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Proposed Action

Joe and Estelle Edgar request permission to construct a bridge crossing over Lateral 39 in the
Orland Project (Attachment 1). The Edgars own two adjacent parcels of land that are accessed via
an existing bridge crossing Lateral 39 in front of their residence. They wish to sell the parcel with
the residence and have a separate crossing for the second parcel, which they plan to retain and farm.
This project is located at 39.731717°; -122.178087° which is located in Section 26, Township 22
North, Range 3 West, MDB&M, in Glenn County. Lateral 39 is a concrete lined open ditch
situated on Reclamation’s 30-foot wide easement (see Attachment 2). Attachment 3 contains the
Surveyor’s Statement for the Property, and Attachments 4 and 5 provide details of the bridge
crossing.

Exclusion Categories

Bureau of Reclamation Categorical Exclusion — 516 DM 14.5, D(10): Issuance of permits, licenses,
easements and crossing agreements which provide right-of-way over Bureau of Reclamation lands
where the action does not allow or lead to larger public or private action.

Extraordinary Circumstances
Below is an evaluation of the extraordinary circumstances as required in 43 CFR 46.215.

1. This action would have a significant effect on the quality No Uncertain ] Yes [
of the human environment (40 CFR 1502.3).

2. This action would have highly controversial environmental No Uncertain [] Yes [
effects or involve unresolved conflicts concerning
alternative uses of available resources (NEPA Section
102(2)(E) and 43 CFR 46.215(c)).

3. This action would have significant impacts on public No Uncertain [] Yes [
health or safety (43 CFR 46.215(a)).

4. This action would have significant impacts on such natural No Uncertain [] Yes [
resources and unique geographical characteristics as
historic or cultural resources; parks, recreation, and refuge
lands; wilderness areas; wild or scenic rivers; national
natural landmarks; sole or principal drinking water
aquifers; prime farmlands; wetlands (EO 11990); flood
plains (EO 11988); national monuments; migratory birds;
and other ecologically significant or critical areas (43 CFR
46.215 (b)).

5. This action would have highly uncertain and potentially No Uncertain [] Yes [
significant environmental effects or involve unique or
unknown environmental risks (43 CFR 46.215(d)).



6. This action would establish a precedent for future action or No
represent a decision in principle about future actions with
potentially significant environmental effects (43 CFR
46.215 (e)).

7. This action would have a direct relationship to other No
actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively
significant environmental effects (43 CFR 46.215 (f)).

8. This action would have significant impacts on properties No
listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of
Historic Places as determined by Reclamation (LND 02-
01; and 43 CFR 46.215 (g)).

9. This action would have significant impacts on species No
listed, or proposed to be listed, on the List of Endangered
or Threatened Species, or have significant impacts on
designated critical habitat for these species (43 CFR
46.215 (h)).

10. This action would violate a Federal, Tribal, State, or local  No
law or requirement imposed for protection of the
environment (43 CFR 46.215 (i)).

11. This action would affect ITAs (512 DM 2, Policy No
Memorandum dated December 15, 1993).

12. This action would have a disproportionately high and No
adverse effect on low income or minority populations (EO
12898; and 43 CFR 46.215 (j)).

13. This action would limit access to, and ceremonial use of, No
Indian sacred sites on Federal lands by Indian religious
practitioners or significantly adversely affect the physical
integrity of such sacred sites (EO 13007; 43 CFR 46.215
(k); and 512 DM 3).

14. This action would contribute to the introduction, continued No
existence, or spread of noxious weeds or non-native
invasive species known to occur in the area or actions that
may promote the introduction, growth, or expansion of the
range of such species (Federal Noxious Weed Control Act;
EO 13112; and 43 CFR 46.215 (I)).

Regional Archeologist concurred with Item 8 (email attached).
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ITA Designee concurred with Item 11 (email attached).

NEPA Action Recommended
CEC - This action is covered by the exclusion category and no extraordinary circumstances
exist. The action is excluded from further documentation in an EA or EIS.

L1 Further environmental review is required, and the following document should be prepared.

