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Chapter 1 Introduction and Background Information 

1.1 Introduction  
 

The Bureau of Reclamation proposes to provide Klamath Basin Restoration Program (KBRP) 
grant funding to the Northern California Resource Center (NCRC) to upgrade a stream crossing 
in Cottonwood Creek (see Figure 1), a tributary to the Klamath River.   
 
The goal of the KBRP is to provide funding assistance for the protection of fish and wildlife and 
their habitat affected by the Klamath Reclamation Project.  The projects funded under KBRP 
focus on the protection and improvement of species listed under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) that are affected by the Klamath Reclamation Project and to protect and/or improve 
conditions for those species. The ESA-listed species directly affected by the Klamath 
Reclamation Project include: threatened coho salmon (Onchorhynchus kisutch), and endangered 
shortnose sucker (Chasmistes brevirostris) and Lost River sucker (Delistes luxatus). 
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) includes a discussion of the purpose and need for the 
proposed action, alternatives, environmental consequences of the alternatives, and a listing of 
agencies and persons consulted (40 CFR 1508.9). The EA was prepared to satisfy the procedural 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (P.L. 91-190, as amended) and 
to determine if an Environmental Impact Statement or Finding of No Significant Impact should 
be prepared. 

1.2 Purpose and Need 
 

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide funding to NCRC to replace an existing low 
water ford with a pre-constructed single span bridge.  The replacement of the ford is needed to 
remove a flow mediated fish barrier that prevents coho salmon, chinook salmon, and steelhead 
from migrating to areas upstream where additional habitat improvements have been performed 
including sediment reduction and fish screening of diversions on private and public lands.   

1.3 Background 
 
The Cottonwood Creek Crossing Upgrade Project (Project) is proposed by the NCRC who will 
perform the proposed activities under agreement with R Ranch.  Cottonwood Creek is a tributary 
to the Lower Klamath River in northwestern California.  Project implementation has been funded 
wholly by Reclamation’s Klamath Basin Restoration Program.  
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Figure 1.  Map showing proposed project location.
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Coho salmon in the Klamath Basin are part of the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coasts 
Evolutionary Significant Unit (SONCC ESU) which were listed as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act in 1997.  Data regarding the fate of juvenile Coho rearing in mainstem 
Klamath River habitats is limited (Soto et al. 2008; Hillemeier et al. 2010).  It is thought that 
conditions in the Klamath River become unsuitable for juvenile Coho and that few Coho rely 
solely on mainstem habitats for survival.   
 
Cottonwood Creek is part of the Klamath River Hydrologic Area, and Hornbrook Hydrologic 
Sub-Area (HSA) as defined by CDFG in their California coho salmon recovery strategy (2004).  
The Hornbrook HSA is located between the confluence of the Shasta River and the confluence of 
Little Bogus Creek.   
 
CDFG (2004) indicates there are many problems facing coho salmon including a major 
impoundment (i.e. the existing collapsed crossing site) on Cottonwood Creek and summer 
diversions that dry some reaches.  In addition, spawning gravels especially in the lower reaches 
of Cottonwood Creek were largely removed when Interstate 5 was constructed (CDFG 2004). 
 
Coho salmon are known to be present in Cottonwood Creek.  The proposed action addresses a 
flow mediated fish barrier and has the potential to: 
 

• Allow unrestricted anadromous fish (Chinook, coho, Steelhead) migration past 
the Project site to areas upstream where additional habitat exists and where 
ongoing stream restoration has been taking place over the past 10 years. 
 

• Eliminate current negative impacts to the stream due to foot, equestrian, and 
ATV traffic which continue to utilize this collapsed crossing point. 

Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not provide funding to NCRC for the 
crossing upgrade in Cottonwood Creek.  If no action was taken, the current dilapidated concrete 
ford would continue to be used for crossing Cottonwood Creek and the flow mediated fish 
barrier would persist.  Further, taking no action would not meet the purpose and need for the 
proposed project.   

2.2 Proposed Action 
 
The proposed action would include Reclamation providing KBRP funding to upgrade the stream 
crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  The project is located approximately 1 mile north of Hornbrook, 
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California on property adjacent to and including the Cottonwood Creek channel, owned and 
managed by the R Ranch.  Currently, the R Ranch is managed as a private recreational area and 
is not open to the general public.  The entire footprint of the project covers less than ¼ acre.  The 
project would consist of multiple activities necessary to complete the crossing upgrade.   
 
The main ground disturbance components of the Project include the construction of a bridge 
abutment on each side of the stream, which would be just outside Cottonwood Creek’s bank full 
width, and the removal of the existing collapsed concrete ford which is approximately 50 feet 
long and 8 feet wide.  No equipment would enter into the wetted channel of Cottonwood Creek 
to remove the collapsed concrete barrier, as it would be excavated and lifted out of the stream 
using the extended arm of an excavator, operating from both the stream bank and the concrete 
ford.  The concrete remnants would then be disposed of offsite and upslope from any floodplain 
area.  The new bridge is pre-fabricated (see Figure 2) and would be placed on the abutments. 
 
