
Attachment H

COVER SHEET (PAGE 1 of 2)

May 1998 CALFED ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROPOSAL SOLICITATION

Mai ngAddreas: ~- ~ 70~ ; ~

Amo~t of Nnding requested: $~ ~years

Indicaze the Topic for which you are applying (check only one box). Note that this is an impo~ant decision:
see page ~ of the Proposal Solfeitadon Package for more information,
~ Fish Passage Assessment n Fish Passage Improvemenzs
~ Floodplain ~d Habitat Restoration ~ OraveLRestoration
~ Fish H~est a S~ecies LifeHisto~ Studies
a Watershed PlaimingBmplementafion ~ Education
~ Fish Screen Evaluatioas - Altemativzs and Biological Priorities

Indicate ~he geographic ~ea of your proposal (check o~ly one box):
~ Saer~ento ~ver Mainstem ~ SacramentoTribut~:
~ Delta n East SideDelmTribu~:
~ Suisun M~sh and Bay a Sm~ Joaquln Tribata~:
~ San Joaquin ~ver Mainstem ~ Other:
~ Landscap*(entireBay-Deltawatershed) nNo~hBay:

Indicate Zhe prima~ s~ecies which ~he proposal addresses (check no more thml two boxes):
~ Sm~ Joaquin and Fast-side Del~a tributaries fall-run chinook salmon

~ Winter-ran chinook salmon ~ Spring-~n cldnook salmon
o Late-fall mn chinook salmon ~ Fail-run chinook salmon
~ Delta smelt ~ Loagfin smelt
~ Spli~ail ~ SteeIhead trout
~ Green sturgeon n Striped bass
~ Migrator, biids
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?day 1998 CALFED ECOSYSTES’I RESTORATION PROPOSAL SOLICITATION

Indicate the type of applicant (cl~eck only one box):
[] State agency n Federalagency
~ Public/Non-profi t joint venture c~ Non-profit

~ Local government/district ~ Private party
~ University c~ Other:

Indicate the type of project (check only one box):
o Planning .,11,. Implementation
~ Monitoring ~ Education
[] Research

By signing below, the applicant declares the fallowing:

(1) the truthfulness o f all representations in their proposal;

(2) the individual signing the furm is entitled to submit the application on behalf of the applicant (if      ~
applicant is an entity or organization); and

(3) the person submitting the applicatien has read and understood tS.e conflict of interest and confidentiality
discussion in the PSP (Section II.K) and waives any and alI rights to privacy and conftdentia!.ity ofttm
proposal on behalf of the applicant, to the extent as provided in the Section.

(Siglra’mre of App~
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Executive Summary

a. Project Title and Applicant Name

Protection of Delta Water Suppty through Elevation of Salt ~lat Bridge, Trinity River

b. Project Descriptin n and Primary Biological/Ecological O bjectives

The project will subcontract final engineering and construction tasks to elevate Salt Flat Bridge
to remove it from flood danger during optimum flow rates for restoration of ecological
processes in tb_e Trinity River. Kestoration of the Trinity River is legally required, and optimum
recommended flow rates can perform the necessary restoration fimctinns using a smaller
quo.atity of water than the sub-optimum flow rates to which restoration managers are
constrained by existing flood hazards. An average annual volume of 150,000 acre feet of
Trinity River water per year wEich would otherwise be required for restoration duty in the
Trinity will be available for beneficial use in the Sacramento River basin if the llood hazards
are removed. Completion of several necessary flood hazard reduction measures, of which the
proposed project is the first and largest, will benefit both the larger Bay-Delta ecosystem and its
Trinity River component, by making an average atmual volume of 150,000 acre feet of water
available to the former and by facilitating restoration efforts in the latter.

c. Approach,Tasks/Schedule

Preliminary engineering for elevation of Sah Flat Bridge is already in progress. The project will
administer fmaI engineering and construction tasks for the subject bridge elevatinn. Final
engineering will be contracted within 90 days and completed within another 120 days;
envirormaental clearance will be completed concurrently; construction will be contracted within
90 days of completion of fmaI engineering, and completed within 120 construction-season days
aider contract execution.

d. Justification for Project and funding by CALFED

1. Bay-Delta ecological restoration effbrts will be significantly affected by the presence or
absence of 150,0(~0 acre feet per year of fresh water frem the Trinity River.

