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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.



Figure 1. Map showing proposed project location.



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:

e 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.

e 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,



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 ¥ 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




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:
e 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.



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:

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

e Removal of equipment, construction materials and signage

e 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

e 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).

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

e 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.

e 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



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.



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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e The project will at all times include adequate erosion and sediment control
devices/measures to prevent the degradation of water quality.

e 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.



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:

e 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).

e 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).

e 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 aresult, 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/lssue 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 8§ 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 T Y
salmon
Birds
Coccyzus americanus Western yellow-billed C N
cuckoo
Strix occidentalis caurina northern spotted owl T Y
Mammals

Martes pennanti fisher, West Coast DPS C N






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?



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

| 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 | 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 | receive the SHPO letter (I have asked Jeff to email me a copy ASAP when signed), | 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?



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Mid-Pacific Regional Office

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825-1898
IN REPLY REFER T():
AUG 29 201
MP-153
ENV-3.00

CERTIFIED — RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Milford Wayne Donaldson
State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of Historic Preservation
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95816

Subject: National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106 Consultation for the
Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Project, Hornbrook, Siskiyou County, California
(Project No. 11-KBAO-219).

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

The Bureau of Reclamation is initiating the NHPA Section 106 process and is seeking your
concurrence on a finding of no historic properties affected for the proposed removal of a
collapsed concrete water crossing and the construction of a replacement railroad flatcar bridge
on Cottonwood Creek near Hornbrook, Siskiyou County, California (Figures 1 and 2).
Reclamation is providing funding for this project as part of the Klamath Basin Restoration
Program in order to restore fish passage on Cottonwood Creek that has been disrupted by the
collapse of the existing R Ranch concrete footbridge (Figure 3). This collapsed concrete bridge
will be removed and replaced by a prefabricated, railroad flatcar bridge as shown in the enclosed
R Ranch Bridge Project Improvement Plans. The expenditure of Federal funds for this project
constitutes an undertaking pursuant to Section 301(7) of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470) as amended.
Reclamation is consulting with you in accordance with the regulations at 36 CFR Part 800
implementing Section 106 of the NHPA.

The area of potential effects (APE) consists of an area approximately 180 feet long by 52 feet
wide that encompasses the existing bridge to be removed and the area where the new bridge
(footings and approaches) will be constructed (Figure 2). The total acreage of the APE
constitutes 0.21 acres. The project is located in the NEY4 of the SW'4 of Section 17, T47N,
R6W, MDB&M on the Hornbrook, California 7.5 U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle
(Figure 1).

In an effort to identify historic properties, Resource Management (project proponent) engaged
Mr. Jim Rock, RPA, to conduct an archaeological survey for both California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) purposes and Section 106 compliance pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.4.
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The results of this effort are documented in the enclosed cultural resource inventory by Mr. Rock
(undated, though survey dates are listed as April 09, 2009, and March 17, 2010). In summary,
Mr. Rock conducted a records search with the Northeast Information Center at California State
University Chico; and contacted 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 undertaking. The records search and background research failed to identify any
previous cultural resource survey efforts or previously recorded cultural resources. Additionally,
Mr. Rock conducted a pedestrian survey of the project location. No cultural resources were
identified as a result of the records search effort or physical pedestrian inventory.

Mr. William Soule and Mr. John Fogerty, Reclamation Archaeologists, and Ms. BranDee Bruce,
Reclamation Architectural Historian, also conducted a cultural resources survey of the project
location on August 1, 2011. This additional assessment was considered necessary to ensure
survey coverage of the proposed footings for the new railroad car-type replacement bridge, and
to provide an evaluation of the existing concrete footbridge, which was not described in the
survey report by Mr. Rock. No historic properties were identified in this supplemental survey.
Pursuant to the regulations at 36 CFR Part 800.4, Reclamation is consulting 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 which may be affected by the
proposed undertaking. If Reclamation is made aware of resources, we will contact your office
immediately.

Based on the above discussion; the enclosed document, Archaeological Resources Report For
Proposed Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Improvement Project, Hornbrook, California,

Mr. Rock, and additional investigations conducted by Mid-Pacific Region cultural resources
staff, Reclamation concludes that the proposed undertaking will result in no affect to historic
properties pursuant to the regulations at 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1). Information provided by
Resource Management indicated the existing concrete footbridge was constructed in the early
1990s and is not a historic property under the National Register of Historic Places eligibility
criteria. No other historic properties were identified in the project APE.

Reclamation invites your comments on the delineation of the APE and the appropriateness of the
identification efforts. We also request your concurrence on our finding of no historic properties
affected for the proposed undertaking. If you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please
contact Mr. Soule at 916-978-4694 or wsoule@usbr.gov. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

(.7

Shane Hunt
Acting Regional Environmental Officer

Enclosures — 5









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

(18 digits + 1)

Cost Center 2530000

(7 digits)

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, T47N R6W Section 17 (see attached map)
e.g., T12 R5E S10,
or XY cords)

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







Hiatt, Kristen L

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kristen,

Rivera, Patricia L

Wednesday, September 28, 2011 8:38 AM

Hiatt, Kristen L

RE: 20110927 Cottonwood Creek Crossing Upgrade ITA Request

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 86” 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
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July 14, 2011

Chuck Korson

Bureau of Reclamation

6600 Washbt rn Way
Klamath Falls, Oregon 97603

Dear Chuck:

Enclosed are :he following documents regarding the Cottonwood Creek Bridge/! 'ish Passage
Project:
e Photos of bridge to be installed
Original project application to Calif. Dept. of Fish & Game
California Environmental Quality Act Notice of Exemption
Permit from California Dept. of Housing and Community Development
State Water Resources Control Board permitting, email correspondence, monitoring plan
and Notice of Intent
Geotechnical Investigation Report
Engineering drawings and specifications
Archaeological Resource Report
Botanical Resource Survey
Biological Assessment
Consultation letter with Sam Quenca, Wildlife Biologist, Klamath National Forest

As previously mentioned, I had phone consultation (July 2010) with Kelly Reid
(Kelley.E.Reid@usace.army.mil), Army Corps of Engineers (project #2010-00260) and after
receiving project information he saw no need for an Army Corp permit and deferred to Calif.
Dept. of Fish and Game as agency lead.

Additionally, have had phone consultation with NMFS (Don Flickenger 530-842-5763 ext. 111.)
early in 2010. Recently gave him an update call regarding possible needs you may have and he
said he would contact you.

Thank you, .
. NOTICE: If you detach original enclosures to
send with the out-going response letter or to
keep for your files, please sign and date
Larry Alexander
Sign Date

Resource Management
P.0O. Box 146 Fort Jones, Ca ifornia 96032
Phone: 530-468-2888 Fax: 530-468-4426

YATYATYAT ]andncnrnarhi na ~am
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Section 1: Summary Information

For DFG use only
Proposal No. Region

Proposal Application Form

1. Project type: HB, FP
2. ProjeCt title: Cottonwood Creek R-Ranch Fish Passage Improvementww i
3. Applicant name: Northern California Resource Center
"4 Contact person: Larry Alexander : = 3
5. Address: P.O. Box 342
6. City, State, Zip: Fort Jones, CA 96032
7. Telephone # | 530-468-2888 i
8. Fax# 530-468-4426
9. Email address: lalexander@sisqtel.net
| 10. Type: Public Agency O Nonprofit Organizatio_r{E Indian Tribe []

11. Certified Non-Profit
i Organization:

';Yes@Z]

No []

If yes, specify the non profit organization registration number: Applied For

| 12. New grantee:
s ' Yes[] NoX
13. Amount requested: $228,027.25
14, Total project cost: $275,227.25
15. Salmonid species o
benefited: Chinook [ Coho X Steelhead [X] Cutthroat []

16.

Project objectives:

This project directly addresses the recommendations identified in the Recovery Strategy
for California Coho Salmon and the Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan for
California. The primary objectives of this project include:

Removal of an old low water crossing which has created a fish passage barrier in
Cottonwood Creek, historically one of the highest producing salmon streams
contributing to the Kilamath River.

Prepare an engineering design/construction scope for a bridge replacement.
Permitting, installation of grade control, abutment construction and bridge

placement.
Will open approximately 15 miles of anadromous habitat above this site within the

Cottonwood Creek watershed.

: 17. Task number:

KR-HB-03 Improve Coho Salmon passage at stream and road crossings, including

measures to:

a. Replace culverts on both the USFS and Caltrans roads with structures

allowing coho salmon passage;

b. Treat coho salmon passage problems associated with the USFS roads;
c. Prioritize crossings for upgrade to accommodate 100-year storm runoff
and associated bedload and debris; and

d. Encourage the USFS, County and State agencies to provide adequate

budgets basin-wide for road maintenance and upgrades.




['18. Time frame: } Spring 2008: Site review investigations

i Spring/Summer 2008: Engineering design
‘ Summer/Fall 2008: Permitting
| Winter/Spring 2008-2009: Final implementation preparation
(e 5 Late summer 2009: (low flows) Implement project
19. Stream: | Cottonwood Creek
20. Tributary to: | Klamath River _
21. Major Watershed Cottonwood Creek Watershed/Klamath River
System: ‘
22. County(ies): | Siskiyou County |
23. Coastal Zone: ' Yes[ ] Nol[X] T
24 Trinity River Basin: Yes[ | No[X
| 25. Klamath River Basin: | Yes[] No[]

Section 2: Location Information

1. Township, Range, Section:

[ T47N R2E Seci17

2. Latitude, Longitude (in decimai

41.9206°N, 122.5658°W

degrees):
3. Location description: 1 On Cottonwood Creek approximately two miles north of Hornbrook, Calif.
4. Directions: i From City of Hornbrook, Calif., take Interstate 5 north to next exit and turn right

| to Cottonwood Creek and the R-Ranch Recreation area to project site.

Section 3: Watershed information

1. Watershed name:

. Cottonwood Creek Watershed

2. Watershed area:

~100 Square Miles

3. Watershed area directly affected
by the proposed project:

N/A (For PL & HU Projects Only)

"4, Land use statement:

The immediate project area is primarily recreational use and private
residences. Upstream of the project the land use is primarily agriculture and
timber management on private and public lands.

['5. Project area ownership:

|
% Private 100 % State % Federal i

6. Project area with landowners
support of proposal:

The R-Ranch is in support of this project. (see attached landowner agreement). |
Additionally, neighboring landowners have been contacted and have indicated |
support of this project. |

directly affected by proposal:

7. Watershed length of blue line ~ 50 Miles
streams:
8. Length of biue line streams ~ 20 Miles

9. Limiting Factors to Salmonids:

[C] Water quantity (Iack of flow, diversions, runoff)

I [[] Water quality (temperature, chemistry, turbidity)

[[] Riparian dysfunction (lack of shade, excessive nutrients, roughness,
| elements)

[(] Excessive sediment yield (pool and grave! quality)

[C] Spawning requirements (gravel, resting areas-pools)

[C] Rearing requirements (velocity, lack of shelter, pools)

[] Estuary / lagoon issues (closure during migration periods)

B4 Fish passage (emigration and immigration)

' 10. Source(s) of above information:

Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon,
. Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game,
| U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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| 11. Salmonids present: | Coho, Chinook, Steelhead

|

12. Source(s) of above information: | Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon,
Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

13. Salmonids hiétorically present: | Coho, Chinook, Steelhead : el '

14. Source(s) of above information: Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon,
Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game,
US. Fish and Wildlife Service
Recovery Strategy for California Coho Saimon,

. Mid Klamath Fisheries Restoration Plan

15. Watershed Plan(s):

Section 4: Project Objectives

' The Cottonwood Creek Watershed has historically been a critical area for anadromous fishery. In the past, Calif. Dept. of f

Fish and Game has enhanced Cottonwood Creek with habitat and passage improvements to Cottonwood Creek from the

| confluence with the Kiamath River upstream to this project site (approximately 2 miles). Above this project site additional

habitat improvements have been established inciuding, sediment reduction, and fish screening of diversions on private
and public fands. This fish barrier project is one of the last needed actions in order to open up approximately 15 miles of |

| additional anadromous spawning area within the Cottonwood Creek Watershed.

2. List task information:

KR-HB-03 Improve coho salmon passage at stream and road crossings, including measures to:
a. Replace culverts on both the USFS and Caltrans roads with structures aliowing coho salmon
passage; |
b. Treat coho salmon passage problems associated with the USFS roads;
¢. Prioritize crossings for upgrade to accommodate 100-year storm runoff and associated bedload and
debris; and
d. Encourage the USFS, County and State agencies to provide adequate budgets basin-wide for road
maintenance and upgrades.

The removal of this fish barrier is one of the last needed actions in order to open up approximately 15 miies of additional

i anadromous spawning area within the Cottonwood Creek Watershed.

3. Need for project: | This project directly addresses the recommendations identified in the Recovery Strategy for |
| California Coho Salmon and the Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan for California.

| The fish passage barrier consists of an old concrete low water crossing which, overtime, has |
| buckled and settled, creating an extreme fish passage barrier. This old structure will be
| removed and replaced with a bridge.

This is a cooperative project between the Upper mid Klamath Watershed Council, Northern |
California Resource Center, Resource Management and the R-Ranch. |
|
| Northern California Resource Center will utilize the resources of an cutside Engineering and
| Geology consulting firm for the needed components of this project. ;
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4. Known limiting factors | [_] Water quantity (lack of flow, diversions, runoff)
addressed by ] Water quality (temperature, chemistry, turbidity)
project: (] Riparian dysfunction {lack of shade, excessive nutrients, roughness, elements)
[[] Excessive sediment vield (pool and gravel quality)
[l Spawning requirements (gravel, resting areas-pools) '
] Rearing requirements (velocity, lack of shelter, pools) |
‘ | [] Estuary / lagoon issues (closure during migration periods) |
| Fish passage (emigration and immigration)
5. Limiting factor [ The removal of this fish passage barrier and the replacement with a bridge will openiup

|

remediation: approximatley 15 miles of additional anadromous habitat within the Cottonwoood Creek I
Watershed. Additionally, this project will keep motorized vehicles out of stream. |

|

6. Additional objectives: | By demonstration, will foster continued habitat improvement activities on private lands within |
the area

Section 5: Project Tasks and Resuits
1. Detailed project tasks:

= Site review investigations

= Abutment design

* Engineering design

= Permitting

= Barrier removal and construction of new bridge




2. Time frame: Spring 2008: Site review investigations
Spring/Summer 2008: Engineering design
Summer/Fall 2008: Permitting
Winter/Spring 2008-2009: Final implementation preparation
Late summer 2009: (low flows) Implement project

3. Deliverables:
=  Removal of existing fish passage barrier
= Replace with new bridge per engineered design
= |nstallation of grade control per engineered design

=  Final report

4. DFG protocols to be used in project development and implementation:
X] DFG California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual
List: Part VI Project Planning and Implementation
Part VIl Project Implementation (Fish Passage)

[] DFG monitoring protocols for restoration project effectiveness and validation monitoring
List:

[] california Content Standards

[] National Science Content Standards

5. Other protocols: Accepted and licensed erigineering practices.




6. Expected guantitative results (project summary):

Project I
Quantitative Result Units Type(s) | Resul
a. Stream length treated or affected by habitat improvement miles ALL
projects
b. Workshop/training events number ED, TE
c. Participants in workshop/training events/students educated number ED;TE
d. Publications completed/distributed number ED, TE
e. Schools/institutions reached number ED, TE
f. Length of stream bank acquired/protected miles HA r
g. Area acquired/protected acres HA
h. Barriers/blockages removed or modified (other than culverts) number HB, FL 1
i. Stream length made more accessible by removing barriers miles HB, FL 15
other than cuiverts N
. Stream crossings/culverts improved for fish passage number HB, FL 1 ]
k. Stream length made more accessible by treating stream miles HB, FL 15
crossings :
I. Length of instreamn habitat treated miles HI
m. Instream habitat and/or bank stabilization structures to be number HI, HS
installed
n. Length of riparian stream bank treated (measure both sides of | miles | HR
the bank, if appropriate) &
0. Riparian area treated acres HR
p. Trees planted number HR ~
g. Fencing length to be installed/repaired miles HR
r. Stream bank stabilized (measure both sides of the bank, if miles HS
appropriate)
s. Road length treated miles HU
t.  Watershed culverts treated number HU
u. Sediment volume prevented from entering the stream cubic yards HU, HR
v. Upsiope area treated acres HU §
w. Stream sites monitored number MD, MO i
X. Public meetings number OR, Pl
y. Public mesting attendees number OR, PI
z. Stream length assessed miles PL
aa. Road length assessed miles B
bb. Area assessed acres PL |
cc. Juvenile fish produced k. number RE
dd. Juveniie fish released number | RE
ee. Fish screens installed number SC
ff. Flow rate of diversions treated cfs SC
gg. Quantity of water protecied by screens acre-feet/year | SC
hh. Flow of water (average or range) returned to or maintained in cfs WC, WP
stream
ii. Water flow gauges installed number WD
ji. Amount of water leased/purchased acre-feet WP i

7. Other products and results: N/A




8. Applicant’s qualifications and experience: Northern California Resource Center, located near Fort Jones,
California, in Siskiyou County, provides natural resource contract services to private land owners, public land
management agencies and resource conservation organizations. It also works with the College of the Siskiyous to
provide training and foster regional economic development in the natural resource field. Company and staff credentials

~ include degrees in geology, environmental systems, biology, hydrology and organizational leadership with specialties in
GIS, data management, botany and fisheries.

