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Proposal Tiflo: ROCK C~.F~</ KE]~!~ SLOUGH ~;IRO~£AL R£STORA~IOI’I
Applicant Name: B~ C~
MailingAdd~ss: 7 CO~ C~ 9~ ORO~, CA
Telephon~: (530~ ~-76Bi
Fax: (530) 5~-7683
Emaih bc~cnc~t .c~

Amountoffundingrequcsed: $ 650,~ for ~ __ye~

Indicat~ the Topic for wMch you are applying’(c~k only one box).

~ Fish Passag~Fish Screens ~ Intt~u~d Sp~i~
~ Habitat Reslmalion ~ Fish M~ag~tche~
~ ~cal Watcrshed SzewaMship ~ Bn~t~
~ Water Quality

Indicate ~he geographic a~¢a of your proposal (check only one box):

¯ Sacramento Tfib: ~K C~ ~ SuisunM~h ~d Bay
~ San Joaquin ~ver Mainmem ~ Noah Bay/South Bay:
9 San Joaqum Trib: ~ Landscapo (entire Bay-D~]ta wat¢~hed)

Indicate the pdma~ species which lhe p~posal addresses (check all ~m apply):

~ Winter-~n ~hinook salmon ~ Sp~ng-~n ~i~ok ~mon
¯ Late-fall ~ chinook salmon ~ FaI/-~n chinook
~ Delta smeh ~ Longfin smell
O Splittai) ~ Steelhead uout
o Green sturgeon ~ Striped bass
~ Migrato~ birds ~ All chin~kzpecies
o Other: N All ~admmous salmonid~
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Indicate the type of applicant (check only one box):
ta State agency o Fe.d~ral agency
[] Public/Non-profit joint venture o Non-profil
I~ Local governmenl/district .o. .Private party
m Universi.ty o Other:

Indicate the type of project (check only one box):
m Planning o Imphml~ntatian
[] Monitoring 13 Eduealion
t3 Research

By signing below, the applicant declares the following:                     -, , _..~.

I.) The truthfuh~ess of all representations in their proposal;

2.) The indi~,idual zigning the form is entitled to submit the application on behalf of ~he. ,
applicant (if the applicant is an entity or organization): and

3.) The person submitting the application has read and understood the conflict of interesl and
confidentiality discussion in the PSP (Svelion 2,4) and waives any and all fights to privacy
and confidentialily of the proposal on behalf of the applicant, to the extent as provided in the
Section,
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Rock Creek- Keefer Slough
Environmental Restoration

Primary Contacts Information

Butte County Public Works
Stuart Edell, P.E.
7 County Center Drive, Oroville, CA 95965
(530)-538-7266 FAX: (530)-538-7683
emall bcpw@encnet.com

County of Butte
John Blacklock, Chief Admhaistralive Office"
25 County Center Drive
Oroville, CA 95965
(530) 538-7224          FAX: (530) 538-7120

Project Participants and Collaborators

County of Butte California Depa~ment offish & Game
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service CalTrans Dis~’ict 3
Rock Creek Reclamation District County Service Area 87
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Natural Resources Conservation Service
Nalural Marine Fisheries Services State Reclamation Board

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Type of Organization and Tax Status

Local Govermnent
Tax Status: Non-profit

Tax Identification Number

94-6000506
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project size and location

This project includes approximately 7,000 acres, located in the Big Chico Creek Ecological Unit of the
Butte Basin, tributary to the Sacramento River, as identified on Figure 12 of the Envirormlental Restoration
Project Plan Maps. The project will address approximately 13 stream miles of Rock Creek, 5.6 sta’ea_m
miles of Keefer Slough and 4 stream miles of Sand Creek.

Primary eeologie alfoiological objectives

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has evaluated the need for flood eonlrol facilities in this area
and has detemtined there is a Federal interest in providing a flood eontcol project. They are currently
preparing the necessary documents to start a Section 205 Feasibility Study (Study). Typically projects
resulting from these studies comply with all the CEQA mad NEPA requirements by simply mitigating the
environmental impacts, however the area of this Study lends itself to sigcJfieant environmental
enhancement at a relatively low cost. Tiffs request is to provide additional funding for the Study for a
design that is beyond simple mitigation, a desig~ that can be held up to other agencies to demonstrate
environmental enhancement is possible and feasible with flood control projects.

