central services
agency charges. Indirect costs are shown in the Expenditures by Object table as “Agency
Administrative Overhead”.

$26,940
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EQUIPMENT PURCHASE JUSTIFICATION
XRF Justification — ESTIMATED COST $50,000

The Department of Ecology has a role in protecting the public from unreasonable risks, including toxicity
from metals in consumer products. The use of a mobile XRF analyzer allows for fast, on-the-spot
screening capabilities without destroying the test subject. US Customs, FDA, EPA, DOE, and
International Customs Agencies use this type of analyzer for rapid screening analysis for toxic metals.

The Department of Ecology wants to purchase an XRF analyzer for use in multiple projects under our
safer alternatives work (B1 in the Technical Approach). The equipment would be owned by Ecology but
could be used by Ecology staff in partnership with sub-awardees in our safer alternatives work.

An XRF instrument has many advantages. For the purposes of safer consumer products, however, the
most important advantages are:

1. Portability and ease of use

2. Ability to obtain immediate results

3. Use as a quick, non-destructive screening tool

1. Portability and ease of use:

The XRF instrument is small, portable and may easily be used in the field. It is a hand held device and
therefore may be used in a wide range of circumstances where consumer products are tested. Although
the legal ramifications have not been resolved as yet, it is technically feasible to take an XRF instrument
into a store and test products on the shelf. If this proves infeasible, any samples collected for analysis
can be taken to Ecology for immediate analysis. The instrument is simple and with minimal training can
be used to obtain results on a wide range of elements. It can be connected to a portable computer and
the results downloaded for reporting and manipulation.

2. Ability to obtain immediate results:

Most laboratories commit to analyze a sample within 10 business days at standard prices. Shorter
analytical periods are possible at premium prices. The XRF provides results within minutes and can help
direct sampling efforts by enabling Ecology to obtain immediate results on consumer products which
may contain chemicals of concern. Typical screening of consumer products would occur within minutes
and considerable time and effort will be saved by obtaining immediate results on consumer products.
This would allow Ecology to better focus its sampling efforts and concentrate on those consumer
products of greatest concern.

3. Use as a quick, non-destructive screening tool:

An XRF can screen for elements of interest without requiring extensive sample prep techniques. Most
samples can be tested simply by placing in front of the XRF and pressing a button. The samples are not
destroyed prior to analysis and there is no loss of chemicals of concern as can happen with standard
laboratory prep methods. Different portions of the product can be tested and specific results obtained
for each section of the product. These results would be averaged to obtain results for the product as a
whole. All of this can be accomplished in minutes without destroying the product. In addition, the XRF
would prove to be a valuable screening tool. Ecology would send only those samples requiring
confirmatory analysis to the laboratory. By obtaining immediate screening results, Ecology will
substantially reduce its analytical laboratory costs and use limited funding only on those products
potentially containing chemicals of concern.
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Intended Use

The XRF is being used throughout the world to screen consumer products. The European Union is
developing techniques using the XRF to screen electronic products for compliance with its regulations.
The ASTM has developed a method (F2617-08) to screen for several elements in polymeric materials. In
addition, the XRF has been used extensively by the Toxics in Chemicals Clearinghouse (TPCH) to select
products for conformational laboratory analysis and potential enforcement. Starting in 2006 with a
grant from EPA, the TPCH has screened thousands of packages and packaging components for lead,
mercury, cadmium and chromium. Samples which failed the screen were sent to laboratories for
standard chemical analyses which lead to several state enforcement efforts. The XRF has been
instrumental in increasing businesses’ awareness of toxic metals in packaging. Recent sampling efforts
have shown a decrease in the use of these metals. An XRF will produce the same level of improvement
in consumer products in general.

Costs

Ecology staff have explored several different manufacturers and recommend purchase from Innov-X
Systems. Staff also investigated renting this equipment and concluded that several months of rental
cost would equal outright equipment purchase. Since we want to use the equipment for several years,
purchase makes more economical sense than rental. Also, the portability and rapid results offered by a
mobile system are more desirable than contracting out this testing service.

