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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The North American beaver (Castor canadensis) provides valuable ecosystem services to many
other species. Their dams have been shown to benefit fish abundance and diversity, to stabilize
stream incision, and to reduce discharge of sediment and nutrients. These effects could greatly
assist in the recovery of the near-extinct populations of coho salmon in California. Beaver have
not been considered native to the portion of coho salmon’s native range in the north coast of
California that runs from the Klamath River to the Monterey Bay (including the San Francisco
Bay). Current California beaver management policies appear to rest on assertions that date from
the first half of the twentieth century. This study re-evaluates those long-held assumptions.
Recently uncovered direct (physical) evidence of beaver remains and indirect evidence such as
historical records, newspapers accounts and Native American ethnographic information found in
the north coast and the San Francisco Bay suggest that beaver were in fact native to these areas.
Understanding that beaver are native to the north coast and the San Francisco Bay is important to
contemporary management of beaver populations and the myriad species that depend on the
habitat they create, especially endangered coho salmon.

INTRODUCTION

The beaver has been identified as a keystone species—one that other species depend on for the
ecosystem services they provide (Baker and Hill 2003, Miiller-Schwarze 2011). Beaver-created
wetlands provide much-needed habitat for the survival of many species including coho salmon
(Pollock 2003). Water quality is notably improved as beaver dams trap sediments and nutrients
(Naiman et al., 1988, Muskopf 2007) and temperatures decrease as a result of hyporheic flow
(Pollock et al. 2012). Siltation of spawning gravels is also reduced in areas below impoundments
(Macdonald et al., 1995). Deeper and more numerous ponds and associated off-channel refugia
provide excellent summer and winter rearing habitat for juvenile coho salmon (Scruton et al.,
1998, Leidholdt-Bruner et al. 1992). These beaver-engineered wetlands provide greater food
sources for young Coho salmon, and reduce their metabolic energy expenditure during large
runoff events, resulting in increased growth and survivorship (Pollock et al., 2004). These
ecosystem services could benefit endangered coho salmon in California. For a more detailed
discussion of the ecosystem services beaver provide and the many efforts in the west to utilize
these benefits, see Appendices B and C.

Coho salmon populations in California have crashed, declining from 350,000 in the 1940’s to
2,000-3,000 in 2011 (NMFS 2012b), resulting in their listing under the State and Federal
Endangered Species Acts. With populations this close to extinction, it is crucial to consider
innovative recovery techniques such as partnering with beaver. Recognizing this need, the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) included beaver utilization in their coho salmon
recovery plans for both the Southern Oregon and Northern California Coast (SONCC) and the
Central California Coast (CCC) Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) (NMFS 2012a and
2012b). For a summary of recommendations found in the final CCC recovery plan see Appendix
D.
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The currently
recognized
historic range of
beaver in
California does
not overlap with
the southern
portion of the
SONCC, and
excludes nearly
the entire range
of the CCC.
Finding evidence
that beaver were
in fact native
within both
ESUs could
support the
greater
utilization of
beaver as a tool
for coho salmon
recovery. For
this reason, the
study area for
this report
focuses on those
portions of the
historic range of
coho salmon
where beaver are
not considered
native (see
Figure 1).

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) considers beaver to be native only to
the Central Valley, the Pit, McCloud and Klamath River drainages of far northern California and

the lower Colorado River in the extreme southeastern corner of the state (Williams 1986, Zeiner
et al. 1990).

As far as could be determined, this range is based on monographs by the zoologists Joseph
Grinell (Grinell et al. 1937:636) and Donald Tappe (1942), who concluded that beaver were not
historically extant to the California coast south of the Klamath River, including the San
Francisco Bay. Tappe hypothesized that streams in the north coast were “rocky and steep with
but little beaver food growing along them, conditions which limit their suitability for this
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animal” (Tappe 1942:14). Neither Grinell (1937) nor Tappe (1942) clarified how beaver came to
be distributed in the coast north of the Klamath with its hydrologic and topographic similarity to
the study area, or why they would stop at the easternmost edge of Suisun bay and not colonize
the San Francisco Bay.

By the time of Tappe's monograph in 1942, he estimated only 1,300 beavers remained in
California, even though state wildlife managers understood the importance of beaver, and had
taken steps to conserve and significantly expand their population statewide. Near extirpation in
1911, beaver were afforded full protection (Tappe 1942) until 1925 when limited trapping again
was allowed, which rapidly depleted the population to the point where full protection was again
mandated in 1933.

Concerned about the low populations, the California Division of Fish and Game (now California
Department of Fish and Wildlife) and US Forest Service sponsored beaver planting programs
from 1923 to 1949 in an effort to "extend the range of California beavers in nonagricultural areas
throughout the State, not only for the purpose of producing a valuable fur crop, but with the hope
that all advantage may be taken of the water storage, erosion control and aesthetic values that
may be derived from the presence of properly located beaver colonies" (Hensley 1946). As a
result of these management efforts, any evidence used to support the historic presence of beavers
in the north coast or the San Francisco bay area must predate 1923. For more detailed and
difficult to locate information on beaver planting in California up to 1949 see Appendix F.

Current distribution maps show that populations of beaver planted as early as 1923 are still
surviving in many of these waterways, which indicates at least current habitat suitability in those
areas (see Figures 2 and 3 on the following two pages). For more information about current and
historic distribution of beaver within the historic range of coho salmon south of the Klamath
River, see Appendix E.

The objective of this review is to re-evaluate long-held assumptions that beaver did not formerly
range within the historic range of coho salmon from south of the Klamath River to the Monterey
Bay including the San Francisco Bay. As the following discussion indicates, archaeo-faunal and
museum specimen evidence, historical records of occurrence by other reliable observers,
additional indirect evidence including ethnographic information, historical newspaper accounts,
and evaluations of habitat suitability has recently confirmed their historical presence in these
areas. For a review of the evidence of historic distribution of beaver statewide see Lanman et al.
(in review).
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Distribution of Beavers in the Central California Coast (CCC) Coho ESU
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

For the purposes of identifying the pre-contact range of beaver in California where it is
sympatric with coho salmon, we examined four types of evidence, (1) archaeological evidence,
(2) museum collections containing beaver specimens, (3) written historical accounts, newspapers
and place names, and (4) ethnographic evidence. To ensure the veracity of pre-contact presence,
all evidence presented pre-dates the first beaver planting in 1923.

For faunal remains, we queried MIOMAP (http://www.ucmp.berkeley.edu/miomap/) for C.
Canadensis remains from archaeological sites, and contacted curators at both The UC Davis
Anthropology Museum and the Sonoma State University Archaeological Collections Facility.
We contacted private and university-based cultural resource management firms and university
professors of archaeology.

To locate physical beaver specimens obtained from our study area before 1923, we searched
every museum collection in the Mammal Networked Information System and the Arctos Multi-
Institution and Multi-Collection Museum Database via Boolean searches. We contacted curators
at the California Academy of Sciences, Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History, Moore
Laboratory of Zoology, Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, National Museum of Natural History
(NMNH), San Diego Museum of Natural History, Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History,
Santa Cruz Museum of Natural History, and the UCLA Dickey Collection.

Using Google, Google Scholar, J Store, and Web of Knowledge we looked for ethnographic
evidence and historical fur trapper records of beaver, as well as contacting the Fort Ross
Interpretive Association, Mendocino Kelley House Museum, and the San Rafael Mission. For
archaeological, ethnographic and place name information we contacted thirteen university
professors, six college libraries and three county historical societies. References were also
identified from citations in other publications that reviewed the historic range of other California
mammals (Schmidt 1991, Bockstoce 2005:61-71).

We searched for historical newspaper accounts at the California Digital Newspaper Collection
(1847 -present) (http://cdnc.ucr.edulcdnc), NewspaperArchive (1847-present)
(http://newspaperarchive.com/), and Library of Congress digitized "Historic American
Newspapers" (1836-1922) (http://clironiclingarnerica.loc.gov/).

We researched geographic place names using the Geographic Names Information System
(GNIS) and toponomastic references (Gudde and Bright 2004, Durham 1998).

RESULTS

Zoo-archaeological evidence

Archaeologists conducting a study in the Kings Range on the southern coast of Humboldt
County found a beaver molar at CA-HUM-277 (Levulett 1985). This site, located just south of
the Mattole River, is one of twelve investigated on the rugged coastline and falls within the
boundaries of the area historically occupied by the Sinkyone tribe. The tooth itself has yet to
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undergo analysis, however, the shallow depth at which it was found suggests it is probably
between 1000 and 500 years old (William Hildebrandt, pers. comm. 2013). While radiocarbon
dating and isotope analysis are beyond the scope of this re-evaluation, they could yield a more
accurate date and indicate from which watershed this specimen came.

Three investigators over the span of 100 years indentified beaver remains in the Emeryville
Shellmound located in Emeryville, California, on Temescal Creek at CA-ALA-309. Dr. Max
Uhle conducted excavations in 1902 and in his report (1907:18) lists C. canadensis as one of the
types of fauna found in the area studied (the lowest strata up to three feet above the base).

For her Masters thesis, Carole Cope (1985:43) also identified C. canadensis in the Emeryville
assemblage. While no stratigraphic information is provided for the three bones listed (Cope
1985:96), knowing what we know about the period of deposition for the site as a whole, the
bones could have been deposited anywhere between 700 to 2600 radiocarbon years before
present (John Broughton, pers. comm., 2013).

John Broughton (1995:137) also utilized the Emeryville collection for his doctoral dissertation.
During his analysis he identified an incisor tooth from C. canadensis. Associated material found
in this stratum (Uhle’s stratum 8) has been dated at 2070 radiocarbon years before the present.
With three investigators independently identifying these remains, the case for positive
identification as C. canadensis is very strong (John Broughton, pers. comm. 2013).

In addition to the beaver remains in the Emeryville collection, in 1986 Randy S. Wiberg located
a lower incisor from a beaver at CA-ALA-555 in a stratum dated to 2200—1650 b.p. (Wiberg
1986). This site is in Pleasanton on Arroyo de la Laguna Creek, a low gradient sub-tributary of
Alameda Creek.

Museum Evidence

The search for U.S. museum specimens collected prior to 1923 for the genus "Castor" yielded
one specimen from the study area in the Smithsonian National Museum of Natural History
(NMNH), collected near Santa Clara by James G. Cooper in Dec. 1855. Biographer Eugene
Coan (1982) reported that Cooper collected specimens in present-day Saratoga Creek (formerly
Arroyo Quito), which flows to the San Francisco Bay. When Cooper was collecting his
specimens, Arroyo Quito was still a tributary of the Guadalupe River, a system that currently
supports beaver.

Historical Evidence

The earliest account of beaver trapping on the California coast our research yielded is from 1809,
when Captain Ivan Kuskov anchored the Russian American Fur Company ship Kodiak at
Bodega Bay from January to August. During his stay “some otter and beaver skins were
procured and friendly relations were established with the Indians” before he returned to Sitka,
Alaska (Thompson, 1896:3).
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A year later the fur trading ship Albatross plied the California coast from the Santa Barbara
Islands to San Francisco before sailing for Hawaii in October of 1811, with 248 beaver listed in
her ship’s log. (Bancroft 1886:94)

In 1811 Ivan Kuskov returned to Bodega Bay sailing the Chirikof and established Fort Ross, a
Russian colony 16 miles north of the Bodega Head (Thompson 1896:4). According to T. Blok
(1933:189), “The rich, fertile soil and [sic] the abundance of seal, otter and beaver were the
principal factors which favored this colonization, and in a short time the colony had increased
from a small number to about 800 persons."

Peter Corney, English privateer and explorer sailed into the Monterey Bay in July of 1815 on his
ship the Santa Rosa. He wrote the following about the fauna of the bay: "About four miles to the
southward, stands the Mission of Carmel; and about twelve miles to the northward, is the
mission of Santa Cruz... There are many bears, wolves, foxes, deer, beavers, etc., and in the
winter the ducks and geese are very plentiful" (Corney and Alexander 1896, O’Neil 1930).

Six years later, American sea captain William Gale convinced Boston trading firm Bryant,
Sturgis and Company to finance a trip on the Sachem to procure merchantable items on the coast
of California to be sold to China. Adele Ogden reports the frigate arrived in Monterey harbor in
1822 and “For over a year the Sachem remained on the California coast taking on hides, tallow,
horns and beaver skins” (Ogden 1829:290).

Between 1826 and 1829, French sea captain Auguste Duhaut-Cilly (1999) traveled extensively in
California from San Diego to Fort Ross. He kept a journal of his travels, reporting that “For the
skin of a rabbit or a beaver the bow is bent and the lethal arrow does not fly through the air
without impunity” (p. 161), “To prevent the sound of the string from warning the game, they
wrap a small part of it with a sleeve of beaver skin, which stops the vibration...” (p. 163), and,
“When they go to war or to the hunt they put some dozens of these [arrows] into a pretty fox or
beaver pelt...”(p. 163). Writing specifically of Mission San Francisco Solano (now Sonoma), he
wrote, “While young men are letting fly their arrows at beaver or stag, their sweethearts are
engaged in another kind of hunt” (p. 139).

In 1826 the Hudson’s Bay Company began their campaign to create a "fur desert" south and east
of the Columbia River. By 1829, in a letter to John McLoughlin, Alexander McLeod of the
Hudson's Bay Company's noted that "Beaver is become an article of traffic on the Coast as at the
Mission of St. Joseph alone upwards of Fifteen hundred Beaver Skins were collected from the
natives at a trifling value and sold to Ships at 3 Dollars" and "The Country to the northward of
Bodega is said to be rich in Beaver and no encouragement given to the Indians to hunt" (Nunis
1968:34).

Writing about the Hudson’s Bay Company’s trapping parties, Bryant (1915:100) reports, "...[in
1829] the California district was entrusted to McKay. He ventured even to the Bay of San
Francisco and took 4,000 beaver along its reedy shores, but the fur was inferior in quality...and
brought only $2 a pound."

Carlos Antonio Carrillo (1831:9) reported in his Exposicion dirigida a la Camara de diputados
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del Congreso de la union [Exhibition aimed at the Chamber of Deputies of

the Congress of the union] submitted to the Mexican government that the Russians "...have
cleared the coast, from their establishments in Sitka, to the port of San Francisco, of otters and
seal lions, and the river mouths of beavers..."

While assisting in the Hudson’s Bay Company’s attempt to extinguish the beaver, fur trapper
Michel Laframboise stated in 1832 that "the Bay of San Francisco abounds in beaver", and that
he "made his best hunt in the vicinity of the missions" (Maloney and Work 1943: 323-348). The
missions he refers to here are San Jose (Fremont), San Francisco Solano (Sonoma), and San
Raphael Arcangel (San Rafael).

On April 5th of 1833, John Work recorded an account of some American trappers who “caught
very few beaver” between Fort Ross and the Mission at Sonoma (Maloney and Work 1944:19),
“few” being presumably more than none. Work’s expeditions to Sonoma Creek in April
(Maloney 1944:21), and the Napa River in May (Maloney 1944:32, Grossinger 2012:240)
reported catching beaver.

Also in April of 1833, General Mariano Vallejo traveled from Mission Sonoma to Ft. Ross, and
reported “Four leagues away, more or less one finds Livantuliglieni, which forms in its basin
great tulare lakes teaming with beaver. One can find here, as well as in other places, some
vestiges [left by] the foreigners who hunted these animals” (Vallejo, Farris and Beebe 2000:6).
Livantuligiieni is footnoted as “Levantolome (Livancacayomi); rancheria on west side of Santa
Rosa lagoons, five or six miles north of Sebastopol (Merriam 1977:69-70).”

The rapid growth of the Fort Ross settlement did not escape the notice of General Mariano
Vallejo, who sent James Black, Edward Mclntosh and James Dawson to establish “American
settlements” southwest of Fort Ross and prevent the Russian colony from growing further
(Gudde and Bright 2004). The American Settlements became the Mexican land grants Rancho
Estero Americano (Dawson and Mclntosh) and Rancho Canada de Jonive (Black), including
present-day Salmon Creek, Atascadero Creek and the Estero Americano (which the Russians
called the Avacha River). The Estero Americano currently forms the border between Sonoma
and Marin Counties. See Figure 4 for details.

Describing these settlements, in a report to the Russian American Fur Company spanning 1817-
1832, Kyrill T. Khlebnikov wrote, "...although it happens rarely, nonetheless one does
sometimes see close to the American settlements American lions (puma)[sic] and amphibious
animals such as river beavers and otters (Dmytryshyn and Crownhart 1976:142)."

On a visit to Fort Ross and Bodega Bay in August 1839, French Rear Admiral Cyrille Laplace
was given a tour of the three Russian farms near Bodega Bay. About his journey from the
Chernykh farm to the Khlebnikov farm, he wrote the following: “It was thus that we came at last,
after several hours en route, to the second farm [the Khlebnikov farm] that we were to see, but
not before we had stopped a moment by a little river on the banks of which my traveling
companion pointed out to me the former habitations of beaver, probably destroyed by the Indians
in order to catch the rich prize that lay within.” (Laplace 2006:54).
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Eugene Duflot de Mofras (1841) mapped the three Russian farms in his Carte détailée des
etablissements russes dans le haute Californie: et du terrain compris entre le sud du Port de la
Bodega et la Baie de San Francisco (see Figure 4). In this French map one can find the
Chernykh farm listed as “Ferme de Tschernich” and the Khlebnikov farm as “Ferme Vasili
Khlebnikoff.” Archaeological investigations have placed the Khlebnikov farm nearest to the
current day town of Bodega, CA (Selverston 2000). Salmon Creek is the only creek that runs
through this valley and is the most likely place where Laplace observed the beaver lodge.

