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Appendix C-2: 
Planning Project 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? 

07-1527 Completed Touchet River Mile 42.5 Habitat Enhancement 
07-1875 Completed Touchet River Assess/Design Phase 1 
11-1580 Completed  McCaw Reach Fish Restoration Project, Phase A 
14-1895 Completed  McCaw Reach Fish Restoration (Design) Phase B 
16-2099 In progress  McCaw Reach Habitat Rest. Phase B Construction 

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

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

 Project brief. Walla Walla County Conservation District proposes to create a final 
engineered design for an instream habitat project to address limiting factors of 
poor water quality/temperature, substrate embeddedness, lack of large woody 
debris, lack of off-channel habitat, and other factors impeding salmon recovery. 
Once implemented the project will address these limiting factors by installing large 
woody debris structures and improving riparian function along the Touchet River to 
increase Salmonid Habitat, expand side channel accessibility and restore floodplain 
function. 

 Project location. Project is located in the Snake River Salmon Recovery Region, 
WRIA 32, Touchet River mainstem, on the downstream half of the Middle Touchet 
River MSA 2011. This reach is designated as a Priority Restoration Reach in a Major 

Project Number 19-1493 
Project Name Touchet River Mile 42 Restoration Project Design 
Sponsor Walla Walla County Conservation District 
Planning Type Final Design 
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Spawning Area. The project is located approximately ½ 0.5 mile below the 
confluence of the Touchet River and Coppei Creek, within river mile 41.5-42.5 and 1 
mile west of the city limits of Waitsburg North of HWY 124. The Touchet River is a 
major tributary to the Walla Walla River.  T9N, R37EWM, Sect. 9. 

 Problem statement.  

This site is characterized by an over-straightened channel with minimal roughness and 
complexity. Upstream of this site are two exacerbating conditions. First, the river is 
confined by a flood-control levee though the town of Waitsburg resulting in increased 
velocity, high bed-scour, and reduced channel complexity leading to few pools. Second, 
the Coppei Creek joins the river here and contributes high sediment loads. The term “fire 
hose effect” is a very apt description for the one of the problems in this reach. These 
issues have been worsened by historical practices such as snag and riparian vegetation 
removal and upstream agricultural practices which have left this reach with degraded 
instream habitat, reduced sediment storage, and rapid erosion, hindering the 
establishment of riparian vegetation. Extreme cobble movements have led to side 
channel abandonment as well as riparian disconnection. The reach has a lot of available 
flood plain that is under-utilized. 

This has resulted in poor instream habitat complexity, scarce high-flow refugia, and sub-
par juvenile rearing and overwintering habitat.  The river in this reach is a single shallow 
channel that is over-widened with few pools, low cover and resting areas, and with a 
minimal potential to recruit or hold large wood. 

 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 River 
ESU Steelhead 

Egg, Juvenile, adult Rising Y 

Columbia River DPS 
Bull Trout 

Juvenile, adult Stable Y 

Mid-Columbia River 
Chinook 

Juvenile, adult Rising N 

    

 Describe the limiting factors, and limiting life stages (by fish species) that the 
project expects to address.  

Limiting factors, according to the Touchet River Geomorphic Assessment (2009), 
include high temperatures, restricted floodplain, and low large woody debris (LWD) 
counts. The design will include LWD structures to promote sediment sorting and 
accumulation, pooling and activation of side channels. The Limiting Factors analysis 
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recommends re-planting native riparian vegetation to address fair and poor habitat 
functions. Riparian restoration and enhancement will improve riparian function. 

The actions proposed in 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) 

 

 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. 

 What are the project’s goals?  

Goal: When constructed, the project will increase the quantity and quality of accessible 
rearing, foraging, and in-stream habitat for ESUU listed Mid-Columbia Steelhead and 
Spring Chinook in the Touchet River. It will increase the quantity and quality of accessible 
off-channel foraging and over-wintering habitat for migrating Bull Trout in Touchet 
River. We will restore and improve riparian habitat on approximately 0.5 miles of the 
Touchet River to benefit native species that require a functioning forested riparian buffer. 
When mature, the buffer will help regulate water temperature while providing shade, 
shelter, and eventually large woody debris.  

 What are the project’s objectives?  