 

 
Figure 2. Photograph of the span bridge proposed to replace existing concrete ford. 

 
The Project includes equipment staging, construction of two bridge abutments, placement of 
bridge on the abutments, removal of the existing concrete low flow ford from the Cottonwood 
Creek channel, and finish work/cleanup.  The Project would be implemented during times of low 
flow, preferably September 1 through October 15.  However, work may be extended based on 
weather conditions and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) approval.  The anticipated 
time to complete each phase of the Project is shown in Table 1.  
 
Table 1. Anticipated time expected to complete each Project phase. 

Project Phase  Estimated Completion Time

Equipment staging    1 day

Construction of two abutments  2 weeks

Bridge placement  1 day

Removal of concrete barrier  1 day 

Finish work and cleanup  2 days 
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Equipment Staging 
The staging area would be confined to a flat grass/dirt surface area on river right that has been 
previously disturbed by vehicle use.  This staging area is located next to the project site and is set 
back approximately 100ft. from stream edge.  Silt fencing and hay bales would be placed along 
both sides of the Cottonwood Creek channel as far away from the wetted channel as possible, to 
ensure that any sediment or contaminants resulting from Project activities would be intercepted 
before entering Cottonwood Creek.  No vegetation would be removed for equipment staging 
areas, and no streamside vegetation providing effective canopy shade on either side of the 
channel would be disturbed by Project staging.  Staging areas would be used for vehicle parking, 
servicing, storage of tools and supplies, and storage of hazardous material containment 
equipment.  Refueling of equipment would be limited to the staging area.   
 
The following equipment may be on site and used during various phases of the Project: 

• Backhoe/excavator/loader (abutment construction, bridge placement, and concrete ford 
removal) 

• Small track dozer (D4 or smaller; abutment construction) 
• Dump truck (5-yard typical; abutment construction) 
• Air compressor/jackhammer (abutment construction) 
• Concrete delivery trucks and concrete pump trucks (abutment construction) 

 
Channel Protection Measures 
On the east and west side of the Cottonwood Creek channel, silt fencing and hay bales would be 
placed  as far as possible from the  wetted channel of Cottonwood Creek  for a linear distance of 
30 feet adjacent to both abutment locations.  Disturbance and/or removal of vegetation would not 
exceed the minimum necessary to complete operations, and is expected to consist of 
approximately 30 linear feet of vegetation on either side of Cottonwood Creek.  The main 
vegetation component at the project site is willow and several low stature broadleaved trees.  It is 
expected that, if cut off at the root collar at the start of Project operations, willows that have their 
tops removed will re-grow within one growing season.  Other broadleaved trees that impede 
Project work will be pruned as needed, but will be retained in place.  
   
Abutment/Approach Construction 
Channel protection measures would be in place prior to construction of the abutments and 
approaches.  Abutments would be excavated, formed, and concrete would be poured into the 
temporary forms and allowed to set.  All work would be accomplished according to the 
engineered plans.   
 
The abutments would be located outside of the wetted channel and above the normal bank full 
width for Cottonwood Creek. Complete studies and engineering designs (SHN Engineering) 
were completed (see Appendix A) to establish bridge site, stream cross section survey and 
analysis information, scour and erosion information and topographic information. 
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Bridge Assembly and Placement 
The bridge structure is single span, pre-constructed, and would be used for foot, equestrian, and 
ATV use.  The bridge placement/assembly would not touch the wetted channel at any time and 
would be set with heavy equipment staged on the stream channel banks outside of the wetted 
channel.   
 
Removal of Existing Concrete Low Water Crossing Fish Barrier 
Minimal excavation and no stream entry would be required to remove the existing concrete low 
flow ford/barrier.  Working from the stream bank and on the ford itself, the excavator would lift 
the collapsed sections of the ford out of the stream, and dispose of the concrete waste at an 
appropriate, hydrologically disconnected site.  Ford removal would occur after the new bridge 
has been placed and completed.   
 
Finish Work and Cleanup 
Finish work would consist of the following activities:  

• Cleaning up all construction debris including any rock or debris that accumulates behind 
the channel protection fences and hay bales 

• Removal of equipment, construction materials and signage 
• Final inspection of all work 

 
Finish work and cleanup of the project site would occur immediately post-Project.  All excess 
spoils/waste would be removed from the work area and would be disposed of in a legal manner 
The project area would be returned to as close to pre project conditions as practicable. 
 
Mitigation Measures Incorporated into the Proposed Action 

 
• Ford removal would temporarily cease if the removal process causes a plume of turbidity 

above background levels.  The temporary cessation will allow any plumes of turbidity 
that form to dissipate back to background levels before ford removal resumes (CDFG 
2010).   
 

• Project should be accomplished in a manner which prevents excessive sediment being 
deposited downstream. 
 

• Project should be accomplished during times of low flow, September 1 through 
October15.  These timing restrictions are to minimize effects to Coho salmon.  These 
timeframes are established windows for instream work when Coho salmon are not 
expected to be present.  
 