2. TheTrinityRiverisasi~ificanttributaryoftheBay Delta, having supplied au average I
million acre feet of water per year to the Deka via the CVP since 1964. This massive
diversion benefits the Bay-Delta but is the is the primary cause of 80-90% declines in
anadrumous fish populations in the Trinity River from pre-CVP levels. Federal and state
laws and the Interior Secretary’s Tribal Trust obligations to protect the fishing rights of the
HoopaValley and Yurbk tribes mandates that the decline be reversed with tb.e return of a
substantial portion of Trulity River water to its natural course.
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e. Budget Costs and Third Party Impacts

Engineering costs: $82,500; CEQA f~egative declaration: $ [,000: construction costs: $990,000.
Total requested: $1,073,500. No negative third patty impacts.

f. Applicant Qualifications

Applicant has nine years experience manag~g a federally-funded Trinity River R.estoratioa
Grant Program, with associated contracting, auditing, reporting, and performance requirements.
Applicant department operates with the cooperation and!or oversight of other county
departments with expertise in public works contracting, auditing, accounting, and contract law.

g. Monitoring and Data Evaluation

No monitoring is proposed under this project. Substantial monitoring of Sacramento and
Trinity River flows occurs za’zd will cont~.ue under other funding, primarily through the Bureau
of R.eclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Hoopa Valley Tribe and Yurok Tribe.

h. Local Supportl Coordination with other Programs/Compatibility with CALFED
Objectives

The project is endorsed by the Trinity County Board of Supervisors, which has conducted
several public workshops and numerous public discussions on the subjects of E~ood hazard
reduction, Trinity P,2ver restoration, and TtS.nity RJ.ver flows. General local support exists for
flood hazard reduction measles and for Trha~.ty River fisl~ery restoration. The project is
consistent with and facilitates the implementation of the Trhaity River gestora~on Program, the
congressional authorization for which expires September 30, 1998.

Numerous CALFED and ERPP objectives seek streamflow and temperature improvements in
the upper Sacramento River.
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IlL Title Page

a. TitleofProject

Protection of Bay-Delta Water Supply Through Elevation of Salt Plat Bridge

b. Applicant: Trinity County Planning Department

Contact: Thomas Stokely, Senior Planner tel (530) 628-5949
Trhdty County Planning Department fax (530) 628-5800
Natural Resources Division Istokelv(~tcoe.~inlrc.kl2.ca.us
P.O. Box 156
Hayfork, CA 96041

c. Type of Organlzation and Tax Status

Applicant is a Califonaia Cennty govenunent

d. Tax Identification Number

Employer Identification Number 94-6000544

e. Par ticipantstCollaborators

Project engineering and construction tasks will be subcontracted through a formal public
works bid process.
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IV. Project Description

a. Project Description and Appreach

2"he project will elevate the privately ow~ed Salt Flat Bridge above water levels expectable
during 11~000 cubic feet-per-second (c, fs) releases of water from Lewi~tun Dana to the Trinity
River. i 1,000 cfs is the maximum release rate era flow regime developed to restore
anadromous fish populations and healthy ecohigicai conditions in the Trinity; the project is the
first and largest of several flood hazard reduction measures which must be undertaken to permit
implemet~tation of 11,~00 cfs releases. Because restoration on the Trinity is legally required,
and because 11,000 cfs flows are more effective than the current operational maximum of
6,000 cfs, implementation era Trinity River flow regime which can employ 11,000 cfs
releases will free an average of 150,000 acre-feet o f otherwise unavailable water per year
for export to the Sacramento River and the Bay-Delta estuary.

Salt Flat Bridge crosse~ the Trinity River approximately five miles downstream from Lowiston
Dam, and serves 27 private parcels. The bridge begins to experience inundation when river
volume reaches 9000 cfs; it was submerged in J’anuary 1997, when dam releases were 6000 cfs
and tributary accretion was highs. Users of the bridge have requested Trinity County assistance
in removing it from fhi~d jeopardy.