Design Objective (1): The objective of this project is to provide a set of final 
engineered designs within 18 months of funding that adequately detail restoration 
actions. Based upon our understanding of the project reach we anticipate the design 
to incorporate these specific objectives: 

a. Improve 55005280+ ft of Main/Side Channel LWD structures to provide instream 
habitat and high-flow refugia for juvenile steelhead and chinook.” Small fish tend 
to utilize shallow areas that larger competitors or predators cannot access. 
Preferred feeding habitat involves low velocity areas immediately downstream 
of food sources.” Chapter 4 of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 
Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines pg. 2.34 

b. Reconnect 2200 ft of historical side channel to provide off-channel/high-flow 
rearing, foraging and overwintering habitat for all native species and lifestages. 
Side channels and off-channel features within the floodplain provide vital habitat 
to many juvenile salmonids. 

c. Plant 3000 riparian trees to provide river shade and ultimately add to existing 
LWD instream as they mature 

http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01374/
http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01374/
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d. Allow 19 acres of floodplain inundation at the 2-yr. return flow interval to 
dissipate energy during floods and allow sediment to aggrade. “Besides relatively 
sheltered rearing habitat, floodplain features provide important low velocity 
refugia during periods of high flow when fish remaining in the main channels are 
washed away (outmigrating smolts take advantage of such high flows to quickly 
move downstream).” Chapter 4 of the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife’s Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines pg. 2.34 

e. Engage 65 landowners, Department of Fish and Wildlife, Snake River Salmon 
Recovery Board, Walla Walla County Planning Department, Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla Indian RReservation (CTUIR), and other stakeholders in design 
process by holding a minimum of 2 informational meetings. 

f. Work with Columbia Conservation District to incorporate the outcome of the 
Touchet River Conceptual Plan (17-1301) into the design where possible. 

g. The overall objective is to create an engineered design to install large woody 
debris structures (approx. 300 pieces) that will promote sediment deposition, 
encourage pool development, and give sinuosity to the over- straightened 
approximately one-mile reach to improve habitat for endangered fish species. 
“Riffles that provide habitat for the aquatic insects that are a prime food source 
are too swift for many juvenile salmonids to occupy, but downstream tailout 
pools can provide excellent opportunities for feeding.” Chapter 4 of the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Stream Habitat Restoration 
Guidelines pg. 2-34 

 

 What are the assumptions and constraints that could impact whether the 
sponsor achieves the objectives?  

We will not be able to take any action on the levee upstream or the confluence of 
Coppei Creek but we hope to alleviate some of their effects. Parts of the project are 
susceptible to extreme changes during high flows. Minor adjustments to the design 
may be required before implementation; these would be made in consultation with 
the local Snake River Salmon Recovery Funding Board team. With the involvement 
of multiple landowners, we may need to hold additional stakeholder meetings. 
Located within the project area is a site that has had some restoration work done in 
the past, Touchet River Mile 42.5 Habitat Enhancement (07-1527). The rock 
structures are still in place but much of the riparian and large wood has been 
washed out by high flows (over 200’ of lateral bank loss). One of the main reasons 
this has not been effective as we would like is that the project length just did not 
include enough of the reach. During the design, we will further assess the results of 
that project to know what may or may not work in that reach. Our intention is to 
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design and eventually treat a much longer reach and use a more robust approach 
than the previous project. 

Funding constraints are always a concern. Finding match for implementation can 
be problematic. Walla Walla County Conservation District (WWCCD) will pursue 
funding for implementation from multiple sources including United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), Bonneville Power Administration and the Washington 
State Conservation Commission. 

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

 Provide a narrative description of the proposed project. 

The project reach is immediately downstream of a Corp of Engineers levee in the City 
of Waitsburg and the confluence with Coppei Creek. Additional and confined flows 
exacerbate erosive force and loss of riparian vegetation. The problem is well 
understood. According to Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan for SE Washington (pg. 
158)  “The Touchet River from the mouth to the confluence with Coppei Creek 
habitat continues to be suppressed by channel stability, reduced habitat diversity, key 
habitat, flow, stream temperature and sediment load… Reduced stream channel 
complexity, confinement and floodplain function caused by past channel 
straightening, incision, loss of historic riparian forests and loss of large wood debris 
source has reduced key habitats such as rearing and wintering habitat. Stream 
temperature in the lower mainstem are also be elevated due to reduced riparian, 
confinement and poor floodplain and channel function.” The proposed design will 
address all of these concerns by including habitat elements such as large woody 
debris and engineered log jams to reactivate side channels. This design will lead to 
the implementation of much needed habitat restoration to enhance river conditions 
to benefit aquatic species. 