The estimated cost of an Innov-X Mobile XRF Analyzer is:

Instrument costs: $30,000
Additional software packages, 3 at $5,000 each $15,000
Additional supplies (standards, screening stand, etc.) $5,000

Total: $50,000

More Information
More information about these systems and their capabilities, including photos, are on the Innov-X
webpage, http://www.innovx.com/.

Attachment 2 - Page 9 of 9


http://www.innovx.com/

ATTACHMENT 3 — BUDGET OVERVIEW

Ecology Toxics & Nutrients Prevention, Reduction and Control

Grand Total

$ 1,500,000 5 1,500,000 $

3,000,000 5 3,000,000 5 4,500,000 $ 4,500,000 5

9,000,000 5 9,000,000 5 12,000,000 $ 12,000,000 $ 13,000,000 $ 18,000,000 35 36,000,000 5 36,000,000 35 24,000,000 5 24,000,000

Round 1 Round 2 Round 1+2 Total Rounds 3-6 Total 6 Year Investment
Component EIemel;ts LT Stkrateglc Toxics Nutrients Sub Total Match Toxics Nutrients Sub Total Match Sub Total Match Toxics Nutrients Sub Total Match Toxics Nutrients Sub Total Match
ramewaori
1_
Administrative (Direct
Coordination & TE & In dirjcr} $ 24071 $§ 24071 § 48,142 $ 72,213 § 72213 § 144,426 $ 192568 $ 288852 § 288852 § 577,704 $ 385136 § 385136 § 770,272
Partnerships
Administrative (Direct
2- Investments ":::&”:n'c;i!ﬂ;mc S 72214 S 72214 S 144,428 S 216642 S 216642 S 433,284 S 577,712 S 866568 S 866568 S 1,733,136 S 1,155424 § 1,155424 $ 2,310,848
Al 'D/P”O”?ze,sume“f s - $ 450,000 5 450,000 $ 450,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 $ 2,450,000 $ - $ 2,450,000
oXICs
a2 D/ P“DL'“:? Siurces of 3 - $ 250,000 $ 250,000 $ 250,000 4 4,150,000 $ 4,150,000 4 - & 4,400,000 & 4,400,000
utrients
Reduce Use/Generation
B1 & Promote Safer $ 329,000 $ 329,000 $ 300,000 s 300,000 $ 629,000 $ 1,225,000 $ 1,225,000 $ 1,854,000 $ - § 1,854,000
Alternatives
gz FreventPBIs&Other | o o) 009 $ 450,000 $ 520,000 $ 20,000 $ 1,270,000 $ 2,836,876 $ 2,836,876 $ 4,106,576 $ - $§ 4,106,876
Chemicals of Concern
B3 Educaz:;sf;::hmal $ 150,000 $ 150,000 $ 321,719 s 321,719 $ 471,719 $ 1,005000 $ 50,000 $ 1,055,000 $ 1326719 $ 200,000 § 1,526,719
Fund Activities to Control
c1 ; $ 455573 § 455573 S 2,766,719 $ 2,766,719 $ 3,222,292 $ 9,466,876 $ 9,466,876 S - $ 12,689,168 § 12,689,168
Sources of Nutrients
¢z [InnovativeTreatment& | . 350573 ¢ 600,000 § 926573 $ 550,000 s 550,000 $ 1,476,573 $ 3,450,000 $ 3,450,000 $ 4326573 $ 600,000 $ 4,926,573
Control Technologies
3 AgrlculturaIB.MP g _ ¢ ) g ) g ) ¢ " _g )
Implementation
Strengthen Authorities &
C4 Develop Decision Making S - S - s - s 950,000 s 950,000 S 950,000 S - 5 950,000
Tools
| Compliance &
cs ~ncreasetompliance $ - $ 750,000 $ 750,000 $ 750,000 $ 2,225,000 $ 2,225,000 $ 2,975,000 $ - $ 2,975,000
Enforcement
C6  Evaluate WQ Standards | $ 100,000 $ 100,000 $ 200000 $§ 600,000 $ 800,000 $ 900,000 $ 250,000 $ 800,000 $ 1,050,000 $ 550,000 $ 1,400,000 $ 1,950,000
D1  Remediation & Cleanu $ - $ 225,000 $ 225,000 $ 225,000 $ 525,000 $ 525,000 $ 750,000 $ - $ 750,000
P
10% Set-Aside for C
ﬂc ett_ S'PE ,°'tm“ $ 150,000 $ 150,000 $ 300,000 $ 450,000 $ 450,000 S 900,000 $ 1,200,000 $ 1,800,000 $ 1,800,000 $ 3,600,000 $ 2,400,000 S 2,400,000 $ 4,800,000
utting Projects
Subtotiai: Component 7
Subtota $ 1,277,787 $ 1,277,787 & 2,555,574 $ 3,833,361 $ $ 7,666,722 $ 10,222,296 $ 15,333,444 § 15,333,444  $ 30,666,888 $ 20,444,592 $ 20,444,592 = $ 40,889,184
Subtotal ¢ 1,427,787 & § 2,855,574 ¢ 4283361 $ 4,283 361 8,566,722 5 11,422,296 17,133,444 § 17,133,444 | § § 22 4 22,844,592 | § 45,689,184
3-Adaptive - Administrative {D‘fecr $ 24071 S 24071 § 48,142 s 72,213 § 72213 S 144,426 $ 192568 $ 288852 S$ 288852 S 577,704 ¢ 385136 § 385136 S 770,272
Mandagement ric o nairecty
4-Project  Administrative (Direct | o 50 ¢ 54071 @ 48,142 3 72213 $ 72,213 S 144,426 $ 192568 $ 283852 § 288852 $ 577,704 $ 385136 S§ 385136 § 770,272
Management ETE & Indirect)