Cost

This request is for a maximam of $650,000, over 18 months, to supplement the Study by the Corps. The
Corps, State Reclamation Board, CalTrans and County of Butte are anrretu]y sharing the Study costs.

Adverse and third party impacts

No negative or third party impacts would be realized from this project.

Applicant Qnalifieations

The applicant is relying on the expertise of the Corps, it’s associated agencies and contractors to produce
mitigations and environmental enhancement guidelines, wltich will be acceptable to all public agencies
and related private organizations. We expect the expertise of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural
Resources Conservation Service, Natm-al Maline Fisheries Service, Regional Water Quality Con’a’ol Board
and State Department of Fish and Game will be invaluable in development mad evaluation of these items.

Monitoring and Data Evaluation

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources Conservation Services, Natural M0xine Fisheries
Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board and State Department offish and Game will be monitoring
the Study tecl~liques and results. They will evaluate the data for completeness and accuracy throughout
tbe Study. Management of the Study will be conducted at the three basin levels The Study Managament
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK

Project Descrlpfioa
The Project Study Plan for this Study will look at an array of alternatives for flood ¢ontro[ and
envirertm~atul restoration. A vlable alternative, presented as a r~sult of the Reconnaissance Investigation,
is the construction of setback levees and stream channel hnprov~Tn~tus. Where levees exist, this plan
would involve removing one of the existing levees and constructing a b~anh and new setback levee
adjacent to the cxiatmg channel. The bench would serve to increase conveyance capacily, provide borrow
material for levee construction, and provide more diversified habitat than currently exists. The setback
levee and stream channel improvements would provide the required flood protection and ultimately
improve environmental habitat. In addition to setback levis the Study is oansidexing detention facilities
to reduce peak flows, to non-danmging lovels, during flood ovcnts. The dct~thon fecititie~ wifi be located
in the vicinity of identified wetlands and one of the goals of fifis project is to e~hance and ¢nlarga these
wetlands wh~re possible. Additionally the Study area could provide areas where wetlands could be
mitigated in the future (a wetland nfitigation ba~k).

This project includes approxhnately 7,000 acres, located in the Big Chioo Creek Ecological Unit of the
But~ Basin, tributary to the S acra~nento River, as identified on Figure 12 of the Environmenlal Restoraimn
Project Plan Maps. The project wilt address approximately 13 stream miles of Rock Creek, 5.6 stream
miles of Keefer slough and 4 stream miles of Sand Creek.

Project approach

ha accordance with Study guidelines the Corps will be hiring consultants, in accordance with State and
Federal guidelines, to define and objectively ~sess the existing conditions. In addition these consultants
will be required to develop acceptable mitigation measures. Corps staff, the Executive Committee and the
Study Management Tea.q~, in eomplinnce with the CEQA and NEPA processes will be evaluating the
information produced by the consultants. They will require additional project support information as
necessary to obtain a comprehensive analysis of the project and it’s relationship with the Study’s preferred
project altermative. These individuals will evaluate this alternative’s impacts and develop tile appropriate
mitigations to bring it up to the projects goals. By analysis of this and other engineering information the
Study will establish a preferred project alternative, which will result in an EI~EIS. The objective of this
grant is to provide analysis and fxmding, which ~tl more than simply mitigate project impacts, but rather
provide environmental enhancement beyond those mitigations.

Geographic Boundaries of the Project

This project is located in the Big Chico Creek Ecological Unit of the Butto Basin, tributary to the
Sacramento River~ as identified on Figure 12 or’the Environmental Restoration Project Plan Maps. This
project covers the area of Rock Creek aiad Keefer Slough between Highway 32 and ½ mile above the
eordluence of Reck Creek with the Axtderson Branch of Rock Creek, all wififin Butte County.

The watersheds effected are Big Chico Creek; Sycamore Creek; Mud Creek; Reck Creek; Kee fer Slough
and Pine Creek. The attached Nord and Richardson Springs quadrangles outline the project bottndaries.
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ECOLOGICAL/BIOLOGICAL BENEFITS

Ecological/biological benefits

The goal of this project is to provide the greatest environmental enhancement possible in conjunction with
an U.S. Army Cosps of Enginents flood control project. Objectives are to reduce stream temperature,
provide necessary sediment transport, establish flood plains, eahenee wetlands, and improve riparian and
fivetine habitat, to increase and enhance freshwater fish habitat, and improve water qua]iCy.