 Provide a scope of work and detailed list of project deliverables.  
1. Conduct stakeholder and Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting and site 

visits 
2. Review of Touchet River Geomorphic Assessment, SRFB-07-1549N, March 20, 

2009. 
3. Complete survey of the site. Create profile, cross sectional and topographic 

survey information to augment existing LIDAR data.  
3.4. Perform geotechnical assessment after cultural resources review is finished and 

HPA is permitted. 
4.5. Perform hydraulic, 2D HEC-RAS and sediment transport modeling to use in 

design criteria for instream structures. 
5.6. Design project to improve salmonid habitat while not creating further problems 

downstream. 
6.7. Preliminary design, submit to TAG 
7.8. Final design, submit RCO 
8.9. Apply for construction funding 
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WWCCD will engage landowners and other stakeholders in Kick-off meetings to describe 
the process and answer questions within 2 months of funding. We will conduct a profile 
and topographical survey with cross sections. With the use of the survey data and 
existing LIDAR, flown during the 2008 geomorphic assessment, we will do hydraulic 
modeling, specifically 2D HEC-RAS and sediment transport. We will compute design 
parameters and desired outcomes by month six after funding. Preliminary design will be 
completed and ready for initial review by month twelve after funding. Final Design 
package, Report and Construction Estimate will be complete within 18 months after 
funding. 

 Explain how the sponsor determined cost estimates. Estimate representative 
units and costs were developed from previous projects of similar scope completed 
by WWCCD, and on other similar projects within the watershed, accounting for 
inflation and scope of work.  We have extensive current experience in these types 
of projects, having completed several in this reach over the past 6 years. 

 How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring studies 
informed the project?  We hope to incorporate state technical suggestions and 
ideas early in the process.  Our lead engineer has years of experience with the 
onsite conditions and the collaborative process needed to ensure broad support.  
Design changes and field adjustments are not unusual which makes our strong 
working relationship with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife(WDFW) and 
the Snake River Salmon Recovery Funding Board a must. The existing Touchet 
River Mile 42.5 Habitat Enhancement (Dozier) project has shown us that 
focusing on longer reaches and the larger scale problems is important to 
designing a lasting and effective project. The geomorphic assessment 
completed in 2008 has given us information for a broader scale approach to 
designing new projects. Walla Walla County Conservation District is working closely 
with Columbia Conservation District and should the Touchet River Conceptual Plan 
be published by then; we will evaluate the outcome as part of our design 
parameters. Remediation and adaptive management will be a part of the design. 

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

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

II. Yes, a licensed professional engineer with over 15 years of expertise in river 
restoration will design the project. A survey will be completed by a Professional 
Land Surveyor or our in-house engineer. Our in-house biologist/riparian 
coordinator will evaluate the current conditions and assist in developing the 
riparian restoration aspect. Our engineering Technician has over ten years’ 
experience working with restoration projects and this engineer.  
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 Will you apply for permits as part of this project’s scope? 
NoYes 

 Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of later. By not 
doing this project, fish habitat will continue to be negatively impacted by the 
following: 

1. Continued high water temperatures 
2. Loss of riparian habitat 
3. Reduced floodplain function 
4. Poor cover for fish 
5. Fewer fish resting areas 
6. The middle and lower Touchet River reaches are important to steelhead and 

bull trout as winter rearing habitat.  Not completing this project will 
perpetuate existing poor to marginal conditions.  

7. The continued introduction of fine sediments 

 If the project is: A. part of a larger overall project or strategy, B. describe the 
goal of the overall strategy, C.  individual sequencing steps, and D. which of 
these steps is included in this application for funding.  

A. This is part of an overall project to improve river and habitat conditions between 
river mile 41.4 -43.0 on the Touchet River. 

B. The overall strategy matches the goal of the Snake River Salmon Recovery Region 
Provisional 2013-2018 Work Plan. The Project Categories for Priority Restoration 
Reaches include the following:   

 
1. Restore and Protect Floodplain and Riparian Function. 
2. Restore Habitat Complexity. 

a. Enhance stream channel complexity (wood placement, structures). 
b. Extend stream length (Meander projects, & side channel construction). 
c. Minimize confinement caused by channel training. 