5 - Match Match S 32,000,000 S 9,000,000 < 12,000,000 < _-fF-.!!(_'i_:__[_'ll'_]['l S 42,000,000
Sub-total for Subawards (non-admin.j | o 5pc con ¢ 3 ogsc7s ¢ 2411148 & 3616715 & 3515710 & 7,233,438 & 5644584 & 14455876 & 14466876 & 28,933,752 & 15280158 & 15,289,158 & 38,578,336
excluding 10% cross-cutting) T T T e S sy (e T Rty 533, 14832, ,282, 4278,
Sub-total for Subawards (non-admin.; | ¢ 4 50 ooy ¢ 355573 § 2,711,146 $ 4,066,719 $ 4,066,719 $ 8,133,438 $ 10,844,584 $ 16,266,876 S 16,266,876 $ 32,533,752 $ 21,689,168 $ 21,689,168 $ 43,378,336

including 10% cross-cutting)
Sub-total for Administrative $ 144427 § 144427 § 288854 $ 433281 § 433,281 $ 866,562 $ 1,155,416 $ 1,733,124 § 1,733,124 § 3,466,248 $ 2310832 § 2310832 § 4,621,664

$ 48,000,000 S 48,000,000
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Attachment C — Toxics &
Nutrients - Logic Model

4 N\
RC 6 Stormwater

& J

4 N\
RC 7 Wastewater

& J

C.1 Prevent pollutants

from being introduced

into the Puget Sound
ecosystem to reduce loads
\of toxics and nutrients (P) Y

~
C.2 Comprehensive,
integrated approach to
stormwater (P)
J
~
C.5 Toxics clean up plans
for contaminated water
and sediments
NG J

(P) Coordination with
Pathogens lead organization
(W) Coordination with
Watersheds lead organization

Proposed Strategies

__________________

/< C.1.1 Implement N
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comprehensive

N management initiative K

s to prevent, reduce, /~

C.1.3 Develop and .,

implement water quality
cleanup and

. management plans to Y

\
s, reduce pollutant loads K
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. watershed scale (W) ‘
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from urban and
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C.5.3 and 4 Restoration
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cleanup sites
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and shapes see draft
results chains :
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KEY CONTACTS FOR ECOLOGY’S TOXIC AND NUTRIENTS EPA APPLICATION

Technical Leads

Megan Warfield

Washington State Department of Ecology
Waste 2 Resources Program

P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504

(360) 407-6963

Meth461@ecy.wa.gov

Andrew Kolosseus

Washington State Department of Ecology
Water Quality Program

P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504

(360) 407-7543

akol461@ecy.wa.gov

Other key contacts:

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: Original awards and amendments will be sent to this individual for
review and acceptance, unless otherwise indicated.