Figure 4. Duflot de Mofras (1841) Map of Fort Ross and Nearby Russian Farms

During his “Journey Round the World During the Years 1841 and 1842”, Sir George Simpson
wrote that "Beaver and otter have recently been caught within half a mile of Mission San
Francisco de Solano” (present day Sonoma) (Simpson 1847:313). A little farther south, Kit
Carson was granted trapping rights to Alameda Creek in the 1840s and reported that beaver
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"abounded...from the mouth of its canyon to the broad delta on the bay" (MacGregor 1976:13,
Gustaitis 1995:69).

Fifteen years after Work’s report on Napa Creek, in 1847 William Trubody wrote that, "Charlie
Hooper used to catch beaver in Napa Creek" (Trubody and Camp, 1937:134).

In 1850, the Laura Virginia sailed into Humboldt Bay. In his description of the bay, passenger
Charles Gilman writes to his sister “....but what exceeds all I ever saw is the quantity of game
and fish. Elk, deer, Black and Grizzly bear, beaver, otter, geese, ducks, curlews, snipe, robin,
partridge are without number” (Gilman 1901:40).

Early Sonoma County settler S. H. Torrance built a cabin in 1856 across the Russian River from
Guerneville where he “engaged in trapping beaver and in hunting,” dressing the skins and
making them into gloves for sale (Lewis Publishing Company 1889:573).

Despite hunting and trapping pressure, twenty five years later the Russian River area still had
beaver, according to the Sacramento Record-Union’s Pacific Coast Items section, which stated in
1881, "Beaver are being trapped near Healdsburg." Figure 5 on the following page illustrates
relative locations of the physical and historic evidence described above.

Ethnographic Evidence

The earliest record of the use of beaver pelts by native Californians comes from an account of
the second Anza Expedition to the Presidio at San Francisco. On June 22, 1776, Father Francisco
Palou wrote of the Indians sighted near the Laguna de los Dolores (the site of the future Mission
Dolores), “The men go totally naked, though here and there one covers his shoulders with a sort
of a little cape of beaver skins and pelican feathers (Bolton and Paléu 1930:390).”

Through online searches of university and county libraries and personal communications with
professional archaeologists, we compiled seven sources yielding ethnographic evidence, which
currently includes 22 languages with names for beaver in the study area.

P. Kostromitinov, an agent of the Russian American Company, reported two Native California
words for beaver in an 1839 report written with Baron F.P. Wrangell about ethnographic
observations made during their visits to the Russian Colony Ross and the environs
(Kostromitinov 1979). The Kashaya Pomo (Sonoma Coast north of the Russian River) word is
listed as “Tkh-shi” and the Bodega Miwok (Olamentke) word is listed as “Poo.” See figure 6 for
tribal territory locations.
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Flgure 5 Map of Physncal Ewdence and Historic Accounts Within Study Area
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Key to Beaver Evidence

1. Humbeldt Bay 1850 Gilman account (Gilman 1901)
2. Randall Creek beaver molar {Levulett 1985)
3. Healdsburg 1881 newspaper account {Sacramento
Daily Record-Union 1881)
Guerneville 1856 Torrance (Lewis 1889)
Somewhere between Fort Ross and Sonoma 1833 John
Work account (Maloney and Work 1944)
Bodega Bay 1809 Kuskov account (Thompson 1896)
La Bodega/Bodega town 1812 account (Blok 1933)
8. Salmon Creck
a. Near Four Comers/Bodega town 1839 Laplace
account (Laplace 2006)
b. 1832 Khlebnikov account { Dymytrshyn and
Crownhart-Vaughn 1976)
9. Estero Americano/ Americano Creck 1832 Khlebnikov
account (Dymytrshyn and Crownhart-Vaughn 1976)
10, Laguna de Santa Rosa 1833 Vallgjo account (Vallgjo
2000y
11. Mission San Francisco Solano (Sonoma)
a. 1829 Duhaut-Cilly account (Duhaut-Cilly
19095
b. 1832 Laframboise account (Maloney and Work
1944)
c. 1842 Simpson account (Simpson 1847)
12. Sonoma Creek
a. 1832 Work account (Maloney 1944)
b. Skinner account (Skinner 1962)
13. Napa Creck 1874 Trubody account (Trubody and
Camp 1937)
14. Napa River
a. 1832 Work account (Maloney 1944, Grossinger
2012)
b. Skinner account (Skinner 1962)
15. Mission San Raphacl Arcingel (San Rafael) 1832
Laframboise account {Maloney and Work 1944)
16. Laguna de Dolores/San Francisco 1776 Anza account
(Bolton and Paldu 1930)
17. Temescal Creel/Emeryville Shellmound beaver bones
{Uhle 1907, Cope 1985 and Broughton 1995)
18. Alameda Creek 1840°s Carson account (MacGregor
1976, Gustaitis 1995)
19. Arroyo de la Laguna Creck beaver incisor (Wiberg
1986)
20. Mission San José (Fremont)
a. 1829 Mel.cod account (Nunis 1968)
b. 1832 Laframboise account (Maloney and Work
1944)
21. Coyote Creek 1962 account (Skinner 1962)
22. Arroyo Quito (Saratoga Creek) 1855 Cooper beaver
specimen (MNNH)
23, San Francisco Bay 1829 McKay account (Bryant
1915)
24, Native Californians from San Diego to San Francisco
1829 accounts (Duhaut-Cilly 1999)
25, California coast 1811 Gale account (Bancroft 1886)
26. All California streams account (Hittell 1863)
27. Monterey Bay 1815 Comey account (Comey and
Alexander 1896)
28. Northern California Coast to San Francisco Carillo
account (Carillo 1831)
29. All California coast 1822 Ogden account of Gale
(Ogden 1929)

[

T

“California
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The linguistic appendix to Stephen Powers’ Tribes of California (1877:431-519) lists words for
beaver from tribes with territories ranging from the south fork of the Eel River to the Monterey
Bay. See Table 1 for results.

TABLE I:
Tribes With A Word For Beaver As Reported By Powers*
STt e eI Source Word for beaver
family
Huch’nom “tik-keh”
Yuki Family Gathered at Round Valley (Pg. 483) (Pg. 486)
Pomo “kat-si-keh’”
Pomo Family Gathered at Round Valley (Pg. 491) (Pg. 498)
Yu-kai Gathered at Head of Russian River “ko-0"”
Pomo Family (Pg. 492) (Pg. 499)
Yo-kai-a . “ka-tai-u-ki’ah”
Pomo Family Gathered at Ukiah (Pg. 491) (Pg. 499)
Gal-li-no-me’-ro “tek’-keh”
Pomo Family Gathered at Healdsburg (Pg. 491) (Pg. 498)
Gathered from “Indians who twenty or
Venaambakaiia thirty years ago inhabited the country “khavena”
Pomo Family around the Russian Settlement Ross” (Pg. 506)
(Pg. 493)
Tcho-ko-yem “obtained from Indians living at the “ti-mis”
Mut’-sun Family head of Sonoma Valley” (Pg. 535) (Pg. 544)
No sub-group given Gathered at San Rafael Mission (Pg. “timis”
Mut’-sun Family 537) (Pg. 552)
Santa Cruz “Gupi”
Mut’-sun Family Gathered at Santa Cruz (Pg. 536) (Pg. 545)
*Powers, Stephen, 1877. Tribes of California, Contributions to North American Ethnology Vol. III,
Edited by John W. Powell, Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.

Naturalist C. Hart Merriam traveled from 1902 to 1935 documenting tribes and languages
throughout California and the Northwest. In 1979 Robert F. Heizer assembled, annotated and
published this portion of Merriam’s unpublished work under the title of Indian Names for Plants
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and Animals Among Californian and Other Western North American Tribes. The following maps
are drawn from that work, using Merriam’s tribal and linguistic boundaries with other
ethnographer’s material included. For results, see Figure 6 on the following page.

Drawing on Pliney E. Goddard’s 1923 paper “The Habitat of the Wailaki” among others, in his
1958 study California Athabascan Groups, Martin Baumhoff compiled all the currently available
information on California Athabascan language groups, distribution and numbers. In the
“Villages West Side of the Eel” section he places a Wailaki village name “sa'kAntEtdAf,

‘beaver valley place’ ... about midway between the mouth of Blue Rock Cr. and Bell Springs Cr.
on a fine large flat.” This is located on the main stem of the Eel River 3 miles southwest of its
confluence with the North Fork of the Eel, 20 miles east of Garberville, CA.

Recorded in 1940 and later published in Herbert Luthin’s (2002) Surviving Through the Days:
Translations of Native California Stories and Songs, "The Trials of Young Hawk" is a Southern
Pomo story that includes two beaver brothers. The storyteller was Annie Burke of the Makahmo
“Salmonhole” Pomo, who resided on the Russian River near Cloverdale, CA. This evidence is
consistent with the recording of a word for beaver in the Makahmo dialect (Merriam 1977).

Noted anthropologist George McClelland Foster, recipient of the Lifetime Achievement Award
from the Society for Medical Anthropology (2005), covered some of the same ground doing field
research among the Yuki in 1944. Based on interviews with informants, he recorded three
references to beaver. He reports in the section “WEALTH; VALUES; TRADE;
TRANSPORTATION” that among the Yuki based in Covelo and Round Valley near the Middle
Fork of the Eel river, “Wealth was represented by a variety of utilitarian and non-utilitarian
objects. A rich man owned hides of beaver, otter, mink, panther, bear, and occasionally elk”
(Foster 1944:7). Additionally he writes, “Beavers and dogs were not killed” (Foster 1944:6),
suggesting that beaver pelts were a trade item only.

The Yukis’ southwestern neighbors the Huchnom, whose territory included Outlet Creek, Tomki
Creek, and the South Fork of the Eel River just northwest of Willits, both ate beaver and used
their hides. Under the sub-heading “Animals killed for food and pelts” he notes that beaver were
“netted in water, shot with bow; good eating; skin saved for quivers.” (Foster 1944: Appendix I).
This evidence is further supported by Powers’ listing of a word for beaver in the language of the
Huchnom (Powers 1877).

Other indirect evidence of beaver in study area

A GNIS search for places in the north coast section of the study area with English language
beaver names yielded no verifiable positive results. According to Turner and Turner (2010) the
beaver place names within our study area in Humboldt County were named after a Mr. Jacob
Beaver from Pennsylvania, and no origin could be determined for Beaver Point near Fort Bragg,
or Beaver Creek and Beaver Glade Station in the Middle Fork of the Eel River watershed.
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Coast Yurok (Ner’-er’-ner) (2b)

Whllkut (1b) “Tch’ wah' 1"
(Merriam 1979: 35)

“Tes-a'r” (Merriam 1979:51)

Wiyot (3c) “He-wo'™Ii"
(Merriam 1979:52)

Loglangkok (1g) “Ba-chen’-tel”
(Merriam 1979: 38)

Note: beaver molar found at
CA-HUM-277 (Levulett, 1985)
*location approximate

5 . Figure 6:
’ T . .

7 g Words for beaver in Native
e California languages, as reported
oo 1T by Merriam (1977) and

* (. Kostromitinov (1974).
C. Hart Merriam's Map of
20a California Tribes.
-

Wappo (Mi-yah-kah-mah) (4h)
“Ma -nah ow’-we” (Merriam 1979: 57)

Coast Miwok (Hoo-koo-e-ko) (21n)
“Kah-ka"” (Merriam 1979:14%4—]

A

Bodega Miwok (Olamentke)
“poo” (Kostromitinov 1974:17)

L20F NS \

A 7

Northern Pomo (Tah’-bah’-ta)(12t)
“Kah-ke” (Merriam 1979:89)

Central Pomo (Sho-ka’-ah)(1 2i)‘
“Kaht'-ka” (Merriam 1979: 92)

[
X\ Central Pomo (Yo-ki*-ah)(12g)
‘1 “Kah-ke” (Merriam 1979:91)
\ i T
Northern Pomo (Ki'-yow’-bah)(12y)
“Chin-nor” (Merriam 1979:87)

ee

Kashaya Pomo (Chawachamaju)
“Ikh-shi” (Kostromitinov 1974
via Powers 1877:510)

Northern Pomo (Ma-kah-mo-chum’-mi) (12)
“tek’ke” (Merriam 1979:94)
Note: The “Trials of Young Hawk” story comes

=

from this tribe.

Russian
river mouth

Reyes
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DISCUSSION

The evidence discovered in this study substantially extends Grinnell and Tappe’s historic range,
indicating that beaver were historically present throughout the study area prior to the planting
efforts of 1923-1949

That Grinell (1937) and Tappe (1942) overlooked the evidence found in this re-evaluation is not
surprising as they based their assertions on interviews of then contemporary trappers or rangers
working for CDFG or U.S. Forest Service, and a limited review of the then available historical
trapper accounts. Information gaps were likely since mountain men were not thorough diarists,
and often their exploits were not recorded in writing until several decades after their trapping
expeditions (Novak 1987). Trapping records also may have grossly underestimated harvest of
beavers, in one study 44% of California's licensed trappers failed to file reports (Williams 1986).
Such underreporting may have been deliberate in order to conceal profitable hunting grounds.
More importantly, the trappers and rangers that were contemporaries of Grinnell and Tappe
recorded observations at a time when beavers had been nearly extirpated from California.

That we found only a few historic records of beaver specifically being caught on the north coast
is not evidence of lack of beaver as much as lack of record keeping. While it was common to
record numbers of beaver pelts taken aboard fur-trading ships (Ogden 1929, 1945; Ogden and
Robinson 1944a, 1944b; Thompson and Mackenzie 1947), it was exceedingly uncommon to
mention the specific watershed they came from. Additionally, some maritime fur traders relied
on Native Americans to supply pelts, making it even more difficult to determine where the
beaver originated (Dolin 2010:45). For example, a Mexican commission on California wrote in
1827 that "... Russians navigate the rivers and do an extensive business with the barbarian
natives, providing them with arms in exchange for skins of the sea-otter, beaver, seal, bears,
deer, and for kidney fat, grain, and other commodities on which information is not at hand."
(Reynolds 1946: 439). Some sources mention beaver being obtained in California prior to the
era of overland beaver trappers which began 1826, which suggests that the beaver were obtained
from coastal areas, but unfortunately these sources lack details regarding how or where the
beaver were obtained. For example, Nasatir (1945) quotes 1824 correspondence from a French
official that "The Russian establishment of Bodega sends the skins which it procures directly to
Russian from hence they are sent to the interior of China. These furs consider of otter skins,
beaver, sea wolf, fox etc." The Mexican government signed an agreement with the Russian
American Company in 1824 for the Russians to hunt otters and beavers on the California coast
and San Francisco Bay (Fernandez 1874), which provides circumstantial evidence that beaver
were present in those areas, but no detailed records of the result of the hunt are available. These
early fur hunters were so thorough in their endeavors that the toll taken of such valuable fur-
bearers as the fur seal, sea otter and beaver led to their practical extermination (Bryant 1915: 99).
All of this happened well before the arrival of James Ohio Pattie, mistakenly described by Tappe
(1942:9) as one of the first men to enter California in quest of beaver pelts.

Arriving overland 17 years after the Kodiak’s 1809 fur trading visit to Bodega Bay, Pattie caught

beavers on the lower Colorado River in 1827, Jedediah Smith trapped the San Joaquin,
Sacramento, Trinity and Klamath watersheds in 1828, and Peter Skene Ogden led the first
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Hudson's Bay Company fur brigade across the northeast comer of California during 1826-1827
(Hensley 1946, Warner 1966). Ogden's orders included the creation of a "fur desert" south and
east of the Columbia River that, theoretically, would so deplete the region of fur-bearing
mammals that westward American migration by those in pursuit of beavers would be stifled
(Dolin 2011:292).

In less than 20 years, the Hudson's Bay Company had reduced beaver populations in California
to the point where, after 1843, they ceased sending "hunting parties in that direction" (Nunis
1968:169). By the time Cooper took his specimen from Saratoga Creek in 1855, it would have
been difficult to assess the historic range of beaver based on the remaining populations. It is no
surprise then that nearly a century later Grinnell and Tappe characterized beavers’ historic range
as they did. Only now have modern technology and research methods given us access to a much
wider range of evidence.

This evidence includes archeofaunal remains found at both the north and south extremes of the
study area, and our analysis of beaver mobility and habitat suitability indicates no barriers to
beaver colonization and occupation of much of the study area.

The Randall Creek beaver molar was dug up from a shallow strata dating 500-1000 years b.p.,
indicating that beaver could in fact colonize the “rocky, steep” streams of the north coast well
before the maritime fur traders began trapping them. Additionally, since beaver have been
proven capable of traveling up to 20 miles over land, and many lower reaches of the creeks and
rivers found between the Klamath River and the Monterey Bay have the preferred valley width,
slow flow, low gradient, and food supply to sustain beaver populations (Michael Pollock, pers.
comm. 2013), there is no reason to exclude beaver from any other part of the north coast of
California.

The Bay Area also has suitable beaver habitat. The Emeryville remains come from Temescal
creek whose marshland had abundant cattail (Typha latifolia) (Cope 1985:43), one of many food
sources beaver are known to feed on (Brenner 1967). Cattails could very well have been a
significant component of the “reedy shores” referred to in John Work’s report of taking four
thousand beaver in one trip.

