
Appendix C-2: Planning Proposal 

 

Page 1 
Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants l March 2019 

Appendix C-2: Planning Proposal 

 

List all related projects previously funded or reviewed by RCO: 

Project # or 
Name Status 

Status of Prior Phase Deliverables and 
Relationship to Current Proposal? 

17-1267 Bridge to 
Bridge Phase 2 
Construction 

In progress  Scheduled for construction 2019. Adjacent, 
upstream reach. 

14-1902 Bridge to 
Bridge Final 
Design 

Completed  Completed final design for Phases 2-4. 

11-1588 Bridge to 
Bridge Levee 
Removal 

Completed  Completed 2013. Uppermost phase of the Bridge 
to Bridge project 

08-2028N Completed Conceptual design and alternative assessment for 
the entire Bridge to Bridge reach 

If previous project did not receive funding, describe how the current proposal differs 
from the original. 

Please respond to each question individually. Do not summarize the answers collectively in 
essay format. Local citizen and technical advisory groups will use this information to 
evaluate the project. Limit the response to ten pages (single-sided). The sponsor may 
delete the italicized portion of the questions and inapplicable supplemental questions to 
shorten the proposal. 

Submit this proposal as a PRISM attachment titled “Project Proposal.” 

NOTE: Sponsors of barrier inventory projects should NOT fill out this proposal. They 
instead should use the Barrier Inventory Project Proposal. 

1. Project brief. In one or two sentences, what do you propose to do? 

Tri-State Steelheaders proposed to create final engineered designs with the ultimate 
intent to improve instream and riparian habitat through installation of log structures and 

Project Number 19-1497 
Project Name Bridge to Bridge Phase 3 Planning 
Sponsor Tri-State Steelheaders 
Planning Type Final Design 
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tree plantings along 1,750’ of the mainstem Walla Walla River (MSA; priority reach) 
ajoining previous phases of the Bridge to Bridge project. 

2. Project location. Describe the geographic location, water bodies, and the location 
of the project in the watershed (i.e. nearshore, tributary, main stem, off-channel, 
etc.) 

The project reach is a tributary stream of the Columbia River, located near Lowden, WA, 
between McDonald Rd and Lowden Gardena Rd on the mainstem of the Walla Walla 
River; approximately river mile 28.  

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

The lower Walla Walla River, in general, presents degraded instream and riparian 
conditions. Human development and land use practices such as agriculture have 
been primiarily responsible for these negative effects. These conditions impact adult 
and juvenile Mid Columbia steelhead and spring Chinook migration, and bull trout 
using this section during seasonal movements. Tagging studies show that there are 
large losses of juvenile salmonids (75% in 2013, Mendel et al, 2013) in the lower 
Walla Walla River, which includes this project’s reach.  

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

Species 
Life History Present (egg, 
juvenile, adult) 

Current Population Trend 
(decline, stable, rising) 

Endangered 
Species Act 
Coverage (Y/N) 

Mid-
Columbia 
Steelhead 

Adult, Juvenile Stable Y 

Spring 
Chinook 

Adult, Juvenile Stable N 

Bull Trout Adult Declining Y 
Leopard 
Dace 

Adult, Juvenile Stable N 

Margined 
Sculpin 

Adult, Juvenile Unknown N 

Lamprey 
Spp. 

Adult, Juvenile Unkown N 

5. Describe the limiting factors, and limiting life stages (by fish species) that 
the project expects to address. 
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The actions proposed for this project are supported by observations and 
recommendations made in the Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan for Southeast 
Washington (2011, http://www.snakeriverboard.org/resources/library.htm), Lead Entity 
Habitat Protection & Restoration Strategy: Snake River Region (2004, 
http://snakeriverboard.org/pdf_files/2004%20lead%20entity%20strategy.pdf), Salmonid 
Habitat Limiting Factors Water Resource Inventory Area 32 Walla Walla Watershed (Kuttel, 
2001, Washington State Conservation Commission), and the Northwest Power and 
Conservation Commission Walla Walla Subbasin Plan 
(http://www.wallawallawatershed.org/subbasin.html).  