The Study area has the potential to enhance existing habitat over and above the mitigation required as a
resuk of the Study. The objective of this project is to provide the method and means to establish this
enhancement.

Recent studies witinn the Study boundaries together with the Cows Reconnaissance Investigation have
established the existence of salmanoids, wetlands and endangered plant species. Current prantiens by
agricultural interests and other private property owners within the Study area are souses of non-point-
source pollution (including increased sediment) and limit tipaflan habitat. The goal of this project is to
l~ovide a eompreheusive listing of the existing habitat and species, propose enhancements to said habitat
and species, and provide on-going operation and maintenance guidelines for continued evaluation and
improvement oftha habitat and species.

The primary Stressors include thermal increases and pollution, partially due to the lank of ant:fieient
riparian habitat. Secondary stressors may include bridge structures, diversion structures and other fish
species.

The primary benefits are to water quality and to fish habitat. Secoodary benefits are increased habitat for
migrating waterfowl and improved habitat for all threatened or endangered species, proposed threatened
or endangered species and candidate species. Overall benefits will be provided by the increase o fwetlands.

The scientific hypothesis is that the dam,9.ges, to fishery habitat, caused by repetitive flooding can be
minimized if not totally eliminated by properly desigrdng flood control facilities. These facilities will be
desigried to reduce siltation to prime spawning areas ~vhile maintaining the habitat that maintains lower
stream temperatures and improves water quality. Sediment transport through the system would be
maintained to provide the gravel and cobbly materials necessary for prime spawning areas.

The benefits derived from this project would be maimaixted by a County Service Area as part of the total
operation and maintenance of the flood control faei!ities. By making the environmental facilities a integral
part of the flood control facilities and creating an operation and maintenenee manual defining that
parameters for environmentally sensitive maintenance several obstacles will be overcome. TMs would
include elimination of the major stumbling block for maintenance of existing flood eon~’ol facilities
throughout the State, how do you maintain the facilities without damaging habitat.

Linkages

Butte County has previously submitted (1995, 1997 and 1998) FEMA mitigation grant proposals, to
provide flood protection for areas devastated by flood flows from Rock Creek and Keefer Slough. These
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applications have not been approved or funded as of the date of this application.

The County through to offices of the Natural P, esources Conservation Service has constructed several
restoration projects ~vithin the Study botmdarie~. Each of these projects was to rastore the charmel, to the
extent possible, to pre-disastor conditions. However these projects did not pl’ovide habitat restoration.

Substantial damages have occurred to habitat as well as agricultural, residential, commercial and
tlansportation facilities. Unfortunately disaster relief does not address impacts to agriculture or the
environment. This project is designed to provide maintenance for habitat as well as the necessary flood
control facilities.

This project will establish the criteria for environmental restoration to be included in the construction of
the Study’s preferred aitemativo project or projects, which will provide flood protection. The criteria will
establish goals and requirements to enhance the environment not simply mitigate impacts.

Objectives are to reduce s~ream temperature, provide necessary sedimeW; transport, establish flood plains,
enhance wetlands, and improve ripaflan and riveflne habitat, to increase and enhance freshwater fish
habitat, and improve water quality are in full compliance with the ERP.

This project is compatible with several of CALFED’s objectives as noted in the table below. All
references listed are to pages in the revised diat’l Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, Volumes 1 and 2,
dated February 1999.

Volume 1    Page 54 Central Valley Stream Flows
Page 63 Central Valley Temperature
Page 72 Coarse Sediment
Page 89 Natural Floodplaim and Flood Proeeas
Page 144 Seasonal Wetlands
Page 151 Palpation and Pdvedne Habitat
Page 158 Freshwater Fiab Habitat
Page 162 Essential Fish Habitat

Volume 2 Page 259 Vision for Management Zone
Page 260 Vision for Big Chieo Creek Management Ualt
Page 267 Target 7, Cen~’al Valley Stream Flow
Page 269 Target 1, Seasonal Wetlands
Page 270 Target 1, Fish Habitat

This project will help CALFED with its overall objectives by establishing standards for the operation and
maintenance of habitat and species, including salmanoid habitat, in coajunetioe, with the operation and
maintenance of flood control facilities. This resolves the major problems conncctsd with maimenaace of
existing facilities by establishing criteria for the quality and quantity of habitat to be retained or improved
in conjunction will1 the required maintenance.
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System-Wide Ecosystem Benefits

System wide ecosystem benefits inehide reduced erosion caused by flooding while maintaining the eomec
sedhnent transport, which is vital to the systems stability. Channel modifications, wetlamis ~nhaocement
and habitat otthancement will improve the fishery habitat and improve salmanoid populations within the
watershe~ By enhancing habi*at instead of dmlp ly mitigating the Siudy project’s impacts and providing
criteria for continued Maintenance and assessment of the habitat the fisheries habitat can only improve.
Water quality would improve and lower wat~ t~mperatures would be maintained by the enhanced habitat.