9. Previously completed projects and outcomes under FRGP: Northern California Resource Center, in
collaberation with Resource Management, has successfully completed numerous restoration projects throughout
Northern California. Previous projects under this grant program include:

Shasta River Kuck Riparian Planting Project: Successfully completed on time and approved.
Parks Creek Road Sediment Analysis. Successfully completed and approved.
West Fork Cottonwood Creek Watershed Sediment Analysis. Successfully completed on time

e #P021041C

e #P9985077

e #P0010357
and approved.

e #P0O11031 Hart Ranch Little Shasta Exclusion Fence. Successfully completed on time and approved.

e #P0310324  Sugar Creek Road Assessment. Successfully completed on time and approved.

e #P0410314 Shasta River Jim Rice Planting Project. Currently in progress.

o #P0410315 Shasta River Joe Rice Fencing and Planting Project. Currently in progress.

e #P0510312  Shasta River Joe Rice Fish Screen Project. Currently in progress.

e #P0510313 Shasta River Ekstrom Fish Screen Project. Currently in progress.

o #P0410332 Scott River Tailings Bank Stabilization and Channel Reconstruction Project. Currently in
progress

Section 6: Landowners, Access and Permits

2. Permits: ' CEQA Mitigated
’ | Building permits, State Lands Commission Permits.

| 3. Lead CEQA agency: Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game

4 Required mitigation:

Section 7: Project Budget

1. Summary project costs (Please attach detailed budget|s]):

F R =] Status Anticipated
In-kind S.P,U award date
Sources of Funds Cash ; : (secured, Total
(if applicable) -
pending,
o | unknown)
Fisheries Restoration Grant Program $228,027.25 1 $228,027.25
Other State Agencies }
* ame(s) and amount(s) of each:
Federal i S F—
Name(s) and amount(s) of each: = T
Applicant: = &
gt e $29,200.00 $29,200.00
Other Sources
Name(s) and amount(s) of each:
Landowner
$18,000.00 $18,000.00
Total $228,027.25 $47,200.00 $275,227.25
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2. Estimated Project Cost by Task

Cottonwood Creek R-Ranch Fish Passage Removal

L Type of Work Amount Requested Cost Share Total
Fish passage
Improvement $228,027.25 $47,200.00 $275,227.25
Total $228,027.25 $47,200.00 $275,227.25

3. Budget justification: N/A

4. Administrative overhead: N/A

Provide justification if administrative overhead is greater than 10%.

Section 8: Supplemental or Specialized Information

In the order listed below, please attach the following required items to the application, as appropriate to the proposal
project type:

X
Y
&
(I
B
O
L]

|

1. Detailed budget (See examples and instructions in Appendix C.

(All Project Types)

2. Scaled plan view diagram. See example in Appendix B.

(Project Types: CF, FL, FP, HB, HI, HR, HS, HU, PM, SC, WC, WD)

3. Project location 7.5 minute topographic quadrangle map, (USGS). See example in Appendix B.

(All Project Types except: AC, ED, OR, PIl, PL, TE)

4. Watershed map. See example in Appendix B.
(Project Types: HU, MD, MO, OR, PI, PL, WP)

5. Provisional Landowner Access Agreement. See examples in Appendix C.
(All projects where access is necessary for completing any component of the project except AC.)

6. Written eligibility certification from CDF.

(Project Type: CF)

7. Evaluation plan.
(Project Types: ED, TE)

8. Curriculum list
(Project Type: ED)

[] 9. Status report (existing projects only).

(Project Types: OR, PI)

[] 10. 5-year management plan (new projects only).

(Project Type: RE)

[C111. Outline of a Quality Assessment/Quality Control Plan.

[] 12. Land acquisition/easement information documentation.

(Project Types: MD, MO)
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(Project Type: HA)

[] 13. Copies of photographs of property
(Project Types: HA)

[] 14. Regional Assessor's and site-specific map
(Project Type: HA)

(] 15. Narrative appraisal
(Project Type: HA)

] 16. Written notification of the right to divert, use, store, or sell or transfer water.
(Project Type: FP, FL, HB, SC, WC, WD, WP)

[] 17. Written review that demonstrates that the activity being proposed meets all legal requirements.

(Project Type: EF)

Supplemental Information Checklist by Project Type
(Please refer to the item numbers above)

Project Type Item Number
AC 1,4

CF 1,2,3,5,6
ED 1,4,5,7,8
EF 1, 3,5, 17
FL 1,2,3,5.16
FP 1,2,3,5 16
HA 1,3,5,12,13, 14,15
HB 1,2,3,5 16
Hi 1,2,3,5

HR 1,2,3,5

HS 1,2,35

HU 1,2,3,4,5
MD 1,3,4,5, 11
Project Type Item Number
MO 1,3,4,5 11
OR 1,4,5 9

PI 1,4,59

PL 1,4,5

PM 1,2,35

RE 1,3,5,10
SC 1,2,3,5,16
TE 1,3,57
TW 1,35

wC 1,2,3,5,16
WD 1,2,3,5 16
WP 1,3,4,5,16



Project Budget

Cottonwood Creek R-Ranch Fish Passage Improvement
Amount Amount of | Total Project
Requested | Cost Share Cost
PERSONAL SERVICES
4 Number of| Hourly
Level of Staff Hours Rate
Project Coordination; Planning 60| $ 50.00 $ 3,00000|9% 4,00000(|% 7,000.00
Project Leader 2001 $ 30.00 $ 6,000.00 $ 6,000.00
Hydrology $ 75.00 $ - $ -
Bio-Assessment 40| $ 50.00 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00
Cultural Resources 30/ $ 50.00 $ 1,500.00 $ 1,500.00
Engineering 3551 $ 100.00 $ 35,500.00 $ 35,500.00
Field Laborers 3001 $ 20.00 $ 6,000.00] $ 6,000.00
Subtotal $ 54,000.00| $ 4,000.00 | $ 58,000.00
Staff Benefits @ 30% $ 16,200.00| $ 1,200.00 | $ 17,400.00
TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES - | $ 70,200.00 | $ 5,200.00 [ $ 75,400.00
OPERATING EXPENSES
Number of
Description Units Units | Unit Price
Subcontractors
Barrier removal - Heavy Equipment 60 hours $ 185.00(¢% 11,100.C0 $ 11,100.00
Bridge construction (pre-
manufactured bridge) 1 Bridge| $79,000.00 | $ 79,000.00 $ 79,000.00
Abutment construction 1] Abutment{ $21,500.00 | $ 21,500.00 $ 21,500.00
Approach road construction 1| Approach] $ 9,000.00[ 3% - 9,000.00 $ 9,000.00
Materials
Mileage 3500 Miles| $ 0485]% 1,697.50 $ 1’697'507
Worker's Compensation Insurance $ 4,300.00 $ 4,800.00
Tools and Instruments $ - $24,000.00 | $ 24,000.00
Permits and Licenses $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00
Monitoring & Maintenance
(10 yrs.) $ - $18,000.00 | $ 18,000.00
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $137,097.50 | $42,000.00 | $179,097.50
SUBTOTAL $207,297.50 | $47,200.00 | $254,497.50
10 % $ 20,729.75 $ 20,729.75
TOTAL BUDGET $228,027.25 | $47,200.00 | $275,227.25
COST SHARE — SOFT MATCH % 17.15%
|  COST SHARE — HARD MATCH %
Landowner $ 18,000.00
Source and Amount of Cost Share Applicant $ 29,200.00
TOTAL AMOUNT OF COST SHARE: $ 47,200.00

10
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Cottonwood Creek R-Ranch
Fish Passage improvement
Northern California Resource Center
Cottonwood Creek

——

HORNBROOK 7.5" quadrangle

M=16.359
5=0.293
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PAGE 01

85/15/2086 1l:48 530475239082
A6/12/2885 18:4. 5324684426 FESOIJRSE M SGEMENT FASE 02

(HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECT LANDOWNER AGREEMENT)
Northern California Resource Center
P.O. Box 342
Fort Jones, CA 96032

STREAM HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECT AGREEMENT '
Cottonwood Creek R-Ranch Fish Passage Removal
L PURPOSE

The following agresment datxis requiremeants of both the tandowner ard the A_pp 1: CRM
regarding establishment ot @ stream habat improvement project }n real propary

controliad by the landowner named beiow. Said property is locﬁad - 4+ MNoath ¢ Hom a broo
cA g L Eeottasitnitn Hanv Qavd) € .

(See map attached to proposal).

+

L. he "™ @:guL nersinafter “Landownar”. am aware thal 8 steam
habitat restoration project hat Deen submitied (o 'he Department of Fisn and Game for funding consideraticn |
understard the obsectives of the projact as proposed inthe _ R palicatian
{se® proposal). The project has been expiained to me by the _A gplenud Lrnasy Algprgliey. | suppon

. Noadhind V. RASuuaie Cassédwa

the goals af the project.

8. ACCESS PERMISSION

Landawner herapy gran:s Nontheot Cn. Rriounce C‘“;’a‘n‘?‘ Cattomia Department of Figh and Game
representatives permission 10 enter orto reat property owned by the Lancowner to perforrn pre-project svaustion.
and, it an agreement for the project is antered into bet 1 the pyg liastos
and the Califorrva Department of Fisn snd Game, Landowner grams pefmissior to perform the stream naptist
restoration work  conduct project nspections, and monitor project for needed maintenance for a 10-year perod
foflowing oroject completion. Access sha'l be limited to thowe portions of Landowner's real property where actual
suream restoration work is 1o bs psformed and those agditional portions of the rea’ property which must De
traversed to ggin access to the work site.

(it DURATION OF NOTIGE

The terrn of this agreement shafl be ;i months for work >erformance, and 10 years for

rmairtanapce Inaoocﬁcn¢nd monitoring purpoees from the last date of execution shown below This is provided
hat _:ﬁfp.l_mv or the Califoria Depertment of Fish and Gama shall give Lahacwner

reasorable’ actusl nctice and any necessary arrangements are mada prior to @sch needed mocesa. Reasnnable
and ectual notice may ba gtven by mail, in person or by taleaphone ’

This agrearment can be amanded only by prior written agraement of both partias exacuting this permit.

I¥. LABnTIES
. Lo YEn
Reasonable pracautions will be axercised by Awey &4, ) —_to avoid damage to

persons and property

Woethems nh¥. Rutvanca Comtee agrees to indemnify and holg harmiese the Landcwnsr and
agress to pay for reasonable damages proximatety caused by reason of the uges authonzed B this bermit. excapt
{hose caused by ths gross nagligance or intantional conduct of the Landowner

oD /5 = Eééwwcr ém—mm j’%/f\;/ﬁ

Date §£-11-06 Ny o
Company R‘Bmmtnlivé
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

To: Office of Planning and Research ~ Date: August 6, 2010
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814

From: California Department of Fish and Game
Northern Region
601 Locust Street
Redding, California 96001

Project Title: Issuance of Streambed Alteration Agreement No. 1600-2009-0268-R1,
Cottonwood Creek, Tributary to the Klamath River, Siskiyou County.

Project Location (Specific): Hornbrook Road, Section 17, Township 47 North, Range
6 West, MDB&M.

Project Location (City and. County): Horhbrook, Siskiyou County.-
Description of Project. See Attached Agreément.

Name of Public Agency Approving Project. California Department of Fish and Game

Name of Agency Carrying Out Project: Mr, Larry Alexander, representing Resource
Management. '

Exempt Status (Class and Guidelines Section). Categorical Exemption: Class 4,
Section 15304 - Minor public or private alterations in the condition of land, water, and/or
vegetation which do not invoive removal of healthy, mature, scenic trees except for

forestry and agricultural purposes.

Reasons Why Project is Exempt: The Project proposes to remove a concrete ford and
construct two bridge abutments. There will be no removal of healthy, mature, scenic
trees as a result of this project. The Project will have no significant effect on the

environment.

Lead Agency Contact Person: Tobi Freeny Phone: (630) 225-2867

Signature: &w& g (@’é}é Date: _ OR/Olo/10

Title: Xo¥ Habitat Conservation Program Manager
[X] Signed by Lead Agency. Date received for filing at OPR:

[ ]Signed by Applicant




S «
RESOURCES AGENTY

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME .95.[!,59\5"'& i
l{;‘,!_ FISHEGAME

NORTHERN REGION
601 LOCUST STREET
REDDING, CA 96001

LAKE or STREAMBED ALTERATION AGREEMENT.
NOTIFICATION NO. 1600-2009-0268-R1
COTTONWOOD CREEK

MR. LARRY ALEXANDER
COTTONWOOD CREEK CROSSING REPLACEMENT

This Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (Agreement) is entered into between the
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and Resource Management as

represented by Mr. Larry Alexander.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, pursuant to Fish and Game Code (FGC) section 1602, Permittee notified
DFG on July 22, 2009 that Permittee intends to complete the project described herein.

WHEREAS, pursuant to FGC section 1603, DFG has determined that the project could
substantially adversely affect existing fish or wildlife resources and has included
measures in the Agreement necessary to protect those resources.

WHEREAS, Permittee has reviewed the Agreement and accepts its terms and
conditions, including the measures to protect fish and wildlife resources.

NOW THEREFORE, Permittee agrees to complete the project in accordance with the
Agreement. :

PROJECT LOCATION

The project is located at Cottonwood Creek, tributary to the Klamath River in the County
of Siskiyou, State of California; Section 17, Township 47N, Range 6W, U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) map Hornbrook, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is limited to the removal of a concrete ford by picking the ford out of the
stream with minimal channel disturbance and the construction of two bridge abutments.
No grading of the stream channel or bed shall be conducted as part of this project. All
work shall be in accordance with submitted plans and diagrams and any subsequent

revisions approved by the DFG in writing.

Ver. 02/16/2010
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PROJECT IMPACTS

Existing fish or wildlife resources the project could substantially adversely affect include:
Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), coho salmon (O. kisutch), steelhead
trout (O. mykiss), willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii), other non-game and game
fishes, amphibians, reptiles, aquatic invertebrates, mammals, birds, and other aquatic

and riparian species.