The Lead Entity Strategy rates stream bank condition as poor (function at-risk) for the 
Walla Walla River from McDonald Rd to the mouth (includes the project reach). For the 
same reach, large woody debris, pool quality, pool quantity, water temperature, riparian 
condition and substrate embeddedness are all rated poor (not properly functioning; p. 
35). The Limiting Factors analysis rates riparian condition and pool frequency as fair, and 
stream bank condition, substrate embeddedness, large woody debris, pool quality, and 
water quality/temperature as poor on this reach (p. 136). The Limiting Factors analysis 
describes riparian condition on this reach as being narrow with minimal mature trees, 
stream bank condition has 14% of banks actively eroding with many vertical banks, large 
woody debris present but not in sufficient quantities, and pools have little cover to offer 
(p. 93-95). For the lower Walla Walla River in general, the riparian zone is patchy and 
often one tree in width, conditions are not favorable for large woody debris recruitment, 
and water temperatures frequently exceed 24o C, for extended periods (July-September; 
p. 86-88). 

The Lead Entity Strategy lists habitat diversity, sediment load, water temperature, 
predation, and key habitat quantity as attributes for restoration in the Walla Walla River 
between Dry Creek and Mill Creek (p. 49). According to the strategy, protecting all 
attributes will affect all life stages (p. 51). The Limiting Factors analysis recommends re-
planting native riparian vegetation to address fair and poor habitat functions (listed 
above; p.139) and also recommends planting on the Walla Walla River in this reach 
(p.113).  
 
In the Subbasin Plan, EDT identified sediment load, habitat diversity, and obstructions as 
the most common and severe limiting habitat attributes for both steelhead and spring 
Chinook in the Walla Walla subbasin. Warm summer temperatures, channel stability, and 
flow were also common limiting factors and no life stage was exempt from the effects of 
the degraded conditions related to these factors (p.83). This reach of the Walla Walla 
River was ranked 10th out of 51 reaches for steelhead restoration, 6th out of 26 reaches 
for spring chinook restoration, 21st out of 51 for steelhead preservation, and 6th out of 26 
for spring chinook preservation (p.84-87). 
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6. Project goals and objectives. When answering the questions below please refer 
to Chapter 4 of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Stream Habitat 
Restoration Guidelines for more information on goals and objectives. 

A. What are the project goals? The goal of the project should be to remedy 
observed problems, ideally by addressing the problems’ root causes. The 
sponsors goal statements should articulate desired biological outcomes (vision 
for desired future condition). The statement should include which species and 
life stages will benefit from those outcomes and the time of year (if pertinent) 
those benefits will be realized (e.g. will high flow refuge be available when 
juveniles are outmigrating or rearing in the project area?). 

Upon completion of final engineered designs and implementation, project 
goals include: 

1. Improve width/depth ratio in the project reach  

2. Improve pool and cover habitat in the project reach 

3. Increase instream complexity 

4. Improve riparian buffer width and function in the project reach 

5. Increase shading to reduce thermal loading 

6. Create self-sustaining conditions to maintain improved habitats  

7. Improve winter and spring high-flow, off-channel areas 

B. What are the project objectives? Objectives support and refine biological 
goals, breaking them down into smaller steps. Objectives are specific, 
quantifiable actions the project will complete to achieve the stated goal. Each 
objective should be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and 
Time-bound). 

Design Objective (1): The objective of this project is to provide a set of final engineered 
designs within 2 years of funding that adequately detail restoration actions. Based upon 
our understanding of the project reach we anticipate the design to incorporate these 
specific objectives: 

Discalimer: quanitites are subject to change (slightly) following final design plans. 

· Improve 1,750 ft of the Walla Walla River to provide instream habitat and high-
flow refugia for juvenile steelhead and Chinook salmon. 

· Reconnect 4 acres of floodplain through installation of multiple complex large 
wood structures to provide off-channel/high-flow rearing, foraging, and 
overwintering habitat for all life stages of steelhead and Chinook. Specific 
quantities of logs will be determined as part of the design process. 
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· Increase riparian vegetation adjacent to stream channel by planting ~1 acre of 
native willow, dogwood, and alder species.  