Compatibility with Non-Ecosystem Objectives

This project would provide benefits for CALFED objectives by reducing stream temperature,
provi~fmg necessary sedimant transport, establishthg flood plains, enhancement of wetlands, and
improvement riparian and r~verine habitat, to increase and enhance freshwater fish habitat, and improve
water quality. These benefits would be achieved by a variety of Study alternatives in~lu~mg setback
levees, channel improvements and detention facilities.

Technical Feasibility and Timing

The Corps Reconnaissance Investigation has already eliminated the alternative of diversion of Reck Creek
flood llows to meadows northwest o f the Anderson Branch of Rock Creek, primarily due to the poss~ility
ofsmmdhig winter run saMlanoids. The other alternatives eomedmed in the Proj eel Study Plan along with
any alternatives developed through the Study will be evaluated for their benefits versus the possible
environmental impacts.

We propose the following tasks and timing to integrate this project with the Cntps Study.

Task 1      Previous s~d’ms have identified the existence of endangered plant and eniroM species,
including salmanoids, within various parts of the proposed project boundaries. The first priority is to
provide a ¢ompreh¢naive assessment of existing habitat, listing of all threatened or endangered species,
proposed threatened or endangered species and candidate species, for the entire Study ~ea. This would
also include establishment of acceptable mitigation measures and methods to avoid or reduce impacm to
habitat and/or species, for each aspect of the proposed project. This allows the project to be designed to
produce the lowest impact.

The Study is being done with the assistance offae U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources
Conservation Services, Nat~al Marine Fisheries Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board and State
Department offish and Game, each of which will provide currem monitoring of this task. Input from
these aganc~cs as well as environmental groups will be used to evaluate and critique proposed mitigation

Deliverable: December t999, based on the current Study guidelines
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Task 2      Development of a preferred alternative project or projecta through the Study, By first
comprehensively assessing the existing habitat and species and developing appropriate mitigation
meesures~ the Study project can be designed with the lowest direct impacts, which will provide the greatest
environmental enhancement while providing flood protection for residents of Butte County.

Ddiverable: October 2000, based on the current Study guidelines

Task 3      Development of s’aict guidelines for the operation and maintenance of the flood control
facilities to provide for the lowest impact to habitat and associated species while maintaiding the integrity
of the project. This would include an ongoing monitoring program habitat and spedies, as de~Sbed in the
mitigations, together with a mechanism to repair any damage to habitat and/or maintain the species. These
guidelines would also establish the criteria for issuance or denial of permits t~cessary to allow the Study
project’s construction, operation and m~inteusnee.

This task wit1 use the h-ffomaation deveinped in tasks 1 and 2 to create the Study projects EI]UEIS in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements. Cooperation and agreement from all of the agencies and
entities listed above will be necessary to create the ELR/EIS.

Deliverable October 2000, based on the current Study guidelines

In addition the monitoring of each of these tasks, plus the Study project or projects, will be reviewed and
evaluated through several publin he~gs. Once the Study has developed an acceptable project, the
property owners will ultimately decide, through a ballot proceeding, whether or not they wish to finance
a share of the Study project cost or try to survive without the Study project.

Monitoring and Data Evaluation

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources Conserva~lon Services, Natural Marine Fisheries
Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board and Stato Depa.rtmant of Fish and Game will be monitoring
the Study techniques and results. They will evaluate the data for completeness and accuracy throughout
the Study and project. Management of the Study and project will be conducted at the three basic levels:
The Study Managemant Teanl, Executive Committee and the CmVs Project Review Board.

The Study Management Te~wa consists of staff from various agencies including engineering, economics,
geotechnical, environmental, biohigical and cultural sectious. The team will provide recommenda~lons
to the Executive Con:mtittee on the tasks to be conducted and the extent of planning and evaluafon to be
carried out in the Study and project. The tua~n will also report to the Executive Committee on the results
of studies and recommend alternative courses of action for project implementation.