With funds provided by the Trinity Kiver Kestoratian Prod’am, Trinity County has engaged
FMCI-I Engineering Consultants to prepare design alternatives, design and eonstrucflon costs
for each alternative, and engineer’s recorrunendations for final design. This proposal is for
fundiog for the County to contract for final design and construction services to elevate the
bridge above the maximum level of prescribed restoration flows.

b. Proposed Scope of Work

Preliminary engineering is in progress, with a contracted completion date of September 30,
1998. Phases to be funded under this proposal are:

1. Within 90 days of award of grant or completion of preliminary engirteering,
whichever is later, negotiate or solicit proposals and execute contract for final design.
Contract duration: 4 months. Cost: $82,500.

2. Within 120 days of award of grant or completion of preliminary engineering,
wfliehever is later, obtain Negative Declaration for CEQA clearance. Cost: $1000.

3. Within 90 days of receipt of final design, prepare contract documents, solicit bids,
and execute contract for construction. Time to complete construction: four months
with~ a June-November construction season. Cost of construction (DWR preliminary
estimate): $990,000.

Phases 1 and 2 could be undertaken before fuuding for Phase 3 is arranged, though the
projected benefits w~ll not be realized before all phases are complete. Phase 3 cannot proceed
until both earlier phases are co~nple~e.
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c, Location and/or Geographlo Boondarie~ of Projeet

Salt Flat Bridge crosses the Trinity River approximately five river miles downstream from
Lewiston Dam in Lewiston, Trinity County, California. It is situated within Sectior~ 13,
T33N, RSW, MDB&M.

d. Expected Benefits

The project is the first and largest of several flood hazard reduction measures which are
necessary prerequisites to implementation of 11,000 cfs maximum releases to the Trhaity
River from the CVP Lewiston Dam. As discussed in devil in section (e), if l t,000 cfs dam
releases can be scheduled on the Trinity, 150,000 acre-feet per year of water which would
otherwise be committed to sediment-transport and channel-maintenance duty in the watershed
of origin will be freed for export to the Sacramento River. T~s vniume of relatively cool,
contaminant-free water wou~d be of direct and substantial benefit to the streamflow-dependartt
Bay-Delta. A secondary project benefit is facilitation of efforts to resture Trinity River
anadromous fisheries tltrough removal of the largest flood hazard obstacle to iraplementation
of a~ effective flow regime. To the extent that the Trinity River restoration effort it facilitates
is successful, the project will benefit the Bay-Delta system by p~evenfing the further
reduction or complete cessation of CVP Trinity River water diversions which could follow
further declines in Trinity fish populations, already reduced 80-90% from pre-CVP levels.
Trinity River coho salmon are a federally listed threatened species and Trinity River
steethead are a federal candidate species. The project would create a third party benefit to
users of Salt Flat Bridge in the form of increased protection from flooding.

e. Background and Ecological/Biological/Technical Justification

Diversion out of the watershed of an annual average of 90% of the Trinity River’s flow for
34 years has resulted in severe degradatJ.on of fish habitat downstream frnm Trinity and
Lewiston dams. A ~remendous buildup of sediment not transportable by the diminished flows
has filled pools, clogged gravels, and formed berms which confine the river to a narrow,
fixed channel. In the 30 river miles below the dams, the open water area of the river has
decreased by 45 % from pro-dam conditions; what remains features much less of the low-
velocity shallow water habitat required by young fish and 95% less accessible gravel bar area
than existed before the dams.

Restoration of Trlnity River anadromous fisheries towards pro CVP levels is legally reqnired-
by federal trust obligations to preserve ~e federally-reserved fishing rights of the Hoopa Valley
Tribe end the Yurok Tribe, by area-of-origin law, by the Public Trust doctrine, and by explicit
Congressional direction. Examples of the latter include Ore Trinity River Act (P.L. 86-386), by
which the Secretary of futerior is "authorized and directed to take appropriate measures to
ensure the preservation and propagation of fish and wildiife"; the Trinity River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Management Act (P.L. 98-541) which requires the Secretary to restore Trinity
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fisheries to levels (kt~cinding harvest levels) which existed prior to construetinn of the Trinity
Division of the CVP, and by CVPIA (P.L. 102-575), which requires the Secretary to eomt31ete a
Trinity River Floxv Evaluatinn and, with the concurrence of the Hoopa Valley Tribe, to
implemant the Flow Evahiatinn’s recommendations.