Name: Patricia L. McLain
Title: Chief Financial Officer
Complete Address: PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600
Phone Number: (360) 407-7005
Fax Number: (360) 407-7153
E-Mail Address: PMCL461@ECY.WA.GOV / FEDERALGRANTS@ECY.WA.GOV

PAYEE: INDIVIDUAL AUTHORIZED TO ACCEPT PAYMENTS.

Name: Lisa Darnell
Title: Fiscal Manager
Complete Address: PO Box 47615
Olympia, WA 98504-7615
Phone Number: (360) 407-7052
Fax Number: (360) 407-7153
E-Mail Address: LDAR461@ECY.WA.GOV
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ADMINISTRATIVE CONTACT: Individual from Sponsored Program Office to contact concerning
administrative matters (i.e., indirect cost rate computation, rebudgeting requests, etc.).

Name: Allen Robbins
Title: Budget Planner
Program Administration
Complete Address: PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600
Phone Number: (360) 407-7099
Fax Number: (360) 407-7153
E-Mail Address: AROB461@ECY.WA.GOV

Financial & Project Management

Ron McBride

Washington State Department of Ecology
Water Quality Program

P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504

(360) 407-6469

Ron.Mcbride@ecy.wa.gov

Policy Management

Josh Baldi

Washington State Department of Ecology
Executive Branch

P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504

360 407-6829

Josh.baldi@ecy.ea.gov
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TOXICS & NUTRIENTS PREVENTION, REDUCTION & CONTROL

RESPONSE TO RFP EPA R10-PS-1007

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS

e WA-001
e WA-002
e WA-003
e WA-006
e WA-007
e WA-008
e WA-009
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E i UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
3 M E WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
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ot et April 23, 2010
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PRO RECEIVED
Patricia McLain o
Chief Financial Officer APR 3012010
State of Washington
Department of Ecology

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
PO Box 47600 OFFICE OF DIRECTOR

Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

Dear Ms. MclLain:

Enclosed is a negotiation agreement reflecting an understanding reached with your
organization regarding the indirect cost rates to be used on grants and contracts with the

Federal Government.

| have already signed the agreement. Please have the agreement countersigned by a
duly authorized representative of your organization. Photocopy the agreement for your files and
return the original to me. Please use the Express Mail address below, if you mail the
Agreement back to me using FedEx, DSL or UPS Overnight. Since | work in a secure location, |
am unable to receive express mail packages. Please give this matter your immediate attention.
If you have questions please contact me on (202) 564-5055.

Please return the countersigned original agreemen‘t to one of the following:

Jackie Smith, Rate Negotiator (3802R)

Financial Analysis and-Oversight Service Center
Regular Mail U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460-0001

Jackie Smith, Rate Negotiator (3802R)

Financial Analysis and Oversight Service Center
Express Mail U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Bid & Proposal Room #61107

1300 Pennsylvania Ave

Washington, D.C. 20004

Sincerely yours,

Jackie Smith, Rate Negotiator.

Financial Analysis and

Oversight Service Center
Enclosure

Intemet Address (URL) @ hitp://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chiorine Free Recycled Paper



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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% 3 OMB CIRCULAR A~87 COGNIZANT AGENCY

&,
(T NEGOTIATION AGREEMENT
Page 1 of 2
State of Washington Date: April 23, 2010
Department of Ecology
Olympia, Washington Filing Ref: May 20, 2009

The indirect cost rates contained herein are for use on grants and
contracts with the Federal Government to which Office of Management and
Budget Circular A-87 applies, subject to the limitations contained in the
Circular and in Section II, A below.

SECTION I: RATES

Effective Period
Type From To Rate Base

Fixed 7/1/2010 6/30/2011 32.80% (a)

Basis for Application
(a) Direct salaries and wages, including fringe benefits.

Treatment of Fringe Benefits: Fringe benefits applicable to direct salaries
and wages are treated as direct costs and are not included in the rates

identified above.