The Executive Commattee consists of the Corps’ Sacramento D~striet Engineer, Planning Division Chief,
Progratrts Division Chief, Project Management Division Chief, Director of CalTrans District 3, Direetur
of Btute County Public Works. The Executive Committee will manage the overall Study and project by
(1) maintaining a working knowledge of each, (2) assisting in resolving emerging policy issues, (3)
ensuring that evolving Study and project results and policies are consistent and coordinated, (4) directing
the Study Management Team and (5) ratifying decisions made by the Study Management Team.
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The Cows Project Review Boards will insure consistency with public policy and conformance with
existing regulations.

Biologieal/~ eolo giea I Objectives

The primary objectives of this project are to establish cdtetia for environmental enhancement, habitat
restoration and maintenance. When this project is successfully completed the Cotuaty will request
additional funding for enviromnental enhancement in accordance with this criteria.

Monitoring Parameters and Data Collection Approach

Project monitoring by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Nat~al Resources Conservation Services, Natural
Marine Fisheries Service, Regional Water Quality Control Board mad State Department ofFish ~a~d Game
will insure that all information complies with al Federal, State end Local guidelines. Data collecliun will
be in accordance with State and Federal guidelines.

Data Evaluation approach

Dala will be evaluated by the agencies listed above in conjunction with the Study and in ~cordance with
State and Federal guidelines.

Local Involvement

This project is supported by: Butte County (applicant), Rock Creek Reclamation Dista’ict, CalTrans,
Cotmty Service Area 87, at/of which are included in the County’s Working Group.

The Big Chico Creek Watershed Conservancy, Butte Environmental Counall artd Sacramento River
Preservation Trust as well as residents of the County are aware of the Study by the Corps. Most of their
information to date has been based on news articles contained in local newspapers. These groups will be
invited to participate in the Study development and wi!l be requested to provide input on this project.

Rights of eaatry, are being obtained from the appropriate property ovc~.ers within the Study boundaries, at
the time of this application. These righ~ of enla’y will be used to allow the Corps oonsultatus to provide
a comprehensive evaluation of the existing habitat.

Appficant Quafifications

The appllcent is relying on the expertise of the Corps its associated agencies and contrantors to produce
mitigations and envirenmentul er&aneement guidelines, which will be aeceptable to all pnhlie agencies
0.nd related private organizations. We expect the expertise of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural
Resources Conservation Sendces, Natural Marine Fisheries Service, Regional Water Quality Contxol
Board mtd State Department offish and Game will be invaluable ha development and evaluation of these
items.

Funding Priorities

Ofptimary concern is the salrnanoid population currently within the Study boundaries. Enhancement of

Rock Creek- Keefer Slough Environmental Restoration Page 9 of 10

I --013787
1-013787



their habitat and thus population can be easily incorporated into a project. There are also several plaint
species of concern, which must be preserved and couId be expanded by h-nplementation of mitigations
developed through the fimding provided by this grant.

Tliere are no known third party impacts.

Cost

Funding will be used to supplement and enhance U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Section 205, Feasibility
Study, which is designed to mitigate all enVtromnental issues. This supplemeat would be used to provide
for environmental enhancement, which would exceed simple mitigation. This request is for a maximum
of $650,000, over 18 months, to supplement ~t Study by the Corps. Based on pending agreements The
Corps, State Reclamation Board, CalTrans and County of Bui~e will sha~e the Stady cost.

Justification for Project and Funding by CALFED

This project is the result of input from Federal, State and local agencies, together with area residents as the
result of severe property and habitat damage ~ the result of dec]at’ed emergencies in 1995 (2), 1997 and
1998. The project will be coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps o f Engineers, Section 205, Feasibility
Study to address a myriad of watershed issues, including but not limited to:

Flood control, sediment transport, erosion, water quality, freshwater temperature, enhancement of
fish and riparian habitat, setback levees, and storm water detention.

Data Evaluation Approach

Table 1. Monitoring and Data Collection Information
1) Biological/Ecological Objectives

Hypothesi~Qanstion t~ Monitoring Data Evaluation CommentsfData
be Evaluated Parameter(s) and Data Approach Priority

Collection Approach
How much can existingEstablishment of a Evaluation to be Data collection and
habitat be enhanced in eompreher~ive listing performed by experts inevaluation to be done in
conjunction with design rare, endangered, each field of plant and accordance with Figure
end ulth’nate threatened and animal species as well 1 Feasibility Study
construction of a flood candidate plant and as environmental Schedule.
control project or animal species resident restoration experts.
projects. ~vithin the Study

boundades.