Exhaustive studies conducted over three decades (documented in Mainstem Trinity River
Watershed Analysis , USBLM, December, 1995, and in Trinity River Flow
Peer Review Draft (TRFE), USFWS and Hoops Valley Tribe, January, 1998) have
demonstrated that effective restoration of ecological conditions a~ad fish populations in the
Trinity River requires hydraulic mobilization and transport of sediroent, ideally by a flow
regime which includes maximum dam release~ of 11,000 cfs for five days in "extremely wet"
years and 8,500 efs for five days in "vet" years.

Under present conditions, releases of this magt~itude are not implementable because several
downstream improvements begin to be inmadated when release rates exceed 6,000 cfs.
First on the list of these improvements, because of degree of flood jeopardy and projected
expense of flood pt~tect~or~, is the Salt Flat Bridge. The Ca!ifomia Depazlmant of Watar
Resources (Trinity River Damage Assessment, Le)viston to Douglas City; May, 1997) has
determined that ttxe Trinity P..iver reaches Salt Flat Bridge at a flow of 9000 cfs. In January,
1997, the bridge was ~mder water for a time when maximum dam releases were 6000 cfs and
tributary accretion was high.

Investigations conducted by the Trinity River Flow Evaluatinn demonstral~ that 8,500 cfs and
11,000 cfs dam releases are more effective than releases of 6,000 cfs in mobilizing and
transporting sediment (see Figure ~.). As repormd in the Peer Review Draft TRFE Final
Report, (p. 3.60b), the "extremely wet year" discharge of 11,000 cfs for five days will move
35,000 tons of sediment. The amount of water discharged during five days at ll,000 efs is
108,900 acre feet; the same sediment transport effect would require 70 days of a 6,000 efs
discharge, using a total of 831,600 af. Sin~ilarly, the rcconm~ended "wet year" discharge of
8,500 cfs for five ~iays would move 13,000 tons of sediment with 84,150 af of water, mad tize
equivalent effect at 6,000 cfs would require 26 days and 308,880 af. The differences are
722,000 af in an "extrcn~ely wet" year, and 224,730 af in a "wet" year. 12% of years are
"extremely wet", and 2,8% of years are "wet", so the long term average annual reduction in
water necessary for sediment movement if the higher discharge rates can be used is (722,700
x .12) + (224,730 x .28) or 149,648 acre-feet per year.

If all of the flood hazard reduction measures necessary to "save" this 149,648 af can be
implemented for a total cost of $5 million, and this anaount is amortized over a ten year
period, the "saved" water may be considered to cost $3.34 per acre foot.

150,000 acre feet of water would sighificantly aid the implementation of the ERPP by its
availability and significantIy hamper ERPP implementation by its absence. The provision (or
protection) of this volume of water in the Sacramento River would assist in tha achievement
of the following ERPP objectives:
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Figure t

TRINITY RIVER SEDIMENT TRANSPORT COMPARISONS

Modified From: Peer Review Draft Trinity River Flow Evaluation Final Report (TRFE), page

3.60b, 11/10197

Table 3.4.3 Total mainstem bedload, transport ( > 8 m.rn) at the Trinity River Lewiston gaging station cableway
(RM 110.2) as a function of release duration, in tons.

DURATION 1 DAY 2 DAYS 3 DAYS 5 DAYS 7 DAYS i0 DAYS

Discharge

14,000 cfs(1) 16,500 33,000 49,000 82,000 115,000 165,000
11,0(30 cfs 7,100 14,200 21,000 35,000 50,(300 71,000
8,500 cfs (2) 2,600 5,200 7,800 13,000 18,000 26,000
6,000 cfs ~3) 500 1 ,fl00 1,500 2,500 3,500 5,000
4,500 cfs 70 130 200 340 470 670
2,000 cfs 0 0 0 0 0 0