It has been documented that beaver can cross saltwater to reach islands, and travel along
coastlines to colonize new territory (Anderson et al. 2009), as well as disperse up to 31 miles by
stream (Miiller-Schwarze 2011). Furthermore, a recent study has found that beaver construct
dams and lodges in the brackish water of tidal marshes (Hood 2012). Taken together, this
evidence suggests that beaver were likely found throughout most parts of the Bay Area as well as
Monterey Bay that had suitable habitat.

In a modern example of beaver’s dispersal capacity, beaver in Sonoma County have traversed
approximately 10 miles from Sonoma Creek in Glen Ellen to Spring Lake in the Santa Rosa
Creek watershed, a sub-tributary of the Russian River. More than the distance traveled, the
terrain was remarkable, including busy roads, vineyard fences, the suburban development of
Oakmont, and other significant passage barriers that would not have existed pre-contact.
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Given such suitable habitat in the study area, and the well-documented mobility of beaver, it is
curious that so few archaeological remains were found. In consulting professional archaeologists
at universities and private cultural resource management firms, no consensus emerged on reasons
for the low incidence of archeofaunal beaver evidence. While some theorize that hunting and
trapping beaver was too difficult with aboriginal technologies (Bettinger and Hildebrandt, pers.
comm. 2013), we found reliable records of native Californians hunting with arrows in the Eel
River (Foster 1944) and Sonoma Creek (Duhaut-Cilly 1999).

UC Santa Cruz Professor Diane Gifford-Gonzales reports that while she has not found “any
archeofaunal evidence of C. canadensis in coastal northern California south of the Golden Gate”
herself, she concedes that “since most faunal analyses of the San Francisco Bay Area have been
pretty cursory until recently, there’s always a chance of more” (pers. comm. 2012).

Searching for beaver remains via online databases can yield only limited information. Not all
collections excavated from sites within the study area have been catalogued into searchable
databases, nor have the bones been clearly identified by species. For example, while we have
generously been granted access to Sonoma State University’s 2507 collections, only one third
have been digitized, with the remainder still listed in paper catalogues. Reading through the
entire catalogue of artifacts still might not reveal whether beaver are present as many artifacts are
merely listed as “bone” or “small mammal.” To take full advantage of such a valuable resource
would require identifying those collections that come from sites near the other forms of evidence
we found and partnering with a faunal analyst to look through those collections containing
mammal bones.

Having found buried beaver dams in the Sierra Nevada radiocarbon dated prior to re-introduction
(James and Lanman 2012) we queried professionals who work with buried wood in the study
area. Geoarchaeologist Jack Meyer (pers. comm. 2012) said, “I have explored and examined
many miles of stream banks throughout the region and can’t say that I ever saw a buried beaver
dam, but I can’t say that I was looking for them either.” Through our research we discovered that
few professionals whose work might reveal buried beaver dams (stream surveyors,
archaeologists, etc.) are aware that finding and radiocarbon dating wood within the study area
could inform the understanding of where beaver previously occurred.

It is not surprising that we found only one museum specimen from Saratoga Creek, since no
California museum contained any beaver specimen predating 1906, by which time beaver were
nearly extinct even in their last refuge, the Central Valley's Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta.
While the California Academy of Sciences was founded in 1853, all but a single cartful of its
collections were destroyed in the 1906 San Francisco earthquake and subsequent fire (Lanman et
al. 2012), at a time when California's other museums were just initiating their mammal
collections.

This lack of museum evidence may explain why 20th century naturalists were skeptical that
beaver were historically plentiful in the watersheds of the San Francisco Bay Area below the
Carquinez Strait. Our modern research found historic accounts showing that the beaver were
"once very abundant in all the large streams of California, and it was chiefly for their sake that
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the first American trappers entered the country some thirty-five or forty years ago” (Hittell
1863:125). This description would necessarily include the study area.

Of the inland fur-bearers, beaver were “one of the most valued of the animals taken and
apparently was found in great abundance.” (Skinner 1962:157). Regarding the trade in these
valuable animals, he writes, “California, and San Francisco specifically, was the center of this
industry. Originally, the Bay Area was a major source of the animals themselves.”

Skinner was not alone in describing San Francisco as a center of the fur trade: “...commerce
began between the Russians of Sitka and San Francisco...in the years 1819 and 1820...
Afterwards, commerce was also established with the English, American, and later on, the French
and others who brought their goods and would take local products such as cattle hides and
beaver, bear, seal and deer pelts...” (Amador et al. 2005:145).

Ethnographic evidence shows that Native Americans, some of whom supplied the fur-trading
ships, were well acquainted with the animal. Evidence was found across the entire study area,
from Trinidad Bay in Humboldt County to the Monterey Bay in Santa Cruz County. In
Humboldt County, the Randall Creek beaver molar was found in Sinkyone territory, bordering
the territory of the Loglangkok, a tribe that has a word for beaver in their language. In
neighboring Wailaki territory, modern terrain maps show that “sa'’k AntEtdAf,” the “beaver
valley place,” is located in a section of the Eel River with a low gradient suitable for beaver
habitat. Farther south, the six Pomo tribelets with words for beaver all had territories within easy
reach of the trappers traveling from Fort Ross to the Bay Area, who also reported beaver in that
area.

Finding evidence that beaver occurred in the north coast and the San Francisco Bay is important
to their management as a native species. In the report Mammal Species of Concern the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife recommended the “beaver be treated as a sensitive species” as
they are “highly vulnerable to trapping” and that “alteration of aquatic habitats, including
decreased stream flow, increased pollution, channelization of streams, stream-side brush
clearing, and regulation of stream flow, also could affect beaver populations adversely”
(Williams 1986:79).

Expanding the accepted historic native range of beaver could support the implementation of such
beaver management recommendations, and the use of beaver as a tool for coho salmon recovery.
Where beaver and salmon currently occur, survival rates and density could be increased through
the protection of existing beaver colonies. This information could also support the relocation of
beaver to areas where suitable habitat and coho salmon occur.

Although a great deal of historical information is presently digitized and searchable and our
review of that material was exhaustive, further historical records of beavers in the north coast
and San Francisco Bay may remain to be located in California state archives, college or
university special collections, as well as Hudson’s Bay Company archives in Canada.

Naturalists and collectors from various European countries visited California in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries (Beidleman 2006), but foreign museum collections were not
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searched. Further research is needed to extend our findings by establishing how uniformly
beavers were formerly distributed throughout our study area.

Few studies have previously been conducted to re-evaluate the historic range of a specific
species (Schwartz et al. 2007), making this study an innovative expansion of historical ecology’s
use for modern restoration and management of sensitive species. The unique and inter-related
lines of evidence we were able to access and analyze indicate that beaver were widely distributed
across the north coast and the San Francisco Bay and thus we recommend that the historic range
map be redrawn to reflect this new information.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Conduct an outreach campaign, using our website, social media platforms, targeted
emails and PowerPoint presentations to educate state wildlife managers, fisheries
conservationists, road and water agencies, watershed restoration practitioners and the
general public about how the results of this study extend beaver’s historic range to
include the north coast and the San Francisco Bay.

Work with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to revise the map of the
historic range of beaver in California to reflect these and other new evidence findings.

Support the implementation of National Marine Fisheries Service Central California
Coast coho salmon Final Recovery Plan’s (NMFS 2012b) recommendations for
utilization of beaver in coho salmon recovery. The following is a partial list of those
recommendations (see Appendix D for the full summary of inclusion of beaver in the
plan):

a. “3.1.1.7. Action Step: Utilize non-lethal methods to manage beaver depredation
issues (e.g. flooding, crop damage) within range of CCC salmonids such as flow
devices, fencing, and beaver re-location and enhance habitat complexity.”

b. “3.1.1.8. Action Step: Where non-lethal methods prove unfeasible to resolve
depredation issues, relocate beaver populations to remote CCC coho streams
where habitat enhancement is needed and resource conflict is low.”

c. “3.2.1.4. Action Step: Develop and update a Beaver Management Plan for
California to benefit salmonids.”

d. “3.2.1.5. Action Step: Work with CDFG and the CDFG Commission to reclassify
beaver from a ‘non-native nuisance’ animal to a ‘native non-nuisance’ animal.”

e. “3.2.1.6. Action Step: Work with CDFG and the CDFG Commission to modify
Title 14 of the California code of Regulations to prohibit recreational
hunting/trapping of beavers within all counties within the NCCC Recovery
Domain.”

f. “3.2.1.7. Action Step: Work with CDFG and the CDFG Commission to remove
beavers from CDFG’s list of depredated animals, and/or authorize only non-lethal
management and relocation methods within the NCCC Recovery Domain.”

4. Collaborate with Sonoma State University professor Dr. Jeff Baldwin, to conduct

interviews of State and Federal agency staff to determine what obstacles exist to utilize
beaver in watershed restoration statewide and coho recovery including non-lethal
management and relocation of beaver within the coho salmon ESUs.

Convene a roundtable meeting with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and
all other lead agencies whose mandates are impacted by the presence of beaver in
California to resolve issues identified through interview process and the roundtable itself.
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6. Conduct public outreach to educate individuals, communities and policy makers about
the importance of beaver to water quality and quantity, the restoration of watersheds and
the recovery of the listed species who depend on the habitat they create.

7. Conduct a campaign to map current beaver populations through Riverbend Science’s
Beaver Mapper, redesigning the user interface to enlist wider support of citizen scientists
in gathering more current occurrence data.

8. To further substantiate historic evidence of beaver in coastal California and inform
current beaver management decisions and proposed reintroductions, conduct the
following studies:

a. Co-design a study with the Anthropology Department at UC Davis to analyze the
beaver molar from CA-HUM-277. Through carbon dating, isotope analysis and
water testing, one could determine whether this tooth originated on the coast and
near the site from which it was excavated.

b. Co-design a study with the Sonoma State Anthropological Studies Center to
determine what archaeological sites and associated collections exist near areas
where evidence discussed in this report was found. This project would require a
cross-discipline partnership as the North West Information Center only grants
access to this kind of information to qualified archaeological professionals.

c. Conduct ground penetrating radar in areas where physical evidence, reliable
observer accounts and other indirect evidence overlap.

d. Continue to look for buried beaver dam evidence and conduct a campaign to
educate professionals in the archaeology, excavation, fisheries recovery and
stream restoration fields as well as recreationists about what this buried beaver
dam evidence looks like.
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Appendix A

Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

PHYSICAL EVIDENCE - Sorted by date

Date Collector or Investigator Specimen Source Information

Between 2600|Carol Cope Three Castor Cope, Carol, 1985. The Mammalian Fauna of

- 700 canadensis bones the Emeryville Shellmound, CA-ALA-309.

radiocarbon (unspecified) Thesis, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park,

years BP CA. Page 96.

Between 2200|Wiberg Castor canadensis Wiberg, Randy, S., 1996. Archaeological

— 1650 BP lower incisor Excavations and Burial Removal at Sites CA-
ALA-483, CA-ALA-483 Extension, and CA-
ALA-555, Pleasanton, Alameda County,
California, Coyote Press, Salinas, CA.

2070 John Broughton, Castor canadensis Broughton, John Michael, 1995. Resource

radiocarbon |University of Utah incisor from Uhle's depression and intensification during the late

years BP stratum 8 Holocene, San Francisco Bay: Evidence from
the Emeryville Shellmound vertebrate fauna,
Department of Anthropology, University of
Washington, Seattle, WA. Table ES.

1500 - 1700 |Max Uhle Castor canadensis Max Uhle, 1907. "The Emeryville

years BP bone (unspecified) Shellmound," American Archaeology and
Ethnology, 7 (1):32 University of California
Publications, Berkeley, CA. Page 18.

500 - 1000  |William Hildebrandt, Castor canadensis Levulett, Valerie, 1985. " The prehistory of

years old Far Western molar southwestern Humboldt County: A study of

(Estimate Anthropological Research coastal archaeological sites in the King Range

based on Group National Conservation Area." PH.D,

depth) dissertation. Dept. of Anthropology, UC Davis.
Davis, CA. Table 14, Page 651.

1855 James Graham Cooper Castor canadensis Housed in the Smithsonian Institution National

subauratus skull

Museum of Natural History. Collected in Santa
Clara, California on December 31, 1855.
Catalog Number: USNM 580354.
http://collections.mnh.si.edu/search/mammals/?
irn=7211761&QueryPage=%2Fvzmammals%?2
Fpages%2Fnmnh%2Fvz%2FDtlQueryMammal

s.php




Appendix A

Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

DOCUMENTED HISTORIC OCCURRENCE RECORDS - Sorted by date

Date Citation Source Information
1776 “The men go totally naked, although here and [Bolton, H.E. and F. Paléu, 1930. Paléu's
there one covers hlS Shoulders with a sort Ofa Account Ofthe Foundlng OfSan Francisco}
little cape of beaver skins and pelican feathers." | 1776. H. E. Bolton, editor. Anza’s California
(page 390) Expeditions Volume 3. University of
California Press, Berkeley, CA.
1809 “...arrived at Bodega Bay on January 8th, 1809. |Thompson, R. A., 1896. The Russian
Here the Kodiak remained at anchor until August. |Settlement in California Known as Fort Ross,
After carefully exploring the surrounding Founded 1812...Abandoned 1841: Why They
country...some otter and beaver skins were Came and Why They Left, Sonoma Democrat
procured...” (page 3) Publishing Company. Santa Rosa, CA.
1811 Bancroft cites William Gale's Albatross, Log-book |Bancroft, Hubert H. 1886. The Works of
of a Voyage to the Northwest Coast in the Years |Hubert Howe Bancroft Vol. XIX, History of
1809-1812 account of "248 beaver" being taken on [California Vol. IT 1801-1824. A. L. Bancroft &
the ship while in California. (page 94) Company, San Francisco, CA.
1812 "La Bodega, near San Francisco, was occupied by |Blok, G. K. 1933. “The Russian Colonies in
the Russians early in the year 1812, by permission |California: A Russian Version,” California
of the Spanish government. The rich, fertile soil [Historical Quarterly 12(3):189-190, San
[and] the abundance of seal, otter and beaver were |Francisco, CA.
the principal factors which favored this
colonization, and in a short time the colony had
increased from a small number to about 800
persons." (Page 189)
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Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the

1815

Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

"About four miles to the southward, stands the
Mission of Carmel; and about twelve miles to the
northward, is the mission of Santa Cruz... There
are many bears, wolves, foxes, deer, beavers, etc.,

and in the winter the ducks and geese are very

plentiful" (Page 44)

Corney, P., And Alexander, W. D., 1896.
Voyages in the northern Pacific: narrative of
several trading voyages from 1813 to 1818,
between the northwest coast of America, the
Hawaiian Islands and China, with a
description of the Russian establishments on
the northwest coast, interesting early account
of Kamehameha's realm; manners and customs
of the people, etc. and sketch of a cruise in the
service of the independents of South America in
1819. Thos. G. Thrum, Publisher, Honolulu,
Hawaii, USA.

1817 - 1832

"...and although it happens rarely, nonetheless one
does sometimes see close to the American
settlements American lions [puma] and amphibious
animals such as river beavers and otters." (Page
124)

Basil Dymytrshyn and E.A.P. Crownhart-
Vaughn, 1976. "Colonial Russian America:
Kyrill T. Khlebnikov's Reports, 1817-1832"
Oregon Historical Society, Portland, OR.

1822

Captain Gale's frigate frigate arrived in Monterey
harbor in 1822 and “For over a year the Sachem
remained on the California coast taking on hides,
tallow, horns and beaver skins” (Page 290)

Ogden, Adele, 1929. “Boston Hide Droghers
along California Shores.” California Historical
Society Quarterly 8(4): 289-305




Appendix A

Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the

1826-1829

Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

In talking about the Mission San Francisco Solano |Duhaut-Cilly, Auguste, August Fruge and Neal
(Sonoma) he says “While young men are letting fly|Harlow 1999. 4 Voyage to California, The
their arrows at beaver or stag, their sweethearts are |Sandwich Islands and Around the World in the
engaged in another kind of hunt” (page 139). Also, |years 1826-1829, University of California
“For the skin of a rabbit or a beaver the bow is bent|Press, Berkeley, CA.
and the lethal arrow does not fly through the air
without impunity” (page 161). And, “To prevent the
sound of the string from warning the game, they
wrap a small part of it with a sleeve of beaver skin,
which stops the vibration so well that the whistle of
the arrow is the only sound heard by an animal that
is missed, while the one hit has no time to perceive
it.” )Page 163). And, “When they go to war or to
the hunt they put some dozens of these [arrows]
into a pretty fox or beaver pelt, the animal having
been skinned from the rump; the arrow heads
protrude through the mouth while the other ends
adorned with feathers stick out behind, living this
quiver an aspect at once wild and graceful.” (Page
163)

1829

In a letter to John McLoughlin, Hudson's Bay
Company's McLeod reported that in 1829, "Beaver
is become an article of traffic on the Coast as at the

Mission of St. Joseph alone upwards of Fifteen
hundred Beaver Skins were collected from the
natives at a trifling value and sold to Ships at 3
Dollars" and "The Country to the northward of
Bodega is said to be rich in Beaver and no
encouragement given to the Indians to hunt." (page
34)

Nunis, D. B. 1968. The Hudson's Bay
Company's First Fur Brigade to the
Sacramento Valley: Alexander McLeod's 1829
Hunt. The Sacramento Book Collectors Club,
Fair Oaks, CA.

1829

"...the California district was entrusted to McKay. |Bryant, H. 1915. "California's Fur-bearing

He ventured even to the Bay of San Francisco and

took 4,000 beaver along its reedy shores, but the fur

was inferior in quality...and brought only $2 a
pound." (Page 100)

Mammals" California Fish and Game Journal
(Volume I, No. 3). California Fish and Game
Commission, Sacramento, CA.