Costs and Schedule to Implement Proposed Project

Table 2 - Budget Costs, Table 3 - Quarterly Budget and Figure 1 - Feasibility Study Schedule,
attached
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Table 2. Total Budget (CALFED funds o.ly)
Direct Direct Overhead
Labor Salaw/& Service Material & & Indirect Total

ProjeCtTask Houm Benefits Contracts Acquisition Misc Co~ts Cost

~:NGINEERING APPENDIX
Surveys and Mapping 320 $14.880 $56,480 $1,500 $0 $12,000 $84,86~
Hydrologyand Hydraulics Studies/Report

Preliminaw Investigations/Data Collection 50 $3,720 $5,000 $250 $0 $3,000 $11,970
Hydrologic Modeting and Ar~alysis 80 $3.720 $8,00~ $250 $0 $3,000 $14,9T0
Hydraulic Modeling 80 $3.720 $8,000 $0 $0 $3,000 $14,720
With-Project Modeling and Appendix 80 $3,720 $5,000 $0 $0 $3.000 $11,720



Table 2. Total Budget (CALFED funds only)
Direct Direct Overhead
Labor Salary & Service Matsrlal & & Ir=direct Total

Project Task Hours Benefits Contracts Acquisition Mlsc Costs Cost

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES/REPORT
Environmental Studies Report
Public Scoping Acbvities                                   80 $3,720 $0 $250 $0 $3.000 $6,970
Alternative Formulation Participatio~ 200 $9,300 $15,000 $500 $0 $7.500 $32,300
Threatened and Endangered Species 200 $9,300 $15,000 $250 $0 $7.500 $32,050
Wat~- Quality Assessment 120 $5,580 $10,000 $250 $0 $4.500 $20,330
Air Qualiby Assessment 32 $1,488 $3,000 $250 $0 $1.200 $4,938
Draft EIS Preparation 240 $11,160 $18,000 $1,~)0 $0 $9,000 $39,160
Final EIS Preparation 80 $3,720 $12,000 $1,000 $0 $3,000 $19,720

-- Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Repo~ 120 $5,580 $9,000 $250 $0 $4,500 $19,330

J HTRW STUDIES/REPORT
~ HTRW Report 80 $3,720 $2.000 $100 $0 $3,000 $8,820

r..o CULTURAL RESOURCE REPORT
¯ ~1 Cultural Resource Report 120 $5,580 $5,000 $250 $0 $4.500 $15,330





Table 3, Quarterly Budget (CALFED funds only)
Quarterly Budget Queterly Budget Quarterly Budget Quarterly Budget

ENGINEERING APPENDIX
Surveys and Mapping $21,2t5 $63,645
Hydrology and Hydraulics Studies/Report

Preliminary Investigations~Data Collection $5,985 $5,985
Hydrologic Modeling and Analysis $11,228 $3,742
Hydraulic Modeling $11,040 $3,680
With-project Modeling and Appendix $11,720

Geotechnlcal Studies/Report
Baseline Geotechnical Data $9,6"10

i Geology and Soils Design $25,080
Engineering Design ~nd Analysis

I Prelimina~ Design and Quantities $10,470
~ Oraft and Final Basis of DesignlEngineerlng Appendix

SOCIOECONOMIC STUDIESIREPORT
Economic Analysis ! Report

¯ ~1 Economic Damages $11 .g 70
¢0 Benefit Ana~ysls $7.360



Table 3. Quarterly Budget (CALFED funds only)
Qua~erfyBudget QuaterlyBudget Quarterly Budget QuartedyB~Jdget

project Tapk Apr-Ju~ 99. ...... J, ,uI-Sep 99. Oct-Dec 99 Jan-Mar 00

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIEStREPORT
I=nv[ror.~ental Studies Report

Public S~oplng ActM~es $1,743 $1,743 $1,743



FINAL REPORT DOCUMENTATION
F{nal Report Documentation

--~ Quarterly Totals $46,508 $163,497 $Tt ,806 $tt6,484
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Table 3. Quarterly Budget (CALFED funds only)
Quarterly Budget Quatedy Budget Quarterly Budget Quarterly Budget