[1EA
L1 EIS

Environmental commitments, explanations, and/or remarks:



Attachment 1. Project location
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Attachment 2. Photo of the location where the bridge would be located. Photo is looking east
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Attachment 2. Survey Statement for the Project area

L8 hT SATIHS L O L LIINE O O WY

09LZ-96 TN LNANNOOO STHCITY TWOH440

1014 SIUCOARY ST NS PUE RS B0 1
BEISTU| B8 "HYINDY W HIAINNIC PUE bYiNOY 1 JTVHID
[T BT 1800NY

SELI-1102 200 ‘WO

M= TE

o

_—i|L v poren

WRAICHI D
27 FUVLE WD 50 ALNNCD FHL 40 ANOLMMELL CELIVEOSHOONINT
THL NI RLVTLE "W M EH N 22 L B NOLO3E 40 HELEVIO LIBAHLNOE 3HL N
NE'E O MY DNV CMY TR A0 ¥ 107 <0 MO0 v SN T ') 30 LV il £y
S TSV 40 Y ITL T TR L weam o R |
AAMNS 40 QH023Y s!ﬂﬁqﬂ.ﬁ o
s o
Fored TR 20 vt S — 4 4 [r— Q
L3 L)
L ONOTY R ATANNE ST M0 BONNIVIN 4O SV rdarme T
‘SONMIVa 40 S15va B
LAP-ELEE BN LUEINNO00 BOMOTRY THSG 1
OAMFELEE BN LNINND00 SOHCORH TV
T¥ CICMOOE ONY THE T2 LSermy | =
SN EHOM TN TN DN e ALLNIS NI 4L ARIO3ACRMAY Y RDOEIGE ON | th-ur B
ANIMLSNNTY 341 1077 NOWTH WAAGHE B " L3R NNCR O T ARANE BHL 40 U0 BiL
“ASAENE 40 IE0JUNd gL i ! \f
99L5-16 200 MO et S——— 2P =
gy Ol And30 o
T TgTvIm e (wd g 100
A e e N [ — “
WTHL AHINS
PEITE e HP T S
R SN (8.

—RITE  EWE ot

HIRDY TOTED 40 LEINDTH IHL LY

T mv v RIS ONV SR T [ K00EN
ARV Lt T RSy S0 T T e an

IN3W3LYLS SH3aH0I3 i 0 f
40 1 (10 VS ) 3l MR X T, GO NOLUIBON 8L |
ST 4 DVETS BV CELLAOOY ‘OO 90 J0M L 11 B it 4 | 1 | oy _m H
g v
U908 N HSINIDHE 113 \n&; B Nﬂ (7] __. i
i vnor 30K g 1o _ |
% £HO5—¥6 000 WO |
. |igeuh L iEOHEd £

SHEDE
3 o 8 2
&h i E2
ﬁﬁu,vﬁ | 00108 Wiw0s w14 i pee N o eevm L e | b |
LI

“ ENCLLSDET0 [NIREINOR  ONNCH |
|
I
LEH-EI0E T INBAN00 SMOII MO (Lal O vl “Bedvm DY G008 KWl :
DU N LS00 SINCOM WOLID (o} Fovd ‘B TROMMG Tunoe (24 ,
W F0ve e W L 008 (b |
4 300 LB Y S £ 3000 (i) W TV AT OO v HOO8 |
v BABAMIG G B #2008 T AR WHL @RI () |

e Bl W TROWY € OO () -

0 30V LB W BT 15008 ) i

54 P v EOMY 03008 () (o]

v BT W RV DUOOR R SV Y S @

18 30 TATAND ONY St 113008 bl RROTI0 Y UEHON NG §

[ EREREE

ke 1
HINCUIZUIO AN Eull LT

INIFWILYLS SHOAIAHNS




NCAO-CEC-14-6

Attachment 3. Bridge details (side view).
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Attachment 4. Bridge details (top down view)
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Attachment 6. ITA concurrence

CR & ITA Review: CEC Joe Edgar Bridge Crossing 030714

RIVERA, PATRICIA <privera@usbr.gov> Mon, Mar 10, 2014 at 7:36 AM
To: "Zedonis, Paul" <pzedonis@usbr.gov>, Mary Williams <marywilliams@usbr.gov>, Kristi Seabrook
<kseabrook@usbr.gov>

Paul

I reviewed the proposed action to approve Joe and Estelle Edgar's request to construct a bridge crossing
over Lateral 39 m the Orland Project Lateral 39 is a concrete lned open ditch situated on Reclamation’s
30-foot wide easement.