• Cease work and implement erosion control measures when there is a forecast of more 
than 50% chance of rain, or at the onset of any precipitation.  Monitoring of the 72 hour 
forecast from the National Weather Service would be continuous during the Project. 
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• Allow the work area to “rest” during the process of removing the concrete ford if the 

work causes a plume of turbidity above background levels.  Work should resume only 
after the stream has reached the original background turbidity levels. 

 
• Installation of Project structures would be such that Cottonwood Creek flow is not 

impaired, and upstream or downstream passage of fish and all aquatic life-forms is 
assured at all times. 

 
• The project would at all times include adequate erosion and sediment control 

devices/measures to prevent the degradation of water quality. 

Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences 

3.1 Resources Considered 
 
Evaluation of the Proposed Action indicates the following resources could be affected by the 
project: 
 

• Surface Water Resources  
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Land Use and Recreation 
• Indian Trust Assets 
• Climate Change 
• Environmental Justice 

 

3.2 Resources Not Analyzed in Detail 
 
Evaluation of the Proposed Action indicates that there would be little to no indirect, direct, or 
cumulative effects on several resources. The resources include:  
 

• Groundwater Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Geology and Soils 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Mineral Resources 
• Public Services 
• Utilities and Infrastructure 
• Socioeconomics 
• Noise 
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As a result, these resources are not discussed further in this EA. 
 

3.4 Surface Water Resources 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 
 
Cottonwood Creek is a perennial stream with very low flows occurring usually from August - 
November annually.  The watershed contains the main stem and the West Fork of Cottonwood 
Creek, which is a significant tributary to the main stem.  Channel types consist of Rosgen type A 
in the headwater areas to Rosgen type B and C in the middle and lower reaches.  The stream 
gradient at the project site is less than 4% with a mixed substrate of sand and small cobble with 
reaches of bedrock upstream of the project site. Average annual precipitation in the watershed is 
10-15 inches with snowfall in the headwaters of 3-6 ft.    
 
Native vegetation is mostly riparian woodland, confined to a narrow strip (~20 feet) along the 
creek corridor. Precipitation in the watershed falls as primarily rain during the traditional winter 
months, with snowfall sometimes occurring in the surrounding low elevation mountains within 
the watershed.  Average annual precipitation in the watershed is 10-15 inches with snowfall in 
the headwaters of 3-6 ft.  Flow peaks typically during spring snow melt and after heavy rain on 
snow events which can result in flashy flood events which can overtop the creek river banks and 
spread to the floodplain.  Historically there have been 100 year flood events in 1955 and 1964.   
The creek flow during the very dry summer period results in only a very narrow margin of 
riparian vegetation along the creek. The area beyond the riparian area, which is upslope and dry, 
consists of perennial bunch grasses and forbs, with some semblance of a chaparral zone.   
 
Cottonwood Creek within the main project area is termed a “riverwash.”  The Siskiyou County 
Soil Survey (USDA 1982) indicates that this map unit is on a flood plain, which is flooded 
almost every year.  The creek consists of unstabilized and stratified mixture of sand, silt, clay, 
stone, cobble, and gravel sediment, which is reworked by water most every year. 
 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
No Action 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not release grant funding to NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading the crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  If no action was taken, the current 
dilapidated concrete ford would continue to be used for crossing Cottonwood Creek and the flow 
mediated fish barrier would persist.  However, NCRC could still seek other financial partners or 
fund the Proposed Action themselves, which is outside the scope of this EA. 
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Proposed Action 
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would release grant funding to NCRC for the purpose 
of upgrading the stream crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  
 
The Proposed Action includes limited activities that would occur within the surface water 
resource of Cottonwood Creek including abutment and approach construction and removal of the 
concrete ford.  Channel protection measures would be implemented throughout the project 
duration.  These channel protection measures would include silt fencing and hay bales places as 
far as possible from the wetted channel of Cottonwood Creek and for a linear distance of 30 feet 
adjacent to both abutment locations.  The purpose of the channel protection measures is to reduce 
the potential for sediment to reach the stream channel during upland project activities.  
Additional measures would be implemented in an effort to minimize impacts to water quality and 
the biological resources that depend on them as follows: 
 

• Project should be accomplished in a manner which prevents excessive sediment being 
deposited downstream and be accomplished during times of low flow, September 1 
through October15.  
 

• Cease work and implement erosion control measures when there is a forecast of more 
than 50% chance of rain, or at the onset of any precipitation.  Monitoring of the 72 hour 
forecast from the National Weather Service will be continuous during the Project. 

 
• Allow the work area to “rest” during the process of removing the concrete ford if the 

work causes a plume of turbidity above background levels.  Work should resume only 
after the stream has reached the original background turbidity levels. 

 
• All excess spoils should be removed from the work area and shall be disposed of in a 

legal manner which prevents them from re-entering the creek system in such a manner so 
they do not negatively affect aquatic species and/or other sensitive native habitat 
communities. 