7. What are the assumptions and constraints that could impact whether the 
sponsor achieves the objectives? Assumptions and constraints are external 
conditions not under the direct control of the project, but directly influence the 
outcome of the project. These may include subsequent availability of funding, 
public acceptance of the project, land use constraints, geomorphic factors, 
additional expenses, delays, etc. How will the sponsor address these issues if they 
arise? 

Assumption that site conditions do not change drastically after the plan-set is developed. 
If conditions do change drastically, the number of log structures, number of pools, and 
number of pieces of wood may change depending on new site conditions. Additonal 
potential constrainsts could include limited funding availability that delays project 
implementation once designed. 

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

A. Provide a narrative description of the proposed project. Describe the 
specific project elements and explain how they will lead to the project’s 
objectives. For assessment projects, describe the design and methodology. 

GeoEngineers will conduct a topographic and bathymetric survey of the project reach 
and will determine the most suitable locations for large wood structures. Following 
surveying the reach, project engineers will revise the design plan-set. This is needed, 
given the significant changes in channel morphology following high spring flows in 2019.  

Pools and cover – Pool quantity and quality are limiting factors in the project reach. 
There are a few good pools, but they lack any cover. Log structures will provide and 
maintain pools and also provide immediate cover. Plantings are intended to provide 
additional cover in the long term.  

Stream complexity – Habitat diversity is another limiting factor in the project reach. Logs 
and log structures will provide immediate complexity in the channel, and should increase 
these attributes over time.  

Off channel areas – Habitat diversity is improved by including off-channel areas. Several 
historic stream meanders are found in the project reach. Placement of log structures will 
encourage flow back into these channels. Because temperature is a limiting factor in the 
lower Walla Walla River, we will emphasize winter and spring off-channel areas. Warm 
water off-channel habitat will be discouraged due to a large bullfrog population and 
warm-water species that move into this area. 
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Bank stabilization – Stream bank condition is noted among the limiting factors. A 150 
foot long section of vertical bank lacks riparian vegetation, and offers little opportunity 
to establish meaningful plantings. A log structure complex along this section will provide 
bank stability while providing new plantings with an opportunity to become established 
and provide natural bank stabilization. This complex structure will include elements to 
provide habitat benefit. 

Riparian planting – Poor riparian condition is a limiting factor on the lower Walla Walla 
River. In some locations, there are few to no riparian trees. In other places, the riparian 
canopy is far removed from shading the water. Native plantings will augment and 
improve riparian function. 

B. Provide a scope of work and detailed list of project deliverables. Provide 
a detailed description of the proposed project tasks, who will be responsible for 
each, what the project deliverables will be, and a schedule for accomplishing 
them. If the project will produce a design, please specify the level of design 
developed (conceptual, preliminary, or final); design deliverables must comply 
with those described in RCO “Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants,” Appendix 
D-1 (conceptual design), D-2 (preliminary design), and D-3 (final design). 
Complete planning projects within 2 years of funding. 

The following scope of work will be conducted by the Project Manager and other 
Tri-State Steelheaders staff. Construction will be supervised by GeoEngineers.  

2021 – Complete final design plan-set 

2021 – Complete permit applications 

2021 – Cultural resources survey 

Late 2021/ early 2022 – Construction bid process and award contract 

Mid 2022 – Contractor mobilization 

July 15 – Sept. 30, 2022 – instream work window 

September – October 2022 – Riparian planting 

October 31, 2022 – Construction complete 

Feb. – April 2023 – Riparian planting (if needed) 

C. Explain how the sponsor determined cost estimates. 

GeoEngineers provided construction cost estimates. Tri-state Steelheaders’ costs are 
based on previous phases of the Bridge to Bridge project and have similar scope.  
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D. How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring 
studies informed the project? Sources of results may be from Project Scale 
Effectiveness Monitoring from TetraTech, individual sponsors, lessons learned 
from previously implemented projects, Intensively Monitored Watershed results, 
or other sources. 

Previous studies, such as the Limiting Factors Analysis, described and quantified limiting 
factors. We then designed the project with these limiting factors in mind (other phases). 