Appendix A

Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

1831 The Russians "...have cleared the coast, from their [Carrillo, Carlos, A., 1831. Exposicion dirigida
establishments in Sitka, to the port of San a la Camara de diputados del Congreso de la
Francisco, of otters and seal lions, and the river [union [Exhibition aimed at the Chamber of
mouths of beavers..." (Page 9) Deputies of the Congress of the union]. Printed
by C. Alejandro Valdés, Mexico.
1832 In 1832 fur trapper Michel Laframboise travelled [Maloney, Alice and John Work, 1943. "Fur
from the "Bonaventura River" (Sacramento River) |Brigade to the Bonaventura: John Work's
to San Francisco and then the missions of San José |California Expedition of 1832-33 for the
(Fremont), San Francisco Solano (Sonoma) and |Hudson's Bay Company," California Historical
San Raphael Arcangel (San Rafael). La Framboise |Society Quarterly 22(4):323-348.
stated that "the Bay of San Francisco abounds in
beaver", and that he "made his best hunt in the
vicinity of the missions" (Page 343)
1833 On April 5, 1833, John Work's Hudson's Bay  [Maloney, Alice and John Work, 1944. "Fur
Company expedition, while visiting Sonoma  |Brigade to the Bonaventura: John Work's
Mission, described a couple Americans who had [California Expedition of 1832-33 for the
left Ewing Young's party near Fort Ross, and  [Hudson's Bay Company," California Historical
caught "very few beaver" while returning to the |Society Quarterly 23(1):19-40.
Mission. (Page 19)
1833 "Four leagues away, more or less one finds Vallejo, Mariano, Glenn Farris and Rose Marie
Livantuligiieni (19), which forms in its basin great |Beebe, 2000. Report of a Visit to Ft. Ross and
tulare (20) lakes teaming with beaver (21). One |Bodega Bay in April 1833, California Mission
can find here, as well as in other places, some [Studies Association Occasional Paper #4.
vestiges [left by] the foreigners who hunted these
animals.” (Page 6)
Relevant footnotes: (19) Levantolome
(Livancacayomi); rancheria on west side of Santa
Rosa lagoons, five or six miles north of Sebastopol
(Merriam 1977:69-70). (21) This is a good
description of the great Laguna de Santa Rosa.
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Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

1839 "It was thus that we came at last, after several hours|Laplace, Cyrille and Glenn Farris, 2006. Visit
en route, to the second farm that we were to see, |of Cyrille Pierre-Theodore Laplace to Fort
but not before we had stopped a moment by a little | Ross and Bodega Bay in August 1839, Fort
river on the banks of which my traveling Ross Interpretive Association, Jenner, CA.
companion pointed out to me the former habitations
of beaver, probably destroyed by the Indians in
order to catch the rich prize that lay within.” (Page
54)
1841-1842 "Beaver and otter have recently been caught within|Simpson, Sir George, 1847. Narrative of a
a half mile of the mission..." This would have been |Journey Round the World: During the Years
the Mission San Francisco de Solano (Sonoma). (/841 and 1842, Volume I, H. Colburn,
(Page 313) London, England.
1840's beaver "abounded...from the mouth of its canyon to|MacGregor, Bruce A. 1976:13, The Centennial
the broad delta on the bay" History of Newark. Newark Days Bi-
Centennial Committee, Newark, CA.
Gustaitis, Rasa, 1995:69, San Francisco Bay
Shoreline Guide. University of California
Press, Berkeley, CA.
1847 " Charlie Hooper used to catch beaver in Napa |Trubody, William A., and Charles L. Camp,
Creek." (Page 134) 1937. "William Alexander Trubody and the
Overland Pioneers of 1847", California
Historical Society Quarterly 16(2):122-143.
1850 The Laura Virginia sailed into Humboldt Bay.  |Gilman, Charles H., 1901. “Autobiography and
Passenger Charles Gilman writes to his sister ~ |Reminiscences of Charles H. Gilman,
“....but what exceeds all I ever saw is the quantity |Deceased, 1901,” Autobiographies and
of game and fish. Elk, deer, Black and Grizzly bear,|Reminiscences of California Pioneers, p. 38-
beaver, otter, geese, ducks, curlews, snipe, robin, (41, Vol. 6. The Society for California Pioneers,
partridge are without number.” (Page 40) San Francisco, CA.
1856 Early Sonoma County resident S. H. Torrance built

a cabin directly across the Russian River from
Guerneville, and “engaged in trapping beaver and
in hunting”, dressing the skins and making them
into gloves for sale

Lewis Publishing Company, 1889. An
illustrated history of Sonoma County,
California. Containing a history of the county
of Sonoma from the earliest period of its
occupancy to the present time. The Lewis
Publishing Company, Chicago, IL.
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Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

1863 He describes beaver as "very abundant in all the |Hittell, John S. 1863. Resources of California,
large streams of California, and it was chiefly for |Comprising Agriculture, Mining, Geography,
their sake that the first American trappers entered |Climate, Commerce, Etc. Etc. and the Past and

the country some thirty-five or forty years ago. |Future Development, A. Roman & Company,
They are still found in nearly all parts of the San Francisco, CA.
state..." (Page 125)

1962 “It was the early fur trade more than any other [Skinner, John A. 1962. "An Historical Review

single factor that opened up the West, and the Bay |of the Fish and Wildlife Resources of the San

Area in particular, to world trade. The Spanish, |Francisco Bay Area" California Department of

French, English, Russians and Americans engaged |Fish and Game, Water Projects Branch Report
in the California fur trade before 1825.” (Page 155)|no. 1. Sacramento, CA.

"Evidence exists to show that they [beaver] were
also found along the Napa River, and in Coyote and

Sonoma creeks in small numbers at least." (Page

162)

NEWSPAPER ACCOUNTS

Date Citation Source Information

1881 "Beaver are being trapped near Healdsburg" Sacramento Daily Record-Union, 1881 Feb 26.

Volume 13, No. 5. Sacramento, CA. Pacific
Coast Items, p. 8 (col. 5).

ETHNOGRAPHIC EVIDENCE

Date

Evidence

Source Information

1839

Kashaya Pomo name for beaver: ikh-shi (as per
editor's note on page 14, found listing in Powers
and Powell 1877:510)

Bodega Miwok (Olamentke) name for beaver: po6
(Page 17)

Von Wrangell, Ferdinand P., P. Kostromitonov,
Fred Stross and R. Heizer, 1974. Ethnographic
Observations on the Coast Miwok and Pomo
by Contre-Admiral F. P. Von Wrangell and P.
Kostromitonov of the Russian Colony Ross,
1839. Archaeological Research Facility
Department of Anthropology, University of
California Berkeley, Berkeley, CA.




Appendix A

Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

1877 Native California Names for Beaver: Powers, Stephen and John W. Powell, 1877.

1.Huchnom (Yuki Family): tik-keh (Pomo) (p. 486)| T7ibes of California, Contributions to North
2. Pomo (Pomo Family - gathered at Round American Ethnology Vol. III, Government
Valley): kat-si-keh’ (p. 498) Printing Office, Washington, DC

3. Gal-li-no-me’-ro (Pomo Family — gathered at
Healdsburg): tek’-keh (p. 498)
4. Yo-kai-a (Pomo Family — gathered at Ukiah): ka-
tai-u-ki’ah (p. 499)
5. Yu-kai (Pomo Family — gathered at head of
Russian River): ko-o’ (p. 499)
6. Venaambakaiia (Pomo Family — gathered from
Indians who twenty or thirty years ago inhabited
the country around the Russian Settlement Ross):
khavena (p. 506)

7. Tcho-ko-yem (Mut-sun Family — obtained from
Indians living at the head of Sonoma Valley): ti-mis
(p. 544)

8. San Raphael Mission (Mut’-sun Family): timis
(p. 552)

9. Santa Cruz (Mut-sun Family — procured in Santa
Cruz): gupi (p. 545)




Appendix A

Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

1902 - 1935 1.Whilkut: “Tch’wah’-1” (p. 35) Merriam, C. Hart, 1977. Indian Names for
2. Loglangkok: “Ba-chen’-tel” (p. 38) Plants and Animals Among. Calz'fomian and
3. Coast Yurok (Ner’-er’-ner): “Tes-a’r” (p. 51) gther Western North American Tribes, .
ssembled and annotated by Robert F. Heizer,
4. Wiyot: “He-wo'-1i” (p. 52) 1979. Ballena Press, Socorro, NM.
5. Wappo (Mi-yah-kah-mah): “Ma’-nah ow’-we”
(p- 57)
6. Northern Pomo (Ki’-yow’-bah): “Chin-nor” (p.
87)
7. Northern Pomo (Tah’-bah’-ta): “Kah-ke” (p.
89)
8. Central Pomo (Yo-ki’-ah) (12g) “Kah-ke’” (p.
91)
9. Central Pomo (Sho-ka’-ah) (121) “Kaht’-ka”
(p- 92)
10. Southern Pomo (Mah-kah-mo-chum’-mi):
“tek’ke” (p. 94) - Note: this is the tribe that the
“Trials of Young Hawk” story comes from
11. Coast Miwok (Hoo-koo-e-ko): "Kah-ka"
(p.144)
1923 The following Wailaki placename occurs under |Baumhoff, Martin A. 1958. California
"Villages West Side of the Eel" section: Athabascan Groups, University of California
"sa'kAntEtdAf, 'beaver valley place.' About Press, Berkeley, CA. This excerpt is credited as
midway between the mouth of Blue Rock Cr. and |being drawn from Pliny E. Goddard's "The
Bell Springs Cr. on a fine large flat." Habitat of the Wailaki," American Archaeology
(Page 172) and Ethnology, 20:95-109, University of
California, Berkeley, CA.
1940 (date Southern Pomo storyteller Annie Burke of Luthin, Herbert W. 2002. Surviving Through
story was Cloverdale (Northern Sonoma County on the  |the Days: Translations of Native California
recorded) Russian River), speaker of the Makahmo Stories and Songs, University of California

"Salmonhole" dialect recounts "The Trials of Young
Hawk." Robert Oswalt translates. This story
features two beaver brothers that come to the

assistance of Young Hawk.

Press, Berkeley, CA.




Appendix A

Summary of Historical Evidence of Beaver on the California Coast From the
Klamath River to the Monterey Bay Including the San Francisco Bay

1944

Under his summary of hunting, "Beaver and dogs
were not killed." (Page 163). Under the Wealth,
Values, Trade, Transportation section, "A rich man
owned hides of beaver, otter, mink, panther, bear
and occasionally elk." (Page 173). In Appendix I
The Huchnom, under Animals Killed for Food and
Pelts, "Beaver: netted in water, shot with bow; good
eating; skin saved for quivers."

Foster, George M., 1944. A Summary of Yuki
Culture, Anthropological Records 5:3,
University of California Press, Berkeley, CA.

POST CONTACT PLACE NAMES

Date

Place

County

None known

Beaver Point south of Ft. Bragg, Beaver Creek and
Beaver Glade Station (both on the Eel River)

Mendocino County




APPENDIX B

UTILIZATION OF BEAVER FOR WATERSHED RESTORATION
AND CLIMATE CHANGE RESILIENCY IN THE WEST

Recognizing the importance and economic benefits of the ecosystem services beaver provide (Buckley
et al. 2011), many State agencies and conservation organizations in the West have recently created
programs, publications, management plans and even passed legislation to take advantage of the
benefits beaver provide to humans and other species. By providing education and technical assistance
to landowners and agencies, these efforts increase tolerance of beaver in appropriate habitat, protect
existing beaver populations, promote non-lethal management strategies, and facilitate beaver relocation
when other management strategies will not work. The following table highlights a few of these efforts:

Table 1B. Efforts to Promote and Utilize Benefits of Beaver

WASHINGTON

The Lands Council Beaver Solution
Spokane, WA

Program conducts education, advocacy, beaver
relocation, beaver habitat planting. An Innovative
Solution for Water Storage and Increased Late
Summer Flows in the Columbia River Basin (2010)

The Methow Conservancy’s
Methow Beaver Project

Cooperative state and private partnership conducts
education, beaver relocation

Washington State Legislature

House Bill 2349 (2012), bill to sustainably manage
beaver towards improved water management

OREGON

Wayne Hoffman (MidCoast Watersheds
Council) and Fran Recht (Pacific States
Marine Fisheries Commission)

Background paper entitled Beavers and Conservation
in Oregon Coastal Watersheds (2013)

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW)

Guidelines for Relocation of Beaver In Oregon
(2012)

Mark D. Needham and Anita T. Morzillo
for the ODFW and the Oregon Watershed
Enhancement Board

Landowner incentives and Tolerances for Managing
Beaver Impacts in Oregon Report (2011)

Dana Sanchez on behalf of the ODFW’s
Beaver Working Group

Annotated Beaver Bibliography (2008)

UTAH

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Utah Beaver Management Plan 2010 — 2020 (2010)

Grand Canyon Trust with Utah State
University Watershed Sciences

Beaver Rapid Assessment Tool (BRAT) to identify
priority sites for beaver restoration

ECONorthwest (Buckley et al.), Portland
OR on behalf of The Grand Canyon Trust

The Economic Value of Beaver Ecosystem Services:
Escalante River Basin, Utah (2011)

NEW MEXICO

Cathryn Wild, Seventh Generation Institute

Beaver as a Climate Change Adaptation Tool:
Concepts and Priority Sites in New Mexico (2011)




COLORADO

Sherrie Tippie, Wildlife 2000 Working With Beaver For Better Habitat Naturally!
(2010)

MULTI-STATE COLLABORATIONS
WildEarth Guardians, The Grand Canyon Beaver and Climate Change Adaptation in North
Trust and The Lands Council America: A Simple, Cost-Effective Strategy for the
National Forest System (2011)

At the Federal level, agencies such as the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
are recognizing the potential benefits of beaver to salmonids. Scientists from NOAA’s Northwest
Fisheries Science Center are currently conducting an innovative multi-year study in Oregon’s Bridge
Creek to assess the potential for accelerating incised channel restoration and Steelhead (Oncorhynchus
mykiss) recovery through human-assisted beaver damming. While still in progress, this cost-effective
technique is being met with favorable initial results. Steelhead habitat is significantly improving
through beaver dam induced aggradation of incised reaches and increases in pool habitat and
floodplain connectivity (Pollock et al., 2012).

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service’s final Central California Coast (CCC) Evolutionarily
Significant Unit and draft Southern Oregon and Northern California Coast (SONCC) Evolutionarily
Significant Unit coho salmon Recovery Plans contain language acknowledging the benefits of beaver
to coho salmon (NMFS 2012 a and 2012b). For a summary of the CCC recommendations regarding
beaver and coho salmon recovery, see appendix D.

Such efforts across the west and in areas where coho salmon occur indicate that there is a growing
movement of agencies, non-profits and citizens interested in working with beaver to restore
watersheds, recover endangered species and improve climate change preparedness. California is
uniquely poised to draw the best from these efforts and create innovative policy to protect current
beaver populations and support their greater utilization in restoration efforts.
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY OF ECOSYSTEM SERVICES PROVIDED BY BEAVER

By Dr. Jeff Baldwin, Professor, Sonoma State University

Additional ecosystem services:

In situ climate change mitigation Carbon sequestration:

- In ponds 2-35 times more carbon, retained up to 6
times longer than in beaver absent stream reaches
(Naiman, Johnson and Kelly 1988)

- In wetland soils formed behind dams (Varekamp
2006)

- In standing biomass, enhanced by soil nitrogen
accumulation in ponds and wet meadows (Naiman,
Johnson, and Kelly 1988)

Downstream climate change mitigation of risks | - Ponds and charged local aquifers on average store
identified by The Oregon Climate Change about six acre feet of water (Miiller-Schwarze and
Adaptation Framework (AFWG 2010 Sun, 2003). Beaver could help mitigate on-going
loss of winter snowpacks and counteract decreasing
summer stream flows

- Decrease fire hazard by extending wetted riparian
zones, approximately 10 ha per dam/pond
(Westbrook et al. 2006)

- Decrease wet season flooding (Hey and Philippi
1995)

Sediment sequestration Ponds accumulate significant amounts of sediment
(Pollack et al. 2007), decreasing siltation
downstream while producing agriculturally
valuable land (Kramer, Wohl, and Harry 2012)

Habitat enhancement Increased beaver presence would enhance habitat
for 11 of the 62 bird, 2 of the 5 reptile, 17 of the 18
amphibian, and 20 of the 30 fish species listed for
special treatment in the Oregon Conservation
Strategy (ODFW 2006)
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APPENDIX D

Summary of the inclusion of beaver (castor canadensis) in the Final Recovery

Plan for the Central California Coast coho salmon ESU

“Central California Coast (CCC) Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) coho salmon are listed as
an endangered species under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) due to a precipitous and
ongoing decline in their population. Since their initial listing in 1996 by NOAA’s National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), the population has continued to decline and the species is now very
close to extinction. Under the ESA, a recovery plan (which is a non-regulatory document) must be
developed and implemented for threatened or endangered species. The purpose of recovery plans
is to provide a road map that focuses and prioritizes threat abatement and restoration actions
necessary to recover, and eventually delist, a species” (excerpted form the Executive Summary,
page v. Volume I).

In early 2012, the Occidental Arts and Ecology Center’s WATER Institute and other colleagues working
with beaver and salmonids, were contacted by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) staff to
contribute to and review draft language that explained the potential benefits of beaver to coho and what
specific actions needed to be implemented to support their inclusion as a legitimate partner in coho
recovery. It is significant that this agency is acknowledging the value of beaver to coho salmon as it was
not too long ago that beaver were still considered an impediment to salmonid recovery. The final draft in
its entirety can be found at: http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/recovery/.