The adverse effects the project could have on the fish or wildlife resources identified
above include: increased turbidity and sedimentation, and disturbance from project

activity.
MEASURES TO PROTECT FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES

1. Administrative Measures
Permittee shall meet each administrative requirement described below.

1.1 Documentation at Project Site. Permittee shall make the Agreement, any
extensions and amendments to the Agreement, and all related notification
materials and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, readily
available at the project site at all times and shall be presented to DFG personnel,
or personnel from another state, federal, or local agency upon request.

1.2 Providing Agreement to Persons at Project Site. Permittee shall provide copies of
the Agreement and any extensions and amendments to the Agreement to all
persons who will be working on the project at the project site on behalf of
Permittee, including but not limited to contractors, subcontractors, inspectors, and

monitors.

1.3 Notification of Conflicting Provisions. Permittee shall notify DFG if Permittee
determines or learns that a provision in the Agreement might conflict with a
provision imposed on the project by another local, state, or federal agency. In that
event, DFG shall contact Permittee to resolve any conflict.

1.4 Project Site Entry. Permittee agrees that DFG personnel may enter the project site
at any time to verify compliance with the Agreement, provided DFG: a) provides 24
hours advance notice; and b) allows the Permittee or representatives to participate
in the inspection and/or monitoring

1.5 Permittee’s notification (Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration together with
all maps, plans, photographs, drawings, and all other supporting documents
submitted with notification to describe the activity) is hereby incorporated by
reference into this Agreement. Permittee shall conduct project activities within the
work areas and using the mitigative features described in the notification and
supporting documents, unless such project activities, work areas or mitigative
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2.

features are modified by the provisions of this Agreement, in which case the
activities shall be conducted as described in this Agreement.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

To avoid or minimize adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources identified above,
Permittee shall implement each measure listed below.

PROJECT TIMING AND COORDINATION

2.1

2.2

2.3

All work shall be confined to the period commencing July 1 and ending October 1,
provided the stream is dry or at its lowest flow. If weather conditions permit and
the stream is dry or at its lowest flow, the Permittee may perform work within the
stream channel or on the banks outside of the above referenced work window,
provided a written request is made to DFG at least five (5) days before the
proposed work period variance. Written approval from DFG for the proposed work
period variance must be received by the Permittee prior to the start or with the
continuation of work outside of the above referenced work window.

If work is performed nutside of the above referenced work window, the Permittee
shall do all of the following:

a. Stage erosion and sediment control materials at the work site.

b. Cease work and implement erosion control measures when there is a forecast
of more then 50% chance of rain, or at the onset of any precipitation. Monitoring of
the 72 hour forecast from the National Weather Service is recommended.

The Permittee shall instruct all persons who will be completing any ground
disturbing activity at a worksite to comply with the conditions set forth in this
Agreement and shall inspect each work site before, during, and after completion of
any ground-disturbing activity at the work site.

HABITAT AND SPECIES PROTECTION

2.4

2.5

The Permittee shall not begin site preparation or construction activities in the
project area until after August 31 to avoid impacts to breeding/nesting willow
flycatcher (Empidonax trailliiy OR prior to construction or site preparation activities
the Permittee shall have a qualified biologist conduct protocol level surveys. if no
breeding/nesting birds are observed site preparation and construction activities
may begin. If any willow flycatchers are discovered the Permittee shall contact

DFG immediately.

The Permittee shall 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 may be resumed only after the stream has reached the original background

turbidity levels.
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2.6 All work areas described in this Agreement shall be temporarily flagged or fenced
to prohibit unauthorized and unnecessary disturbance of vegetation.

2.7 Disturbance or removal of vegetation shall not exceed the minimum necessary to
complete operations.

2.8 The Permittee shall only cut vegetation leaving the root structure in place so as not
to disturb the substrate.

2.9 The Permittee shall remove all excess spoils from the work area and shall dispose
of them in a legal manner which prevents them from re-entering “waters of the
State”, and in such a manner so that they do not negatively effect aquatic species
and/or other sensitive native habitat communities. -

INSTREAM STRUCTURES |

2.10 At least thirty (30) days before the Perrnittee intends to begin the construction of
the bridge abutments finalized construction plans shall be submitted to DFG for
written review and approval. The plans should include a site map, plan views,

sections, and details.

2.11 All crossing sites shall be designed to accommodate the estimated 100-year flow
including sediment load and debris without diverting, and shall be installed in
accordance with submitted plans and diagrams.

2.12 All crossing structures shall be properly aligned within the stream and shall be
otherwise designed and sized to assure resistance to washout and erosion of the

streambed, stream banks, and/or fill.

2.13 Installation of structures shall be such that water flow is not impaired and upstream
or downstream passage of fish and all aquatic life-forms is assured at all times.

2.14 Road approaches to new or re-constructed permanent crossings on watercourses
shall be treated to minimize erosion and sediment delivery to the watercourse.
Road approaches shall be armored from the crossing for a minimum of 50 feet in
both directions, or to the nearest effective water bar or point where road drainage
does not drain to the crossing, with durable rock, compacted grindings, pavement,
or chip-seal. : _

2.15 Any turbid water pumped from the ex site shall be disposed of in an upland
location where it will not drain directly into any stream channel.

2.16 Groundwater and subsurface flow encountered during excavation of the streambed
shall be pumped to a natural or excavated settling basin on stable soil outside of
the channel. The settling basin shall not be aliowed to drain to or be pumped to
the stream until the stored water is less turbid than the stream flow into which it is

released.
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PETROLEUM, CHEMICAL AND OTHER POLLUTANTS

2.17 The Permittee shall install necessary containment structures to prevent fugitive wet
concrete from entering into the active channel.

2.18 At all times when the Permittee is pouring or working with wet concrete there shall
be a designated monitor to inspect the forms and ensure that no fugitive concrete

or other debris enters into the active channel.

2.19 The Permittee shall install a secondary containment wall beyond the headwall
forms adjacent to the active channel to prevent fugitive wet concrete from entering

into the active channel.

2.20 Staging, storage, and re-fueling areas for machinery, equipment, and materials
shall be located outside of the stream a minimum distance of 150 feet from waters

of the State.
2.21 No equipment or machinery shall be operated within any flowing stream.

2.22 Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated within or adjacent to the stream
channel shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of materials that, if
introduced to water, could be deleterious to aquatic life, wildlife, or riparian habitat.

2.23 Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, generators, and welders that
contain deleterious materials, located within or adjacent to a stream shall be

positioned over drip pans.

2.24 All activities performed in or near a stream shall have absorbent materials
designated for spill containment and clean up activities on-site for use in an
accidental spill. The Permittee shall immediately notify the California Emergency
Management Agency at 1-800-852-7550 and immediately initiate the clean up
activities. DFG shall be notified by the Permittee and consulted regarding clean-up

procedures.

2.25 No debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, rubbish, cement or concrete or
washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or petroleum products
or other organic or earthen material from any construction, or associated activity of
whatever nature shall be allowed to enter into, or placed where it may be washed
by rainfall or runoff into, waters of the State. When operations are completed, any
excess materials or debris shall be removed from the work area. No rubbish shall
be deposited within 150 feet of the high water mark of any stream or lake.

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL

2.26 The project shall at all time feature adequate erosion and sediment control devices
to prevent the degradation of water quality.
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2.27 The Permittee shall prevent the discharge of sediment, and/or muddy, turbid, or
silt-laden waters, resulting from the project, into the stream channel. Where
necessary to prevent such discharge, the Permittee shall properly install and
maintain sediment barriers (including but not limited to filter fabric fencing, fiber
mats, rice straw or fiber wattles or rolls) capable of preventing downstream
sedimentation/turbidity. Said devices shall be cleaned of all trapped sediment as
necessary to maintain proper function. Recovered sediment shall be disposed of
where it shall not return to the waters of the State. Said devices shall be
completely removed from the channel, along with all temporary fills, upon
completion of operations.

2. 28 Soils exposed by project operations shall be mulched to prevent sediment runoff
and transport. Mulches shall be applied so that not less than 90% of the disturbed
areas are covered. All mulches (except hydro-mulch) shall be applied in a layer
not less than two inchies deep. All mulches shall be kneaded or tracked-in with

- track marks parallel.to the contour, and tackified as necessary to prevent
excessive movement. All exposed soils and fills, including the downstream face of
the road prism adjacent to the outlet of culverts, shall be reseeded with a mix of
native grasses common to the area, free from seeds of noxious or invasive weed
species, and applied at a rate which will ensure establishment.

2.29 If necessary to prevent mobilization of loose soils, fiber mats shall be laid over
loose soils prior to mulching and tracking.

2.30 Soils adjacent to the stream channel that are exposed by project operations shall
be adequately stabilized when rainfall is reasonably expected during construction,
and immediately upon completion of construction, to prevent the mobilization of
such sediment into the stream channels or adjacent wetlands. National Weather
Service forecasts shalll be monitored by the Permittee to determine the chance of

precipitation.

2.31 Upon DFG determination that turbidity/siitation levels resulting from project related
- activities constitute a threat {6 -aquatic life, activities associated with the
turbidity/siltation, shall be halted until effective DFG approved control devices are
installed, or abatement procedures are initiated.

ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION (RSP)

2.32 RSP materials shall consist of clean rock, competent for the application, sized and
properly installed to resist washout. RSP slopes shall be supported with
competent boulders keyed into a footing trench with a depth sufficient to properly
seat the footing course boulders and prevent instability (typically at least 1/3
diameter of footing course boulders).

2.33 RSP slopes and footing trenches shall feature an underlayment of appropriate
grade geo-textile fabric to protect fill from tractive forces.
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2.34 Excavation spoils shall not be side-cast into the channel nor is any manipulation of
the substrate of the channel authorized except as herein expressly provided.

EQUIPMENT ACCESS

2.35 Vehicles shall not be driven, or equipment operated, in water covered portions of a
stream, or where wetland vegetation, riparian vegetation, or aquatic organisms
may be destroyed, except as otherwise provided for in the Agreement to complete

authorized work.
CONTACT INFORMATION

Any communication that Permittee or DFG submits to the other shall be in writing and
any communication or documentation shall be delivered to the address below by U.S.
mail, fax, or email, or to such other address as Permittee or DFG specifies by written

notice to the other.

To Pemittee: To DFG:

Resource Management Department of Fish and Game

Post Office Box 146 Northern Region

Fort Jones, California 96032 ' 601 Locust St.

Attn: Mr. Larry Alexander Redding, California 96001

Fax: (530) 468-4426 Attn: 1600 Program — Tobi Freeny
lalexander@sisgtel.net Notification No. 1600-2009-0268-R1

Fax: (630) 225-0324
tfreeny@dfg.ca.gov

LIABILITY

Permittee shall be solely liable for any violations of the Agreement, whether committed
- by Permittee or any person acting on behalf of Permittee, including its officers,
employees, representatives, agents or contractors and subcontractors, to complete the
project or any activity related to it that the Agreement authorizes.

This Agreement does not constitute DFG’s endorsement of, or require Permittee to
proceed with the project. The decision to proceed with the project is Permittee’s alone.

SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION

DFG may suspend or revoke in its entirety the Agreement if it determines that Permittee
or any person acting on behalf of Permittee, including its officers, employees,
representatives, agents, or contractors and subcontractors, is not in compliance with the
Agreement.
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Before DF G suspends or revokes the Agreement, it shall provide Permittee written
notice by certified or registered mail that it intends to suspend or revoke. The notice
shall state the reason(s) for the proposed suspension or revocation, provide Permittee
an opportunity to correct any deficiency before DFG suspends or revokes the
Agreement, and include instructions to Permittee, if necessary, including but not limited
to a directive to immediately cease the specific activity or activities that caused DFG to

issue the notice.

ENFORCEMENT

Nothing in the Agreement precludes DFG from pursuing an enforcement action against
Permittee instead of, or in addition to, suspending or revoking the Agreement.

Nothing in the Agreement limits or otherwise affects DFG's enforcement authority or that
of its enforcement personnel.

OTHER LEGAL OBLIGATIONS

This Agreement does not relieve Permittee or any person acting on behalf of Permittee,
including its officers, employees, representatives, agents, or contractors and
subcontractors, from obtaining any other permits or authorizations that might be
required under other federal, state, or local laws or regulations before beginning the
project or an activity related to it.

This Agreement does not relieve Permittee or any person acting on behalf of Permittee,
including its officers, employees, representatives, agents, or contractors and
subcontractors, from complying with other applicable statutes in the FGC including, but
not limited to, FGC sections 2050 et seq. (threatened and endangered species), 3503
(bird nests and eggs), 3503.5 (birds of prey), 5650 (water pollution), 5652 (refuse
disposal into water), 5901 (ﬂsh passage) 5937 (sufﬂcxent water for ﬁsh) and 5948

(obstruction of stream).

Nothing in the Agreement authorizes Permittee or any person acting on behalf of
Permittee, including its officers, employees, representatives, agents, or contractors and

subcontractors, to trespass

AMENDMENT

DFG may amend the Agreement at any time during its term if DFG determines the
amendment is necessary to protect an existing fish or wildlife resource.

Permittee may amend the Agreement at any time during its term, provided the
amendment is mutually agreed to in writing by DFG and Permittee. To request an
amendment, Permittee shall submit to DFG a completed DFG “Request to Amend Lake
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or Streambed Alteration” form and include with the completed form payment of the
corresponding amendment fee identified in DFG's current fee schedule (see Cal. Code

Regs., tit. 14, § 699.5).
TRANSFER AND ASSIGNMENT

This Agreement may not be transferred or assigned to another entity, and any purported
transfer or assignment of the Agreement to another entity shall not be valid or effective,
unless the transfer or assignment is requested by Permittee in writing, as specified
below, and thereafter DFG approves the transfer or assignment in writing.

The transfer or assignment of the Agreement to another entity shall constitute a minor
amendment, and therefore to request a transfer or assignment, Permittee shall submit
to DFG a completed DFG “Request to Amend Lake or Streambed Alteration” form and
include with the completed form payment of the minor amendment fee identified in
DFG'’s current fee schedule (see Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 699.5).

EXTENSIONS

In accordance with FGC section 1605(b), Permittee may request one extension of the
Agreement, provided the request is made prior to the expiration of the Agreement’s
term. To request an extension, Permittee shall submit to DFG a completed DFG
“Request to Extend Lake or Streambed Alteration” form and include with the completed
form payment of the extension fee identified in DFG’s current fee schedule (see Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 699.5). DFG shall process the extension request in accordance

with FGC 1605(b) through (&).

If Permittee fails to submit a request to extend the Agreement prior to its expiration,
Permittee must submit a new notification and notification fee before beginning or
continuing the project the Agreement covers (Fish & G. Code, § 1605, subd. (f)). .

EFFECTIVE DATE

The Agreement becomes effective on the date of DFG’s signature, which shall be: 1)
after Permittee’s signature; 2) after DFG complies with all applicable requirements
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 3) after payment of the
applicable FGC section 711.4 filing fee listed at
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/cegal/ceqa_changes.htmi.

TERM

This Agreement shall expire on December 31, 2013, unless it is terminated or extended
before then. All provisions in the Agreement shall remain in force throughout its term.
Permittee shall remain responsible for implementing any provisions specified herein to
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protect fish and wildlife resources after the Agreement expires or is terminated, as FGC
section 1605(a)(2) requires.

AUTHORITY
If the person signing the Agreement (signatory) is doing so as a representative of
Permittee, the signatory hereby acknowledges that he or she is doing so on Permittee’s

behalf and represents and warrants that he or she has the authority to legally bind
Permittee to the provisions herein. i

AUTHORIZATION

This Agreement authorizes only the project described herein. “If Permittee begins or
compietes & project different from the project the Agreement authorizes, Permittee may
be subject 1o givil-or criminal prosecution for failing to-notify-DFG in accordance with
FGC section 1602.