Feedback from the SRFB technical review panel during Phase 2 indicated that one of our 
log structure types needed to be more robust (have more logs) than was designed. The 
review panel also indicated that the placement of the structures needed to be 
reconsidered so that they would be more effective. Both of these comments were 
incorporated into Phase 2 and for this phase. 

Final designs were completed for the entire 2 miles of the Bridge to Bridge project in 
2016. However, given significant changes in morphology following high spring flows in 
2019, the plan-set for Phase 3 is no longer relevant, and is being updated. We now have 
a better understanding of how dynamic this reach is, and we will look to emphasize 
placement of structures within the active channel to strategically create hardpoints and 
encourage development of natural riverine processes.  

9. If the project includes an assessment or inventory (NOTE: project may extend 
across a wide area and cover multiple properties). 

A. Describe any previous or ongoing assessment or inventory work in your 
project’s geographic area and how this project will build upon, rather 
than duplicate, the completed work. 

B. If a design is NOT a deliverable of this grant, please describe how this 
project meets the data gap criteria from Section 2 of Manual 18: 

i. Is the project identified as a high priority (as opposed to a 
medium or low priority) in a regional salmon recovery plan or 
lead entity strategy? 

ii. How does the project fill a data gap that clearly limits subsequent 
project identification or development? 

iii. How does the project fit in the larger context–such as its fit with a 
regional recovery-related, scientific research agenda or workplan–
and how will it address the identified high priority data void? 

iv. Why are SRFB (or PSAR) funds necessary for the project, rather 
than other sources of funding? 
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v. How will the results of the project clearly determine criteria and 
options for subsequent projects? What is the schedule for 
implementing such subsequent projects? 

10. If the project includes developing a design or a feasibility study: 

A. Will a licensed professional engineer design the project? 
Yes    

i. If not, please describe the qualifications of the design team. 

B. If the project includes a fish passage or screening design, has the project 
received a Priority Index (PI) or Screening Priority Index (SPI) number? If 
so, provide the PI or SPI number and describe how it was generated. (i.e. 
physical survey, reduced sample full survey, expanded threshold determination, 
or Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife generated. Refer to the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Fish Passage Barrier and Surface 
Water Diversion Screening Assessment and Prioritization Manual for guidance). 

C. Will you apply for permits as part of this project’s scope? 
No  

i. If not, please explain why and when the sponsor will submit permits. 

We will not need any permits to design the project. Permits will be applied for as part of 
the construction application/process. 

D. For fish passage design projects: 

i. If you are proposing a culvert or arch, will you use stream 
simulation, no slope, hydrologic, or other design method? Please 
describe. 

ii. Describe the amount and quality of habitat made accessible if the 
barrier is corrected. 

iii. List additional upstream or downstream fish passage barriers, if 
any. 

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

Degraded conditions of the lower Walla Walla River impact adult and juvenile summer 
steelhead and spring chinook during migration, and bull trout during their seasonal 
movements. Tagging studies shown high juvenile salmonid losses (75%) in recent years 
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(Mendel et al., 2013) in the lower Walla Walla River. This project can provide immediate 
benefits to reduce juvenile losses. For example, cover provided by the project can reduce 
aerial predation on juveniles. Pelicans, terns, and osprey frequent the lower Walla Walla 
in significant numbers.  

The Bridge to Bridge project can serve as a demonstration to landowners throughout the 
area how reach scale restoration can improve habitat and landowner conditions, with the 
hope of attracting more landowners to participate in similar efforts. The Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation completed a geomorphic assessment of the 
Walla Walla River beginning at the downstream end of the Bridge to Bridge design 
reach, and ending at the mouth of the Walla Walla River. That assessment is intended to 
lead to similar restoration projects. 

12. If the project is a part of a larger overall project or strategy, describe the 
goal of the overall strategy, explain individual sequencing steps, and which 
of these steps is included in this application for funding. Attach a map in 
PRISM that illustrates how this project fits into the overall strategy, if relevant. 