In an effort to make this language more available to those interested in learning about what
recommendations were made with regards to beaver and coho recovery we have gone through all three
volumes (a total of 2,009 pages) and excerpted every section in which beaver language occurs throughout
the document. See below for excerpts:

* From Volume I: Recovery Plan, chapter 3, Overview of the CCC Coho salmon ESU in the
introduction of the Life History Strategy, section 3.4 page 65-66:

“Beaver (Castor canadensis) ponds have been shown to provide excellent winter and summer
rearing habitat (Reeves ef al. 1989; Pollock et al. 2004). Recent studies in the Lower Klamath,
Middle Klamath and Shasta sub-basins confirm that beaver ponds provide high quality summer
and winter rearing habitat for coho salmon (Chesney et al. 2009; Silloway 2010). The suitability
of many coastal streams in the CCC coho salmon ESU to support beavers is unknown due in part
to higher gradient redwood dominated riparian areas which may be less suitable than lower
gradient stream with deciduous dominated riparian zones.”

*  From Volume I: Recovery Plan, chapter 3 (Coho Salmon Life History), section 3.4 (Overview of
the CCC Coho salmon ESU), subsection 3.4.2 (Life History Habitat Requirements), page 73:

“Unfortunately, the habitat requirements for coho salmon in most streams in the CCC ESU are
not at properly functioning conditions and their abundance has decreased, in large part, because
the natural rates of critical watershed processes (e.g., sediment delivery, hydrology, wood



recruitment, loss of beaver habitat, temperature regulation, efc.) have been substantially altered by
human activities.”

From Volume I: Recovery Plan, chapter 3 (Coho Salmon Life History), section 3.4 (Overview of
the CCC Coho salmon ESU), subsection 3.4.3 (Optimal Coho Freshwater Habitat and Current
Conditions), under the unnumbered subsection (Deep complex pools formed by wood) page 75:

“Beavers are also believed to play an important role in the formation of salmon habitat. The felling
of trees by beavers increases woody debris, leading to increased invertebrate diversity and
biomass, and the debris cover, provided by the lodge and food cache, has been shown to attract
some fish species including salmonids (Collen and Gibson 2001). The presence of beaver dams
reduces siltation of spawning gravels below the impoundment (Macdonald et al. 1995). The
deeper water in beaver ponds provides important juvenile rearing habitat (Scruton et al. 1998), as
well as important habitat for adults during the winter (Cunjak 1996) and in times of drought
(Duncan 1984). With regards to coho salmon specifically, beaver ponds have been shown to
provide excellent winter and summer rearing habitat (Reeves et al. 1989; Pollock et al. 2004).
Recent studies in the Lower Klamath, Middle Klamath and Shasta sub-basins confirm that beaver
ponds provide high quality summer and winter rearing habitat for coho salmon (Chesney et al.
2009; Silloway 2010).”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, ESU, Diversity Strata and Population Level
Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — ESU Level Actions for Restoring Habitats,
section 3 (Restoration — Habitat Complexity), Objective 3.1 (Address the present or threatened
destruction, modification, or curtailment of habitat or range), Recovery Action 3.1.1 (Improve
habitat complexity), page 5-6:

“3.1.1.7. Action Step: Utilize non-lethal methods to manage beaver depredation issues (e.g.
flooding, crop damage) within range of CCC salmonids such as flow devices, fencing, and beaver
re-location and enhance habitat complexity.”

“3.1.1.8. Action Step: Where non-lethal methods prove unfeasible to resolve depredation issues,
relocate beaver populations to remote CCC coho streams where habitat enhancement is needed
and resource conflict is low.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, ESU, Diversity Strata and Population Level
Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — ESU Level Actions for Restoring Habitats,
section 3 (Restoration — Habitat Complexity), Objective 3.2 (Address the inadequacy of existing
regulatory mechanisms), Recovery Action 3.2.1 (Improve watershed conditions), page 6:

“3.2.1.4. Action Step: Develop and update a Beaver Management Plan for California to benefit
salmonids.”

“3.2.1.5. Action Step: Work with CDFG and the CDFG Commission to reclassify beaver from a
‘non-native nuisance’ animal to a ‘native non-nuisance’ animal.”

“3.2.1.6. Action Step: Work with CDFG and the CDFG Commission to modify Title 14 of the
California code of Regulations to prohibit recreational hunting/trapping of beavers within all
counties within the NCCC Recovery Domain.”



“3.2.1.7. Action Step: Work with CDFG and the CDFG Commission to remove beavers from
CDFG?’s list of depredated animals, and/or authorize only non-lethal management and relocation
methods within the NCCC Recovery Domain.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — Navarro Pt. —
Gualala Pt. Diversity Stratum (Actions for Restoring Habitats), Action 3 (Restoration — Habitat
Complexity) Objective 3.1 (Address the present or threatened destruction, modification, or
curtailment of the species habitat or range), Recovery Action 3.1.2. (Improve habitat
complexity) page 45:

“3.1.2.1. Action Step: Investigate the feasibility of beaver re-location and re-introduction to the
Navarro River, Gualala River and Garcia River populations to promote channel complexity,
improve baseflows and provide rearing habitat.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon —Coastal
Diversity Stratum (Actions for Restoring Habitats), Action 3 (Restoration — Habitat
Complexity) Objective 3.1 (Address the present or threatened destruction, modification, or
curtailment of the species habitat or range), Recovery Action 3.1.1. (Improve habitat
complexity) page 51:

“3.1.1.1. Action Step: To promote channel complexity, improve baseflows and provide rearing
habitat investigate the feasibility of beaver re-location and re-introductions to Sonoma County
(such as Austin, Green Valley, lower Russian River independent populations and Salmon Creek)
and Marin County (such as Lagunitas, Pine Gulch, Redwood, and Walker Creek populations).”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon —Lagunitas
Creek (Actions for Restoring Habitats), Action 3 (Restoration — Habitat Complexity) Objective
3.2 (Address other natural or manmade factors affecting the species’ continued existence),
Recovery Action 3.2.1. (Improve habitat complexity) page 400:

“3.2.1.1. Action Step: Evaluate the potential and specific locations (e.g. State and Federal lands)
for the re-location and re-introduction of beaver populations.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — Pine Gulch
Creek Illustration, Priority 2 & 3 (Long Term Restoration actions) Page 545:

“Investigate the feasibility of beaver re-location and re-introductions.”
From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon —Redwood
Creek (Actions for Restoring Habitats), Action 3 (Restoration — Habitat Complexity) Objective
3.1 (Address the present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of the species

habitat or range), Recovery Action 3.1.3. (Improve habitat complexity) page 609:

“3.1.2.1. Action Step: Evaluate the potential and specific locations (e.g. State and Federal lands)
for the re-location and re-introduction of beaver populations.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — Russian River
Ilustration, Priority 2 & 3 (Long Term Restoration actions) Page 636:

“Investigate the feasibility of beaver re-location and re-introductions.”



From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon —Russian River
(Actions for Restoring Habitats), Action 3 (Restoration — Habitat Complexity) Objective 3.2
(Address other natural or manmade factors affecting the species’ continued existence),
Recovery Action 3.2.1. (Improve habitat complexity) page 649:

“3.1.1.1. Action Step: Investigate the feasibility of beaver re-location and re-introductions to
Sonoma (especially Austin, Green Valley, lower Russian River independent populations and
Salmon Creek) to promote channel complexity, improve baseflows and provide rearing habitat.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — Salmon Creek
Ilustration, Priority 2 & 3 (Long Term Restoration actions) Page 700:

“Investigate the feasibility of beaver re-location and re-introductions to promote channel
complexity, improve baseflows and provide rearing habitat.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — Salmon Creek
(Actions for Restoring Habitats), Action 3 (Restoration — Habitat Complexity) Objective 3.3
(Address other natural or manmade factors affecting the species’ continued existence),
Recovery Action 3.3.1. (Improve habitat complexity) page 649:

“3.3.1.1. Action Step: “Investigate the feasibility of beaver re-location and re-introductions to
promote channel complexity, improve baseflows and provide rearing habitat.”

From Volume II: Results & Recovery Actions, Central CA Coast Coho Salmon — Ten Mile
River (Actions for Restoring Habitats), Action 2 (Restoration — Floodplain Connectivity)
Objective 2.1 (Address the present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of the

species habitat or range), Recovery Action 2.1.1. (Increase and enhance velocity refuge) page
1027:

“3.3.1.1. Action Step: Existing beaver habitat should be protected, and issues related to flooding
resolved without the removal of beaver habitat (e.g. flow reduction devices, etc.).”

Compiled by the Occidental Arts and Ecology Center’s WATER Institute.

For more information go to www.oaecwater.org/beaver, call Brock Dolman at
(707) 874-1557 x 106 or Kate Lundquist at (707) 874-1557 x 118.




APPENDIX E
CURRENT AND HISTORIC DISTRIBUTION OF BEAVER IN CALIFORNIA

Knowing where North American beaver (Castor canadensis) currently occur in California could support
the management of populations across the state. Knowing how stable and numerous the populations are
across the state could inform current beaver trapping regulations and depredation decisions. This
information could help wildlife managers indentify and protect beaver populations that fall within
priority coho salmon watersheds.

The private freshwater ecosystem consulting firm Riverbend Sciences created the “Beaver Mapper” in
2011 to provide researchers access to information on more current distribution data for beaver in
California and Oregon (www.riverbendsci.com/projects/beavers). This is an interactive web-based tool
that enlists the support of citizen-scientists to collect and input data on current sightings. Watershed-
scale summaries are available to the public and point-specific locations are password protected. This
new project would benefit from greater public participation and funding to help complete the data set.

Overlaying the Beaver Mapper’s current distribution data with the boundaries of the Southern Oregon
Northern California Coast (SONCC) and Central California Coast (CCC) Evolutionarily Significant
Units (ESUs) for coho salmon, we identified beaver populations in 15 watersheds (USGS fifth field
hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)) (see Table 1E and Figures 1E and 2E).

Table 1E. Current sightings of beaver in California within study area - SONCC and CCC ESUs
south of the Klamath (Riverbend Sciences 2013)

WATERSHED SUBTRIBUTARY | COUNTY
OF
Redwood Creek Humboldt
Lower Mad River Humboldt
Little River Humboldt
Upper South Fork Eel River Mendocino
Outlet Creek Eel River Mendocino
Bucknell Creek Eel River Mendocino
Noyo River* Mendocino
Big River Mendocino
Mark West Creek [Santa Rosa Creek] Russian River Sonoma
Sonoma Creek — Frontal San Pablo Bay Estuaries Sonoma
Napa River Napa
San Pablo Bay Marin, Sonoma,
Contra Costa and Solano
Pescadero Creek Santa Cruz and San
Mateo
Saratoga Creek — Frontal San Francisco Bay Santa Clara
Estuaries
Guadalupe River — Frontal San Francisco Bay Santa Clara
Estuaries

* Beaver on the Noyo River have not been reported to the administrator of the Beaver Mapper since
2000.
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The following map is the only other known attempt to characterize current beaver populations in
California (Figure 3E). This was generated by the California Department of Fish and Game to describe
beavers’ current distribution (Zeiner et al. 1990). There is no mention of total current population
numbers in this reference.
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Figure 3E. California Wildlife Habitat Relationships (CWHR) System distribution map last updated in 1995
(Zeiner et al. 1990)




There are not many current distribution maps for beaver in California. The following two maps (Figures
4E and 5E) published in Donald Tappe’s The Status of Beavers in California report (1942) and Joseph
Grinell et al.’s Fur Bearing Mammals of California (1937) were generated at a time when the total
population was estimated at 1300 beavers statewide.
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Figure 4E. Probable Former Range of beaver map from Donald Tappe’s
The Status of Beavers in California Report (1942).
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The following excerpt and map (Figure 6E) from a biennial Report of the Fish and Game Commission is
the earliest discussion we could find regarding the status of beaver in California. In his report from the
Bureau of Education, Publicity and Research, Harold C. Bryant reports (1916:111):

“The present status of the beaver in California, according to data gathered in this office, is precarious.
Colonies of this valuable furbearer are few at the present time, and give promise of becoming even

more scarce. The Hudson Bay Company, when operating in California, beginning in 1828, secured
thousands of beaver skins each year, and thereafter considerable numbers were taken each year by
trappers. Since 1911, however, it has been necessary to give total protection to this animal, but even thus
protected beavers do not seem to have increased to any considerable extent. The few scattered localities
in which colonies are now to be found are shown on the accompanying map. In the San Joaquin and
Sacramento river basins, where beaver are most abundant, reclamation projects are fast driving them to
starvation, or to more limited quarters. The total extirpation of the beaver in California is not far
distant unless further measures are taken for its protection.”
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APPENDIX F

HISTORY OF BEAVER PLANTING IN CALIFORNIA

In an attempt to differentiate between current populations that have persisted indefinitely, and those
that were planted, we conducted a thorough search of the literature and state archives to determine
where beaver were planted within the historical range of coho salmon on the coast of California from
the Klamath River to the Monterey Bay including the San Francisco Bay. We were unable to find a
single-source reference that contains all beaver planting records for the State of California to date.
While published data can be found for the years 1923 - 1946 (Hensley 1946) this record is incomplete
because the planting program continued until 1950.

By querying the Online Archives of California we discovered records from the Pittman-Robertson Act
Project 18D that contained records on planting locations from 1934-1946 and beaver planting and
trapping in 1948. We also made a Public Records Act request to the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and were provided a summary on “Beaver Live Trapping and Transplanting,” a final report
letter (Lynn 1950), a detailed official list of planting records from 1923-1949 a and a description of the
1950’s parachute used to plant beaver into Eldorado County. We also found a 1950 letter on California
Division of Fish and Game letterhead that describes two plantings in Big River, Mendocino County in
1937 and 1941(Sturgeon 1950). See the end of this appendix for copies of these documents. While the
1941 plant is reflected in the record, the plant into Two Log Creek in 1937 was not reflected in this list.
The latest date for plants we came across was 1950. While there are more recent incidences of beaver
plantings such as those placed in Coyote Creek in Santa Clara County in the 1990’s, we were not able
to find a State record for this. Of all reported beaver plantings across the State the following table lists
those that were relocated to areas within the two coho salmon ESU boundaries south of the Klamath.

Table 1F. Beavers planted within coho salmon ESU ranges south of the Klamath.

Source: Tappe (1942), Hensley (1946), plants in Big River letter (Sturgeon 1950) and unpublished CA
Division of Fish and Game “Beaver Plants in California” summary (author unknown).

DATE TOTA | COUNTY COUNTY | LOCATION OF PLANT

OF L TRAPPED PLANTED

PLANT

1937 ? Unknown Mendocino | Big River (Two Log Creek)

1939 5 Bridge Creek, Humboldt Little River (near Crannel)

Wheeler Co., OR

1940 6 Merced Lake Rice Creek, Eel River (near Lake Pillsbury)

1941 5 Yuba Mendocino | Big River (outside of the town of
Mendocino)

1942 4 Merced San Mateo | Butano Creek
(tributary of Pescadero)

1946 2 Humboldt Humboldt Lost Man Creek (tributary of Redwood
Creek)

1946 4 Humboldt Humboldt Prairie Creek (tributary of Redwood Creek)

1946 4 Humboldt Humboldt North Fork Mad River

1947 5 Merced San Mateo | Frenchman’s Creek

1947 4 Merced Marin Glenbrook Creek




Of all the plantings
done, according to the
Beaver Mapper
(www.riverbendsci.co
m/beaver), beaver
continue to persist in
all of these watersheds
except Frenchman’s
and Glenbrook. We
presume that those
planted in the North
fork of the Mad River
dispersed to the lower
Mad, those in Prairie
and Lost Man creeks
dispersed into the
upper reaches of
Redwood Creek and
those from Rice Creek
dispersed to the upper
south fork of the Eel
River, Outlet and
Bucknell Creeks.

The following two
maps illustrate where
beaver were planted
across the State. The
California Division of
Fish and Game
published this first map
in 1946 (Figure 1F).
This map was
generated before the
plants made in 1946

from Table 1F above Figure 1F. Map of beaver plantings from Hensley’s (1946) 4
and thus does not include Progress Report on Beaver Management in California
them.

This next map was acquired through a public records request and includes plantings up to 1950. It is
interesting to note that there are two “dots” within the CCC coho salmon ESU in Santa Cruz County
and Alameda County. We could find no record of these plantings, nor are there any known colonies of
beavers currently occurring in those counties.



Figure 2F. Unpublished beaver planting map by the Division of Fish and Game from 1950. Author
unknown.