(1) 14,000 was included for consideration in the event I 1,000 cfs does not provide adequate bed scour
(2) 8,500 ct’s is the current 100-year flood, according to FEMA and the Army Corps of Engineers
(3) 6,000 cfs is the current limit on Lewiston Dam releases to the Trinity River due to bridge and home
flooding

TRFE RECOMMENDATIONS;

Extremely Wet (12% ReCu,;rcnce)
5 days @ 11,000 ct~ will move 35,000 tons ( uses 108,900 af)
6,000 cfs equivalent -- 70 days = 831,600 af
831,600 af minus 108,900 af = 722,700 af "aavings"

Wet Year (28% Recurrencel
5 days @ 8,500 cfs will move 13,000 tons (uses 84,150 a0
6,000 cfs equivalent = 26 days = 308,880 af
308,880 af minus 84,150 af = 224,730 af

Aimual savings = (722,700 X .12) + (224,730 X .28.) = 149,648 alTyear

If it costs $5 million to take care of Trinity River flooding problems, amortized over a I0 year period it is

$3.34/Acre-Foot ¢ch  p
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"Restore basic hydraulic conditions..." and "provide adequate attraction and migrating
flows ."(Delta Ecological Zone, Central Valley Streamflows Objective, p39)
"..improve Delta inflow..." (Delta Ecological Zone, Chinook Salmon Objective, p.66)
"restore basic hydraulic conditions", "emulate the namra! seasonal freshwaler inflow
pattern" and "provide adequate attraction flows" (Suisun Marsh Ecological Zone, Central
Valley Streamflows Objective, p. I(~0)
"restore basic hydraulic conditions" (Sacramento River Ecological Zone, Central Valley
Streamflows Objective, p. t45)
"maintain, improve and restore water temperature regimes" a~d "these criteria emmot be
met consistently, and other structural facilities and operation measures are needed"
(Sacramento River Ecological Zone, Central Valley Stream Temperatures Objective,
p. 149)

I] "reduce concentrations...of cuhtmmnants in the aquatic environment" (Sacramento River
Ecological Zone, Contaminants Objective, p. 154)
"address Central Valley streamflows...Central Valley water temperatures...contaminant~"
(Sacramento River Ecological Zone, Chinook Salmon objective, p. 160; repeated under
Fall run, p.161, Spri~ag Run, p.162, Late Fall Run, p.163, and Steelhead, p.164)

I] "emulate seasonal streamflow pa~terns in Clear Creek" and "improve flow in Clear
Creek" (North Sacramento Valley Ecniogical Zone, Central Valley SU:eamflows
objective, p. 181) (note: Trinity River water is exported through Whiskeytown Reservoir
on Clear Creek)
"address Central Va!2ey streamflows" (Notah Sacramento Valley Ecological Zone, Fall
Run Chinook Salmon objective, p. 188; repeated under Spring-run, p. 189, Late fall run,
p. 190, and Steelhead, p191)

In addition, 150,~300 acre feet of water is of substantial importance to the AFRP goal
"Improve habitat of all life stages of anadromans fish through provision of flows of suitable
quality, quantity, and timing...".

The engineered bridge construction proposed herein will be durable and relatively insensitive
to hydrologic or climatic change. The project’s water supply benefit to ~e Bay-Delta
accumulates in wet and extremely wet years, and is then a function of storage management. It
will not be possible to take full advantage of ~is long-tetm benefit during successive dryer
years or in the event of injudicious managemeut decisions, such as overselling water in
storage during wet years, resulting in inadequate storage for fishery and ofla:r ecosystem
needs during dry periods.

The project may be viewed as a component of the effo~, begun soon afier completion of the
Trinity Division a~ the deleterious effects of CVP operations became apparent, to restore the
fislieries of the Trinity River. A Trinity River Restoration Program, authorized and funded
by Congress in 1984, has overseen the expenditure of tens of millions of dollars to study the
life stages, habitat needs, population trends, and stressors of Trinity fish, reduce sediment
input to the River from tributary watersheds, upgrade a mitigation hatchery, analyze
hydranlie processes and channel morphology, and manipulate the river charmel mechanically.
The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service and the Hoopa Valley tribe are completing the final report
on the twelve-year Trinity River Flow Evaluation first ordered by Interior Secretary Cecil
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Andrus in 1981. Concurrently, the Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration EISiEIR is
being prepared (by the Bureau of Reclamation, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Hoopa
Valley Tribe, and Trinity County) to support a "permanent" Trinity River Flow Decision by
the Interior Secretary. Tl~s E1S/EIR, which features recommendations from the Flow
Evaluation as one of its Alternatives, is scheduled to be released in draft form in Fall, 1998,
with a Record of Decision in March, 1999. Authorization for the Trinity River Restoration
Program expires September 30, 1998, and future funding for restoration activities, including
necessary flood hazard reduction measures, is problematic.