The Bridge to Bridge projects have utilized a phased approach for design and 
construction. The assessment developed a preferred alternative at the 30% level. Then 
final designs were then developed for the upper most reach that included a levee. Those 
final plans were implemented in 2013. Final designs are now complete for the remaining 
section of the preferred alternative. Implementation will occur in two or three phases due 
to scope and costs. Phase 1 is complete; Phase 2 is almost ready for construction; this 
application is requesting funding for the design of Phase 3. 

13. Describe the sponsor’s experience managing this type of project. Please 
describe other projects where the sponsor successfully used a similar approach. 

Tri-State Steelheaders have been conducting habitat and passage projects funded by 
SRFB and other sources since 2000. These projects include a dam removal, riparian 
conservation easement, large woody debris installation, several barrier removals, and the 
earlier Bridge to Bridge projects. 

14. List all landowner names. If the project will occur on land not owned by the 
organization, attach a Landowner Acknowledgement Form (Manual 18, 
Appendix F) in PRISM from each landowner acknowledging that his/her property is 
proposed for SRFB funding consideration. Refer to Manual 18, Section 3 for possible 
exceptions to this requirement. 

Mike and Sandra Buckley 

15. List project partners and their roles and contributions to the project. Attach 
a Partner Contribution Form (Manual 18, Appendix G) from each partner in PRISM. 
Refer to Manual 18, Section 3 for when this is required. 
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At this time, the landowner is the only partner. 

16. Stakeholder outreach. Discuss whether this project has any opposition or barriers 
to completion besides funding. Describe the sponsors public outreach and feedback 
received. Are there any public safety concerns with the project? How will the 
sponsor address those concerns? 

There are no known barriers or opposition to the project. We have met with the 
landowner to review project plans. 

Supplemental Questions 

For acquisition and planning combination projects, applicants will need to answer the 
acquisition supplemental questions found in the “Restoration, Acquisition, and 
Combination Proposal.” 

Comments 

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

Response to Site Visit Comments 

Please describe how the sponsor responded to the review panel’s initial site visit 
comments. List each of the review panel’s comments and questions and identify the 
response. Use this space to respond directly to the comments or refer to changes in the 
proposal. 

Date:  June 4, 2019       Project Site Visit?
 1 Yes 0 No Review Panel Member(s): Pat Powers and Steve Toth  

1.Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according 
to the SRFB’s criteria:  

The project sponsor will need to modify their proposed design in response to a recent 
channel avulsion within the reach.  The sponsor and project designers are encouraged to 
add robust woody debris structures that can interact directly with the current channel 
location and provide fish habitat elements at a range of flows across the floodplain.  The 
focus of the wood placement must be on restoration of habitat-forming processes along 
the channel and within the floodplain area.  Bank protection structures that restrict 
channel migration and hinder development of floodplain complexity in order to protect 
property should be minimal in scope and should clearly be considered a secondary 
element of the project.  The fill proposed in the channel associated with the logs creates 
a possible erodible situations.  Similar structures on the Touchet River have not lasted as 
was hoped. 
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Response: Following the project tour and review panel comments, we made the decision 
to scale back to a design project instead of a restoration project. Based on site visits and 
review panel comments/feedback, It is obvious that the significant changes in channel 
morphology render the 2016 design plans irrelevant.  

Please clearly define the length and boundaries of the Phase 3 portion of the project.  
The project phases map in PRISM indicates 1,750 feet of channel restoration work, while 
the application states 1,500 feet of restoration.  The map provided during the site visit 
shows a much shorter reach that is described in the summary as 1,450 feet of channel 
restoration. 

Response: the map used during the site visit was outdated (wrong map). The project 
map in PRISM is correct. The application has been updated to read 1,750’ for channel 
length. 

 

2.Missing Pre-application information. 

Updated preliminary designs for wood placement that address the recent changes in this 
reach of the Walla Walla River should be provided in the final application.  If updated 
preliminary designs are not available at the time of application, at least conceptual 
designs should be included that describe the approximate location of all proposed 
structures, the estimated size of the structures, and the purpose of the structures (e.g., 
flow deflection, pool creation, bank protection, floodplain roughness, etc.). 