SECTION II: GENERAL

A. LIMITATIONS: The rate in this Agreement is subject to any statutory and
administrative limitations and apply to a given grant, contract or other
agreement only to the extent that funds are available. Acceptance of the
rates is subject to the following conditions: (1) Only costs incurred by the
department/agency or allocated to the department/agency by an approved cost
allocation plan were included in the indirect cost pool as finally accepted;
such costs are legal obligations of the department/agency and are allowable
under governing cost principles; (2) The same costs that have been treated as
indirect costs have not been claimed as direct costs; (3) Similar types of
costs have been accorded consistent accounting treatment; and (4) The
information provided by the department/agency which was used to establish the
rates is not later found to be materially incomplete or inaccurate by the
Federal Government. In such situations the rate(s) would be subject to
renegotiation at the discretion of the Federal Government.

Internet Address (URL) @ http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based inks on 100% Postconsumer, Process Chlorine Free Recycled Paper



State of Washington Page 2 of 2
Department of Ecology
Olympia, Washington

B. CHANGES. The fixed rate contained in this agreement is based on
the organizational structure and the accounting system in effect at
the time the proposal was submitted. Changes in the organizational
structure or changes in the method of accounting for costs which
affect the amount of reimbursement resulting from use of the rate in
this agreement, require the prior approval of the authorized
representative of the responsible negotiation agency. Failure to
obtain such approval may result in subsequent audit disallowances.

C. THE FIXED RATE contained in this agreement is based on an estimate
of the cost which will be incurred during the period for which the
rate applies. When the actual costs for such a period have been
determined, an adjustment will be made in the negotiation following
such determination to compensate for the difference betweén the cost
used to establish the fixed rate and that which would have been used
were the actual costs known at the time.

D. NOTIFICATION TO FEDERAL AGENCIES: Copies of this document may be
provided to other Federal agencies as a means of notifying them of the
agreement contained herein.

E. SPECIAL: REMARKS: None.

ACCEPTANCE

By the State Agency: By the Federal Agency:

e pepuclls )

(8ignature) (Signature)
Patricia L. McLain _ Jacqueline Smith, Rate Negotiator
(Name) Financial Analysis and

Oversight Service Center
U.S. Environmental
(Title) Protection Agency

April 23, 2010

Chief Financial Officer

State of Washington/Dept. Of Ecology

(Agency)

May 3, 2010 : | o ,
ay., Negotiated by: Jacqueline Smith

(Date) Telephone: (202) 564-5055




OMB Number: 4040-0004
Expiration Date: 01/31/2009

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

Version 02

* 1. Type of Submission:

[] Preapplication

Application

[[] changediCorrected Application

* 2. Type of Application:

New
[_] Continuation
[[] Revision

* If Revision, select appropriate letter(s):

* Other (Specify)

* 3. Date Received:

4. Applicant |dentifier:

i |

5a. Federal Entity Identjfier:

* 5b. Federal Award Identifier:

I

State Use Only:

6. Date Received by State: [:

7. State Application Identifier: |

8. APPLICANT INFORMATION:

* a. Legal Name: IWashington State Department of Ecology

* b. Employer/Taxpayer [dentification Number (EIN/TIN):

* ¢. Organizational DUNS:

91-6001063

781347828

d. Address:

* Streett: [0 Box 47600

Street2: |

* City: [Olympia

County: IThurston

* State: [

WA: Washington

Province: [

* Country: |

USA: UNITED STATES

* Zip / Postal Code: I98504—7 600

e. Organizational Unit:

Department Name:

Division Name:

f. Name and contact information of person to be contacted on matters involving this application:

Prefix: |Mr .

I * First Name:

[Allen

Middle Name: |

* Last Name: IRobbvinS

Suffix: l

Title: IBudget Planner

Organizational Affiliation:

lDepartment of Ecology Financial Services l

* Telephone Number: 1360-407-4099 Fax Number: {360-407-7153 J

* Email; Iallen .robbins@ecy.wa.gov |




OMB Number: 4040-0004
Expiration Date: 01/31/2009

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

Version 02

9. Type of Applicant 1: Select Applicant Type:

|A: State Government

Type of Applibant 2: Select Applicant Type:

|

Type of Applicant 3: Select Applicant Type:

* Other (specify)£

*10. Name of Federal Agency:

IEnvironmental Protection Agency

11. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Number:

l66.123

CFDA Title:

Puget Sound Action Agenda: Technical Investigations and Implementation Assistance Program

*12. Funding Opportunfty Number:

EPA-R10-PS-1007

* Title:

Puget Sound Action Agenda: Ecosystem Restoration and Protection

13. Competition'Identification Number:

Title:

14, Areas Affected by Project (Cities, Counties, States, etc.):

Puget Sound Region (all counties bordering Puget Sound: Whatcom, Skagit, San Juan, Island,
Snohomish, King, Pierxrce, Thurston, Kitsap, Jefferson, and Clallam).