 
• Installation of Project structures will be such that Cottonwood Creek flow is not 

impaired, and upstream or downstream passage of fish and all aquatic life-forms is 
assured at all times. 

 
• The project will at all times include adequate erosion and sediment control 

devices/measures to prevent the degradation of water quality. 
 

• Hay bales will be placed in the Cottonwood Creek Channel during removal of concrete 
ford to arrest any potential plumes of turbidity that may result from this activity. 
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Potential water quality impacts including temporary increases in turbidity would be temporary in 
nature and only persist during construction activities.   
 
The project proponent has consulted various agencies to ensure compliance as follows: 
 

• Kelley Reid from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (project # 2010-00260).  After 
receiving and reviewing the project information, Kelley advised that there was no need 
for a permit and deferred to California Department of Fish and Game as lead agency 
(pers comm. Larry Alexander September 22, 2011).    

• Andrew Baker from the Northern California Water Quality Board.  After reviewing the 
401 Notice of Intent provided and email confirmation that the application had been 
reviewed and approved (see attached email).  

• California Department of Fish and Game.  Provided a 1600 (c) Permit (attached). 
 
The grantee shall be responsible for acquiring any required permits supplemental or in addition 
to those already obtained prior to implementation of project activities.  Further, the grantee shall 
ensure that all required stipulations as described in the attached permit documentation are 
followed throughout project implementation. 
 
The activities associated with the proposed project are not expected to have an effect on the 
quantity of the surface water resource. 
 
Therefore, no significant impacts to surface water resources would occur as a result of the 
Proposed Action.    
   
Cumulative Impacts 
 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would not affect the quantity or long term quality of the 
surface water resources.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no significant cumulative 
impacts on surface water resources. 

3.5 Biological Resources 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 
 
Cottonwood Creek is considered a significant steelhead trout, Chinook salmon, and Coho salmon 
stream.  A narrow strip of mostly native vegetation composed of riparian woodland exists along 
the creek corridor (~20 feet).  The environmental setting outside the riparian area is upslope and 
dry with the native vegetation consisting perennial bunch grasses and forbs, similar to a what 
would be considered a chaparral zone (Resource Management unknown date).  Currently, the 
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area is infested with several exotic species and the noxious weeds Himalayan blackberries and 
yellow starthistle (Resource Management unknown date).      
 
The project area has been highly disturbed from mining, roads, and the railroad which is just a 
few hundred feet away from the east side of the creek.  The west side of the creek is a camping 
ground with maintained lawns and camping areas and is devoid of natural vegetation.  
 
A species list was downloaded from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Arcata Office 
website on September 22, 2011 pursuant to section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(see Appendix 2). The list is dated September 22, 2011 and is considered the current listing of 
species that may occur within the Hornbrook 7.5 minute USGS Quad Map.   

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
No Action Alternative  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not release grant funding to NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading the crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  If no action was taken, the current 
dilapidated concrete ford would continue to be used for crossing Cottonwood Creek and the flow 
mediated fish barrier would persist.  However, NCRC could still seek other financial partners or 
fund the Proposed Action themselves, which is outside the scope of this EA. 
 
Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would release grant funding to NCRC for the purpose 
of upgrading the stream crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  
 
The Proposed Action area is located within Cottonwood Creek, on the R-Ranch, a private-
ownership, gated ranch and recreational community near Hornbrook, California.  The project 
area is highly disturbed by recreational use and private residences.  Upstream of the project area, 
the land use is primarily agriculture and timber lands located on private and public lands. 
Potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action could occur both within the stream and in 
the adjacent upland staging area. 
 
Through informal ESA consultation activities with NCRC and NMFS, Reclamation determined 
the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect ESA listed coho salmon, nor 
adversely modify critical habitat.  Reclamation submitted a letter to the NMFS on September 13, 
2011 requesting NMFS’ concurrence with this determination.  On September 28, 2011, written 
concurrence was received from NMFS.  Effects minimization measures would be implemented 
throughout the proposed project to avoid negative impacts to fisheries and water quality as 
described in Section 3.4.2. 
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Resource Management (a contractor hired by NCRC) performed two separate biological 
investigations for the project area.  These investigations resulted in two reports titled Biological 
Assessment for Proposed Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Improvement Project Hornbrook, 
California and Botanical Resource Survey for Proposed Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage 
Improvement Project Hornbrook, California.  Both investigations resulted in negative findings 
for the project location when considering rare, threatened, or endangered species.  
 
Therefore, based on an analysis of current survey results and information pertaining specifically 
to the project area and information on known existing populations and habitat requirements, no 
freshwater or terrestrial protected species are expected to occur at the proposed project area.  
Therefore, no impacts are expected. 
 
The Proposed Action is not expected to result in negative effects on migratory birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  However, to ensure compliance with the MBTA, 
between the dates of March 15 and August 31 all vegetation scheduled to be disturbed shall be 
inspected for the presence of bird nests immediately prior to being disturbed.  If an active nest is 
discovered vegetation clearing activities will not be allowed to proceed in the vicinity of the 
nest(s).  No activities shall occur within an appropriate buffered distance from active nests until 
after the young birds have fledged from the nest.   
 