f. Monitoring and Data Evaluation

No monitoring is proposed under this project. The elevated Salt Flat Bridge is intended to be
biologically inert, and $800,000 per year is being requested from Congress by the Trinity
River Task Force to monitor the performance of charmel modifications and associated flows
in federal fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001. Monitoring of cbm~ges in the deployment and
ecological influence of water supplies in the Bay-Delta ecosystem or the Sacramento River is
well beyond the scupe of this request.

g. [mplemcntability

As discussed under (c) above, an EIS/EIR is in preparation which analyzes a range of
activities, prominently including higher dam releases, proposed for restoration of Trinity
River fisheries. A Record of Decision is currently scheduled for March of 1999. The
eIevation of Salt Flat Bridge could proceed in advance of the EIS/EIR, but requires its own
negative declaration under CEQA as proposed herein.

Resident users of the bridge ~.ave unanimously asked that it be elevated, the Trinity County
Bom’d of Supervisors has endorsed the concept, and there is no known opposition. There is
general local support, popular and political, for Restoration, though individual activities and
approaches including higher flows arc the subject of discussion and argument. In the ease of
higher flows, timing seems to be of greater interest to local citizens than magnitude, within
the range under consideration. Trinity County has sponsored several public workshops on
restoration issues, including flows, and plans additional workshops in the future. Export of
Trinity River water to the Central Valley is generally unpopular within Triinty County,
primarily due to the widespread opinion that this area of origin has been abused for the
benefit of people elsewhere.
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V. Costs and Schedule to Implement Proposed Project

a. Budget Costs

Project Direct Direct Overhead Service Material Mise Total
Phase Labor Salary Labor Contracts and & other Cost
& task Hours and (General, Acquisition Direct

Benefits Admin &Fee Contracts Costs

Phase 1" 7,500 75,000 82,500

Phase 2 1,000 1,000

Phase 3 - 90,000 900,000 990,000

Project Total:            ~

b. Schedule Milestones

Phase 1 : Within 90 days of award of grant or completion of preliminary engineering,
whir!never is later, negotiate or solicit proposals and execute contract for f’mal design.
Contract duration: 4 months.

Phase 2:. Witl~in 120 days of award of grant or completion of preliminary engineering,
wlfichever is later, obtain Negative Declaration for CEQA eIearanec.

Phase 3: Within 90 days of receipt of final design, prepare contract documents, solicit bids,
execute contract for construction. Time to complete construction: four months within a lune-
November construction season.

c. Third Party Impacts

No negative third party impacts are anticipated. Positive impact: increased flood protection
for users of" Salt Flat Bridge and an enhanced ability fer tl~e Bureau of Reclamation to release
excess inflow to Trinity Lake during large runoff events.

t0
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VI. Applicant Qualifications

The project will be administered by Thomas Stokely, Senior Planner and Chief of the Natural
Resources Division of the Trinity County Planning Dep~rtment. Engineering and construction
tasks will be performed by subcontractors chosen by formal county bid procedures,

Mr. Stokely graduated from LIC Santa Cruz in 1979 with honors in Biology and
Environmental Studies. He has worked for Trinity County for 11 years as a planner in
various capacities, focusing exclusively on Trinity P-,tver issues since 1992. His current
responsibilities include lead agency representative for preparation of the Trinity River
Mainstem Fishery Restoration EIS/EIR. For the past nine years he has managed the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Restoration Grant Program, with funds provided by the Trinity
River Task Force through fue Bureau of Reclamation.

Mr. Stokely enjoys the assistance of an administrative clerk and a project specialist. The
Planning Department operates with the cooperation and/or oversight of other County
departments experienced in public works contracting, auditing and accounting, and contract
law.