Please provide more detail in the budget about the project construction costs. 

The project objectives for the log structures should be re-written to provide specific 
habitat-based objectives.  For example, state how many additional pools will be created 
by the log structures, the expected increase in side channel length, the areal extent of 
overhead cover in the stream at a certain flow, or the predicted change in the average 
substrate size or gravel bar area.  See page 98 of Manual 18 for examples of SMART 
(Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound) objectives. SMART 
objectives provide a measure for evaluating the success of the project in meeting its 
overall goal(s). 

Response: project goals and objectives revised and adjusted for change to 
planning/design project. Cue to complexities of the changed site conditions and the 
outdated existing designs, we feel it’s prudent to pursue a design update to address 
those changes as well as to better incorporate comments/concerns expressed by the 
review panel. 
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3.General Comments:  

The historical riparian forest along this reach of the Walla Walla River was likely 
dominated by large cottonwood trees.  Cottonwood trees can provide large-diameter 
woody debris to the river that is equally effective as conifer trees, and typically grows 
much faster than pine trees.  We would recommend that riparian revegetation focus on 
plantings of cottonwood, willow, and dogwood.  The transplant of willow mats along the 
base of eroding banks can be an effective replanting technique and erosion control 
measure. 

Response: comment noted for future implementation phase. 

4.Staff Comments:   

PRISM Online Application 

1)Worksite Map and Description Page: make sure to include the activities that will be 
conducted in the project area, as requested in the work site description question.  

Revised 

2)On the property details page please provide the requested info in the property 
description questions. You must be brief because of the character limit.  

Revised 

3)In the project description you mention Chinook use of the project area, but have only 
indicated steelhead on the restoration metrics page. If this is project focuses only on 
steelhead benefits, please make sure this is the only species discussed in the project 
description. Otherwise select Chinook in the restoration metrics page. Also make sure 
this is clear in other application documents.  

Revised 

4)The restoration metrics page indicates riparian planting, but at the site visit it did not 
sound like this is a project element. Please make sure it is clear in your project designs 
where this planting will occur. Also, provide the species scientific names in PRISM.  

Response: project has been reevaluated and will be design only project. Comment not 
relevant given this change. 

 Application Attachments 

1)Revise the restoration worksite map so it properly indicates the phase 3 project area. 

This is the correct map (project booklet showed outdated map) 



Appendix C-2: Planning Proposal 

 

Page 13 
Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants l March 2019 

2)Break out costs more (into items) on the cost estimate spreadsheet.  

Response: new planning cost estimate has been uploaded to replace restoration 
estimate. 

 

3)There has been a major change at the project site which will affect the project design. 
There does not seem to be any design funding included in the AA&E budget for that 
work. Please make sure these costs are considered, if needed. Also, revise the restoration 
supplemental questions to discuss any redesign that will be needed.  

Response: as noted previously, this project thas been scaled back to design only given 
significant changes to the project reach since previous designs were completed. New 
planning budget has be submitted accordingly. 

Response to Post-Application Comments 

Please describe how the sponsor responded to the review panel’s post-application 
comments. List each of the review panel’s comments and questions and identify the 
response. Use this space to respond directly to the comments or refer to changes in the 
proposal. 

Formatted: Font color: Auto
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DESIGN PROJECTS
The costs on this page are for design projects, not for the design phase of a restoration grant. 
See Manual 18, Appendix D for additional information regarding allowable costs.

 OVERALL PROJECT GRANT REQUEST

Budget must account 
for all costs to 

complete the project

Enter only the 
amount of the grant 

request

Amount Amount Match
Funding not reported 

in PRISM

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

Match Type (federal, state, 
local)

Category Task Description Qty Rate
Survey Site Review, Visual Survey, 

   
1.00                     20,000.00$                 20,000$                       17,000$                       3,000$                         -$                             RFEG Funds State

Final design
Design, Design Report and 
Engineer's estimate

1.00                     29,000.00$                 29,000$                       24,650$                       4,350$                         -$                             
RFEG Funds State

Administrative Grant admin, etc. 1.00                     2,000.00$                   2,000$                         1,700$                         300$                            -$                             RFEG Funds State