The Proposed Action would have no effect on Bald Eagles because no trees would be affected by 
and the project is scheduled to occur outside the seasonal restriction timeframes. Further, the 
Proposed Action would have no effect on Golden Eagles because they are not known to nest in 
the project location. 
 
Overall, the proposed project is being performed in an effort to benefit Coho salmon in the long 
term by potentially providing access otherwise inaccessible to approximately 15 miles of habitat.  
Therefore, based on the information included and analyzed in this EA, no significant impacts to 
biological resources are expected as a result of the Proposed Action.  
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to biological resources. Further, the 
proposed project is being performed to ultimately benefit anadromous fish species, particularly 
Coho salmon by providing access to habitat otherwise unavailable.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Action would represent a negligible amount of contribution when considering all cumulative 
impacts to biological resources. 
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3.7 Cultural Resources 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 
 
Cultural resources is a broad term that includes prehistoric, historic, architectural, and traditional 
cultural properties.  The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, is the 
primary Federal legislation that outlines the Federal Government’s responsibility to cultural 
resources.  Section 106 of the NHPA requires the Federal Government to take into consideration 
the effects of an undertaking on cultural resources included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the 
National Register of Historic Places (National Register).  Those resources that are in or eligible 
for inclusion in, the National Register are referred to as historic properties. 
 
The Section 106 process is outlined in the Federal regulations at 36 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Part 800.  These regulations describe the process that the Federal agency must take to 
identify cultural resources and the level of effect that the proposed undertaking will have on 
historic properties.  In summary, it must first be determined if the action is the type of action that 
has the potential to affect historic properties.  If the action is the type of action to affect historic 
properties, the Federal agency must identify the area of potential effects (APE), determine if 
historic properties are present within that APE, determine the effect that the undertaking will 
have on historic properties, and consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), to 
seek concurrence on these findings.  In addition, the Federal agency is required through the 
Section 106 process to consult with Indian Tribes concerning the identification of sites of 
religious or cultural significance, and consult with individuals or groups who are entitled to be 
consulting parties or have requested to be consulting parties. 
 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action alternative, Reclamation would not release grant funding to the NCRC for 
the purpose of upgrading the stream crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  Without the use of Federal 
funds from Reclamation, there would be no undertaking as defined by Section 301(7) of the 
NHPA.  As a result, Reclamation would not have a statutory requirement to comply with Section 
106 of the NHPA.  Current conditions would persist within Cottonwood Creek.  NCRC could 
choose to retain additional Federal and non-Federal funding sources to help implement the 
proposed project; however, the acquisition of financial resources from sources other than 
Reclamation would not require Reclamation to comply with Section 106 or consider impacts to 
cultural resources.  If Reclamation initiates the No Action alternative, there would be no impact 
to cultural resources. 
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Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would release grant funding to the NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading the crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  The use of federal funds constitutes an 
undertaking as defined by Section 301(7) of the NHPA and as the proposed action includes the 
type of activities that have the potential to cause effects to historic properties assuming historic 
properties are present, resulted in the need to initiate the Section 106 process as outlined in the 
Section 106 implementing regulations at 36 CFR 800.    
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.4, various efforts to identify historic properties at the project 
location were performed.  NCRC engaged a consultant to conduct an archeological survey for 
the purpose (undated, though survey dates are listed as April 09, 2009, and March 17, 2010).  In 
summary, a records search was completed with the Northeast Information Center at California 
State University Chico and Native American Tribes and individuals who may have an interest in 
the project or have knowledge of historic properties which may be affected by the proposed 
action were contacted by letter.  No cultural resources were identified as a result of these efforts.  
On August 1, 2011, Reclamation cultural resources staff conducted a cultural resources survey of 
the project area.  Further, pursuant to 36 CFR Parts 800.(c)(2)(B) and 800.3(f), Reclamation 
consulted with the Quartz Valley Indian Reservation, the Karuk Tribe of California, and the 
Shasta Indian Nation in an effort to identify sites of religious and cultural significance that may 
be affected by the proposed project.  No historic properties were identified as a result of this 
effort.   
 
Based on the identification efforts and investigations, Reclamation concluded that the proposed 
project would result in no affect to historic properties pursuant to the regulations at 36 CRF Part 
800.4(d)(1).  Reclamation submitted this finding to the California SHPO for concurrence on 
August 29, 2011 and received concurrence on October 4, 2011.  Therefore, Reclamation 
concludes that the Section 106 process has been completed.  Pursuant to Reclamation’s 
determination that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed project, the Proposed 
Action would result in no impact to cultural resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to cultural resources, and therefore, 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts to cultural resources. 
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3.8 Land Use and Recreation 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 
 