* 18, Descriptive Title of Applicant's Project:

Strategic Framework for the Prevention, Reduction, and Control of Toxics and Nutrients in Puget
Sound

Attach supporting documents as specified in agency instructions.

_Delete Aftachments |

_ View Attachments |




OMB Number: 4040-0004
Expiration Date: 01/31/2009

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424 ' _ . - Version 02

16. Congressional Districts Of:

* a. Applicant *b. Program/Project

Attach an additional list of Program)Project Congressional Districts if needed.

17. Proposed Project:

*a.Start Date: [02/01/2011 | ' *b. End Date: [06/30/2017

18. Estimated Funding ($):

* a. Federal | 48,000, 000. 00|
* b, Applicant | 48,000, 000. 00|
* c. State I ’ 0. 00|
*d. Local ' O'.OOl
*e. Other I 0. 00|
*f. Program Income | 0. 00|
*g, TOTAL N 96,000, 000. 00|

*19. Is Application Subject to Review By State Under Executive Order 12372 Process?

[:] a. This application was made available to the State under the Executive Order 12372 Process for review on l:
]:] b. Program is subject to E.O. 12372 but has not been selected by the State for review. B

c. Program is not covered by E.O. 12372.

* 20. Is the Applicant Delinquent On Any Federal Debt? (If "Yes", provide explanation.)

[]es No

21, *By signing this application, | certify (1) to the statements contained in the list of certifications** and (2) that the statements
herein are true, complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge. | also provide the required assurances** and agree to
comply with any resulting terms if | accept an award. | am aware that any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements or claims may
subject me to criminal, civil, or administrative penalities. (U.S. Code, Title 218, Section 1001) . )

** | AGREE

* The list of certifications and assurances, or an Interet site where you may obtain this list, is contained in the announcement or agency
specific instructions. )

Authorized Representative:

Prefix: iMs. ' | ) * First Name: [Patricia ) ]

Middle Name: L. . |

* Last Name: |McLain i I

Suffix: ‘ | ) I

* Title: IChief Financial Officer . ; - t

*Telephone Number: [360—407—7005 J Fax Number: |360—40?_/—7153

* Email: !federalgrants@ecy. wa.gov . : I

* Signaturé of Authorized Répresentatimjr\?\ Date Signed: i ( 4 h

Authorized for Local Repreduction ' . " Standard Form 424 (Revised 10/2005)
‘ " Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102




OMB Number: 4040-0004
Expiration Date: 01/31/2008

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424

Version 02

* Applicant Federal Debt Delinquency Explanation

The following field should contain an explanation if the Applicant organization is delinquent on any Federal Debt. Maximum number of

characters that can be entered is 4,000. Try and avoid exira spaces and carriage returns to maximize the availability of space.




BUDGET INFORMATION - Non-Construction Programs

OMB Approval No. 4040-0006
Expiration Date 07/30/2010

SECTION A - BUDGET SUMMARY

Grant Program
Function or
Activity

(@

Catalog of Federal
Domestic Assistance
Number

(b)

Estimated Unobligated Funds

New or Revised Budget

Federal
(c)

Non-Federal

(d)

Federal

(e)

Non-Federal

®

Total
(9)

. |Toxics and Nutrients

Prevention,
Reduction, and
Control (Federal
Budget)

66.123

e |

48,ooo,ooo_oo|

$ |

s |

48,000,000.00

. |Toxics and Nutrients

Prevention,
Reduction, and
Control (State
Match)

48,000,000.00]