This map ultimately illustrates just how extensive this planting program was. Without these efforts of
the Division of Fish and Game, there would be far fewer beaver restored to what we now believe to be
their former range. Evidence of the historic occurrence of beaver in the north coast suggests that it
would be worthwhile for the Department of Fish and Wildlife to consider planting beaver in
appropriate watersheds.
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SHAVER LIVE TRAPEING AND TRANSPLANTING —E& V(& w/
lgl?"_j‘ - \QSD

The first beaver transplanting infalifornia occurred in 1923, as an accidental escape
Y. Z3 beaver from a fur farm ir Genesee into Iadien Creek, Plumss County, According to
.he records these were Sonoras beaver {0. G. frondator)., from Riverside County

The first authorized olents were made by the U, 3. Forest Service in 1934, These
were C, C, Taylori introduced from the Snake River in Idaho. One plart of two pailr was
made in Roland Creek, Plumas County, snd another plant of two pair in Wheats Creek,
Tuolumne Younty, Ihe plant in Boland Creek was very successful, due possibly to the ex~
ceedingly favorable hebitat and the adaptability of the Idsho beaver to high altitudes,
More than 200 beaver - 178 at the end of 1849 — have been live trepped and iransplanted
from Plumes County to other water sheds in the State, and practically all of the streanms
adjacent to the arigonal plant in the Plumas Gounty are now stocked with beaver through
natural migration., No beaver have been live trarzed from the Tuolumne County plent bub
recent checks show that here io there has been con51aerab1e migraticn into =djacent waters,

The Buresu of Geme Conservation beaver prosram dnveloped zs a resuit of a fur swrvey
in which Gordon True, Donald Tapp ne, Howard Twining, Arthur Hensley, and feorge Seymour
participated., This was in the earLy 19401s,

n 1942, according to Tappe, the beaver population was estimated at 1,300 animals
in Jhe entire State. (Est., 20,000 now.)

it was decided that a progrem of live trawping and transplanting would be beneficial,
not only to the vpreservation of a valveble fur-bearing species which was on the way *o
extinetion, but alss in the removal of nuisance beaver Trom agricultural aress to moun-
toinous regions where their work might prove beneficial to Fish and Game; also, 28 a soil
erosion convrol measure and rrovide an additional supoly of water and green forzge for
.vestock and game throush the dry months, and nerhbaps in time a fur crop.

About all these beaver pioneers had o werk with was the ¢ld model Bailey beaver
live irap, burlan bags, and the Ytapdex tail hold.® Why there weren't more injuries
both the workers and the beaver is hard to understand.

4L

78]

Although experimsabal beaver p@@&ts were made by the U. 5. Forest Service znd the
Division of Fish and Game =s early as 1934, a lerze scale progrsnm was not launched unbil
1945, when Bill and Alfretta Pollard were employed on full time beaver work by the Burezu
of Game Conservation.

Specifications and instructions for building holding pens, transporiation boxes, nets,
etc,, was ovtained from the Uregon Game Devariment. The methed of externsl ssxing rnow
in use was perfected by Pollard and Hensley.

Hethods of feeding holding, trensporting, trarving, e tc. were improved by field personnel
as time went on,

Everyone who worked on the beaver project acded something i- the way of improvement
until foday we are able to tramsport and transplatn besver frem Forthern Califoraia to
Tthe southern most portions of the Stde by plane and parachute in & matser of only s few
hours, snd at an average cost of less than $10 per animal planted,

The idsa of plenting beaver by means of expendanle parachube was first conceived

by Blmo Heater and Ival Sies of the X Ideho Geme Department. After experiments in the
g2 of using burlap chubtes wes sbondoned, However, they did successfully plant beaver

vy meens of silk chutes. The cost of such chubes wiien not retirievable made their use
prohibitive. A wooden box which ovened under elastic tension was used zs a conveyor for

the veaver by the Idzho men,



) After the 1949 live trapping season, Mr. Glading assigned me to the task of figuring
out & praciical method of planting beaver from the alr, With the cooperation of the U, 8,
Forest Service we were able %o fulfill the assignment. The experimental 3drops were made
at Fagle Field, Dos Palos, on May 16, 1950, This experiment was so successiul thet 1t was
teclded teo use this method & nlanting teaver., During the 1950 season 24 animals were
successfully planted in Eldorado Couniy by means of 10 x 10 burlap cergo chutes,

Beaver Pepulaetion Hetimates

1942 ~ (1200 Teppe) Young Yeerlings Adults
1gh2 500 300 300
1543 500 500 800
1944 860 500 1300
1545 : 1300 800 1800
1946 1800 1300 2600
1947 - 2600 1800 3900
1543 3900 2600 5700
1949 5700 3500 8300
1950 , 8300 5700 12200

Total Population 1950 estimate at 20,000
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PROJECT CALIFPORNIA 34-D-2

¥EIAVER TRANSPLANTING"

EUBMITTED BY: APPROVED BY:

A4, V., Lyon ‘Ben Glading, Chief
Project Leadsr Buresm of Game Consarvation
' California Divieion of Fish and Game




The beaver live-trapping and transplanting program begen on May 1, 1949, and
closed om October 31, 1949.

Perscnnel engaged on the Project through Pedersl Ald funds consisted of three
Hunters and Trappers and one Game Conservation Ald, These were divided into iwo
crewsd; each crew wes aselgned a disiriet as follows:

Southern California - William A, Pollard, Hunter and Trapper, in charge and
Alfaretta Pollard, Hunter and Trapper, as asslstant,

Horthern California - A, V. Lynn, Hunter and Trapper, in cherge and Frank Brown,
Game Congervetion Aid, as asslistant.

In addition to the pbove perscnnel, the Preolect was assisted at times by
other members of the Division of Fish and Game and cooperating agencies, prinei-
rally the U, 8. Forest Service, U. 5. Soil Conservation Service, and organized -
Sportamenis groups. '

At the elose of the Project all equipment was stored in the PR warehomse near
Fresno.

During the seeson & fleoat device was constructed to permit the setting of the
Bailey beaver live-trap in deep water and in places where there was considerable
fluctuation. Experiments with thls device proved it to be effective in catehing
beaver in places where heretofore it wae impossible.

A total of 328 beaver were live-trapped; 34 beaver died from injury, exposure
or extreme heat; 4 were released, these consisted of kits to young to be trans-
planted or lactating females; 290 beaver were divided into 54 plants and planted
in good condition as follows:

DISPOSITION

Total number of beaver trapped. s uveiriiienireieniencanereinannaes 328
# " traneplanted.. .ceieonrrncenas PP . 280

H
" B # H 00 = O |
# n u " releBsed, cvurssevnernnsesconnncssnnneneacs M
n MM pale.,.,..... e e . 153
# f H R Pemale...coveerconansrssarnn-nssnesransee 171
K u " n DOt SEXOB. v v vven v inncnccnnrrenearsnros W
H H H donated, ... ouvroacnaccsaansccscisnecanne 2

{Two beaver were doneted to the Sente Barbara County Fair and were planted in
Jackson Creek, Sants Barbara County, by Warden H. L. Lentis when the fair was over.)

The faollowing counties recelved heaver plents:

COUNTY ¥O. OF PLANTS ¥O. OF BEAVER
Lassen 2 _ 11
Siskiyoun 5 28
Monterey 1 4

{contioned}



.

COUNTY ' NO. OF PLANTS NQ. OF BEAVER
Sen Luis Obispo 3 1
Tulare 13 65
Crange 1 6
Loe Angeles 3 18
Riverside 3 16
Xern 3 17
Tuha 2 30
Tehama 1 3
¥l Dorado 1 L
.Santa Barbara 1 2
Modoe 1 7
Plumas 2 9
Sierra 2 [
Inyo N4 9
Ventura 2 11
San Diesgo 3 17
Fresno i 9
Nevada 1 o
Total sS4 290
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D.F. & G, STEWART

b.F. & G.,
HENSLEY
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D.F. & GBey STEWART, .
HENSLEY

D.F. & G., STEWART,
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BRCJEET 14-0) BEAVER PLANTS FROM MAY 17, 194% TO DECEMAER 15, 1946

DaTe oF TAG Tac TaG County ELEvAT ON . COUNTY ELEVATION
PLANT Ko Mapk Mo, MWeigHy Fewate  MNoo  WEjgur Usknows Ne, Weradr  Tatal  TRaPPED TRAPPED PLANTED FLANTED LocaTioN oF PrLant .
8 - ' 26 Ciipmunk CREEK, TRIBUTARY TO
5/17/45  Goupen 3 - 24 2 - 34 1 - 12 5 STANISLAUS 200" FRESND £,000"  Buaver LaXE
_ 26 _
, STAN ISLAUS Atpber CREEK, ALDER CREEK GAME
Gfe8/h5 . Gorpen 1.~ 32 1 - %5 i - 32 5 MEREED 200" SACRAMENTQ 155" ReFURE
2% 37 STanysLaus DRY CREEK, NEAR TOWN OF
6/5/45  GoLpen 3 - 34 3 - 31 1 - g 7  MERCED 185 FReSND 2,500'  TOLLHOUSE
2% 30 N
9. 9 STANTSLAUS . : BELLVIEY OR SULLIVAN CrReEK,
6/14/45  GoLpem 2 - 13 1 - us - 3 - 9 & MeRcep 175%  Tualumne 2,100% " “TisuTArY 7o Uprew Woops CREEX
. 4 :
34 34 _ STANFSLAUS TaHQuitz CReck, T @ILES EmST
6/19/45 Gotpen 2 - %2 3 - 32 - - - 5 MERCED 200" R{VERSIDE 8,000"  op IDYLLRILD ON |DYLLWILD
. MOWNT AN
1% SaMTA CoRRAL% tos LrREZK, on Potne Sab
T/6/45 80rDEN i - 34 I - ) 2 - 1% b MowteReY 1.000% __BARBARA 150" Roap, Rasicho CORRALITOS
StouvaL CREEK oN RANCHD
T(9M5 . Gotpen A = 25 1 v U8 - - - 2 _ MoNTEREY 1,000% _ MONTEREY 9507 SaN_CaRLOS
‘ | ' Rostnson EREEK, CHIMNEY
1425745 joamp 1= Y 1 ~ b9, - - - 2. PLomig 6,0008_ LAsSEN 6,000 Canvon
LiwTLE TRUCKEE RIVER NEAR QLD
T/ 26/45 __ ipano 1 27 Wi i 26 46 . i 28 g 3 Pruwmas 6,0007  SiERRA _6,500" © RAPLROAD TRESTLE
28 36 36 Lz Pass CREEK; TRIBUTARY TO
1/26/45  tpaHo 2 4 25 2 32 23 1, 33 G- B oPiimas . 6,000"  Syerms . ... 6,000" nogvH FORK Yues REVER
o 23 37 2b .
1/29/45 _ 1pado 235 2 2 33 o - - = Y Prumag 6,000"_ -~ NEVADA. 6,506 Sage Hew Creek
: ) 6,060 CarmEN VALLEY CREEK TRIBUTARY
8/1M% _ ipang 4o .18 1 b 26 - - - 2. PLuMas 5,500 SIERRA 5,300" o NORVH +ORK FEATHER RIVER.
W 5g - , Matte FoRK MaRTIS CREEK,
8/3/u5 1 pato 3 U2 37 H - 55 - - - I PLumas - 5,500"  PLACER 6,100"  rpUTARY TO TRUCKEE RIVER
Wy 26 ‘ i
LE 24 hg 35 5,000' CoTToNwooD [WEEK, TRIBUTARY
8/14/45  Toano 3 47 32 2 50 k5 - - - 5 PLUmMAS 6,000  StERRA 5,800 To CoLp CREEK
49 g .
51 4o 53 32 JuNipER. CREEK, TRIBUTARY TO
8/15 A5 Ipano 252 2 2 oH_. .28 - - - PLUMAS 5,000°  NEvADA 6,200 Tauekee RIVER
1 paHo' 1 56 - 32 1 57 ko - - - 2__ Piumas 3,500 Prumas 1,700"  Buyt GREEK ABOVE Butt LaAKE .

8/30/u8



-

DATE OF Taa Taa Tag County ErevaTton  County . EbeEvaTiaon
PLART Ciup  MALE- Mo. MWElgnT  FEALE  No.  WERGHT . UNKnoEn Mo, WeljenT  Total . TrappEnd TRAPPED PiANTED PLANTED LGCATIGN OF PLANT
o/ 1M /45 Brasta - » * 1 54 50 1 = g 2 ___Mongn 1,000  Srsxivoy b 500 MrCroun Riven
’ &1 G 53 27 by,o00 TaTE CREEK, TRIBUTARY FO
9/1b/M5  SuasTa 2 G2 zl) 2 a0 50 - - - Y Moong 4.300" . S1sriyou 53,8007 Meliouo RIVER
. 9 4,000% Hatcrer Creek on Jason C.
ofei/us  Suasta 4. 6326 1 Gl 35 2 = 9 4 Mooec 4,300 Suasta 14,0007 BopDY PROPERTY
. 65 i35 b, 000 Rouno YaLLey CREEK oN ERICH
9/25/45 " SHASTA 1 66 79 2 67 b - - “ 3 Mopot b.300%  Lassen b,800"  sroreRtY
&9 19 ) .
10/6/k5 Seasta 3 10 W 1 64 18 " - - L Hoooc B,700"  SuyasTa I,300%  GaEen BURNEY CREEK
T 8 .
13 14 PiNE CREEK NEAR Bocarm
10/6/45 _ Swasta 3 Ta .13 2 4 Iy - - - 3. Mooog 5,800 Lassey 5.200% _ BasgEs STATION
_ 76 L3 ' : SmokE CREEK NEAR SMOKE CREEK
10/d/45___Suasra 1 11 ko 2 79 ... %6 - - - % Mopoc b,80¢" _ Lassen b,620"  Rayen
‘ g0 L3 1 46 TEpak CREEK oW Co Ay GREY
10/p2/85 Goloen . 2 82 . 3h 2 £3 39 z - - Y MERCED 2801 __SaN Diego 4,2007 _ RancH
g5 U1 ik 56 ' CoLo CREEK WEAR CuYMAACK
10/22/4% Gotpen 2 86 31 2 g1 20 - - - 4 MEReED 280 Saw DIEGO ho100) . Rancug Staze PaRx
g8 16 : MotcasiN CREEK BELOW
10/28/45 Boeey 3 90 U5 1 g9 16 - - - 8 Hercep 240" TuoLuMNE 1,200"  Hoccasin Creex Pawer House
g1 34
92 14 94 28 5
11/10/45 SoLoew 2 $3 35 3 85 b9 - - - 5 STan|sLals 110" RIVERSIDE b,0090" . Bamiing CREEK
) 36 .
ag 33 _ TuorN MEADOW CREEK NEAR
o/13/M6_ Gowpen 197 29 2 29 41 - = - 3 STANISLAUS 180" VENTURA §,000' __ Tuosn Meapow RANGER STATYON
101 43 "PIRU CREEX NEAR PlRU
5/13/86. Bojesy 1 100 2% 2102 - 2 - - - 7 STANISLAUS 140 . JenTuRA 5,000F  Camp
105 79 163 37 - CHUREH CREEK TRIBUTARY TO
5/24/06 . Golpen 2 106 38 2 0% 50 - - - b StampsLAuS TEIT PADERA 3,500 Bass Lage '
' 300t ~ _
) 2jot TURNBACK BREEK 2 MILES SOGSH
5/29/46__ Goupew 1 108 Ul 1__ 107 L e = 2. ..STaHISIAUS 300% . Tuorumng 2,400" ___oF TwalNe: HagYE
105 33 11¢ 31 ) 274! “ Owens CRezk, CATHAY VALLEY,
2/30/06  Goupen 2. 11121 2. 112 39 - - - ) SramisLAuS 300 MARIPOSA 1.200" _ Tom PRICE PROFERTY
T 114 3 11% 1 270! ' CoARSEGOLD CREEK, 2 MILES
5/30/4 Gowpew 2 115 35 2 116 7 - - - b SraniaLAuS 3001 MADERA 2,800 ABOVE TOWN OF COARSEGOLD NEAR

Howkins _ScHool . -



...3_,

CLevaTton

DATE OF Tac TaG TAG CounTy CounTy ELEvATION
Py ANT. Kino  Mair Mo, WeleeT  Femare  No.  WeElgHT _ UnxNown  No.  Weigut  Torar TRAPRED TRAPPED PLANTED PLANIED Logarion oF PLANT
118 18 417 1 KELTY Meapow CREEK, WEAR
6/3/16 GoyDEN 2 119 b2 120 28 - - - ! STANLSLAUS 300" MADERA 5,000"  Kerty Meapow PuBykC Camp
123 29 121 3% 2707 Beasore Meapow CREEK ON
6/3/46 B0l HEN P12 Lo 122 LY - - =~ I STANISLAUS 300" _ MADERA 7,000 CHarres Jamgs RAncH
125 h3 129 - 22 STANISLAUS 200° CHrna CREEK, TRIBUTARY TO
6/8/116 BoLOEN 3 126 28 129 54 - - - 5 WERCED 200" MADERA 2,500  FrRESMO REVER NEAR TOWN OF
127 18 OAKHURST
_ 132 L3 130 36 $TANLSLAUS 150" Woobs CREEK, LOWER PGRTION OF
6/9/06__ Soropen 2 133 40 131 .30 - - < b MERCED 300" TuorUMNE 1,050" __ sTReam
T3 3 136 45 BEAR CREEK Ju INDIAN
6/13/46  Goroen 2 135 4% 137, %% - = - % MEepcep 190 Mantrosa 4001 GuicH
140 1 STANSLAUS - 1807 SaF. Witrow CrEek NEAR CENTRAL
§/1/u6 Goween 1 139 M 141 21 ‘ - - U Mercen 190" BRDERA 5,500 Camp
1 .28 2501
’ s 23 iz 3 STANISLAUS 180" NaFy WILLOW CREEK, WEAR
6/1h /U6 GovroEm 2 14 28 1hk 26 ~ - - 4 MERCED 190" MADERA £,000"  Bases Camp ‘
250! .
CURT!s CReEX, TRIBUTARY TO
6/21 /86 Goypen 1 151 4D 152 - - = 2 MERCED 190% _ _TugrumsE 1,900 Wapns CRegk
, 7 35 g 23 1d0% . NoFo TUOLUMNE RIVER N
6/21/M6  Bovpen 2 150 33 149 33 = = - .M Memcen 190Y _ Tuoruwng 5,000' _ BRown's Meapow
155 35 153 26 HERRING CREZK PLANTED AT.
672/  GoLpen 2 157 23 154 26 - - - 5 MERGED 180" . TUOLUMRE 1,600"  BLooMER Lake
o 1h9 %4
, 162 26 160 26, .
67e5/M6  Gorpew . 2 184 36 161 24 - - - 6  MERCED 180%  MADERA 5,000 SoLoler CReek
: 163 36
. 165 30 ‘
‘ 166 36 169 - 37 San ~ HiLLow CREEK, APPROXIMATELY
1/1/66  Borpen 2 167 45 YU I - - - 4 MerceD 140" @mmnaRDFNG  U,800' 100 YDS, DELOW OLD FISH HATCH~
' ' ERY._ :
173 32 168 14 STANESLAUS 100t~ JUNCT1ON oF PREEST VALLEY AND
1646 Gowpey 2 178 53 17 .31 - - - b MERCED. 500! San BEntte . 3,000'  MoptH FoRk CREEK '
175 29 177 13 STAMESLAUS 1507 . San BEn[Te RiveR AT BLUE Jay
/6746 3 2179 3l 181 30 - - - Y MEREED Hoot  Sam Bentro 1,700 Sprasw
172 38 174 32 LacuNa CREEK AND SAN BERITO
Golpew 2 180, 3. 176 28 - - - L Mepesg 400 _ Sam Bewtrs,  2,500'  Ryvex