The project area is located approximately 1 mile north of Hornbrook, California.  The project 
would occur on property adjacent to and including the Cottonwood Creek channel, owned and 
managed by the R Ranch.  The R Ranch is a privately owned, gated ranch and recreation 
community on 5,119 acres and is not open to the general public.  The immediate project area is 
primarily recreational use and private residences.  Currently, the R Ranch is used for a variety of 
purposes including camping, hiking, fishing, horse riding, all-terrain vehicular (ATV) use, and 
hunting.  Upstream of the project, the land use is primarily agriculture and timber management 
on private and public lands. 
 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action alternative, Reclamation would not release grant funding to NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading a stream crossing within Cottonwood Creek.  As a result, the collapsed 
concrete ford would remain in place and a bridge would not be installed.  As a result, use of the 
collapsed ford by would continue by R-Ranch members accessing lands located on the east side 
of the creek.  Further, current land use practices would continue at the project location. The 
NCRC could still seek other financial partners or fund the Proposed Action themselves, which is 
outside the scope of this EA.   
 
Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would release grant funding to the NCRC for the 
purpose upgrading the stream crossing on Cottonwood Creek.  Implementing the proposed action 
would not result in alteration of current land use practices or recreational use.  The proposed 
project location is located on a private ranch where access is limited to paying members.  
Therefore, implementing the proposed project would not affect current practices at the project 
site.  Further, the proposed project would be beneficial by providing safe passage for foot, 
equestrian, and ATV traffic across Cottonwood Creek for R Ranch members.  The project would 
also be beneficial by limiting current potentially occurring impacts to the surface water and 
fishery resources.   
 
Reclamation’s KBRP funding provided to NCRC for the proposed project does not give the 
Federal Government explicit or implied authority to regulate and/or enforce land use activities in 
the immediate or adjacent affected project area. 
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Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative is not expected to result in negative impacts 
to land use or recreation. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to land use and recreation and 
therefore, would not contribute to cumulative impacts associated with this resource. 

3.9 Indian Trust Assets 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 
 
Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) are legal interests in property or rights held in trust by the United 
States for Indian Tribes or individuals. Trust status originates from rights imparted by treaties, 
statutes, or executive orders. These rights are reserved for, or granted to, tribes.  
 
Reclamation’s policy is to protect ITAs from adverse impacts resulting from Reclamation 
programs and activities whenever possible. Types of action that could affect ITAs include an 
interference with the exercise of a reserved water right, degradation of water quality where there 
is a water right or noise near a land asset where it adversely affects uses of the reserved land. 
 

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action alternative, Reclamation would not release grant funding to NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading a stream crossing within Cottonwood Creek.  As a result, the collapsed 
concrete ford would remain in place and a bridge would not be installed.  However, the NCRC 
could still seek other financial partners or fund the Proposed Action themselves, which is outside 
the scope of this EA.  The current land use practices would continue at the proposed project 
locations resulting in no adverse impacts to ITAs. 
 
Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would release grant funding to the NCRC for the 
purpose upgrading the stream crossing on Cottonwood Creek.  In an email dated September 28, 
2011, Patricia Rivera, Reclamation Indian Trust Assets Coordinator, stated that “the proposed 
action does not have the potential to affect Indian Trust Assets.  Therefore, no impacts to ITAs 
would result from implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
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The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to ITAs and, therefore, would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts to ITAs. 

3.10 Climate Change 

3.10.1 Affected Environment 
 
The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change predicts that changes in the 
Earth’s climate will continue through the 21st century and that the rate of change may increase 
significantly in the future because of human activity. Climate change may be changing faster 
than had been anticipated as little as three years ago (GCCIG 2008).  

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not release grant funding to NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading the crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  If no action was taken, the current 
dilapidated concrete ford would continue to be used for crossing Cottonwood Creek and the flow 
mediated fish barrier would persist.  However, NCRC could still seek other financial partners or 
fund the Proposed Action themselves, which is outside the scope of this EA.  As a result, there 
would be no impacts to climate change. 
 
Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would release grant funding to the NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading the crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  The Proposed Action is limited in 
scope and duration.  Therefore, any potential to contribution to climate change would be 
negligible.  As a result, the Proposed Action would not cause any significant change on the 
composition of the atmosphere and therefore would not result in adverse impacts to climate 
change. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to climate change and, therefore, 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts to climate change. 

3.11 Environmental Justice 

3.11.1 Affected Environment 
 
Pursuant to Executive Order 12898 (dated February 11, 1994), Reclamation is required to 
consider any potential effects to minority or low-income populations resulting from its actions.  
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3.11.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not release grant funding to NCRC for the 
purpose of upgrading the crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  If no action was taken, the current 
dilapidated concrete ford would continue to be used for crossing Cottonwood Creek and the flow 
mediated fish barrier would persist.  However, NCRC could still seek other financial partners or 
fund the Proposed Action themselves, which is outside the scope of this EA.  As a result, the No 
Action alternative would not result in a disproportionate effect upon those populations. 
 
Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would release grant funding to the NCRC for the for 
the purpose of upgrading the crossing in Cottonwood Creek.  The proposed action would not 
result in a disproportionate impact on economically disadvantaged or minority populations. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to economically disadvantaged or 
minority populations and, therefore, would not contribute to cumulative impacts to those groups. 