The project in general addresses restoration of reduced channel complexity by 
increasing LWD presence. The project also improves riparian and floodplain 
condition and increases in-channel complexity through the development of side 
channel habitat. 
This specific project meets the following Habitat Work Schedule numbers:  

  32-00390 (Increase Stream Channel Length),  
  32-00420/ (Restore Floodplain Connectivity & Function), 
  32-00300/ (Increase Habitat Complexity), 
  32-00511 (Restoration project) 

C. The Snake River Salmon Recovery Plan identifies this project as being in the 
priority restoration area of the Touchet River MSA. Limiting factors for this MSA 
addressed by this project are riparian and floodplain function, sediment inputs, 
high water temperature, instream habitat quality and quantity. In the reach where 
this project is located, a Geomorphic Assessment (07-1875) was completed, 
followed by Touchet River Mile 42.5 Habitat Enhancement (07-1527, McCaw 
Reach Fish Restoration Project, Phase A (11-1580), McCaw Reach Fish Restoration 
(Design) Phase B (14-1895), McCaw Reach Habitat Rest. Phase B Construction 
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(16-2099).  All of these projects have been completed with the exception of 16-
2099 which is still in progress.  
 

D. With this project we will complete a design package for the one of the final 
segments of this reach. 

 Describe the sponsors experience managing this type of project. Walla Walla 
County Conservation District (WWCCD) has over 20 years of experience with 
designing and implementing in-stream work. WWCCD has staff with over 15 years 
of grant management for various funding sources such as RCO and Snake River 
Salmon Recovery funding. We have also designed completed projects through the 
DeptDepartment. of Ecology and Washington State Conservation Commission. 

 List all landowner names. Perry Dozier, Paul Lommasson, Roland Erikson, Grant 
Glaus, William & Brenda Baker, and Aldrich Sisters 1994 Partnership. Find parcel map 
attached in PRISM. I spoke with Port of Columbia who own CWW Rail Line and they have 
stated that the typical Right of Way is 50’ from centerline for this railroad. That makes the 
project area outside of the ROW.  

 List project partners and their roles and contributions to the project. 
Landowners will be engaged and will participate in developing the scope of the 
project. The local Technical Advisory Group (TAG) will be consulted early in the 
process to help guide design development. (The partner contribution form would 
not be applicable for this project.) 

 Stakeholder outreach. This project has been discussed and encouraged by the 
following entities: WDFW biologists and Permitting, CTUIR archeologist, City of 
Waitsburg city manager, Washington State Conservation Commission, Snake River 
Salmon Recovery Board, and Washington Department of Natural Resources. 

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. RCO recommends that the sponsor list each of the review panel’s comments 
and questions and identify the response. The sponsor may use this space to respond 
directly to the comments. 

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

1. Recommended improvements to make this a technically sound project according to 
the SRFB’s criteria:  
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What will be done differently with this design compared with the past project at this site 
and the McCaw projects downstream?  Given the encroachment of agricultural fields 
and residential development on the Touchet River floodplain, what constraints may be 
imposed on the project to address local flooding and channel migration?  We are 
concerned about the overall size and placement location of the wood structures, as well 
as possible constraints by landowners that will make it difficult to achieve the project 
goals. 
The design for this reach will follow the prescribed process outlined in Manual 18 
Appendix D-1.  As part of the design process, alternatives will be developed to reach the 
desired goals and objectives of the project.  With input from the landowners, the 
selected alternative will be carried to the final design. 
 
We agree that this site has some factors (depositional area, floodplain development) 
which will make it a challenging reach to develop a fully functioning natural system, 
however, the design will provide the best alternatives to meet the desired goals and 
objectives.    
 
 This area of the Touchet River is complex given existing agricultural and 
residential landuse in the immediate area and upstream of the project 
reach.  Some potential constraints in working in this reach could include 
landowner reluctance to fully restore the active floodplain given concerns for 
preserving and protecting existing property from further channel migration and 
potential flooding. In order to address these concerns to the best of our ability, 
we will work actively with all project reach landowners to ensure they understand 
the ultimate intent of this design project and that the focus of the project must 
be on restoring natural river processes and benefitting salmonids in this project 
reach. Project emphasis will be on strategically placing large wood instream to 
improve sediment storage and aggrade the channel where it’s scoured to 
bedrock and create additional habitat.  Bank protection structures that restrict 
channel migration and hinder development of floodplain complexity in order to 
protect property will be minimal in scope and will be considered a secondary 
element of the project design.   
 