The proposed action does not have a potential to impact Indian Trust Assets.

Patricia Rivera

Native American Affairs Program Manager
US Bureau of Reclamation

Mid-Pacific Region

2800 Sacramento, California 95825

(916) 978-5194

Diane and Kiristi this is admin. Please log into database. Thanks
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Attachment 7. CR Concurrence

CULTURAL RESOURCE COMPLIANCE
Mid-Pacific Region
Division of Environmental Affairs
Cultural Resources Branch

MP-153 Tracking Number: 14-NCAO-121

Project Name: Joe Edgar Crossing Lateral 39, Orland Project, Glenn County, California
NEPA Document: CEC 111213

Project Manager/NEPA Contact: Paul Zedonis

MP 153 Cultural Resources Reviewer: Mark Carper

Date: 6/25/2014

This proposed undertaking by Reclamation is the authorization for Joe Edgar to install a steel
deck bridge across Reclamation’s Lateral 39 within Reclamation’s Orland Project. The project is
located in Glenn County California. Federal authorization constitutes an undertaking pursuant to
Section 301(7) of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470), as amended. which requires compliance with
Section 106 of the NHPA. Reclamation conducted consultations under 36 CFR Part 800. the
mmplementing regulations for Section 106 of the NHPA.

The proposed project entails the installation installing a steel deck and rubrail across the Lateral
39 canal from berm to berm. The crossing will be a maximum length of 18 feet and maximum
width of 11.5 feet. The crossing will affix to the adjacent canal berms via embedded anchor
welds at a depth of 12 inches. No staging areas are required and no ground disturbance beyvond
that needed on the berms will be needed.

Reclamation’s undertaking and the entire APE 1s within the confines of Lateral 39, identified as a
potential historic property. no additional archacological survey was considered necessary to

identify historic properties.

The Orland Project has not been evaluated for eligibility for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places. Because of the small scale of the proposed project. Reclamation is treating the
Orland Project as a historic property under Criterion A for its contribution to Federal roles in the
development of agriculture and irrigation in California. As one of the Orland Project’s laterals,
Lateral 39 will also be treated as a potentially eligible property under Criterion A as a
contributing component to the Orland Project.
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CULTURAL RESOURCE COMPLIANCE
Mid-Pacific Region
Division of Environmental Affairs
Cultural Resources Branch

Reclamation applied the eriteria of adverse effect [36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)] and the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR § 68.3) and determined
that the proposed project will result in no adverse effect to historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR
§ 800.5(b). Construction of a crossing over Lateral 39 will not adversely affect any of the
characteristics which would make it eligible as a contributing property to the Orland Project.

The installation of the crossing will not affect the current condition of the lateral. The new
crossing is small in seale to the lateral and is consistent with existing crossings over this lateral.
The APE is encapsulated within the footprint of the lateral.

Reclamation initiated consultation with the California State Preservation Office (SHPO) by letter
on May 20. 2014, This project is entirely within a built environment and has no potential for
sites of religious or cultural significance to Indian tribes or other Native Americans.

Reclamation did not consult with these groups for this undertaking.

As noted above, Reclamation initiated consultation with SHPO on May 20, 2014 requesting
concurrence with a finding of no adverse effect. Pursuant to the regulations at 36 CFR §800.5(c),
SHPO has 30 days from receipt to review an agency finding. The SHPO has yet to respond to
Reclamation’s finding of effect. If after 30 days the SHPO has not responded. the regulations
state that **.._the agency official shall then carry out the undertaking in accordance with
paragraph (d)(1) of this section™ [§800.5(c)(1)]. Because the SHPO has failed to comment on
Reclamation’s finding within the period of time provided to them pursuant to the Section 106
regulations. Reclamation may move on to the next step of the Section 106 process.

Reclamation has concluded the NHPA Section 106 process for this undertaking. This memo
serves as concurrence with item #8 on NCAO-CEC-14-6 that the proposed action will have no
significant impacts on historic properties. If project activities change or circumstances are
altered after the date of this memo, additional NHPA Section 106 consultations or other cultural

resources compliance review may be required.
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