3.12 Summary of Environmental Effects 
 
The environmental effects of the Proposed Action Alternative are summarized in the Table 
below. 
 
Table 2.  Summary of Environmental Effects. 

Resource/Issue Potential Effects 
Surface Water Resources No significant effect. Temporary and limited in nature. 
Biological Resources May Affect Not Likely to Adversely Affect Coho Salmon.  
Cultural Resources No Historic Properties Affected. 
Land Use and Recreation No effect. 
Indian Trust Assets No effect. 
Climate Change  No effect. 
Environmental Justice No effect. 
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Chapter 4 Consultation and Coordination 

4.1 Federal Laws  
 
The following federal laws were considered during the preparation of this EA and the evaluation 
of the potential impacts from the Proposed Action were described in Chapter 3. 
 

4.1.1 Endangered Species Act (16 USC. 1521 et seq.) 
 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires Federal agencies to ensure that all 
federally associated activities within the United States do not jeopardize the continued existence 
of threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the 
critical habitat of these species. When a proposed action is likely to impact listed species, action 
agencies must consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which maintains current lists of 
species that have been designated as threatened or endangered, to determine the potential impacts 
a project may have on protected species.  

4.1.3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC § 703 et seq.) 
 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act implements various treaties and conventions between the U.S. 
and Canada, Japan, Mexico and the former Soviet Union for the protection of migratory birds. 
Unless permitted by regulations, the Act provides that it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture 
or kill; attempt to take, capture or kill; possess, offer to or sell, barter, purchase, deliver or cause 
to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried or received any migratory bird, part, nest, 
egg or product, manufactured or not. Subject to limitations in the Act, the Secretary of the 
Interior (Secretary) may adopt regulations determining the extent to which, if at all, hunting, 
taking, capturing, killing, possessing, selling, purchasing, shipping, transporting or exporting of 
any migratory bird, part, nest or egg would be allowed, having regard for temperature zones, 
distribution, abundance, economic value, breeding habits and migratory flight patterns.  

4.1.4 Clean Water Act (33 USC § 1251 et seq.) 
 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires that a permit from the USACE be obtained for the 
discharge of dredged of fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands that 
have a significant nexus with a water of the United States.   
 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires any applicant for a federal license or permit for 
activities that may result in any discharge into waters of the United States to provide the federal 
permitting agency, (United States Army Corps of Engineers) with a certification from the 
respective state. 
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4.1.5 National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC § 470 et seq.) 
 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 is the primary Federal legislation which 
outlines the Federal Government’s responsibility to cultural resources.  Section 106 of the NHPA 
requires the Federal Government to take into consideration the effects of an undertaking on 
historic properties listed on or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 
 

4.2 Public Involvement 
 
The Final EA and FONSI were posted on the Reclamation website with a press release advising 
the public of the decision.
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Chapter 5 List of Preparers and Reviewers 
 
Kristen Hiatt, Natural Resource Specialist, Klamath Basin Area Office – Preparation of EA 
Bill Soule, Archaeologist, Mid-Pacific Region – Preparation of Cultural Resources Section 
Jennie Land, Sr. Environmental Specialist, Klamath Basin Area Office – Review of EA 
Chuck Korson, Fish Passage Coordinator, Klamath Basin Area Office – Resource Information 
Larry Alexander, Biologist, Northern California Resource Center – Resource Information 
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============================================================== 
Listed/Proposed Threatened and Endangered Species for 

the HORNBROOK Quad (Candidates Included)  
 

September 22, 2011 
 

Document number: 493171842-155118 
============================================================== 
KEY: 
(PE) Proposed Endangered Proposed in the Federal Register as being in danger of extinction  
(PT) Proposed Threatened  Proposed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future  
(E) Endangered Listed in the Federal Register as being in danger of extinction  
(T) Threatened Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future  
(C) Candidate Candidate which may become a proposed species Habitat Y = Designated, P = Proposed, N = None Designated  
* Denotes a species Listed by the National Marine Fisheries Service  
 
Type Scientific Name Common Name Category Critical 

Habitat 
Plants     

 Fritillaria gentneri  Gentner's fritillary E N 
Invertebrates     

 Branchinecta lynchi  vernal pool fairy shrimp T Y 
Fish     

 Chasmistes brevirostris  shortnose sucker E P 
 Deltistes luxatus  Lost River sucker E P 
* Oncorhynchus kisutch  S. OR/N. CA coho 

salmon 
T Y 

Birds     
 Coccyzus americanus  Western yellow-billed 

cuckoo 
C N 

 Strix occidentalis caurina  northern spotted owl T Y 
Mammals     

 Martes pennanti  fisher, West Coast DPS C N 
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Hiatt, Kristen L

From: Soule, William E
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 9:15 AM
To: Hiatt, Kristen L
Cc: Perry, Laureen (Laurie) M; Barnes, Amy J; Fogerty, John A; Nickels, Adam M; Dunay, Amy L; 