Please provide a discussion on the size and extent of LWD placement needed to aggrade 
the channel.  We would like to see a discussion of the potential for adding channel 
spanning structures in the channel to aggrade the bed more effectively.  Given the 
project description and problem statement, it seems that the overall approach should 
be to aggrade the channel as much as possible to offset the effects from upstream.   
The size, extent and type of LWD placement will be determined during the design 
process.  Channel spanning structures will be considered in the development of the 
alternatives. Typically, in the Touchet system, aggradation of the channel is a desired 
goal and assists in meeting several of the objectives of this project.  
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Develop a 2D HEC-RAS model for the reach.  One of the proposed tasks is hydraulic 
modeling and sediment transport modeling.  We would encourage the sponsor to focus 
their efforts on a 2D model of the entire reach.  The main channel of the river may be 
changing but the general floodplain reconnections could be better informed.  The 
budget for this line item may need to be increased. The scope and budget have been 
adjusted to include 2D Hec-RAS modeling as well as geotechnical assessments.  
 
Please provide a more detailed description of the proposed sediment modeling. What 
data will be collected and how it will be used?  Pebble counts in combination with a 
scour analysis should typically be enough for design. 
 Agreed, it is evident that this reach is a sediment deposition area.  While running HEC 
RAS to determine the hydraulic characteristics of the reach additional effort shall be 
included to develop a better understanding of the sediment transport throughout the 
reach and the impacts the proposed alternatives will have on the sediment transport. 
 Pebble counts and scour analysis will mostly likely be a part of the proposed sediment 
modeling. 
 

2. Missing Pre-application information. 
Landowner acknowledgement forms will be needed from all five private landowners. 
Already attached in PRISM 
 

3. General Comments:  
We agree that this reach of the Touchet River has a high potential for restoration and 
that in-stream work is needed to increase habitat quality.  The focus of our 
questions/comments is more related to the methods needed to achieve the habitat 
objectives. 
 

4. Staff Comments:   
See instructions below on how to respond the comments on this form.  
Final draft applications and revised materials must be submitted in PRISM Online by July 9. 
Please refer to Manual 18 and the final application check list to ensure all required materials 
have been completed and submitted. Incomplete applications or applications not submitted 
by the LE final application due date will be ineligible to be considered for funding. Contact 
your LE Coordinator or RCO Grants Manager if you have any questions about completing the 
application. 
 
There is a long list of properties associated with this project. It would be very helpful to 
include a parcel map of the project area to understand the land ownership. Also, I think it is 
very important to understand the boundaries of the railroad ROW. Find parcel map attached 
in PRISM. I spoke with Port of Columbia and they have stated that the typical ROW is 50’ 
from centerline for this railroad. That makes the project area outside of the ROW. If we 
really need documentation, they have offered to send a letter of support or whatever we 
may need. 
 
On the Properties page in the PRISM application, we should be able to understand the 
location of each property in relation to the project area. Changed descriptions 
 

https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual_18.pdf
https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/manuals&forms/Manual18Appendices/ApplicationChecklist%20_Final.docx
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In the cost estimate spreadsheet, please break out the costs more. It would be helpful to 
know what kinds of surveys and data gathering you will conduct to inform the design. Please 
remember that if geotechnical work is going to be performed, this ground disturbing activity 
will require cultural resources review before it can be done. If this is the case, please 
consider adding cultural resources review to the project scope and budget. You will need to 
answer those questions in the PRISM application as well. The riparian habitat survey will be 
done with general NRCS standards. The riparian assessment will include: Species, width, and 
other characteristics. 
 
Consider adding 2D Hec RAS training as a project cost (can/should spread across projects). 
This would provide helpful information for the project designs as well as a skill that could be 
used on future SRFB projects.  Our engineer is well versed in Hec-Ras 1 and 2D modeling. 
Our technician will take a webinar course to understand the basics of the program and its 
concepts. 
 