CONCURRENCE

The undersigned accepts and agrees to comply with all provisions contained herein.

FOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Sy O 1-29- o

Larry Alexénder 1 Date

FOR DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

e Tlabb  _ieulo

Date
Acting Habitat Conservation Program Manager

Prepared by: Tobi Freeny
Environmental Scientist
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APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO. CONSTRUCT - |

State of California: R
Busxness Transporfation and Houslng Agency . -
- Department of Housing dnd Community’ Devesopmem ¢
Division.of Codes and Standares, L
Mobﬂehome and Speckal Occupancy.Porks Programs: )

S CON‘IRACTOR/OWNER BUILDER DECLARATIONS ’
» No! reqwed for commercial modulars or Recreationol. Veblc!e;s

1 FJCENSED’CONTRACTO‘FE DEClARAﬂON

| bareby atfim under penatty of perury that 1 am. zcensed
_under provisions of Chaptar 9 (commenclng with Section 7600)
-of Division 3 of the Business ond Professons Code, and mY
licensa is'in full force and etfect.

_L\censeClos B e na 827340 Exp. Date N/A

'_ c,;,m,cddResouroe Manaaement gate_8/1 9/10 .

Z. OWNER-BUILDER DECLARATION |
I herety ctfirm under penalty of perfury. fnai 1om exempt
_ﬁom the Controctors Ucense Low for he folowing reascn (Sec
7031.5). Busness ond Professions Code. Any city or county,
. ~which redjuxes a perrit o corstruct. dter; knprove, domal
" or tepoir any structure, prior fo ifs issuance, aiso raquires the
‘opplicant for such perit to fie a sgned statement that he or.
© she is lcansad pursucnt to the provisions of the Cantroctors:
Yeenss' Low: (Cnapter § {commencing with Section 2000) of .

- Division 3 of-the Bushess ond Professons Code) or thathe or
she ks exerrpt herefrom and the besis for the dileged -
exemption. Any viciation of Sectien 7031.5 by ony oppﬁccnx

-tor 0 permet sublects fhe opplicart 1o o chvi peﬁoﬂy

*mose than five hundred dolion(SE00).):

1. os owner. of ihs propedy. o Py employees with wioges os
- $heir scle cornpersation, Wit 6o the werk, and the structure ks
natthrended of difered for.sale (Sec. 7044, Business and- .
‘Protessions Code: The Coniroctors Ucense Law does not apoly.
“t0 on ownet of proparty who bulics or improves thareon, arid -
~who does such work Nmse{forherseno(trueughhlsaherom

employess, provided that such improvermertis o rict injended -

-of ofterad fox scie. K, however, the buiding of improvemant is.

e . soidwithin ane yecr of compiaiion, the owner-bulldes wil have

: 1heburdendfp.'m mcrheors";ed:uno.bd!donmvoze ’

tc: purposeo{
-[F, 05 ownér of the property, mnexch.svesyoomrodhgmth

‘kcensed contractors to construct she project (Sec. 7044,
. Busniess and Pmfessions Code: The Contraciors Ucense Low!

_dods not apply to on owner of properfy who builds or Improves.

-therean, and who confracts for Rich projects with o .
: contrqotcx(s) Scensed prsuant 1o the Controciors License

E.&PC lo:ﬂﬂisrecscn

()1 am examrygst under Sec, _

(SEE REVERSE S!DE OF FORM FOR msmucnons AND. ADDIT]ONAL INFORMATION)

 SECTION' 1- OWNER/APPUCANT lNFORMAﬂON

: Pork Name, R Ranch

ID. No.

pquddress 16416 Hombrook Road

city_Hornbrook COUmy Snsklyou

Zip 96044
Park Owner. R"Ranch P.O.A.

DEPARTMENT USE ONLY-

"Owme Oas O MH_I'_

Cioséd By.

Date Closed |

Unincorporated ZS lncorporcted

APPLCANT.

Clconmacior’ Klowner Clother
Address -16416 HornbrookRoad

Hornbrook, CA 96044 o N6 530-475-3495

Arcmaed/mglnea SHN Consultmg . lic. No: 35379 ...

‘Address 390. Hartnell Ave, Suite B Tel. Mo, _530-221-5424

pssigned To

Reddmg CA” 96002

COUECTION INFORMATION:

Collection'®

Fes Rec’d

‘Calection Date,

Routed By

SECTION 2 DESCR]FT}ON'OF WORK AND VALUATION

S

Construct an 8'6" Wlde by 75' Iong rallroad flatcar brldge

over Cottonwood Creek to be used as a pedestnan and

eques_tnan access to R-Ranch properties.

MHACC/S:

.: - . .. S Dme —

"3 WORKERS COMPENSATION &CLARATION
1hereby atfirni under penalty of pafury one of the foliowing
- declkotions:”

Oineve ona it Tdinicin a cartiticars of cansent 1o selfinsure )

T workers' ensaticn, as trovided for by 'Section 3700 of

cormipe "
3he Lobor Code, {05 1he performvance of the wark forwhich. this:

‘pamit sssced.
I hove cnd will mairtcin werkers compensaiion Insrance,
. oS sequired by Section 3700.0f the Lober Code. forthe -
perfarmance of the wark for which this pamit s issusd, My
wcfkers' compensaiion nsuonce canier and poficy rurnbsr |

Corner _State Fund

Policy Nurmber 1664340-08
(This sectior riead not be completed it the permit s to: one -
- nmdeddoﬂcn(Sld))ales)
cherﬂfyﬂWmtrppar‘ommnmdmwomfomhchhls
- permitls lssuad; | shdl pot employ ony Sesson I any Maonnef 50°
s fo becomea subiect fo warkers' compensation laws of *
.. Caotiformic: and agrea that If ! shoud becoma subject to
.+ workers! compensanon of Section 3700 of the Lobor
) Code lshdtforirnm'ncormijhthosepiowslcm ’
: te

N WARN\NG FANURE TO SECURE WORKERS' COMPENSATION-

" . COVERAGE IS UNLAWFUL -AND SHALL SUBJECT AN EMPLOYE?
10 CRIMINAL PENALTES AND CIVIL FINES UP TO ONE HUNDRED'
THOUSAND DOLLARS (S100.0C0), IN ADDIION 1Q.THE COST OF
- COMPENSATION, DAMAGES AS PROVIDED FOR IN SECTION 3706
O THE LABOR CO0E, INTEREST, AND ATTORNEY’S FEES.

.. 4. CONSTRUCTION LENDING AGENCY :
Fhereby. affimh-under penally of perury Ihat there 5'a

canstrueton tending agency for the pertormance-of the work
1orwhlch')hispefrm:sm:ed(59c.:097 Civ. C.Y.
Lender's Nc.ms

" Lender's Adcksss

‘8., CERTIF!CATDN

I certity *hat | have read this oppication and state thafthe .

. obdwve information ks coect: | agree 1o comply with afl.cify
. ond-county orcinances ond siafe laws selating ta buiding
~ constuction. ond hereby Guthorze representatives of this -
co:.mycoen!erq:onmeobove-menn property for .

. Serlaf Number(s)
- Date afMFG._

Vaiuation $135,000.00

'SECTION-3 - ACCESSORY ‘BUILDINGS or STRUCTURES

- X New I REINSTALL  Standard Pian Approval No.

. Upun Deparfmenr appoval o

relecse, and payment of fees, ihs

[“permit is lssued orly: foritemns

voEdcfed bebw

PERMIT #. -

TECH SER

.- PLCK e e e

S'M J..' : _—

“ISSUE- .

JOTAL-

DAwning [ Cardort. ‘0 porchi . ] Cabang:
Xl Otherspecityx_EQuestrian Bridge _
ouner RRamch P.OA el o 530475:3495

Address 16416 Hombrook Road Hombrook CA 96044

resioenT NA __Tel. No._N/A

Local Heati _

SECTION 4 - MANUFACTURED HOME/MOBILEHOME INSTALLATION.

Owner NA Tel, No. _

Address _

‘Resident- Lot No. _.

© Monufacturer Name/
ModeiName

Insignia/HUD-
Label No.

SECTION 5 - PARK OWNER, OFERATOR OR M.ANAGER SIGNATURE
APPROVED

(Signatur equired)

tssued By

8/19/10 o

DIVISION PROCESS RECORD

Application _

tocal Plonning -

Locdi Fire

Envirorimental
Impact.

Negative

Decloration.

School impact
Fees e

Explres

.Sgnch.ﬂ_o_prpﬂccmrprﬁent : . Date

*". HCD 50, Side'1 (Rev. 7/04).

DISTRIBUTION: - WHITE - DEPARTMENT,

BLUE - APPUCANT YELLOW DISTRICT REPRESENTATNE PM ASSESSOR .

PRCEN S



Larry Alexander

From: Rhonda Muse [RMuse@sisqtel.net]

Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2010 1:56 PM

To: '‘Larry Alexander'

Subject: FW: 401 Notice of Intent for Cottonwood Creek
FYI

Rhonda Muse

Business Resource

Associate of Northern California Resource Center PO Box 342 Fort Jones, CA 96032
(530)468-2802

rmuse@sisqtel.net

Office Hours: Tue-Thu 9:00-4:00
Mon & Fri by appointment

————— Original Message-----

From: Andrew Baker [mailte:ABaker@waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 9:44 PM

To: RMuse@sisqtel.net

Subject: Re: 401 Notice of Intent for Cottonwood Creek

Hi Rhonda. We reviewed your application and you should be good to go. You should get a
letter with wdid# as proof. That should be it for this very streamlined permit. I would like
the opportunity to look at the project.

Please send me an email when the project is underway. Thanks. A.

----- Original Message-----

From: Rhonda Muse <RMuse@sisqtel.net>

To: Baker, Andrew <ABaker@waterboards.ca.gov>

Cc: Alexander®', 'Larry <lalexander@sisqtel.net>

Sent: 7/14/2010 9:37:57 AM
Subject: RE: 401 Notice of Intent for Cottonwood Creek

Andy,

Attached is a revised monitoring plan to include turbidity.
Thanks

Rhonda

Rhonda Muse

Business Resource

Associate of Northern California Resource Center PO Box 342 Fort Jones, CA 96032
(530)468-2802

rmuse@sisqgtel.net

Office Hours: Tue-Thu 9:00-4:00
Mon & Fri by appointment

————— Original Message-----

From: Andrew Baker [mailto:ABaker@waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, July €8, 2010 4:34 PM

To: Rhonda Muse

Subject: RE: 401 Notice of Intent for Cottonwood Creek



How about turbidity monitoring or will the creek by dry? Could put a clause turbidity will
be monitored visually and action will be taken to correct problems immediately.....

>>> Rhonda Muse <RMusefdsisqtel.net> 7/8/2010 4:07 PM >>>

Hi Andy,

Attached is the page for the monitoring plan. We have already mailed the original notice of
intent and the $77 fee. Would you please add this when it comes through to your desk?
Thanks so much!! Let me know if the monitoring plan is sufficient.

Rhonda

Rhonda Muse

Business Resource

Associate of Northern California Resource Center PO Box 342 Fort Jones, CA 96032
(530)468-2802

rmuse@sisqgtel.net

Office Hours: Tue-Thu 9:00-4:00
Mon & Fri by appointment

----- Original Message-----

From: Andrew Baker [mailto:ABaker@waterboards.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, July @8, 2010 9:14 AM '
To: Rhonda Muse

Cc: 'Larry Alexander'

Subject: Re: 401 Notice of Intent for Cottonwood Creek

HI Rhonda

As previously noted these NOIs need to be mailed to us with a fee (application requirements
B.3.), currently $77. I only looked quick but did not see the monitoring plan (application
requirement B.4).

>>> Rhonda Muse <RMuse@sisqgtel.net> 7/7/2010 11:32 AM >>>
Hi Andy,

Attached is our notice of intent for the Cottonwood Creek fish passage project. Please let
us know if you have further questions.

Thanks much

Rhonda

Rhonda Muse

Business Resource

Associate of Northern California Resource Center
PO Box 342

Fort Jones, CA 96032

(530)468-2802




rmuse@sisqtel .net

Office Hours:

Tue-Thu 9:00-4:00

Mon & Fri by appointment




i State Water Resources Control Board

_ Secretary for Division of Water Quality Governor
Environmenial Protection 1001 | Street « Sacramento, Califonia 95814 « (916) 341-5455
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100 - Sacramento, California « 95812-0100
FAX (916) 341-5463 - Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov

NOTICE OF INTENT
TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS OF
GENERAL WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION ORDER FOR SMALL HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECTS

I. NOTICE OF INTENT STATUS (see instructions)

MARK ONLY ONE ITEM A.0 New Applicator B.[O  Change of Information for WDID#

Il. Owner of Land/Billing Address

A. Name
Resource Management

B. Mailing Address

PO Box 146

C. City D. County E. State F. Zip

Fort Jones Siskiyou County California 96032

G. Contact Person H. Title I. Phone
Larry Alexander Manager » 530-468-2888

ill. Discharger (if different from owner of the land)

A. Name

B. Mailing Address

C. City D. County E. State F. Zip

G. Contact Person H. Title . Phone

STATE USE ONLY

WDID: Regional Board Office: Date NOI Received:

Check #:




NOTICE OF INTENT

IV. Site Location

A. Address
No address - on Cottonwood Creek approximately 2 miles north of Hornbrook, CA

B. Nearest Cross Street(s)

C. County: D. Total size of Site (acres): E. Assessor’s Parcel Number:
Siskiyou County 0.25 acres unknown

Latitude/iongitude (Center of Discharge Area) in degrees/minutes/seconds (DMS) to the nearest 2 second or decimal
degrees (DD) to four decimals (0.0001 degree)

DMS: N. Latitude Deg. Min. Sec.
W. Longitude Deg. Min. Sec.
DD: N. Latitude 41.9206N
W. Longitude 122.5658W

-Attach a map of at least 1:24686<1" = 2000’} detail of the proposed discharge site (e.g., USGS 7.5 minute topographic
map) and pre-project photos.

F. GPS readings(s)
n/a

V. Discharge Information

Subject Notes
A. Name(s) and type(s) of receiving waters: Receiving water types are:
river/streambed, lake/reservoir,
river/streambed (Cottonwood Creek tributary to Klamath River) oc%an/éastuary/ bay, riparian area,
wetlan
B. Eligibility of receiving water. Provide evidence that the water affected by this U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
discharge is deemed to be outside of federal jurisdiction: jurisdictional disclaimer letter, or

Army Corps permit applied for

explanation why such a disclaimer is

not needed.
C. ldentify all regulatory agencies having jurisdiction over this project. Attach For example: Dept. of Fish and
copies of all federal and State license/permit applications or issued copies of Game Streambed Alteration
licenses/permits from government agencies: Agreement, Coastal Commission
permit.

CA Dept of Fish and Game is lead agency, applied for 1600 permit & Army Corps.

D. Proposed project start date: E. Expected date of completion:
[August 1, 2010 Qctober 15, 2010




NOTICE OF INTENT

VI. Project Information

A. Project description: For example:
Remove fish passage barrier consisting of an old concrete low water crossing which, overtime, has | Discharge of gravel,
buckled and settled, creating an extrerne fish passage barrier. This old structure will be removed and | discharge of fill;
replaced with a pedestrian/ATV bridge and the installation of grade control will be completed per placement of woody
enaineered desian debris

B. Purpose of the entire activity: For exampile:

Wetland restoration;

Open up approximately 15 miles of additional anadromous habitat within the Cottonwood Creek stream bank re-
Watershed. Additionally, this project will keep motorized vehicles out of the stream. vegetation; stream

bank stabilization

C. Characterization of discharges: What types of
Minimal grading of streambed immediafely at site after removal of barrier. cpnstltuents will be

discharged?