Data collection
Riparian habitat survey, assessment 
and report

1.00                     6,000.00$                   6,000$                         5,100$                         900$                            -$                             
RFEG Funds State

Cultural resources Cultural resources 1.00                     8,000.00$                   8,000$                         6,800$                         1,200$                         -$                             RFEG Funds State
STotal 65,000$                       55,250$                       9,750$                         -$                             RFEG Funds State

Description Approved Rate  Total Project Base 
Indirect 0.000% -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                              $                               -   
Indirect 0.000% -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                              $                               -   

STotal -$                             -$                             -$                              $                               -   

GTOTAL 65,000$                       55,250$                       9,750$                         -$                             

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

MATCH

Indirect Costs 

Design Costs

https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_18.pdf
















See page 3 and 4 for definitions and an indirect example

1. Indirect costs

Indirect costs are costs that are not directly accountable to a cost object, such as a particular project.  Indirect costs include administrative and 
personnel costs.

Our organization (Choose one)

Does not wish to charge any indirect rate for this RCO subgrant for any RCO subaward. (PLEASE SKIP TO SECTION 4.)

Has an indirect rate approved by a federal agency

Uses a de minimus rate (10% of Modified Total Direct Costs (MTDC)) as defined by 2 CFR 200.414 (f) - eligible for non-profits and 
private individuals only.                                       (For a definition of MTDC, see 2 CFR 200.68)

Has an indirect rate negotiated between the pass-through entity (RCO) and our organization.

2  Indirect rate

Our organization's indirect rate (percent) is 

Our organization's indirect base is

Our organization's indirect rate was approved by

The effective dates of indirect rate is  Start Date     End Date   

Please include a copy of your organization's approved indirect cost rate agreement

** If your indirect rate changes, please update this form and send the form and the updated indirect cost rate agreement to RCO (see page 2).

3. Indirect rate and costs - For each RCO agreement

RCO# RCO# RCO# Indirect rate applied RCO# 

Total ($) direct cost base for this RCO grant

Projected indirect charge ($)

Other non-base, non-indirect costs ($)

Total ($) (this should equal the RCO agreement total)

(If there are more than four RCO grants, please complete an additional sheet)

4. Audit information

Year Audit Type Findings

Please summarize the past three (3) years of audits that your organization has received.  Specify the audit types.  List all of the findings and

address the resolution of the finding.

RCO Fiscal Data Collection Sheet - Indirect, Audit and Fiscal Information
RCO is collecting additional fiscal information on every federal pass-through grant that is awarded.  This additional information is required to be 

in compliance with Part 200 - Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (new Omni-

Circular).  This information will help RCO to understand the indirect cost information for each grant and the financial history of each sponsor.  If 

there are questions about this information RCO will contact sponsors directly.

Year

Year

Audit Type

Audit Type

Findings

Findings

Sponsor Name:

Sponsor Data Universal Numbering System (D & B Number): 

Sponsor Date Prepared:

Sponsor Approved for submission by:

Sponsor Contact Name:

Sponsor Contact Person's Phone Number:
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Fiscal Information Detail Sheet --  Indirect rate , fiscal, and audit information

RCO is collecting additional fiscal information on every federal pass-through grant that is awarded.  This additional information is required to 

be in compliance with Part 200 - Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (new Omni-

Circular).  This information will help RCO to understand the indirect cost information for each grant and the financial history of each sponsor.  If 

there are questions about this information RCO will contact sponsors directly.

Please summarize any audits you expect your organization to complete over the next three (3) years.

5. Financial information

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

Version: 08/17/2015

Please return via email to: e-billing@rco.wa.gov
If there are questions about this form, please contact Mark Jarasitis at (360) 902-3006.

Please identify any substantial changes in your organizations accounting, procurement, payroll or other administrative systems that have 

occurred in the past year.

Please identify your organizations accounting staff, the nature of the staff (employees, contractors, volunteers) and outline the accounting 

experience for each staff member.  If staff have received certifications such as CPA, CGFM, please include that information.
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Definitions and Example 

The Omni Circular –the federal law covering the administrative requirements, cost principles and audit 

requirements for federal awards.  Refer to Title 2: Grants and Agreements, Part 200 – Uniform 

Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards.   