14646



DATE OF Taa : Tha . Tag CounTY ELEVATTON County ELEVAT 1oV
PyanT Kinp  Mare. Nos Weigdr, Feuate N
7/20/‘46 SHASTA T 183 31 3 18l 36 - - - Y Mong . T,H00%  Hiono 10,000%  Mchee CREEK
186 39 ,
- 187 %1 . ‘
1430/46 - Ioakg 1189 41 2___190 26 - - - 3 Prumas £,000%__ Mowg 8,000" _ Corronwnoo CREEK,
194 . 36 197 29 ’ SouTH Forxk CoTToMROOD CREEK
8/6/46  SWasTa 3 195 10 2 193 29 - - - 5 Mgpoc L,300"  Hono 9,000 WHiTE MOUNTAINS
198 6 _
201 Lo 191 I _ L, 300 NorTH Fork CoTToNWooD CREEK
g8/8/u8 Suasra 2. . 202 31 2. 196 31 - - - L Mopoc L, hoo'  Mowo 16,6001 WyiTe MOUKTAINS
199 9 197 LT 4,300! Covote CREEK, Inva NaTrowaL
4/9/46 SHASTA 2 ...20% i1 2 200 ) LI - L Mopog 6,000 __ Inys 8,500 _ FOREST L
20k 25 _ _
3/1'{/1;6 SHASTA T 205 24 3 208 £ - - - L Mopac 6,000 LASSEN 7,000"  SeLtE CREEK, WARNER MOUNTAINS
' 212 48 : : .
214 L 4,300'- .
g/2u/u6  Smasta 1 219 U5 3 76 i - - - b Mopac 4,800"  Lassen 6,500"  Parsnrp CReEk, Wamnew Moun-
9/ 5/u8 : 222 B0 : TALNG
213 12 209 22 4,300t~ Urper RED RocK CREEK,
8/o%/8  Suasta 2 215 3 AL ¥ - - - b Mopoc . Wohoor  Lassen £.000%  Araska Canyon
- 211 b2 218 i3 ) - . Sours Fork East CREEK,
o/s/bb __ Suastd 2 220 42 2 24 0 - - b ¥opoc .. 4,800" _ HMonog 1.500" _ Warnes MOUNT A NS
' 225 33 - 223 %] : Rock CREEK TRIBUTARY T LAKE
9/15/88 _ Soxsta 7 226 51 2221 31 = - - 4 __Lassen 6,000" _ Prumas . 5,000%  AlmanoR _ —
22 28 ' HEADWATERS OF SUSAN
9/19/U6  SBasta 3 228 - 25 1 232 13 - - - 4 Lassen £,000"  tassen £,000"  River
_ 229 Y2
231 14 . _ _
9/21/&6 SHASTA 3 213 14 1 235 30 - - - b Lassen 6,080 Lassen 5,600% ° Ruszers LREEK
23y 11 ' ) :
10/19/46 Omegon. % 24k 37 Sk 21 - - - 2 Homeoupy . 20" HumBoyDy 200" togy MaN CREEK
) e 237 35 2z 14, ' : _ , -
10/19/45 _ Orgeon. 7. 238 36 2243 16 ~ - -4 Huepormy 20° __ Humeoiot ' R0' __PRAtRIE CRFEK
L 2o 5y 246 15 . ) a . , ’ SouTH Fomrk W NCHUCK
10/26/46 Omegow, 2 248 81 2 oN] L5 - - - % Humegioy 20" ___Del NoRTE 100" RIveR
R L b5 . 31 . g S ) - ' .
10/29/46 Oreson 3 249 15 1 - 54 - - - ¥ HuwsoLoT 20" 'HumzoLot 500%  NomTH FORK Map RIVER
- 14 - )




G

Tag County  ELEVATION

County

" 1t

KLL ANIMALS

3.7 0%

Bate of TaG Tas ELEVATION
Praml Kinp Mate Noo WetgHy  FemalE  No,  MetaHT, Ungnown  Ho,  WetedT  Total  TRAPRED TRARPED PLANTED PLANTED LocaTlan oF PLANT
-39 2 _ : '
11/9/46 & 2 m 29 A ) - - = 4 MepCER. .. 189! Say.DiEGo ... 2,900"  Campo CREEK
) - ' . SaNTA
11/10/46  Gotoen 1 - 31 1 - 28 - - e 2. MercEn 180 _ BarpARs, 150" CoRpALITOS CREEK
36 | San BLUE JAY SPLASH 1 SAM
U/12/6 Batpen . 1 = ko I 39 .- 3. MEREED 180 Benito 1,700'  Beyvo RAvER '
16 Y5 : ’ San Luys KENTUCKY RANCH CREEK
11/12/46 GoLoen 2 - 20 3 - [¥: - - - 5 MERCED 140! O ispo 800"  TRIBUTARY TO JaCK CREEK
58 ; :
. 7 Y6 7 San Lugs
11/12/46 Goroen 3 - 11 3 - b - - - 6 Merceo 180" Opispo 1,100 SunpERLAND CREEK
: M by
’ ‘ 14
t1/19/i6 Goipen ¥ - 20 1 - 37 - - - 5 MErCED 140t TuotUMNE 1,200  Syx Birs CREEK
24
14
TOTALS 129 131 ] 13 273
AVERAGE WE|GHT GF MALES 31,47 pounns
"t " FEMALES W09 M
H T M UNENOWNS - 19,38 ¢



'

PROJECT 18-D=1 BEAVER PLANTS 'FRCM APRIL 15, 1947 70 NOVEMBER 15, 1947
Oate OF Tag Tag TaG County ELevation  County Bevaron -
Pany___ Kwwo  WMaie Moo HeieHT  Female No, Mzieht o Unkwonn  Nos WEiget Tortau Trarvep TRappED _ PLANTED _ Puawteo Lacatron oF PLane
it 7 5
4/23/M7 - Goloen 3 = 28 3 - 33 * - 6  MaoERA 1657 Santa 375 San intonre Creek
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm s | /.- 1. E
Yy Lk SanTA SaLTsPUEDES CREEK, LOMPOR,
.5;/5/P_7_ GE'-P_FEM_,._E*,.,“.____}E___—._2,_._.:.__.,};1‘-..«“”.:.“--:—-- 4 Mepcep 1 EDLM_NB'J'\_RBHEA____SSE‘ _Las ER_{_J_E:E_S_REAR mmmmmm
4o 41 SanTA . SaNTa Cota CREER NEAR
5/yVi Gowpes 2 _ - V92 _ - 3™ - _=__=___ %  Meee» 1807 Bamearn 600" Sawts ez
34 Lo
5/4/47  Govper 2 - 33 3 - % - - 5  Mercep 120t San Mateo 100 PRENCHMENS CREEK
i o ot s on o tn 1en 2o e ot b ot o ot e e e et 3 e e e o o o o ot o ot i s s s o e et e e e e
he L San Luts UpPeR TROUT CREEKy SANTA
S/5/1_ Goroen 2z - 38 2 = W3 e e =k Memcep 1808 Serseo | 1,156!  MamesnizaRawew
5/9/WT  Goock 2 - 31 a - 30 - - Y Mercen 180" Monterey  1,775"  Hysaing CREEK,
__________ e e B e L kosT VALY
25 San Luis
5/13/47 GoLoen 1T - 2l 2 - = “ T __3_ Meep 5% Osispo _ #00'  Suey Creek, SueY RaNcH_
38 26 SanT A
5/ 5/117 SoLpEN 2 - 36 3 - 78 - - 5 MERCED 180 BARBARA 1,500 Zpca Creeg
o e o e s e et e o e e 3 e e e o ok o s e e o o e o e o e e ot e e o i o o e e e =
1 kb San Luts Paso RoBres CREEE,.
5/18/47  Cornen 2 % 16 5. - I} - - 5 MERCED E OgyspPo 1,000"  Jack GREER RANEH
o et e e U E R e e e e e e e e o ————— ——————
- T Lo San Lups LoweR TROUT Cm:ER,
5/18/47 Govoen T - 32 3 - 45 “ - I Mercep hoot  Osrspo 1,000t SanTA MaRGARITA RANEH.
e it o et ot et e et e e et e o o oo N o e et e e o e e e o o e e e e e e e — e e
I3 43 SaN Luts - Fozo Creek, NEAR Pozo
5/18/“7 BoLDEN 2. - 38 2 - 53 - - i MERCED 1801 OE!EPD 145507 'RANGER SI.’\T!EN e
“““““““““““““ [t ‘u- [y SaN" ANjoNI® EREERs SECOND
5/25/41 Govpen I 33 z - Lo - - I STANESLAUS 1501 MonTEREY  1,500%  CROSSING NORTH OF JOLON
_____ e e e e e MaBS1ON -ON _FUNTER LIGGETY
[ 3 “5“- 32 ' NAGIMENTO CREEK AT NIGGER
5/25/47 Govoen 3 - 27 2 - ko - - 5 STANYSLAUS 150%  Monterey  2,000%  Marv FLAT IN HuwteR
19 I e e e e e e e R & 1-. 11 e
20 19 Muit CREEKy ! MILE ABOVE
5/31/41 CGoLper 2 - 53 - - L Stanistaus 150%  Tuolumwe  WyF0pt  HULL Meapows



I '\\‘r* . . b
Bate oF Tha e 77 Th;."t!;__““mmu“_ﬁgﬂtﬁru__ﬁﬁﬁﬁfhtwmv T L E AT T T e e e -
ufl; T Erq L Ii MLE lﬂ_o_._ ;H_E&E_HL EEﬂA_L_E" _-NE.__N_E_E'GEI_‘ E@lﬂ'm _ No.. _N_E_IEHL '_TEI_A}_ WTEA‘EP_E_D_ o _T_R_:_\_P_P_c_o_ _ _ﬂtﬂm_r_sg » P.';“ET.ED _____ L OCATION OF PLANT
| 38 ‘ 32 BenveRr CREEK, ACKERING
5/31/47 Goveew . 2 o~ 33 2 o= B e o= e W Staisiaus o 150%  Tuorumne  U,800%  Lumeen Co. rRoreRty
_ 2k : 32 150t CoLny CREEK, anunay 0
6/5/%7  Goupen 3 e H 2 - 26 - - - STANLSLAUS 2707 BUTTE 6,000t Burré CREEK
et et con e s o e e o e o e L et e ik ot e i e o e St i o e e e e
39 36 1501 $NAGE Lake, TRIBUTARY To
6/5/W7  QGoLoEN 3 - 4 2 - 23 - - - STANISLAUS 270 Burre 74000 WEST BRANCH FEATHER RRveR
vt s e et o e  2en e e e e e e s Bt o o e e e o e e e e e —
S 31 39 . 210Y Spm
6/1 0/1&7 GoLbEN 2 - 3 2 - B =k srausiaus 300 '._. _ Dreeo 5,000%  KitcHeN EREEk
b2 3 290" KELSEY CREEK BELOW INTERSEC™
6/11Z_u1 GE‘.,LEE“ T uj'&i 2z = l‘.t_o_ L . S STangstaus 300" Lake L __13_89_0’ _ TION WiTH AL‘DFR CREER
[E 26 San
6/‘15/1&'{ BoLDEN 2 - . %% 2 -~ ke e - § TANISLAUS 150" Bsnmnmno 500" ORAss VaLrey CREEK
18 43
6/15/‘47 GoLpEN - 2 - 35 2 - h3 . § TANISLAUS ml?i'_mEElERSlDE ?',.350a SaN MavEo CREsk i
19 Wes7 Branch CoLo Crezk oN
6/16/W1  Gorpen 2 - 33 ! - 36 - - " STANISLAUS 300! LAKE 157607 REtw LiNbsay RaneM
———————————————— —-h*?-'-—*--«--«----«---»—-,m-—------—-—-—-—--——-—.._._—.w-.—-—-—--m—-—-—--u--.-..;-—y-—-.-—;—--m--——---m--u....-as---j----—--— oy — ot
C 35 SuLLyv AN CREEK,y BOLSTER To
6/17/41 " GoLoEN 5= 5 - - - “ - - STANESLAUS 3000 TuoLumne ~ 2,100%  18=D=k = {9l5 -
. 25
O oot i v oD e o e e e e e o o m e e o 1 e ot o ot e o e e e e i i e
1/3/47 - SHasta 2 - 2 .2 - 50 - - - Moboc 4,300t Mppoc T,500"  Bear CAMP CREEK
mmmmmmmmmmmmm o B B e e e et e e e
= 43 Sevse CTreeky WARMER MTS. |
1/15/47  SHasta - - - 3 - u - - - Moboc 4,300 Lpssen 75000"  BoLster To 18=D-5U = 8/17/Lé
. . S - e e et e e e e et e e e e
: 20 ‘ Uppgr Rep Rock CREEKy-ALASKA
1#5/47  Sunsta - - - 2 - 3 - - - Mobec h,300*  Lassen . 6,000% Canvon, BoLsTer To 18-D-56
e o o e o o e e o o e e e et ot e o ot ot e e ot e ot ot Tt e e o o o e e v o 2 e o B/aE e
SoutH Fork EasT CREEK- {I\RNERF
/20T SHasTA - - - 1 - bt - - - Mopoc byhod! Mopoc T¢h00?  Mrs. BoLsTER TO 1fm =57
R e e Y7, Y F
Mroer CREEX, TRIBUTARY TO
/5147 Toame 1 - 36 1 - s " - - SIERRA 5,000 Nevapa - 6,550  ProssER CREEK -



. t ¢ - . '
Bate oF - Tae Tag B The County ELEVAHON CounTY CBLevation T TTT -
Py Kiwe | Mawe Moo WEiGHT enpe | Noy MergHT Unkowy  Now MEisHT Torak TRAPPED . TRAPPED _ PLANTED _ PLINTED LocaTton OF PLany _
. 38 - Humzua CreEx, TRIBUTARY ro
8/13/47 Ipako 1 - 35 3 -~ 50 - - = b Pums 3,8007  Prumas 5,000% - YeLLow Creek
. . - . __o___“____}::;_______, uuuuu e ___‘__________________»- ___________ !
2 T
15
8/20/47 lvaHo 2 - 10 Y = 5 - - - 6 PLumas 3,800%  PrLumas Y4600  Mun Creex
e e e e e e . S e e e e e e e
.35
9/1/47  foamo 1 - L5 3 - 2 w - - b FLUMAS byg00! PLUMAS 5,500"  Long VaLpey CREEK .
o e e e e et e e i e s S o e o o e s i ot e o o e e e o et i e
16 , : ALDER CREEK, TREBUTARY. TO
9/8/47 . loaHo 1 - 14 3 - ?E . - - 4 FrLumas _ 11,803' Siskivoyw - 5,500"  Uppem BuTTE CREEK
52 23 . 806! ONIoN VALLEY RESERVOLRyTIRIBU=
SASMNT Yoo 2 e 12w M sz h Prumas  SRg508' Puuwas  5,000°  Tary o MpooLe Pk, Frarher R.
33 32 : ' . ' INDEPENDENCE CREEK NEAR
YNMT oo 2 < W2 K mo o ooml b Puws o 5y500%  Newon 6,950%  Inpeeenvence Lake
: 49 ' : 7 BEL1E CREEKy BOLSTER TO
5/21/47 SHasta [ S 24 - - - - - - 3 Lassen Hgton? LasseEN 7,000 18wDebl = 8/17/46
it et et o en ot e e oot e s e B i e am m t o s s o e M e e o G e  — — an e et e i Tk i s o e g o e et e e
. Long VaLLEY CREEKy. BOLSTER
YBML Swaava Lt mo Moo= e s e =m0 lassEN L MA000 | Puumas 5,501 1o TE-D-98 m 9T _
32m36 30 ' -
10/9/47 SoLpen 6 - 3313 3 - 26 - - - 9  Mercep 1ot Butte 5,000*  KymsHEWw CREEKy CRANE-VALLEY
.__,_“_.__,,_-,__H____,____,_JE";’;T_,__,_"_‘.,___.._22_,..,,,__,_________.,_.__ _________ o e e e - e e e e
16 - 53 S
10/18/47 GOLDEN 3 = 35 2 - Uy L. - - 5  MereeD 180" Sav Benrto 1,500%  CHotame Creex - -,
e s it ot e e e e v e o T - AR e s e e o e v —— i i e s o an 1 e m o e o m o o n n at A e e o ot ol e i S A -
: 35 he ,
10/18/47 Garoew 3. ug 2 45 S - .o 5 - MeReED 180" Mowterey 1,200 JoLon CREEX
e ot 2 o 2 o e U 1 K e e e ———— g e o o s e ————
(123 38
10423/ Eo"_L_n_E_N_m 2 - % e = 16 = e oW Mememd . 180F Mammv __; 1o0% GLey_anoex__CEE_E_xu I
' 43 35 ' MERCED 1901 SaN : ReponDo CiaNEGA CRae ~TRIBU=
I Goroey 2 - o # o2 - %9 - - = B Smwaaws 00! Bemumoino 6,350°  ramy Yo Hocow Cree
TOTALS 43 2787 g5 . 3137 168 . T : © BT Peantings -