Fill and Excavation Discharges: For each water body type listed below, indicate IN LINEAR FEET the area of the
proposed discharge to waters of the state, and identify the impacts{s) as permanent and /or temporary. For linear .
discharges to drainage features and shorelines, e.g., bank stabilization, stream channel enhancement, and wetland/stream
restoration projects alse specify the length of the proposed-discharge to waters of the state AS FEET.

Water Body Type Temporary Impact
Acres Linear Feet

Wetland
Riparian
Stream bed/Stream bank 50 feet (temporary)
Lake/Reservoir

Ocean/Estuary/Bay
Dredging Discharges: Volume (cubic yards) of dredged material to be discharged into waters of the United States.

VII. CERTIFICATION

“I certify under penaity of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction and supervision in
accordance with a system designed to ensure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information
submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for
gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete.

I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or imprisonment.
Additionally, | certify that the provisions of the permit, including developing and implementing a monitoring program, will be
complied with.”

Printed Name:

Signature: Date:

Title:




California Regional Water Quality Control Board

b
\n, North Coast Region

Geoffrey M. Hales, Chairman

wiew, waterboards,ca.covimartheoast

Linda S. Adams 5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A, Santa Rosa, California 95403 Arnoid
Agency Secretary Phone: (877) 721-9203 (toll free) » Office: (707) 576-2220 « FAX: (707) 523-0135 Schwarzenegger
Governor
July 16, 2010

Mr. Larry Alexander
Resource Management
PO Box 146

Fort Jones, CA 96032

Dear Mr. Alexancer:

Subject: Receipt of fee for Water Quality Certification and/or Waste Discharge
- Requirements (Dredge/Fill Projects) for Cottonwood Creek R-Ranch Fish
Passage Project, Siskiyou County, WDID No. 1A10079WNSI

A fee of $77 for Water Quality Certification/\Waste Discharge Requirements was
received in our office on July 12, 2010. Please include our WDID No. on all future

written communications to our office. Andrew Baker is assigned to review your
application If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Baker at (707) 576-2690.

Sincerely,

Ao 1) J&@led

Lori M. Foster
Associate Governmental Program Analyst

/Imf/

California Environmental Protection Agency

Recycled Paper



Cottonwood Creek R-Ranch Fish Passage Improvement
MONITORING PLAN

Monitoring of the project will include the assurance of successful completion of project
implementation and adherence to all design, engineering, and permitting requirements. This
project will be maintained over time by the landowner. The project implementation is designed
for self sustainability.

Pre and post project photos will be taken. At two, six, and twelve month intervals following
project completion, monitoring site visits will occur with photos taken at each visit and
observed assessments to insure proper functioning condition of project is occurring.

During implementation the creek will be at extremely low flow stage. Turbidity will be
monitored visually and action will be taken to minimize the effects immediately. The
implementation design calls for diverting the wetted channel to one side or the other of the
channel so the majority of instream work will not be in a wetted area.

There will be a specific individual assigned to quality control, inspection, and oversight, and will
be present at project site during all phases of implementation. All mitigation provisions as set
forth in the Calif. Dept. of Fish & Game, Water Control Board, and Corps of Engineers permits
will be adhered to.
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS & GEOLOGISTS,INC.
350 Hartnell Avenue, Suite B » Redding, CA 96002 » 530-221-5424 » FAX 530-221-0135

Reference: 507070

September 8, 2008

R-Ranch Resort

Attn: Mr. Larry Alexander
P.O. Box 146

Fort Jones, CA 96032

Subject: Geotechnical Investigation Report
Proposed Bridge over Cottonwood Creek
R-Ranch Resort, Hornbrook, Siskiyou County, California

Dear Mr. Alexander:

The enclosed report documerits the results of our geotechnical investigation for the proposed
bridge across Cottonwood Creek for access across the creek located at the R-Ranch Resort in
Hornbrook, California. In the report we discuss geotechnical site characteristics and provide

specific recommendations for site preparation and for design and construction of bridge abutments.

Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with this project. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me at (530) 221-5424.

Sincerely,
SHN Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc.

L S

Mark Twede, G.E.
Senior Geotechnical Engineer

MT:
Enclosure

J:\07\507070 R-Ranch Bridge\ Geo Report Ranch.doc
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Geotechnical Investigation Report

Bridge over Cottonwood Creek at R-Ranch Resort
Hornbrook, California
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R-Ranch Resort
P.O. Box 146
Fort Jones, CA 96032

Prepared by:

S/

Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc.
350 Hartnell Ave., Suite B
Redding, CA 96002
(530) 221-5424

September 2008

QA/QC_____
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Acronyms

pcf pounds per cubic foot

psf pounds per square foot

tsf tons per square foot

SHN SHN Engineers & Geologists, Inc.
CBC California Building Code
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1.0 Introduction

This report documents the results of SHN's geotechnical investigations conducted between
February to September, 2008, at the proposed bridge location across Cottonwood Creek, to provide
access to additional acreage at the R-Ranch Resort, Hornbrook, Siskiyou County, California. The
site location is shown in Figure 1.

SHN understands that a single lane bridge structure will be constructed across Cottonwood Creek,
to replace an existing concrete pavement that has become impassible due to deterioration and
damage. The proposed bridge location will be in the same location as the damaged concrete
crossing, as shown on the map in Figure 2. The span length of the bridge is anticipated to be
approximately 90 feet. Our geotechnical investigation was limited to shallow test pits at the
abutment locations on each side of the creek. We understand the abutments will be founded upon
spread footings with wing walls. The bridge deck may act as a restraint against overturning of the
abutments.

This report is intended to provide the owner with findings, conclusions, and recommendations
related to geotechnical aspects of project design and construction. The recommendations contained
in this report are subject to the limitations presented herein. Attention is directed to the Additional
Services and Limitations sections of this report.

2.0 Geologic Setting
21 Regional Geology

The project site lies within the Cascade Range physiographic province (Bailey, 1966). The Cascade
Range extends from northern California north through Oregon and Washington, and consists of a
chain of ancestral volcanic centers that began to erupt during Eocene time when the Farallon plate
was actively subducting beneath the North American plate. As a result, the Cascade Range is
comprised of volcanic deposits associated with ancestral volcanism, and sedimentary deposits
associated with depositional basins that were located adjacent to the ancient volcanic centers.

2.2 Local Geology

The site is underlain by alluvial deposits over sedimentary rock belonging to the Hornbrook
Formation. The Hornbrook Formation consists of lithified marine sediments of Upper Cretaceous
age (Wagner and Saucedo, 1987).

2.3  Seismic Setting

Northern California is a seismically active area that has been subjected to numerous historical
earthquakes. Most of the significant (>M5.0) historical earthquakes within Northern California
have occurred farther than 40 miles from the project site. Within about the last 200 years, the most
significant historical earthquake to affect the project area was a MW 6.0 (moment magnitude) that
occurred on September 21, 1993, with an epicenter approximately 39 miles northeast of the project
site, near Klamath Falls, Oregon.

J:\07\507070 R-Ranch Bridge\ Geo Report Ranch.doc @7
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No faults are known to pass through the project site (Jennings, 1994). A number of regional and
local faults traverse the project region. The nearest active faults are associated with the Cedar
Mountain Fault Zone, located approximately 25 miles east of the site.

3.0 Field Investigations and Laboratory Testing

SHN conducted a geotechnical investigation to evaluate subsurface soil conditions and to provide
foundation and abutment design criteria for the proposed bridge structure. Our field geotechnical
investigation was limited to a site reconnaissance and subsurface exploration through excavation of
a test pit on each side of the creek.

The field investigation was conducted on February 25 and June 5, 2008. The creek flow was too
high to cross to the east side of the creek during our first field visit. The exploratory test pits were
advanced to a maximum depth of 7 feet below the ground surface, where essential refusal on
bedrock occurred. The test pits were logged in general accordance with-the Unified Soil:
Classification System. The test pits were advanced using a Case 580 backhoe equipped with an 18-
inch bucket. The test pit locations are shown in Figure 2. Detailed soil descriptions are presented
on the test pit logs within Appendix A.

After the test pits were logged, they were backfilled with the excavated soil; however, the backfill
was not compacted to the requirements for engineered fill.

Selected soil samples were collected from the test pits. Undisturbed samples were not possible due
to the gravel and cobble particles in the soil. Laboratory tests were not conducted because the soil
material was granular, and foundations will be founded upon the underlying bedrock material.

4.0 Site Conditions

41 Surface Conditions

Bedrock is exposed at the bottom of Cottonwood Creek beneath the water surface based on probing
across the creek. The banks of the creek are sloped at an approximate 3H:1V to 4H:1V slope
gradient. The test pits were excavated at the top of the creek banks adjacent to the bridge
approaches. Beyond the top of the stream banks, the ground is relatively flat for an extended
distance. Vegetation consists of grasses, trees, and brush.

4.2 Subsurface Rock and Soil

The subsurface materials observed within the test pits consisted of alluvial deposits of sand, silt,
cobbles, and gravel overlying the Hormbrook Formation bedrock. The alluvium was generally
loose to medium dense, and contained a large range of particle sizes (well graded) from fine sand to
cobbles. The Hornbrook Formation was moderately fractured, slightly weathered, soft siltstore.
Soft is defined as easily broken by light blows with a hammer. At approximately 18 inches below
the top of the Hormbrook Formation, the siltstone became harder and very difficult to excavate with
the backhoe.

The thickness of alluvium. over the bedrock was 5.5 to 6 feet at the location of the test pits.

J:\07\ 507070 R-Ranch Bridge\Geo Report Ranch.doc 5527
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4.3 Groundwater

Perched water within the alluvium (on top of the siltstone bedrock) should be anticipated during
and following periods of precipitation or during periods of higher water flow volumes within the
creek. Groundwater was cbserved within the test pits seeping into the test pits, perched above the
bedrock. The groundwater level is anticipated to match the water elevation in the stream channel
immediately adjacent to the creek.

44 Expansive Soil

The silty granular materials observed during excavation of the test holes have a low plasticity and
are judged to be non-expansive, and the risk of adverse effects to the project due to expansive soil is
very low.

4.5 2007 CBC Soil Site Class

For structural design of the bridge structure for seismic loads, a soil site class of “B” may be used in
accordance with Section 1613.5.2 of the 2007 California Building Code (CBC). The site class was
based on the apparent hardness of the shallow bedrock material encountered during our field
investigation. The mapped spectral accelerations (Site Class B) for short periods (Ss) and at 1-
second period (S1) ground motion are 0.59 and 0.25, respectively.

5.0 Conclusions

Based on the results of our field investigations, it is our opinion the project site can be developed as
proposed, provided our recommendations are followed, and that noted conditions and risks are
acknowledged.

The primary geotechnical site considerations are the presence of loose alluvial materials on the
banks of the creek that have a low bearing capacity and low resistance to erosion.
Recommendations are provided below for deepened foundation criteria to support the bridge
abutments upon the relatively shallow bedrock beneath the alluvial soil.

Due to the variability of soils deposits and the inherent limitations of current engineering and
construction practices, some post-construction vertical settlement is inevitable. We estimate that
with the project constructed in accordance with the following recommendations, total post
construction settlement is not likely to exceed ¥z inch for structures founded upon the siltstone of
the Hornbrook Formation. Post-construction differential settlement is estimated to be less than
one-half of the estimated total settlements over a distance of 40 feet. Settlement should occur
shortly following loading of the foundations.
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6.0 Recommendations

6.1 Site Preparation and Grading Recommendations

All grading and earthwork should be performed in accordance with the Siskiyou County
Grading Ordinance. We understand that fill placement is not proposed for the project, except
behind the abutments at the road approaches. The following recommendations are presented to
prepare the site for the plarmed site improvements.

We recommend stripping all organic soil, loose soil and debris from areas to receive structural fill
or proposed improvements, extending 3 feet outside of proposed fill areas. After stripping
deleterious materials and disposal outside of the project area, excavate as required to accommodate

design grades.

Material generated from excavation of the abutments should not be placed loosely on slopes. We
recommend that excavatecd material should be removed from the project area, or used as structural
fill materials.

Structural fill material should consist of a granular mixture of sand and gravel, with less than

20 percent fines material (finer than the No. 200 sieve). The fill material should be non-plastic, or be
classified as low plasticity material (Liquid Limit less than 35, Plasticity Index less than 12),
containing no organic material or debris, and no individual particles over 4 inches across. Gravelly
material should be well graded to include a variety of particle sizes, to minimize relatively large
void spaces into which fine-grained soils can migrate. The on-site granular soils that we
encountered in our subsurface investigation would qualify for use as structural fill, except for some
over-sized cobbles, which should be sorted out prior to use as structural fill.

Structural fill should be placed to design grades and compacted to a minimum of 90 percent of the
maximum relative dry density as determined by the current ASTM D1557 test method. We
recommend that granular fill be moisture conditioned to within 2 percent above or below the
optimum moisture content, prior to compaction. Fill material should be placed in thin lifts not
exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness.

For placement of fill on sloping ground, a keyway must first be excavated to create a level working
area for fill placement with a width at least equal to the width of the soil compactor. The keyway
should be observed by a geotechnical engineer prior to placement of fill materials. The existing
ground must be benched as the fill is brought up in layers with a maximum thickness of 8 inches.
Fill placement must be observed and tested for compaction during construction. Fill slopes should
be graded no steeper than 2H:1V.

6.2 Spread Foundations

We recommend that the proposed spread foundations be extended down through the alluvial soil
and be founded entirely within native, undisturbed rock of the Hormbrook Formation. The base of
the foundations should be embedded a minimum of 18 inches below the top of the Hornbrook
Formation, which is easily identified by a characteristic shale in contrast to subrounded gravel and
sand. The embedment depth may be less than 18 inches, but no less than 12 inches, if backhoe

7
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refusal occurs during construction. All foundation excavations should be made level, with the
exception of vertical steps. The footing excavations should be cleaned of loose soil and debris prior
to construction of the footings.

We recommend that foundations be designed so they do not exceed an allowable bearing pressure
of 8,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead load plus live loads. The allowable bearing pressure
includes a factor of safety of 3, and is a net value; therefore, the weight of the foundation extending
below the subgrade level may be neglected when computing dead loads. The allowable bearing
value may be increased by one-third to account for the short-term effects of wind and/or seismic
loading.

Resistance to lateral loads may be provided by frictional resistance between the bottom of concrete
foundations and the underlying bedrock, and by passive soil pressure against the sides of the
foundations. A sliding friction coefficient of 0.40 may be used for the footing/soil contact.
Frictional resistance may be calculated in conjunction with an allowable lateral passive pressure
represented by an equivalent fluid weighing 300 pounds per cubic foot (pcf) for lateral loadings,
such as earth pressure, wind, or earthquake loads. Lateral passive pressure can be calculated where
footings bear laterally against competent undisturbed native soils or rock, or structural fill. The
provided lateral resistance parameters are ultimate values; therefore, a suitable factor of safety
should be applied to these values for design purposes.

Based on the conditions encountered during excavation of the test pits, it will be necessary to shore
or lay back the sidewalls of the footing excavation within the alluvial soil until the concrete is
poured.

6.3 Earth Retention at Abutments

Retaining walls retaining the native alluvial material should be designed to resist a minimum
lateral pressure represented by an equivalent fluid weighing 38 pcf (pounds per cubic foot) for
cantilevered walls (capable of tilting), and 60 pcf if they are non-cantilevered walls (structurally
restrained from tilting), provided the walls are backdrained as recommended below.