Dun & Bradstreet Number – also known as a D&B number or D-U-N-S number – a unique nine digit 

identification number for each physical location of your business.  For more information or to register 

see www.dnb.com and click on “D-U-N-S Number”.  This is the unique identifier required to track all

sub-awards.  The DUNS acronym stands for Data Universal Numbering System.

Indirect Cost – Costs incurred for a common or joint purpose benefitting more than one cost 
objective, and not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefitted, without effort 
disproportionate to the results achieved (2 CFR 200.56).

Indirect Rate – device for determining fairly and expeditiously the proportion of general (non-

direct) expenses that each project will bear.  It is the ratio between the total indirect costs of a 

sponsor and some equitable direct cost base.  

Direct Base – costs identified that provide the basis for applying the indirect costs.  Bases can vary 

from organization to organization.  Some common bases are salary and fringe, and modified total 

direct costs. 

MTDC Base – Modified Total Direct Costs – means all direct salaries and wages, applicable fringe 

benefits, materials and supplies, services, travel, and up to the first $25,000 of each sub-award 

(regardless of the period of performance of the sub-awards under the award). MTDC excludes 

equipment, capital expenditures, charges for patient care, rental costs, tuition remission, scholarships 

and fellowships, participant support costs and the portion of each sub-award in excess of $25,000.  See 

section 200.68 of the Omni Circular. 

10% De Minimus cost rate – any non-Federal entity that has never received a negotiated indirect cost 

rate, except for those non-Federal entities described in Appendix VII to Part 200—States and Local 

Government and Indian Tribe Indirect Cost Proposals, paragraph D.1.b, may elect to charge a de minimis 

rate of 10% of modified total direct costs (MTDC) which may be used indefinitely.  See section 200.414, 

(f) of the Omni Circular. 

Costs usually included as indirect costs – Utilities, general supplies, administrative expenses (accounting 

department, IT department, personnel department).  If indirect costs are charged, RCO expects to not 

see any other general administrative costs charged to the grant. 

3

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=6fe24c76004f565cdfd8cef80053ab59&node=pt2.1.200&rgn=div5
http://www.dnb.com/
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=6fe24c76004f565cdfd8cef80053ab59&node=pt2.1.200&rgn=div5#se2.1.200_168
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=6fe24c76004f565cdfd8cef80053ab59&node=pt2.1.200&rgn=div5#se2.1.200_168
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=6fe24c76004f565cdfd8cef80053ab59&node=pt2.1.200&rgn=div5#se2.1.200_1414
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=6fe24c76004f565cdfd8cef80053ab59&node=pt2.1.200&rgn=div5#se2.1.200_1414


Indirect Example  

The example below illustrates a comparison of two different indirect rates. 

Indirect Cost Pool Fiscal Year 1 

Indirect Salaries  40,000 

Indirect Salary Benefits  15,000 

Facility Rental Costs  18,000 

Utilities  3,500 

Supplies  4,000 

Total Indirect Costs  80,500 (A) 

Direct Base 

Direct Labor Costs + Benefits  275,000 (B) 

Other Direct Costs  100,000 

Total Direct Costs  375,000 (C) 

Indirect Rates 

EX 1- Indirect Rate based on Direct Labor 29.27% (A/B) 

EX 2 - Indirect Rate based on Total Direct Costs 21.47% (A/C) 

The first rate is 29.27%.  The indirect costs of $80,500 is recovered by charging 29.27% of each dollar 

charged for direct labor costs (expected to be $275,000).   

The second rate illustrates a rate of 21.47%.  The same indirect costs of $80,500 are recovered by 

charging 21.47% of each dollar charged for total direct costs (expected to be $375,000). 

Please note, while the rates are different, so are the bases.  One rate has costs spread over a smaller 

base, this one has the higher rate.  It is the opposite for the other rate.  The net impact is the same, 

$80,500 of indirect costs will be recovered.  It is up to the organizations to determine how to structure 

their indirect rates. 
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