Project Task Apr-Jun 00 JuI-Sep 00 Oct-Dec 00 Jan-Mar 01

ENGINEERING APPENDIX
Surveys and Mapping
HydrOlogy and Hydraulics Studies/Report

Preliminary Investigations/Data Collection
Hydrologic Modeling and Analysis
Hydraulic Modeling
With-Project Modeling and Appendix

Geotechnical Studies/Report
Baseline Geot~chnical Data
Geology and Soils Design

Engin~rlng Design and Analysis



Table 3. Quarterly Budget (CALFED funds only}
Quarter/y Budget Queterly Budget Quartady Budget Quarterly Budget

pro~ect Task Apr~lun 00 - Juf-$ep 00 . Oct-Dec ~0 Jan-.Mar 01

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIESIREPORT
Environmental Studies Repor~

Public Scoping Activltle~ $~ ,741



Table 3. Quarterly Budget (CALFED funds only)
Quarterly Budget Quaterly Budget Quarterly Budget Quarterly Budget

FINAL REPORT DOCUMENTATION
Final Report Oocumentatfon

Final Detailed Project Repeal $19,690

PROGRAM & PROJECT MANAGEMENT DOCUMENTS

Technical Review $35,475

FEASIBILITY STUDY CONTINGENCY
I Feasibility Study Contingency ~,441 $~3,325
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~ Feasibility Phase ~.4 days ~ ~2~ ~    ! I J J J I ~

D~e: wl~ 4114~99 Progress ~ Rolled Up Milestone ~’ Sprit ,,,,,,,, ...... , ,, ,,
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:

Feasibility Odays Wed 10/18~00 : : : 8~

Task ~ Rolled Up Task    ~ P~Ject Summary



~.PPLICATION FOR o~B ~pr=,~ No. ~
:EDERAL ASSISTANCE 2. DATE SUBMITTED Applicant Id~ifier

A~E S~. 205 400,000 ~o~ ~w~w
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END IT TO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY.
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SIGNATURE ~ AUTHORIZED CERTIFYING OFFICIAL
TITt~TE COUNI7 ~APJ) 0F SUPERVISORS
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Ce~tifications Regarding Debarment, Suspension and
Other Responsibility Matters, Drug-Frse Workplace

Requirements and Lobbying

Pe~sc~s signing this form should refer to fhe regulations Cedlfio=dlon Regarding Debarment, Suspension. Ineligibility
referenced below for com ptete inst~ctions: and Voluntar’f Ex ~usio~ - Lower T~ Co~ Transactions.

(See .~l~pend~x G of Subpar~ D of 43 CFR Part 12.)
Ce~irmation Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other
Respcnsib~ity Matters - Primary Covered Transactions - The Cer t’~c~tlo~ RegaKIing Dn~g-F¢~e Workplace Requirements -
prospective primary pa~clpant further agrees by Alte~late L (Grantees Othe~ Than Ind~ciduats~ ~uld Altemate
submiffing this proposal that It wilt Include the clause IL (Grantees Who are In0"r~iduals) - (See Appendix C of
titled, "Certigcation Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Subpart D of 43 CFR Par~ 12)
Ineligibility and Yolurdary Extrusion - Lower Tter Covered
Transaction," provided by the depa~’~.msnt, or agency S~gnature on this form wovides ior cof~pliance with
catering into ,thls �overed transaGtion, without ce~1iRcationregulrementsunder43CFRPar~s12andlS. The
mod]flcatton, In all lower tier covered transactions and In ceHiflcations shall be treated as a matsdal regceserdation of

PART A: Cert~cation Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters -

~,~’L
I --013806

1-013806



(b). (c), (d). (e) and

PART D: CertiRcatiorl Regardin9 [3,~g-Free Workplace Requirements

I --01 3807
1-013807



I --01 3808
1-013808



INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SF-424A

--013809
1-013809



BUDGET INFORMATION - Non-Cons~uction Pro~ams ~,1

(c) (d~ , (e) (f)

~0,000           ~08,C00



INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SF-424

Public reporting b~rden for Ibis collection of information is estimated to average 45 minutes per response, Inc.’~uding time for reviewinc

~ haling/budget pedod for a project with a projected disallowances, loans and taxes.

iCedaln Federal agencies may require that this

I --01 381 1
1-013811