The abutment wall foundations should be embedded into competent, undisturbed native rock as
discussed in the previous section. We understand that the wing walls will be elevated and
cantilevered from the bridge abutment wall structure.

Lateral forces may be resisted by the passive pressure exerted on the side of the abutment footings
and by friction along the base. The passive pressure can be taken as that pressure exerted by an
equivalent fluid weighing 350 pounds per cubic foot (pcf), and the sliding friction coefficient may
be taken as 0.4. The footings for the walls should be embedded a minimum of 18 inches into native,
undisturbed rock or soil. The potential scour depth should be neglected for long-term lateral
resistance calculations.

The design soil pressures presented above are dependent upon positive drainage being provided
behind the retaining walls, to avert potential hydrostatic pressure build-up. We suggest that a
backdrain system be placed behind the wall, with a drainpipe or weep holes at the bottom of the
wall, and with the drainrock extending up to within two feet of finished grade. This backdrain
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system should be encased in geotextile (filter) fabric, and should have a gravity drainage outlet.
Drainage outlets should be screened to prevent entry of animals.

For drainrock material used in the backdrain, use free draining, durable, granular material,
100 percent passing the 1-1/2 inch sieve, and not over ten percent passing the No. 4 sieve.

For backdrain filter fabric, use 6-ounce per square yard minimum weight, non-woven, geotextile
fabric by a reputable manufacturer, specifically designed for the purpose of allowing water passage
while retaining soil materials.

Perforated pipe should be durable for the depth of burial, and at least three inches in minimum
diameter. Holes or slots should be matched to surrounding permeable material such that the finer
particles do not enter the pipe during or subsequent to installation.

Weep holes, if used, should be spaced at a maximum of 10 feet between holes, and have a
minimum open diameter of 3 inches.

Geocomposite drainage mats, with a drainage net attached to geotextile fabric, may be used as an
alternative to the geotextile encased gravel. Only granular backfill material with a fines content
(passing No. 200 Sieve) less than 3 percent, should be used up against the geocomposite drainage
materials to avoid clogging of the geocomposite.

Backfili consisting of relatively "impermeable" soil, at least 1.5 feet thick, should be placed above the
permeable backdrain to limit infiltration of surface water. This "impermeable" backfill may consist
of compacted native silty soil.

Care must be exercised when backfilling behind the retaining walls to avoid overloading the
retaining structures with compaction loads.

The surface should be sloped such that runoff is not allowed to pond above the backdrain system.
All surface runoff conveyance systems should be isolated from the backdrain systems, and
provided with positive gravity flow discharge.

7.0 Additional Services

7.1 Plan and Specification Review

We have assumed, in preparing our recommendations, that we will be retained to review those
portions of the plans and specifications that pertain to earthwork and foundations. The purpose of
this review is to confirm that our earthwork and foundation recommendations have been properly
interpreted and implemented during design. If we are not provided this opportunity for review of
the plans and specifications, our recommendations could be misinterpreted.
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7.2 Construction Phase Monitoring

In order to assess construction conformance with the intent of our recommendations, it is important
that a representative of our firm:

e Monitor foundation excavations; and

e Monitor placement of structural fill, if applicable.

This construction phase monitoring is important because it provides the owner and SHN the
opportunity to verify anticipated site conditions, and recommend appropriate changes in design or
construction procedures if site conditions exposed during construction vary from those described in
this report. They also allow SHN to recommend appropriate changes in design or construction
procedures if construction rmethods adversely affect the competence of onsite soils to support the
structural improvements.

8.0 Limitations

This report has been prepared for the specific application to the design and construction of the
proposed bridge as discussed herein. SHN prepared the findings, conclusions, and
recommendations presented herein in accordance with generally accepted geotechnical engineering
practices at the time and location that this report was prepared. No other warranty, express or
implied, is made.

Soil and rock materials are typically not homogeneous in type, strength, and other geotechnical
properties, and can vary between points of observation and exploration. In addition, groundwater
and soil moisture conditions can vary seasonally and for other reasons. SHN does not and cannot
have complete knowledge of the subsurface conditions underlying a site. The conclusions and
recommendations presented in this report are based upon the findings at the points of exploration,
interpolation and extrapolation of information between and beyond the points of observation, and
are subject to confirmation of the conditions revealed by construction. The recommendations
provided in this report are based on the assumption that an adequate program of tests and
observations will be conducted by our firm during the construction phase in order to evaluate
compliance with our recommendations.

Findings of this report are valid as of the date of issuance; however, changes in condition of a
property can and will occur with the passage of time. Furthermore, changes in applicable or
appropriate standards occur whether they result from legislation or advancement in technology.
Accordingly, findings of this report may be invalidated wholly or partially by changes outside of
SHN's control. This report is subject to SHN's review and remains valid for a period of two years,
unless SHN issues a written opinion of its continued applicability thereafter. If the scope of the
proposed construction, including the proposed loads, grades, or structural locations, changes from
that described in this report, our recommendations should also be reviewed.

The scope of SHN's geotechnical services did not include any assessment for the presence or
absence of any hazardous/ toxic substances in the soil, ground water, surface water, or atmosphere,
or the presence of any environmentally sensitive habitats or culturally significant areas.
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GENERAL NOTES:

1. CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR AGRELS THAT BN MNNFLRMANCE WMTH
GENERALLY ACCEPTED CONSTRUCTION PRACT » CONSTRUCTIAN
CONTRACTOR WiLL PE REQUIRED TD ASSUME £ AND COMFu ©
FSPONSIAILITY FOR JOB WTE COMDITIONS Dun G THE COUSSE
¢ COM~TRUCTION OF THE PROJECT, INGLL'™*“, SAFETY OF ‘'
Prs"m"  AND PROPERTY: THAT THIS REOU NT GHALL e

v W AT CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT T TO TRMAL
WO NG H( % AND ( NSTRUCT N ~INTRACTZF FUR1
AGREES TO D i, 17 HY AP D DETGN WAL
HARMLESS FROM ANY ALL L TY, REAL OR ALLEGED,
IN CONNECTIO 1 Fe £ OF WORK ON THIS
F 34 T Exc 3 v PF oM THE SOLE

INCE € r 4 -

2 THE ENTINEER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBIUTY OTHER THAN FOR
THE ADECUACY OF THE DESIGN CONTAINED FZRE M.

3. AFTER COMPLETION OF WORK, ALL WORN AREAS SHALL 87
RESTORED TO THEIR ORiGNAL CCAL/TIw By THE COMSTR.CTIN
CONTRACTOR.

4. THE LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND ARD OVERHEAD UTILU™"S SHOWN
ON THE PLANS A™" APPROXIMATE ONLY. CONTRACTOR “"UL
ASSUME RESPQI ™™ ~ 'TY FOR SAID UTLITES SAFETY 0~

CONSTRUCTION, A ) | O)K:Hu C :.w»oqu SHALL RE

SERWCES T 115 CXP i S ND

RESP IS UTT FOR 1 ACOH u< 1 OR ATION SHOWN
OR T \DVERTENT OMISSIO Ad ATION. THE
CONT \CTCR SHALL VERFY T 0CA M OF EXI¢ 3

un S. CONFL'CTS AND/OR EF _ SHAl BE

k.. TO THE ATTENTION _. - - R __.TO

Q0. ...NG CONSTRUCTION.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY UNDERCROUND SERWCE ALERT (US4)
AT 1-800—842-2444 AT LEAS] 48 HOURS (W™ °™0R TO
EXCAVATION iN ORDER TD HAVE ALL M7 or 5
LOCATED.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM TREMCH WORK IN CONFORMANCE WITH
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF INDUSTFIAL SAFETY
REQUIREMENTS. SAID WORK SHALL CONFORM TO ALL APPLICABLE
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY ARD HEALTH STANDARDS, RULES,
REGULATIONS AND ORDERS ESTABUSHED BY THE STATE OF
CALIFORN'A AND OTHER APPLICABLE AGENQIES.

7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SECURE A TRENCH PERMIT FROM THE
STATE OF CAUFORMA DIVISION OF INDUSTRIAL SAFETY PRIOR
TO EXCAVATION OF ANY TRENCH.

B THE DRAMNCS SHALL NOT BE SCALFD. ALL WORK SHALL BE
GQVERNED 8Y THE DMENSIONS SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS,
DISCREPANCIES SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE
ENGINEER PRIOR TO PROCEEDNG WITH THE WORK.

9. THE OWNER(S) SHALL PROMIDE ALL NECESSARY MATERIAL AND
SOLS TESTING, INSPECTIONS AND OBSERVATIONS. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE 48 HOURS NOTICE PRIOR TO
REQUIRED TESTING.

10. EXSTNG UTLITIES SHALL BE KEPT IN OPERATION AT ALL
TIMES. UTIUTIES THAT INTERFERE WITH THE WORK SMALL BE
PROTECTED IN ACCORDANCE WTH THE REQUIRENENTS OF THE
APPLICABLE UTILITY COMPANY.

11. THE USE OF ASBESTOS CEMENT PIPE IS PROHIBITED.

12 ANY DISCREPANCY DISCDVERED BY THE CONTRACTOR IN THESE PLANS
OR ANY FIELD CONDITIONT ~~~—" """~ BY THL CONTRACTOR THAT MAY
DELAY OR OBSTRUCT THE WMPLETION OF THE WORX PER
THESE PLANS, SHALL BE BROUC 1 10 THE ATTENTION OF THL ENGINEER
AND THE OWNER INMECIATELY UPON DISCOVERY. SAD NOTIFICATION
SHALL BE IN WRITING.

1], TUPOGRAPMC INFORMATION INDICATED HEREDN S BASTQ LPON A FIELD SURVEY
PERFORMED 8Y SHN CONSULTNG ENGNEI S & GECLDGISTS, NC. (SVN) N
MARCH 7009, SHM ASSUMES NO _voz MY FRCH ¥GEs oozu:.g.m
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Summary/Abstract:

This is an Archaeological resource report for the proposed removal of a concrete low water
crossing which has created a fish passage barrier in Cottonwood Creek. This project is receiving
federal funds for the project located on private land, known as the R Ranch, in Siskiyou County.

The California Northeast Information Center at Chico returned information that no sites had been
recorded at the location, indicating no known sites.

No pre-historic or historic sites were located during the field survey.

Introduction:

This archaeological assessment was undertaken to comply with the California Environmental
Policy Act (CEQA) standards as well as section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) 1966. Local Native American Tribes were contacted in regards to the proposed action.

The Northern California Resource Center, a non-profit sponsor of the Upper Mid Klamath
Watershed Council, is proposing to remove a low water crossing which has created a fish
passage barrier in Cottonwood Creek, historically one of the highest producing salmon streams
contributing to the Klamath River. A recreational bridge replacement is proposed for
replacement of the fish barrier, which would be above the creek, and not present a fish barrier.

The Upper Mid Klamath Watershed Council’s Board of Directors’ Watershed Plan identifies this
project as a “high priority project”. The project is located on Cottonwood Creek, a critical
tributary to the Klamath River, and will alleviate the current situation in which Coho, Chinook
and Steelhead are prevented from migrating past this point to areas upstream in which additional
habitat improvements have been established including: sediment reduction, and fish screening of
diversions on private and public lands.

This fish barrier project is one of the last needed actions in orderto open up approximately 15
miles of additional anadromous spawning area within the Cottonwood Creek Watershed.

Location

The project is located on Cottonwood Creek on the R-Ranch in Hornbrook, California. R-Ranch
is a private-ownership, gated ranch and recreational community on 5, 119 acres. It is
approximately two miles north of Hornbrook, California, T47N, R2E, in Section 17, Hornbrook
USGS Quadrangle. From the town of Hombrook, Calif., take Interstate 5 north to next exit and
turn right to Cottonwood Creck and the R-Ranch Recreation area to project site

The immediate project area is primarily recreational use and private residences. Upstream of the
project the land use is primarily agriculture and timber management on private and public lands.

The maps included with this report are an aerial project location map, topographic map, and a
historic GLO Plat map surveyed in 1875.



The survey was general in nature. Jim Rock with Rock Consulting is the Principal Investigator,
Kathleen Tyler assisted with the survey for the extent of the project. Qualifications included with
this report. Surveyors have several years of Archaeological survey experience. The project area
and surrounding vicinity, which has the potential of being affected, was surveyed. The extent of
the project is on private land. A complete survey was initiated on April 9, 2009 with a follow up
visit on March 17, 2010. The exception to coverage was in the creek bed itself. During the
second visit, March 17, 2020, the bottom could be seen from the bank.

This was a surface survey. No surface survey can guarantee to have located subsurface
archaeological materials if they are present. If prehistoric or historic material is discovered in the
course of future development, work at the site should be suspended until the finds are evaluated
by a qualified archaeologist and, in the case of prehistoric material; the appropriate Indian tribes
are consulted.

Setting:

Natural:

In the project area, native vegetation is mostly riparian woodland, confined to a narrow strip
(~20 feet) along the creek corridor. Apparently, there is adequate water to support the terrestrial
broadleaf deciduous plant community along its narrow margins. The species found along the
corridor need to cope with the long, dry summers hence the narrow margin of riparian plants
along the creek. Beyond the riparian area, which is upslope and dry, most of the native
vegetation consists of perennial bunch grasses and forbs, with some semblance to a chaparral
zone. However, historically this area has been highly disturbed from mining, roads, and the
railroad just a few hundred feet away on the east side of the creek. Currently the area is infested
with several exotic species and the noxious weeds Himalayan blackberries and yellow starthistle.
On the west side of the creek a camping ground, with maintained lawns and camping areas, is
devoid of natural vegetation.

The main project area in regards to the Soil Survey of Siskiyou County (USDA 1981) is termed
Riverwash. This map unit is on a flpod plain, which is flooded almost every year. The
Riverwash map unit is described as “unstabilized and stratified sandy, silty, clayey, stony,
cobbly and gravelly sediment, which is reworked by water most every year”.

Other observations made concerning the environmental setting, was the considerable amount of
deer and avian sign. Various songbirds were seen around the project area, utilizing the narrow
riparian zone. Rabbit sign as well as coyote sign were noticed as well as lizards and a water
snake.



Cultural:

Prehistoric:

This project is located within the accepted traditional territory of the Shasta. The Shasta language
was of the Hokan language family, accepted as the oldest language group in California. This
language family is part of a more remote Hokan linguistic phylum, which also includes the
Karuk, Chimariko, Palainihan, Yana, Pomo, Esselen, Salinan, Chumash, and Yuman. The
scattered distribution of various Hokan language families around California suggests the
possibility of local development of a Shasta language in relative linguistic isolation since the
middle or early Holocene Period. It is plausible to suggest that the linguistic ancestors of the
Shasta people continuously occupied this region for many years.

Since the territory where the Shasta lived provided all of their food needs, they developed a
subsistence economy based on hunting, fishing, and gathering patterns. Seasonal base camps
were located at key resource areas and were visited once a year depending on the availability of
the targeted subsistence resource. Upon completion of the food gathering cycle, the Shasta
returned to their permanent villages with their food stores to spend the winters. Structures in
winter villages might include rectangular multi-family dwellings, assembly houses, communal
men’s sweathouses, smaller communal sweathouses, and menstrual huts for the women.

The Shasta Indians utilized a large array of animal food sources such as deer, elk, antelope, big
horn sheep, bear, rodents, turtles, crayfish, insects, mussels, eels, salmon, other fish, small
mammals, and various birds. The Shasta similarly had a wide variety of plants, which occupied a
substantial part of their living resources. In general, the seasons dictated their food procurement
activities. Over hundreds of years of co-existence with the local flora and fauna, the Shasta
developed a sophisticated knowledge of their environment that would sustain them until contact
with the Euro-Americans. Most of the project area could have been passed through as they
followed their prehistoric pattern of hunting and gathering.