VH. Compliance with standard terms and conditions

Forms attached; terms and conditions are agreeable.
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¯ INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SF 424 . ’
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~NSTRUCTIONS FOR T~IE SF-424A

This form is d~si~ed so that a~pl~catioa can be made F~r continuing grant program ap~lfcat~o~, submit
for fund~ from one or m~ ~ant pro~ams. I~ pro-these forms before t~e end of each funding perlod as

~hcula present thg n~ed for Federal assistance in the. Column (g) enter the n~w t~al budgeted amount
c~b~equ~nt budget ~rlods. All applications should(Federal and n~n ~edera[) which includes the

sh¢wn ~ Lines a-k of~ction B. as appropr{ate, the amounts shown in Columns (e~ and

¯ ogram (Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog

funding ~iod (usuaI[y a year).
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THI~ SF-424A (continue(~)
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BUDGET INFORMATION --Construction Programs

COST CLASSIFICATION

~: oo~



tl. Will comply, or has already complied, with the Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-t90)
requirements of Titles II and ill of the Uniform : and Executive Order (EO) 11514; (b) notL~catlon

Acqu£s~fion Policies Act of-1970 (P.L. 91-64~) protectbn of wetlands pursuant to EO

Section I76(c) of the Clean Air Act of 195~, as

13. Wi!l comply, as appllcable, wi~h the provisions of Specles Ac& o f I973, as amended, (P.L. 93-205).
the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. ~ 276a ~o 27~a-16. Will comply with ~he Wild and ~en~c Riv~s Act

compllaace with Section 106 of the National
t4. Will comply with the fl~d ~nsurance purchase Hi~ric Preservation Act of t9~8, as amended

which requires rec~pient~ in a spec£al ~od Archaevlo~caI and Historic Pzeserva~ioa Act

purchase flo~d insurance if the total cost of "

~S. Will comply with envt;~ame~aI standards SingleAuditAc~oflg84.

following: (a) instttutiv~ of env£ronm~=~al all o~her Federal laws, Execut~v~ Orders,
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INSTRUC’T]ONS FOR THE SF-42~C

This sheet is Lo he ~sed for t he’£ol](~v~in~ types of ~ppli¢~tions: (1) "Nero" (means ~ new [previously uni’un{]~d]
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ASSURANCES -- CONSI’RUCTION PROGRAMS

Authcflzed for Local R~-prcducI[on
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SECTION D -FORECASTED CASH NEEDS



BUDGET INFORMATION- Non-C0nstruction Programs

(a) (b} I~) (d) (e) (l) (g}

$ $ $ $ $



ASSURANCES -- NON’CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

As the duly authorized ~epre~entative of the applicant I certify tha~ ~he applicant:

General of the United S~a~es, and ~ appropriate, Servic~ Ac~ of 1912 (42 U,S.C. 290 dd-3 and 290 ee-

3. Will establish safe~ards to prohibit employees p~ov~s~ons in the specific sta[ute(s) under which

Acquls~tlon Pcl~cies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646)

amended (29 U.S.C. ~ 7~4), which prahibits dis- S~ety Standards Act (10 U.SC. }~ 327-333),
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19. Willcomply, [l’applicable, with flood insurance t3. Will assist the awarding agency m assuring
purchase rcquirements of Section 152(a) of the compliance with Section 106 of the National
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (P. L. 93-234) Historic Preservation Act of 1S66, as amended (16

11. WiI! comply w{th environmental standards which 14. Will comply with P.L. 93-348 r~garding the
may be pr~scribed pursuant to the f~llowing: (a) protection othuman subjects involved in research,

developed under the Cousin[ Zone Managementl~. Will comply with the Lead-Bdsed Paint Polsonlng

Act of 1974, as an:ended, (P.L. 93 523); and (h} SingIe Audit Act ~f 1984.

Endangered Species Act of t973, as amended, (P.L.18. Will comply with all applicable requirements of all

12. Will comply with the ~Vild and ~enic Rii-ars Act and ~licies governing ~his pro~am.

pro{~cting ccm~nen~s or ~teatial com~nents of
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