48,000,000.00

Totals

d

5|

48,000, 000. oo‘

48,000,000. oo‘

d

96,000,000. oo‘

Standard Form 424A (Rev. 7- 97)
Prescribed by OMB (Circular A -102) Page 1




SECTION B - BUDGET CATEGORIES

6. Object Class Categories‘ GRANT PROGRAM, FUNCTION OR ACTIVITY Total
Q) @A) ©) 4 (5
Toxics and Nutrients Toxics and Nutrients
Prevention, Prevention,
Reduction, and Reduction, and
Control (Federal Control (State
Budget) Match)
a. Personnel $ | 2,550,528.00||§ | s | $ | |Is| 2,550, 528. 00|
b. Fringe Benefits | 775,361.00| 1 I | ] ' ] | 775,361.00[
c. Travel | 39,150.00) | | | | I | 39,150. 00|
d. Equipment ! 5°'°°°-°°l | I I | | [ so',ooo.oo]
e. Supplies - ! 165,734.00[ | l ] l | [ 165,734.00]
f. Contractual ’ l | 1 | l t l ‘
g. Construction | | [ ] | ! i ‘ |
h. Other ' | 43,328,336.00| | 48,000,000.00|| | ] I | _ 91,328,336.00|
i. Total Direct Charges (sum of 6a-6h) ’ 46,909,109.00] | 48,ooo,ooo.6o| | | K 54,503,109. 00|
j. Indirect Charges ‘ 1,090,891.00|| | I | 8| 1,090,891.00]
k. TOTALS (sum of 6i and 6j) $ | 48,000,000.00$ | 48,000,000.00)| § I $ | I3} 96,000,000 00|
7. Program Income $ | |$ ! l $ | $ l 1 $| |

Authorized for Local Reproduction

Standard Form 424A (Rev. 7- 97)
Prescribed by OMB (Circular A -102) Page 1A




SECTION C - NON-FEDERAL RESOURCES

(a) Grant Program (b) Applicant (c) State (d) Other Sources (e)TOTALS
8 Toxics and Nutrients Prevention, Reduction, and Control (State $ ] 48,000,000.00| $ l |$ I l $ l 48,000,000 00!
*  Match) ! ‘ N
°. | I | N l
10. | I | | | |
1. | ||| | | | | |
12. TOTAL (sum of lines 8-11) $ | 48,000,000.00] |¢ | Is | I 48,000, 000. 00|
SECTION D - FORECASTED CASH NEEDS
Total for 1st Year 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter
13. Federal 3| 3,000,000.00]lg | 65,716.00]| g | 915,715.00] g 1,395,716.00| g | 622,853.00|
14. Non-Federal $l 3,000,000-00| l 7so,ooo.oo| ! 7so,ooo.ooj I 750,ooo.oo| | 750,ooo.oo|
15. TOTAL (sum of lines 13 and 14) $| 6,000,000.00§ | 815,716.00||§| 1,665,715.00|| g 2,145, 716.00| § | 1,372,853.00]
SECTION E - BUDGET ESTIMATES OF FEDERAL FUNDS NEEDED FOR BALANCE OF THE PROJECT
(a) Grant Program FUTURE FUNDING PERIODS (YEARS)
(b)First (c) Second (d) Third A (e) Fourth
16. Toxics and Nutrients Prevention, Reduction, and Control $ | 9,000,000.00[ $| 9[000,000.00| $| 9,000,000_00[ $I 9,000,000.00I
17. | || N | | |
18. | || | | || |
19. [ | | I || |
20. TOTAL (sum of lines 16 - 19) $ | 3,000,000.00| | . 9,000,000.00||g| 8,000,000.00](g | 3,000,000.00]

SECTION F - OTHER BUDGET INFORMATION

21. Direct Charges:

Refer to Attachments 2 and 3 for more information.

l 22. Indirect Charges: ]Equals 32.8% x pers/ben. See Attachment 2.

23. Remarks:

Projects expected to go for a total of six years.
Line 16 only allows for years two - five).

Anticipate $3 million in year one.

Anticipate $9 million in each subsequent year (two through six).

Authorized for Local Reproduction

Standard Form 424A (Rev. 7- 97)
Prescribed by OMB (Circular A -102) Page 2
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