House pits, middens, fire rings, hearths, and burial locations (the Shasta sometimes buried their
deceased by placing rocks over them) are features typical of Shasta sites. The “rain rocks" or
“baby rocks, a form of cupule rock art, have been found along the Klamath River, of which
Cottonwood Creek is a tributary. Sometimes food was stored by piling rocks over baskets or
placing them in talus pits, otherwise food was stored in baskets or caches near the shelters. Other
artifacts found in the later period (Pacific) were Gunther barbed projectile points made out of
obsidian, jasper, and CCS (cryptocrystalline silicates). Grinding stones (metates) were used for
the processing of roots and other plants. The hopper/mortars were used for processing acorns.

The Shasta people seem to have been notably active in inter-ethic trading, according to Shirley
Silver, Shasta made obsidian large ceremonial blades were traded for items that were not readily
available in Shasta territory. Salt was also a trading commodity that the Shasta seemed to have
an abundance of for trade. For instance, the Shasta received beads, deer hides, and woodpecker
scalps from the Wintu tribe for obsidian and Dentalia. The Karuk, Hupa, and Yurok tribes traded
acorns, pepperwood gourds, baskets, canoes smoked fish, Dentalia, Haliotis, and salt, for pine
nuts, juniper seeds, deer skins, woodpecker scalps and obsidian blades from the Shasta.



Ethnographic description of the Shasta people are found in the early twentieth century accounts
of culture, as recorded by anthropologists with the assistance of surviving Shasta elders. Earlier
accounts by European-American travelers and settlers supplemented this information. Primary
sources include Powers (1877), Dixon (1905 and 1907), Curtis (1924), Kroeber (1925), Voegelin
(1941), and Holt (1946). Shirley Silver published the best general synthesis of the Shasta culture
in 1978.

Euro American:

The Hudson Bay Company sent trappers into this area in 1826 shortly after Peter Skene Ogden’s
Snake Country Brigade” entered this territory.

Gold was located west of Cottonwood Creek, which is currently west of I-5. With the influx of
miners, settlers and pioneers travel to and from Oregon along the California-Oregon Stage Route
Stop, passing through the area on the east side of Cottonwood Creek and continuing over the
Klamath River at the bridge crossing at Klamathon. In 1886, a railroad station at the town of
Hornbrook was created. The Horn family operated the “Horn Ranch”, built a hotel close to the
new built railroad tracks in 1886, to accommodate train crews and passengers. Cottonwood
Creek was located behind the property, and instead of calling this location “Horn Creek”, they
decided it sounded better to call it Hornbrook.

For approximately forty years, Hornbrook was the hub for a multitude of “helper engines”
needed on the Siskiyou grades to the north and Snowden Hill to the south. Hornbrook was a very
lively town; most of its businesses were open 24 hours. During this active time, Oregon was a
dry state, so a thriving liquor business was also part of the scene.

Hornbrook expired and became just a shell, after the Natron project was finished in 1926. The
Natron project replaced the laborious rail over the Siskiyou Mountains.

Klamathon a logging town in the later part of the 9™ century, was its neighbor up river along the
Klamath River.

In the Recorded Observations and Memories of George Wright by Mark Lawrence 1992, “ There
was gold in the mountains west of Hornbrook, and many people made mining and prospecting
their business. Some of the early settlers told me that an Indian village was located where
Hornbrook now is. It is no wonder that the Indian lived there, because there were plenty of deer
nearby, and Cottonwood Creek was alive with fish”.

In reference to Cottonwood Creek Bernice Pinkham writes, “There was a time when it was not
overgrown, but was a lovely stream to look at. In the winter, children often skated on it, in the
spring they fished, and in the summer, they played and swam in it....One spring while all the
streams were bursting with floodwaters, the upper bridge was washed down stream, and it did
not stop until some of tit was rammed through the floor of the bridge downtown. The course of
the stream changed some at that time, and willows seemed to spring up everywhere, changing its
profile”.



Previous Surveys

The Northeast Center of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) was
contacted regarding the this project. Information on previous archaeological survey results and
any known recorded sites were requested. (IC Report # D10-8) (Copy enclosed).

Research Issues
The archaeological research issues considered were as follows:

1. The reconstruction of past life ways which includes investigation of past human
subsistence and ecology, settlement patterns, social systems, and religion ideology.

2. The delineation of cultural processes, the study of basic underlying cultural regularities
and processes that drive past human societies.

Studies of settlement systems consider the nature of prehistoric historic land use and its role in
determining site function and location. The ethnographic reference to the location as a "village’
or a "settlement" may reveal a great deal about the length of occupation and the social groups
that used the site.

The presence of materials derived from other areas and artifact styles and types shared over a
broad geographic area provides inferences regarding trade, exchanges, dependence, and social
interactions. It is also important to understand the nature of trade relationships, such as ad hoc
trade versus formal exchange networks, and to investigate the role of these interactions in local
adaptations to the natural and social landscape.

Research Design

The methodologies used in this archaeological survey, completed by Resource Management,
were in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) standards as well as -
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966.

James T. Rock, private consultant working with Resource Management contacted the Northeast
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) regarding the
proposed concrete low water crossing removal project. Information on previous archaeological
survey results and any known recorded sites were requested. The response to these requests
resulted in a negative to any known historic or prehistoric site in the project area.

The recommendation from the CHRIS center was to contact the local Native American
representatives in regards to any traditional cultural properties within the project boundary. It
was also a recommendation to check historic GLO plat maps for aid in identification of
unrecorded historic cultural resources. (Response Enclosed). These recommendations were
followed.



Literature research was conducted using various sources, which include consultation with the
Siskiyou County Museum staff, reference books and websites on the history of the Hornbrook
area (See reference page). Historic GLO plat map (Copy Enclosed) and the Soil Survey Map of
the area were reviewed.

The methodical approach utilized for this survey was with a cultural material perspective.
Research conducted in the open areas lends itself well in the investigation of prehistoric and
historic land use.

If the Shasta people followed a seasonal round of resource exploitation, then this should be
reflected in their material remains.

1. If the area was utilized for plant collecting, then plant harvesting and/or processing
artifacts should be present.

2. Ifthe area utilized for hunting or fishing, then the processing and storage artifacts and
debitage could be present in the area.

3. If the area was used historically for mining, farming, ranching or other land development,
then evidence of fencing, water, or animal control could be evident. Other associated
artifacts could also be present. These might include structures, building foundations,
other remains, or associated refuse.

4. If the area was used historically for mining, then they could be evidence of tailings,
implements, ditches, or settling ponds. Other associated artifacts or features could also be
present. These might include structures, building foundations, other remains, or
associated debris.

To implement an evaluation of prehistoric or historic resources that might be located within the
project boundary a field survey was conducted to identify any site that might be impacted by the
project. The field survey was conducted on April 9, 2009 and March 17, 2010. Conducting a
complete coverage survey, except for the creek bottom, this was viewed in March. Most of the
The survey was only on properties where permission was established.

The Registered Professional Archaeologist for this project was James T. Rock of Rock
Consulting and former Klamath National Forest Archaeologist. (Qualifications enclosed)

Kathleen Tyler CDF Archaeological Training Certificate course # 74, June 2001, recertified
2006, Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation Cultural Resource
Training Completion October 2004, and Master’s degree candidate in Archaeology, assisted Jim
Rock, as did Allenya Manning Archaeological Technician in completing the field survey and
research for Resource Management, Fort Jones, California.

Report of Findings

No prehistoric sites were located. The project area property most likely was passed over by
prehistoric people in their hunting and gathering patterns. Some of the native flora, which is



limited and interrupted due to roads, current residences, parking areas and previous farming,
could have been a traditional use plant area, given the location next to a creek and the soil of the
valley.

The GLO plat map requested from BLM of Township 47 North, Range 6 West, and Mt. Diablo
Meridian was reviewed. This map show (enclosed) GLO plat map dated December 17, 1875.
The map shows where the historic California and Oregon Stage Route was located. This Stage
route was located on the east side of Cottonwood Creek. The old route appears to be were the
current railroad line is located; both are out of the project influence.

Discussion/Interpretation

Maps and the historical record indicate this area was mined and occupied historical. However,
over the course of time and use of the land for agriculture, recreation, frequent flooding, modern
railroad use, road building, and residence building the integrity of any historical or prehistoric
site has been destroyed. No evidence of prehistoric occupation was located, but it was likely
prehistoric people used the area.

Management Considerations

[t is determined the proposed project will have no impact upon significant pre-historic or historic
cultural resources.

Recommendations

The proposed removal of the low water crossing and fish barrier and installation of a
replacement bridge on Cottonwood Creek should proceed.

Native American Consultation

A letter of notification was sent February 3, 2010 to the Quartz Valley Indian Reservation and to
Mary Carpelan Shasta Nation Cultural Representative requesting information on any known
cultural sites within the project boundary. The letter detailed the project boundary and planned
activities.

Only one response was received, March15, 2010 from the Quartz Valley Indian Reservation
(copy enclosed), stating to their knowledge there were no cultural sites in the area of the project
or adjacent to it.
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Maps:
Topo Map:

Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Improvement Project
USGS Hornbrook 7.5 Quad T47N R6W Section 17
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Aerial View Map
Cottonwood Creek Walking Bridge Replacement Project
USGS Hornbrook 7.5" Ouad Less than I acre (T47N R6W Segg?_n 17)
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GLO Plat map 1876

Cottomwood Creek Walking Bridge Replacement Project(T47N R6W Section 17)

red indicates approximate project location
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RESPONSES:
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traenast Center of the
Camornia tHistorical Resources
Intorination System

Rock Consulting

418 South Oregon Street
Yreka CA 96097

ATTN; Mr. James T. Rock

Invoice sent to:

Resource Management

PO Box 342

Fort Jones CA 96032
ATTN: Mr. Larry Alexander

BUTTE
GEENN
LASSEN
MODOC
PLUMAS
SHASTA

RE:  Cottonwood Creek Walking Bridge

TA47N, R6W, Section 17

USGS Hernbrook 7.5 and 15 quads

SIERRA
SISKIYOU
SUTTER
TEHAMA
TRINITY

Califarnis State University, Chico
Suilding 25, Suite 201
Chiee, Calitornia 93929-0377
Phonc (330) 8 .. 2156
Fax (3300 & -4413
sifcte ~sichico vt

February 5, 2010

1.C. File # D10-8
Priority Records Search

Less than One Acre, ¢stimated from project map (Siskiyou County)

Dear Mr. Rock

In response 1o your request, a priority records search for the projects cited above was
conducted by examining the official maps and records for archaeological sites in Siskiyou
County. Plcase note that this record scarch includes the requested 1/4-mile radius

surrounding the project arca
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RESULTS:

Prehistoric Resources: According to our records, no prehistoric sites have been recorded
in the project arca or its 1/4-mile vicinity. The project is located in a boundary region
utilized by Shasta and Karuk populations. Unrecorded prehistoric cultural resources may be
located in the project area.

Historic Resaurces: According to our records, no historic sites have been recorded in the
project area or its 1/4-mile vicinity. Unrecorded historic cultural resources may be located
in the project area.

The USGS Hornbrook (1955) 15" quad map indicates that Southern Pacific Railroad,
Cottonwood Cresk.. Hornbrook, a Quarantine Station, B.R. Alden Historical Marker,
Hutton Creek, roads, and structures are located in the project vicinity.

Previous Archagological Investigations: According to our records, the project area has
been previously surveyed for cultural resources. The surveys are plotted in green on the
NEIC-generated map enclosed and copies of the survey reports, listed below are included
with this Jetter,

Arrington, Cindy, and Bryon Bass (SWCA)
2006 Crlreral Resources Final Report of Monitoring and Findings for the
Qwest Network Construciion Project, Stata of California.
IC Report 7362

Brown, William {Qwest Communications)
2001 Survey Report for Dunsmuir to Hilt California on Behalf of Qwest
Communications.
IC Report 3923

Literature Search: The official records and maps for archaeological sites and surveys in
Siskiyou County were revicewed. Also reviewed: National Register of Historic Placcs -
Listed properties and Determined Eligible Propertics (1988, Computer Listings 1966
through 7-00 by National Park Service), California Register of Historical Resources
(2009), California Points of Historical Interest (1992), California Inventory of
Historic Resources (1976), California Historical Landmarks (1996), Directory of
Properties in the Hisforic Property Data Files for Siskivow Cowmty (26609), Handbook
of North American Indians, Vol. 8, California (1970), and Historje Spots in California
(1966).
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

We recammend that you contact the appropriate local Native American representatives for
information regarding truditional cultural properties that may be located within project
boundaries {or which we have no records. Additionally, you may want to consult historic
GLO plat maps ircorder to aid in the identificaiion of unrecorded listoric sites, which may
be focated within project boundarics.

The charge for this record search is $339.00 (1.5 hours of Priority [nformation Center time
W $225.00 per hour, and 10 photocopies @ $0.15 per copy). An invoice will follow from
th 2 CSUC Research Foundation for billing purposes. Thank you for your concern in
preservie @ Californta’s cultural heritage, and please teel free to contact us if you have any
questions ur need any turther information or ussistance.

Sincerely.

viim, Roceder, M AL
Rescarch Associats

w
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Quartz Valley Indicn Reservation ™
Tribal EPA Department

~ 13824 Quartz Valley RD
Fort Jones, CA 96032 o

ATTN: Kathleen Tyler
Resource Manggement
P.0O. Box 146

Fort Jones, CA 96032

March 15,2010
Re: Proposed footbridge replacement on "R Ranch proﬁerfy

To Whom It May Concern:

Thanks for your notification regarding the proposed footbridge replacement on "R"
Ranch property, just north of Hombrook, CA. Legal description is T 47N, R 6W, NW1/4
of the SE1/4 of Section 17 MDM County «f Siskiyou.

At this time we Eave no knowledge of any cultural sites within or adjacent to the project
area. However, the project area is in Tribal ancestral territory and we are very interested
of any archeolog cal findings.

Thank you,

2y S

{onya [indsey

Tribal FPA Assistant

Quartz Valley Indian Reservation
Tribal EPA Depariment

13824 Quartz Val.cy Rd

Fort Jones, CA 96032
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Statement of Qualifications

James T. Rock, RPA
418 South Oregon Street
Yreka, California 96097

Educations:
e B.A. in Political Science, Sociology, and History
e M.S. in Sociology
e M.A. in Anthropology

Honors and Awards:

e Phi Alpha Theta (National Honors in History) 1966
NSF Fellowship Summer Institute in Anthropology (University of Colorado)
Teaching Assistantship (University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee)
Teaching Assistantship (University of Arizona)
Instructor, Graduate Field School in Archaeology (University of Arizona)
Society of Professional Archaeology (SOPA) Since 1976
President, Siskiyou County Historical Society
Registered Professional Archaeologist (Conversion from SOPA in 1999)
Chair, Historic District and Landmark Commission (City of Yreka)

Work Experience:
Fieldwork:

e Archaeological Excavation and Survey in States of: Kansas, Wisconsin, Illinois, New
Mexico, Arizona, California, Oregon, and Washington; also in Mexico.

e Private Contractor----Rock Consulting

Teaching:

Wisconsin State University, Whitewater

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

University of Arizona

University of Nevada at Reno

Visiting Scholar in Residence a the Universtiy of Nevada, Las Vegas
Pacific Northwest Region, U.S. Forest Service (USDA)

Pacific Southwest Region, U.S. Forest Service (USDA)

State of Washington Department of National Resources and Department of
Transportation.