 

 

Response to Post-Application Comments 

Please describe how the sponsor responded to the review panel’s post-application 
comments. RCO recommends that the sponsor list each of the review panel’s comments 
and questions and identify the response. The sponsor may use this space to respond 
directly to the comments. 
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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, 
Topographical, cross-sectional and 
longitudinal point survey. 160.00                

85.00$                        13,600$                      13,600$                      -$                            -$                            

Assessments ( hydraulic,sediment and)
2D HEC-RAS & WinXSPRO sediment 
modeling 

150.00                85.00$                        12,750$                      12,750$                      -$                            -$                            

Geotechnical assessment Geologist, equipment and report. 1.00                    5,000.00$                   5,000$                        5,000$                        
Preliminary design for Panel review 200.00                85.00$                        17,000$                      17,000$                      -$                            -$                            

Final design
Design, Design Report and 
Engineer's estimate

100.00                85.00$                        8,500$                        8,500$                        -$                            -$                            

Other Engineering Technician 300.00                42.00$                        12,600$                      12,600$                      -$                            -$                            
Administrative Grant admin, etc. 100.00                35.00$                        3,500$                        3,500$                        -$                            

Data collection
Riparian habitat survey, assessment 
and report

40.00                  40.00$                        1,600$                        1,600$                        -$                            -$                            

Cultural resources Cultural resources 1.00                    6,000.00$                   6,000$                        6,000$                        -$                            
Other Meetings and coordination 1.00                    3,000.00$                   3,000$                        3,000$                        -$                            -$                            

Permits
Hydraulic Project Approval  and 
other for Geotech assessment

1.00                    1,000.00$                   1,000$                        1,000$                        -$                            -$                            

-$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            
-$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            
-$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            
-$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            -$                            

STotal 84,550$                      84,550$                      -$                            -$                            

Description Approved Rate  Total Project Base 
Indirect 26.580% 84,550.00$                 22,473$                      22,473$                      -$                             $                              -   
Indirect 0.000% -$                            -$                            -$                            -$                             $                              -   

STotal 22,473$                      22,473$                      -$                             $                              -   

GTOTAL 107,023$                    107,023$                    -$                            -$                            

Indirect Costs 

Design Costs

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

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:

1



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.

2
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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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	Sponsor Name: Walla Walla County Conservation District 
	D & B Number: 167269401
	Date Prepared: 3/26/2019
	Approved by: WWCCD Board of Supervisors March 11th, 2019
	Contact Name: Lisa Stearns
	Phone Number: (509) 956-3777
	Indirect Costs: Approved by federal agency
	Indirect Rate: 26.58
	Indirect Base: Direct salaries and wages, including fringe benfits
	Indirect Rate Approved By: Recreation Conservation office
	Effective Start Date for Indirect Rate: 01/01/2019
	Effective End Date for Indirect Rate: 12/31/2019`
	Indirect Rate Applied: 
	Grant #1: 18-2086
	Total Base #1: 10665
	Projected Indirect Charge #1: 2535
	Other Non-Base/Non-Indirect #1: 60400
	Grant #2: 18-2088
	Total Base #2: 41239
	Projected Indirect Charge #2: 10961
	Other Non-Base/Non-Indirect #2: 9000
	Grant #3: 18-2089
	Total Base #3: 34148
	Projected Indirect Charge #3: 9077
	Other Non-Base/Non-Indirect #3: 101775
	Grant #4: 
	Total Base #4: 
	Projected Indirect Charge #4: 
	Other Non-Base/Non-Indirect #4: 
	Total #1: 73600
	Total #2: 61200
	Total #3: 145000
	Total #4: 0
	Year of Audit #1: 2017
	Type of Audit #1: Internal Audit
	Audit Findings #1: None
	Year of Audit #2: 2014-16
	Type of Audit: SAO Accountability
	Audit Findings #2: None
	Year of Audit #3: 2016
	Type of Audit #2: Internal Audit
	Audit Findings #3: None
	Summary of Audits Expected: Internal Audit by the WWCCD Board of Supervisors April-May 2019 (for 2018)Internal Audit "                                                            April-May 2020 (for 2019)State Auditors office Fall 2020 (for 2017-2018-2019). 
	Annual Staff Changes: No changes
	Staff Classifications: Employees: Renee M. Hadley (10 years in project management including budgeting) & Audrey Ahmann (17 years in grant management)Volunteers: WWCCD Board of Supervisors include Pat McConnell (Supervisor 20 yrs), Jeff Schulke (Supervisor 10 years), Jim Kent (6 years), Ed Chvatal (Supervisor 19 years), & Todd Kimball, CPA  (Supervisor 12 years)
	Annual Org Changes: No substantial changes