Bruce, Brandee E; Williams, Scott A; Goodsell, Joanne E; Overly, Stephen A
Subject: RE: 11-KBAO-219 Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage EA Review
Attachments: 17 BUR110831A Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Project Hornbrook Shskiyou County.pdf; 

20110929 Cottonwood Creek Bridge Replacement Project.doc

Kristen: 
 
Attached is the SHPO concurrence letter regarding our finding of no historic properties affected for the Cottonwood Creek 
project and my comments on the draft EA. This email is the formal notification that the Section 106 process has been 
completed for this undertaking. Thank you for your assistance on this project and for the opportunity to comment on the 
draft NEPA document. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bill 
 
William E. Soule, M.A., Archaeologist 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way, MP-153 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
Phone: 916-978-4694 
Email:  wsoule@usbr.gov 
 
 

From: Hiatt, Kristen L  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 3:40 PM 
To: Soule, William E 
Subject: RE: 11-KBAO-219 Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage EA Review 
 
Bill, 
 
Thank you for the update. 
 
Regards, 
 
Kristen L. Hiatt 
Natural Resources Specialist 
Klamath Basin Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Phone: (541) 880‐2577 
Fax: (541) 884‐9053 
6600 Washburn Way 
Klamath Falls, OR 97603 
khiatt@usbr.gov 

Do you really need to print this? 
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From: Soule, William E  
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 3:38 PM 
To: Hiatt, Kristen L 
Subject: RE: 11-KBAO-219 Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage EA Review 
 
Kristen: 
 
RE.: Cottonwood Fish Passage Project 
 
I have called the CA SHPO regarding the letter for this undertaking.  Jeff Brooke of the SHPO staff said that it should be 
signed shortly and should go out in the mail this week. The changes that I would make to the EA are largely based on the 
SHPO response (i.e., concurrence with our finding of effect) and a reference to the date of the SHPO’s concurrence 
letter. Essentially, you already have everything else in you EA but that, largely from the Aug. 29 Reclamation letter 
requesting consultation.  
 
When I receive the SHPO letter (I have asked Jeff to email me a copy ASAP when signed), I will forward it to you. 
 
Bill  
 

From: Hiatt, Kristen L  
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2011 1:46 PM 
To: Soule, William E 
Subject: Cottonwood Creek EA Review 
 
Bill, 
 
While we are waiting for the concurrence from the SHPO, please review the cultural resources section of the 
attached EA for the subject project.  Please review and comment at your earliest convenience but no later than 
Tuesday October 4, 2011. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Kristen L. Hiatt 
Natural Resources Specialist 
Klamath Basin Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Phone: (541) 880‐2577 
Fax: (541) 884‐9053 
6600 Washburn Way 
Klamath Falls, OR 97603 
khiatt@usbr.gov 

Do you really need to print this? 
 
 







 



 



V:\NEPA\ITA\20110927 Cottonwood Creek Crossing Upgrade Indian Trust Assets Request Form.doc 09/19/08 

Indian Trust Assets  
Request Form 

 
**Please send your request to: Patricia Rivera, privera@usbr.gov  - 
cc to Diane Williams and Ellie Robbins, marywilliams@usbr.gov, and 
erobbins@usbr.gov  
 
Date: 
 
Requested by Kristen Hiatt – Natural Resource Specialist 

 
 

Cost Authority  
(18 digits + 1) 
 

A30-0012-4990-001-00-0-0 
 
 

Cost Center 
(7 digits) 

2530000 
 
 

Region # if other 
than MP 
 

 

Project Name  
Cottonwood Creek Crossing Upgrade Project 
 

CEC or EA Number KBAO-EA-11-05 
 

Project 
Description 
 
 
 

Reclamation proposes to provide grant funding to Resource Management for 
the purpose removal and replacement of a foot bridge over Cottonwood 
Creek.  The current concrete footbridge has become dilapidated and created 
a barrier for fish passage.  The grantee proposes to remove the existing 
structure.  The grantee further proposes to replace the crossing with an 8’6” 
wide by 75’ long railroad flatcar bridge 

*Project Location 
(Township, 
Range, Section, 
e.g., T12 R5E S10, 
or XY cords) 

T47N R6W Section 17 (see attached map) 
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Hiatt, Kristen L

From: Rivera, Patricia L
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2011 8:38 AM
To: Hiatt, Kristen L
Subject: RE: 20110927 Cottonwood Creek Crossing Upgrade ITA Request

Kristen, 
 
I reviewed the proposed action to provide grant funding to Resource Management for the purpose 
removal and replacement of a foot bridge over Cottonwood Creek. The current concrete footbridge has 
become dilapidated and created a barrier for fish passage. The grantee proposes to remove the existing 
structure. The grantee further proposes to replace the crossing with an 8’6” wide by 75’ long railroad 
flatcar bridge. 
 
The proposed action does not have a potential to affect Indian Trust Assets. The nearest ITA is Karuk 
Reservation approximately 15 miles SSW of the project location. 
 
Patricia 
 


































































































































































