Publications and Professional:

Written, published, or presented over one hundred articles on Archaeology, History, and the
American West.
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Feb. 3, 2010

Shasta Nation

Ms. Mary Carpelan
P. O. Box 1054
Yreka, CA 96097

Dear Ms. Carpelan,

This letter is in reference to a proposed footbridge replacement (low water crossing) on
“R” Ranch property, which crosses over Cottonwood Creek and connects to a hiking
trail, just north of Hornbrook California.

The legal description is T 47N, R 6W, NW 1/4 of the SE % of Section 17 MDM County
of Siskiyou. (See enclosed map).

This is a request for information regarding any unrecorded traditional cultural properties
that may be located within the project boundaries for which we have no records and you
would like protected. Your written response will be included with the final
Archaeological Assessment of this project.

Regards,

Kathleen Tyler

Project Coordinator
Resource Management
P.O. Box 146

Fort Jones, CA. 96032
(530) 468-2888
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Feb. 3, 2010

Quartz Valley Indian Reservation
Evette Lewis

13601 Quartz Valley Road

Fort Jones, CA 96032

Dear Evette Lewis

This letter is in reference to a proposed footbridge (low water
crossing) replacement on “E”” Ranch property, which crosses over
Cottonwood Creek and connects to a hiking trail, just north of
Hornbrook California.

The legal description is T 47N, R 6W, NW1/4 of the SE Y4 of
Section 17 MDM County of Siskiyou. (See enclosed map).

This is a request for information regarding any unrecorded
traditional cultural properties that may be located within the
project boundaries for which we have no records and you would
like protected. Your written response will be included with the
final Archaeological Assessment of this project.

Regards,

Kathleen Tyler

Project Coordinator
Resource Management
P.O. Box 146

Fort Jones, CA. 96032
(530) 468-2888
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Quartz Valley Indian Reservation " L/g@\ ,-«:\{ -
Tribal EPA Department ;:\ @ ) )
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13824 Quartz Valley RD . o '
Fort Jones, CA 96032 N,
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ATTN: Kathleen Tyler
Resource Management
P.O. Box 146

Fort Jones, CA 96032

March 15, 2010
Re: Proposed footbridge replacement on '""R" Ranch prdperty

To Whom It May Concern:

Thanks for your notification regarding the proposed footbridge replacement on "R"
Ranch property, just north of Hornbrook, CA. Legal description is T 47N, R 6W, NW1/4
of the SE1/4 of Section 17 MDM County of Slsk1you

At this time we have no knowledge of any cultural sites within or adjacent to the project
area. However, the project area is in Tribal ancestral temtory and we are very interested
of any archeological findings.

Thank you,

A
Tonya Lindsey
Tribal EPA Assistant
Quartz Valley Indian Reservation
Tribal EPA Department
13824 Quartz Valley Rd
Fort Jones, CA 96032
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Introduction:

This report was prepared as a summary of the botanical assessment required by NEPA

in accordance with EPA guidelines. This project is receiving federal funds for the

project located on private land, known as the R Ranch, in Siskiyou County. In addition

the evaluation is in sufficient detail to determine its effects on “special status species”.

This Botanical Assessment/Evaluation (BA/BE) is prepared in accordance with the

legal requirements set forth under CEQA guidelines, Section 15380. A “Special Status

Species” is any species that meets the definition of “endangered, rare or threatened™.

The Area of Potential Effect is less than Y4 acre located approximately 1 mile north of Hornbrook
on property adjacent to Cottonwood Creek owned and managed by the R Ranch. The botanical
assessment and survey was to determine if any rare, threatened, or endangered plants would be
affected by the implementation and or activity anticipated by the proposed fish passage
construction. Currently the R Ranch, as a recreational area for camping, hiking, and fishing, uses
the property.

Resource Management, a private contracting business located in Fort Jones, California,
conducted a floristic survey. Kathleen Tyler lead botanist and Allenya Manning,
botany technician, conducted a comprensive field visit cn April 9, and again on June
23, 2009 at the project location. These times coincided with the blooming period of the
specific rare plants identified by the CNPS query, as having a potential of presence at
the site The three plants identified by the CNPS query were, Fritillaria gentneri
(Genter’s fritillary) federally listed1B.1, Lomatium peckianum (Peck’s lomatium) listed
as 2.2, and Lewisia cotyledon var. howellii (Howell’s lewisia) listed as 3.2..

The lead surveyor, Kathleen Tyler (formerly Moody), botanist, has been conducting
floristic surveys for rare and sensitive plants in Siskiyou County on both public lands
(BLM, USFS, and CDFG) and private lands for over ten years. This surveyor has over
fifty units of formal classes related directly to botany and the environment,
additionally, workshops specific to keying out and identification of rare plant taxa,
totaling over one hundred hours were completed. This surveyor has also located new
populations of rare plants and has recorded such sites to the CNDDB (California
Natural Diversity Database), on both public and private = s.

The project site is located in Siskiyou County in the Hornbrook 7.5” - Jadrangle, T47N,
R6W, located in NW Y of the SE % of Section 17, Mount Diablo Me 1dian (See map).
The Upper Mid Klamath Watershed Council’s Board of Director’s Watershed Plan
identifies the proposed project as a “high priority project”. The project is located on
Cottonwood Creek, a critical tributary to the Klamath River, and will alleviate the
current situation in which Coho, Chinook and Steelhead are prevented from migrating
past this point to areas upstream where additional habitat improvements have been
established including: sediment reduction, and fish screening of diversions on private
and public lands.

Environmental Setting:

In the project area, native vegetation is mostly riparian woodland, contined to a narrow strip
(~20 feet) along the creek corridor. Apparently, there is adequate water to support the terrestrial
broadleaf deciduous plant community along its narrow margins. The species found along the



corridor need to cope with the long, dry summers hence the narrow margin of riparian plants
along the creek. Beyond the riparian area, which is upslope and dry, most of the native
vegetation consists of perennial bunch grasses and forbs, with some semblance to a chaparral
zone, However, historically this area has been highly disturbed from mining, roads, and the
railroad just a few hundred feet away on the east side of the creek. Currently the area is infested
with several exotic species and the noxious weeds Himalayan black - .ries anc yel ow starthistle.
On the west side of the creek a camping ground, with maintained lawns and ¢z ag areas, is
devoid of natural vegetation. The project area falls within the area described florist cally in the
Jepson Manual as the California Floristic Province, more specifically the Cascade »anges with
some influence from the Great Basin vegetation patterns. The main project area in regards to the
Soil Survey of Siskiyou County (USDA 1981) is termed Riverwash. This map unit is on a flood
plain, which is flooded almost every year. It consists of unstabilized and stratified sandy, silty,
clayey, stony, cobbly and gravelly sediment, which is reworked by water most every year.

Other observations made concerning the environmental setting, was the considerable amount of
deer and avian sign. Various songbirds were seen around the project area, utilizing the narrow
riparian zone. Rabbit sign as well as coyote sign were noticed as well as lizards and a water
snake.

Methodology:

Prefield preparation began with conducting a search of any rare, threatened, endangered, or
sensitive plant that had a potential of being found on the subject property. A list of special status
plants was generated from CDFG (California Department of Fish and Game), CNPS (California
Native Plant Society), CNDDB (California Natural Diversity Database) and the USDA Forest
Service Region 3, for relative information in considering the subject property. The quadrangle
used in the floristic search was USGS 7 5° quadrangle, Hornbrook NE (734A). Importance was
given to visiting the local herbia to review the specimens of the plants on the list as well as a
review the photos. According to these searches and reco ded sites, a list of special status plants
had been identified as having a potential of occurrence within the project area (Table 2). Using
the nine quad search option on the CNPS website, which queries all adjacent quadrangles for rare
plants, generated the same list. Table 2 is based on habitat, elevation, and known occurrences.
An evaluation of the habitat needs for the plants on Tal : 1 revealed the low probability of
occurrence for Howell’s lewisia, due to the lack of rock .utcrops at the project site.

An explanation of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) codes follows. These are
important to understand as to the rarity of a given plant in California, and their listing on Table 2
of this document.

Preliminary Botanical Review:

This following form Table 1 serves as a track of special status plants that have
potential to be in the project area according to the nine quad search conducted on the
CNPS website.

An explanation of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) codes follows. These are
important to understand as to the rarity of a given plant in California, and their listing on Table 1
of this document.



List [A
List1B
List 2
List 3

List 4

Table 1:

The California Native Plant Society Lists (CNPS)

Plants presumed extinct in California.

Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. These plants
are rare throughout their range.
Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere.

Plants about which we need more information (a review list).

Plants of limited distribution (a watch list). While not rare, they are uncommon enough to warrant

monitoring.

1 - Seriously endangered in California.
2 — Fairly endangered in California.
3 — Not very endangered in California

Completion of this form certifies that pre-field evaluation procedures are in compliance CEQA guidelines
Special Status Plants botanical survey protocol is triggered if column 1 is "yes” and if column 2 or 3

(both parts) is "yes"'.

i 1 | 2 3
[ Species Special Do the types of actions | Known Project w/in known Survey
! Scientific name Status proposed in this project | site exists or suspected range protocol
[ Common name Plant have the potential to directly in and there is triggered**
| ‘ CNPS or indirectly impact this proposed probability of
Status species or alter its habitat project suitable habitat w/in
| [ conditions or significantly area | project area
i negatively affect |
& N | | species/habitat? . B WY - —_— LS
Fritillaria gentneri IB.1 | YES No Y | known/susp. range Yes
| Gentner's frtillaria oo P : suitable habitat | .
Lewisia cotyledon var. 32 YES No N | known/susp. range No
howellii : suitable habitat
Howell's lewisia &h=_’ : ! Lo L - |
Lomatium peckianum ‘ 2.2 I! YES I No RS Lnowndsusp. range Yes
(= Peck’s lomatium - il il et | oo _: suitable habitat J
Table 2:
Family Life form Bloor g C: munity Elevation ' C.IPS code
|
Fritillaria perennial *Chaparral *Cismontane 1005
gentneri bulbiferous Apr-May woodland/sometimes M0 List 1B.1
Gentner's Fritillary herb serpentinite metel s
o Broadleaf upland Forest
Lewisia Chaparral Cismontane 150-
cotyledon Perennial herb Apr-Jul woodland *Lower montane 1800 List 3.2
%’%—'—’ coniferous forest/Rocky meters
Apr-May *Chaparral «Cismontane
Lomatium (Jun) woodland sLower montane 700 -
peckianum perennial herb Months in coniferous forest 1800 List 2.2
Pecki's lomatium pare?,‘r';eses *Pinyon and juniper meters
uncommon. woodland/ volcanic

.




The plants on the above tables could have a potential of having presence at the project, except for
Howell’s lewisia, there is a lack of rock outcrops at the project location. The generated CNPS list
is based on plant community, habitat, similar geologic soil conditions, and close proximity of
recorded sites. A comprehensive floristic survey of the area was employed, being mindful of the
above listed special status plants. The riparian corridor as well as the upslope area surrounding
the project, remnant chaparral habitat, was searched looking specifically for Peck's lomatium and
Gentner's fritillary (Federally listed). The project area was searched within the property
boundaries and the surrounding area which could be impacted by the construction process. The
area was searched twice to accommodate the flowering times of the species on the list. A plant
species list was generated from the plants encountered on the survey (Attachment A). Plant
identification was completed with personal knowledge of local plants aided with the Jepson
Manual (Hickman 1996), other botanical references (see references), a dissecting microscope,
herbaria samples, and the CalPhotos website.

Survey Results: With emphasis given to the plants on Table 1, other plants not found in the
query could be present if the right habitat niche is available. With the knowledge of what plants
could be expected, and knowing other rare plants could be found, a comprehensive survey was
conducted on April 9, and June 23, 2009. No rare, threatened, endangered, or sensitive plants
were located. Some noxious weed species were found, these are identified on the plant list
(Attachment A in red). The plant list is small as there is not a diverse amount of flora present.
There were no rock outcroppings at the project. Rock outcroppings could have been habitat for
Howell’s lewisia. No lewisia species were tound. No Lomatiums species were found nor any
Fritillaria species.

Conclusions:

Historically the area was used for mining, road building, and railroad use. Currently the west side
is for recreation activities. These past ground disturbances have introduced the exotic species
including the noxious weeds, yellow star thistle and Himalayan blackberry. These weeds have
steadily replaced the naturally occurring grasses and forbs. Due to lack of appropriate habitat,
yearly flooding, the invasion of noxious weeds, and previous ground disturbance a rare plant
would be exceedingly unlikely to occur here.

[t is the opinion of this botanist there will be no adverse ettects to any rare, endangered, or
threatened plant in the implementation of the project.



Attachment A:

2009

1/4 Acre Botanical Survey Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Project
Located at on the R Ranch, Hornbrook, CA.

Trees

Genus Species Common Name
Quercus Garryanna Oregon white oak
Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarp black cottonwood
Juniperus occidentalis western juniper (fringes)
Alnus rhombifolia white alder

Fraxinus latifolia Oregon ash

Pinus ponderosa ponderosa pine

Salix lasiolepis arroyo willow

Shrubs

Genus Species Common Name

Prunus subcordata Klamath plum

Salix laevigata red willow

Salix lasiolepis arroyo willow

Salix exigua Narrow-leaf willow

Rhus trilobata skunk brush

Rubus discolor Himalayan blackberry

Rosa sp. wild rose

Herbaceous Plants

Genus Species Common Name

Agoseris retrorsa spearleaf mountain dandelion

Brassica nigra black mustard (introduced)

Capsella bursa-pastoris shepards purse (introduced)

Centaurea solstitialis yellow star thistle (Noxious Weed)

Chamomilla suaveolens pineapple weed(introduced)

Cichorium intybus chicory (introduced)

Lamium amplexicaule Henbit(introduced)

Artemisia douglasiana California mugwort

Dipsacus fullonum Fuller's teasel (introduced)

Polygonum arenastrum Common knotweed
(introduced)

Conium maculatum poison hemlock (introduced)

Saponaria officinalis officinalis bouncing bet (introduced)

Crepis Ssp. hawksbeard




Epilobium brachycarpum willow herb

Erodium cicutarium storksbill (introduced)

Eschscholzia californica California poppy

Gayophytum diffusum gayophytum

Melilotus officinalis yellow sweet clover
(introduced)

Plantago major broadleaf plantain(introduced)

Polygonum erectum erect knotweed

Taraxaeum officinale common dandelion(introduced)

Verbascum thapus wooly mullein (introduced)

Veronica americana speedwell, brookline

Vicia americana vetch

Grass and Grass Like Plants

Genus Species Common Name
Achnatherum occidentalis needle grass
Agropyron cristatum crested wheat grass
Agropyron trichophorum intermediate wheat grass
Bromus carinatus California brome
Bromus madritensis red brome

Bromus tectorum cheat grass

Carex ssp. sedge

Festuca idahoneses Idaho fescue
Juncus balticus Baltic rush

Loium multifolium Italian , : -ass
Poa bulbosa bulbciiz 1 grass
Poa SSp. blue g ..~

Vulpia myuros rattail ..~ e




Overview Map:

Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Improvement Project

USGS Hornbrook 7.5’ Quad T47N R6W Section 17
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Project Site




Topo Map:
Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage /mprovement Project

USGS Hombrook 7.5° Quad T47N R6W Section 17
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Soil Map:

Cottonwood Creek Fish Passage Improvement Project

USGS Hornbrook 7.5 Quad T47N Re6W Section 17
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Web Sources:

CalPhotos http://elib.cs.berkeley.edu/photos/

CDFG http://www.dfg.ca.gov/hepb/species/t e spp/teplant/teplanta.shtml
CNDDB http://www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/html/cnddb.html

CNPS http://www.northcoast.com/~cnps/cgibin/cnps/sensinv.

Herbaria:

1. Klamath National Forest Supervisors Office in Yreka, California
2. County Agriculture Department in Yreka California
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