BEAVER PLANTS FRCM ApRiL 15,1947 10 Novemsezr 15, 1947 ~ ConginuED

AvERAGE WEIGHT OF 83 MAaLES - 33,58 pounDs
AVERAGE WE1GHT OF 95 FEMALES - 36,91 PouNDS

. AVERABE WEIGHT OF 168 aMimALS = 35,26 POUNDS

TOTALS FOR THREE SEASONS

s pan e e b M M e i e TR ¥ T A e e i e e e et MR et e R o pem e el ey

YEAR - KiND MALE WEIGHT FEMALE HE] GHT UNKNOWN WEGHT TOTAL HUMBER D# PLINTINGS

pn he tmms v h me e it W e hekt e W e e e e TR I M cem e et MM CME e i e A MM i W g o nen T e el e e e ma ke ey R R M s e e Bt

1945 ML V7 1530 bk 1550 5 g 104 2
1ous m g2 2526 A - 169 ' 13
1947 ALy 3 2787 85 3137 - - 164 b1
wap T TTTTT CTTTT T T ToTmTemTE

e ks et e e G el mmm i e NN e e e mEN Wm rm b MaE Ve Ame e, R M M e T MLs WeE TR WM T G Al 8 A P e mem ek A rdl e e ek bm ek omam o e e



PROJECT 18=Ds2 BEAVER PLANTS FROM MAY 1, 1948 T0 OCTOBER 3G, 194

Date oF PLANT w1 County ELEVAT!ON CounTy evartoy
PLANT _ . mNgo_ __Kimo__ WBag  Meyewr  Fewate  Meignr Tota | TRAPRED _ _ TRAPPED _ PLANTED _ _ _ _ _ PUANTED _ _ _LocaTron OF PLaNy
5/12/u8 g-D2  GoLpEn 3 b2 2 2 5 STANY SLAUS 1g0% §aN Luts OBLSPO 15100% CHOLAME CREEK NEAR ;ewwﬂo?—qm*
’ i iz SHANDON
_______ 1 e M e e e e e o e e e e e e e
5/2'{/uf§ 18=D=2  CGoLDEN 3 L1 2 L3 5 - Stanistaus 2751 SaN Luls Opiseo 700" CLARK VALLEY CREZEKy WEST CF
' 43 k9 TouN oF $aN Luis Oerseo
_______ e e e B e e e e e
5/21/1i8 $§ulmz  GoLDEN i 43 1 ug 2 STAN|sLAUS 300% SANTA BARBARA a0t UNNAMES STREAM 2 MILES Ne TOWN OF
S 13L___um_-___“q_q_m_m__m_______*_q__-_q__wwm___,d*,___m____gyw@gL%%ju@@gth
g/'21/hd 18=42  BOLTEN 2 26 2 STANY SLAUS EATI SAN Luts OB1LSPO 1, 200t LoweR TROUT. CREEKy SANTA
U | 1 S U i e o MARGARLTA BaNen o
5/27/ué 18=D~2  BoLDEN 2 24 1 17 3 STANLSLAUS 500% Sar Luts Osfspo goot KENTUCKY RaNCH CREEK. TRI&U=
M8 B 2 e e e R _ IARY_To Jack CREES
[ 353717 1g=D~2  GoLDEM 3 11 3 STANI SLAUS 225t TUOLUMNE 1,200% Six BpTs CREER
1178 33 |
o e e e e e e e e e et e LY S, o e o o 1 e oot e e . e e e e e

6/12/1LB 18-[)-2 ot DEN 1 35 2 41 3 STanbSLAUS 2257 San lurs Detspo 1,550" Pozo CREEK, NEAR Pozo RANGER
________ 8 e A e L SraTiONe
&/12/u8 8-D~2 BoLDEN 2 71 3 l;‘.% 5. StanisLaus 2507 SaNTA B.,naan by500t INDIAN CREEK AT Brurr Lpmp
________ T A s —————_
6/25/‘48 g=b-2  GoLpeN 3 ﬁ? 2 38 5 Frzsno got Santa BaRDARA b, 000% UppeR CALIERTE EREEK, ON
1 3-_:2.9 ___________ 22 ot e 3 e e e B0 So Fa S PropERTY_
5/5/;;3 a2 tpano 1 50 2 g4 3 FLumas 5,0007 STERRA 5,000? ANTrLoPE CREEKy EAST AND SOUTH
e e 208 e o e e e e PR - L) .15 L - U
g/14/u8 182 |pato 1 30 2 39 3 Frumas 5,000% SYERRA 542007 SumayT PEAK CREEK, NORTH & Znsy

. e L e e oF loYmYON.
6/18/113 1dwi2  [DAHO 1 35 1 PLupas 6,000% Lassen 6,000¢ RoBiNson oR Wirtew RaNow CRezg
PRI S P e e e e e o e o e et o e e e — DN CHEMNEY_ EaN¥ON -
£/20/48 1@=D=2  -IDAHO 2 bl 2 49 Y PLumas 5,000% Stersg 5, 200" BALLS CREEK IN BaLLS CaNYoN
e DO e L e e o e e o e et e et e e e e e o e
6/20/48 18wp2  lpaHo 1 %3 2 50 3 PLumas 6,000 STERRA 543007 Evans CREEK
e BN e B e e e e e e _
6/21/ud 18=D-2  |paHo 2 27 2 37 ] Prumas 5,900t PLUMAS 5,950° LookouT CREEK, MEAR DIXFE
e BOS 23 1 e e e e e e o Mre LookONT
6/23/48 18D22  Toamo 1 20 2 36 3 PLUMAS 5,500% S1ERRA 5y4007 BEAR VALLEY CREEK

B0 e e b e e ———— e e e



DaTe oF PLANT ) County ELEvaTioN  County ELEvATION
Pranr  How Kiwa . _ ﬂnj__s_ _MereHr jsy_ng_s HELSHT _T_q'rm_ _TRappED_ _ _ TRAPPED fq'-ﬂNj_EE e awTep _Lo_t:_.w_;:_gumog Pu\w ______
7/13/48 1g«D~2- GoLpen 2 46 3 8 5 MERCED 190%  San Dreso 3,000% CaMpo CREEK TRIGUTARY To

1218 11 ) 9 TEGATE CREEK '
e e e e e o o o b e o vl 1 a o e e o] be o e e ot o e < e e o o e b e e e e e e e e
1/13/48 18aD=2  GoLDEN 2 33 2 43 U MERCED 1907 sm Dieao b, 200t CEoAR CREEK ON Co. As GREY-
_________ 1228 e B e e LPROPERTY
1/13/48 18ub~2  GoLDEN 2 35 2 21 Iy MerceD 190*  San Diego 354008 Biack CANYON TREEK ON THE
123 ST/ AU 2 e e — e e MUFORD PROPERTYe_ . _
1/2/48 1d-D~2  GoLDEN 2 ] 1 52 3 FRESNG & 150%  Sam Bewjto 2, 3001 HoRtH FoRk PRIEST VALLEY CREEX
S |-, .. S e
7/24/48 guwD-2  GOLDEN 2 ig] 2. 3 Y FRESNO & 150%  MonTEREY 2,500 BOURDIEU VALLEY CREEK NORTH OF
Ay ] W] Ly STAN) SLAUS e e e e STONE LoRL Mine
1/2/48 18mDe2  JDaMO 2 9 2 25 Y PLumas 548007 Invo 7,000° Baxer CREE weEsT OF Bim PINE
________ SOl o A M Pwens Yatrey
1/2/8 18-D~2  fpaMo 2 g 2 I b PLUMAS 55200 Invo 2,000 Wyman CREEK EAST OF BisHop
.. . - S, L R e e e e e o MUhITE Myse
1/6/18 18022 [pavo 2 29 o2 25 Y PLUMAS 5,500  StERRA 546001 LEmon Canyown CREER
e e 290G A e o e o i et o e o et o = e e e e e o
1/9/48 18=Da2  lpao 2 21 2 61 [} PLUMAs 55700 S{erma 5,800t PaRAzze CREEK APPROXs 2 MILES
______ B0 B B e DeLow MemER LakE
/13448 1g=D=2 © bpamo 2 28 1 T g 3 Puomss 6,000  Prumas 5,000% BaRwY:iCREEK NEAR CLiO STATE
e B B = ———e e e - e e Fyen Havowery
/2348 18Dz - SHasta 2 31 f I3 3 Mepec 54000%  Lassan 75000 Spiver Creek eeiow Lost Lake
O - 2 D i e e 0 2 e e e e e o e o o e e e e o o e e e e MARNER M¥Se_ . . .o .. -
8/4/48 {gabe2  GoLpeN 3 11 2 I3 5 MERCED 180%  Fresno 547001 TEN Mite CResk ApovE Humg LaKE.

126 ' 47 29 : . o
S OOV,  SEp U e o e o e o o e 2 e i s it i e o i
8/u/u8 18=D-2 " GoLbEN 13 It 1 b2 2 MERCED 120t FREsNo 5,800% BeARSKIN MEADOW CREEK
U - [ e e e e e e it e et e o a2 1 o e o e o e o o e et o e ket o o e e i
8/9/1e {8wD-2  HoLbEn 3 37 2 35 5 Mzaczn 180%  Freswe 5,100t M;:.L F LAT CREEK AY MiLLWGOD

124 38 34

e e e o o et e et o3 e e e e ot e e e o e o e o 2 et et . o et e £t e At o o e e e 2 e ot
8/9/u8 T 1gaz GoLpen 3 25 - 2 39 5 MERCED 1407 Fresno I, 5007 ‘ABBcY CREEK

12'9 35 .t =
S __*mh_w_n_4auuw_*““_*“;*w_qw______ﬂnﬁ_u__ ___________ o 1t e e +m e o e b s i
8/24 /44 18-[1-2 BoLpen - 2 3y 2 v2% 4 MERceD & 180" Los AvgelEs 3,000% UNNAMED STREAM ON THE KIMSEY

130 33 - 3% STANI SLAUS : PROPERTIES NEAR“GORMEN. o



"Date oF PLant ' _ County ELEVATION - CoUNTY ErevaTiON

?LANL__ ' _Eo{. o _Kirgn . _}EA}“E‘_ ...HE.‘EHI . Eeﬂahz;_ﬁslaﬁ‘r_ﬂjgr&_ _“T_R.APPED _ TRAPPED - PLANTED . PLANTED . LoCATiON OF pLANT'

&/ 2548 1g=D=2 G gLDEN 3 35 2 ] 5 Mercep & 180'  San BERNARDINO 5,6’00’r UNNAMED STRESM ON Us o Fo Se
T ke ' 38 STaNESLAUS : _ PROPERTY NEAR Coxev's RANGER
o o o et i e e o P et e e e e e e ot e e e e e e e e e o o e SVATRON

3/?5/118 18=Dw2  GoLDEN 2 22 2 32 ] MERCRD &. 180" San BERuARDING. 7,000Y - £ ENEGA SEQ0 CREEK oR HEAD®
_______ 132 e B B SIRNISLAUS . __ _ _ __ RATERS 9F SANTA _4&_@_5_:3_5_3._’-:___
4/2/48 18w0m2  JoaHo 2 22 2 57 4 Prumas 3,200 PLumas 4,000? Rock EREEX TRIBUTABY YO .
PP - - S e Y - - e e e e et e e o L LARE Aimanop ..u..__;_.q,..,.,,
#/2/N8 1B«D=2 [paHo 3 37 2 7 5 FLUMAS 3,200  Prumas | 3, 400" - WoLF CREEK, g MFLES NORTH. oF
o 51y 12 - 36 ‘ BREENVELLE.
______ ..............__.._...-...uw-_-{—l-!o--—-u--u-—o---—»-—;—uwmu—-mmwmmﬂe—-m—m-——«nmu—— vt s vl Ve b aimp AT WA W e i et e e el e ey o vy or. Gk mad o

8/10/ll8 " 1g=Dw2 [padg 3 30 Iy LigmT 7 PLUMAS %,500" PrLusab b,500t " HunarY CREZK riEg\p. MOUTH OF

515 3 28 = 10 ' ' , - TavLoR LaKEe "
__________ e e e B e e e o o = e e o e
8/1 %/118 18-D~2 Toako b 1530 5 iy = 30 9 PLUMAS 3,500 Puumas 5,237 . Haskins CREEK NEAR Bucks Lake

516 10 = 10 35 = 10 : ' ‘ ' ‘
_________________ e o b et i i o B Rt it o i o ot im0 ik Sk S ot Rs ik e o i o e e e 7 e . e o i b ot e i e et
830 fuig |S-D~2 TbAHo 2 . 3 5 Bl 7 PLUMAS 3,000 Teimrty 2, 300" CARR CREFK, HaYFORK VaLLEY

' 217 bt 23 = Lg - ‘

_____ O 120U L L
9/h/ll8 _ 1deDu2 GoLDEN 1 S35 1 STANESLAUS 180%  TuoLumNe 2,500"  -PuoEMIX  LaXE ‘
e e e L3R o — o —— o — o s e rn e et o o e ot o e e ot e o e o ik e o it it
9/9/48 18~De2 GofpEN 2 24 2 26 1 STANI SLAUS 180"  TusLumMne 6,500" DARDANELLS  CREZK
..._.....ﬁ._....._13.1!...._..”..‘_._...........1*.?_.,...._*,..u-....,é‘.l‘..._m_....‘....”....u S
5/9/k8 1gaD~2 Goroen 2 29 2 P5 y STANISLAUS 130" fuoLumne 6,500! WHEATS MEADOW CREEKs
..._.___._..__._,..._,..1.3,5..,._._.1._._._._.._..___.2.................-...-.....“...?.‘.2 uuuuuuuuuuu iy . . mm i  — GSe e de e e Y M A4S L ...._.a.........‘.-.........._,_._.‘...._._,._._'...._...._...
9/22/48 ~  18=D=2 GoLDER 2 bz 2 23 ] STANISLAUS g0t SanTs BaRBARA 700" Acamo CREEky NewnsLl Lanp &
T 5 - - L e —e = LaTreE Coo PROPERTY _
g se2/u8 18~De? GOLDEN 2 1y 1 C39 3 - SramisLaus tBOY . Santa BrREARA 008 Foxen Canvony Dick
[T < 1 AU SRR 3. S U p U e e e a2 o i o o ._.........__._.;.,..aﬂl.ﬁ.K_END.EN..ERU.PLR.T.‘I’a._____..
9/h/u8 18=0=2 SHasta 1 o 1 Lo 2 $15k1v0U 3,000'  Siskivou &, 000" TROUT CREEK
. - U O o o e e e o et 4
9/12/u4 tg=De2 fDaHO 2 18 2 Lg ] PLumas - b, 000" PLUMAS 3,500" - DooLey Canvow CREI:K
i e e e T et e i ] e e e e e T e e e e e e e i ot i et b o S S P o e . e i e
9/21/u8 1§=D=2 lpaWo. 3 3 3 L6 6 PLUMAS 4,000'  Pracer 6,500" PUCAYUNE CREEK ABQVE FRENGH

520 36 S B ‘ ME ADOKS. ‘
o et ot e et e it o e N O i ———— e e e e e e e et 2 s o
w/e/l}é! =482 BoLDEN 2 T 3 55 5 MERCED 250! San Luts Onisro Lso? WHYTTENBERE CREEK.
SURSURSUO || ORI - SN, . Kol S e e e e e e I



:Date oF Pradt : © Counry ELevatioN  CounTy : "ELEYATION

onr o _Mow Kt Mes Meigar  Fewne  Meiswr_ ToraL _ Imaeeed TRrerE _ Puaved . Piawren __ LocATiow of PLany
1/248 18-z Coroew - 2 3 5 h5 5 Mercep 2507 San Luts Ostspo 600t Lopéz Canvow CReeks
178 39 La
______________________________ I e e e e e e e
10/2/48 18wDuz Borpen 2 i 3 16 5 MERCED 2501 SANTA BarBARA 100F CanaDa HonDa CREEK. B T
1he 35 k3
e e e o e o e e o o e e e e e ot o e B et e o e e ot e e e e et e R
10/22/48  1@-0~2  BoLoew 3 3% 3 b 6 Merced 120t VENYURA 4,000t Reves CREEK, Los PADRES
141 ' 36 29 RaTionay ForesT.
e e e e e e i e W3 e e e e e ————
.10/22/148 'T'S-D-2_ COLDEN 3 24 (] 3z~ 27 T - MERCED . 1do? VENTURA 500! CovoTE EREEKy SANTA ANA
142 28 51 = 32 ' _ VALLEY
e o e e o e v e e o ) e e e e e e et o e 1t o o o it e o 1 e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
o 10/6/44 fd=D=2 . BOLOEN 3 I3 3 12 & YuE K 5007 NEY DA b, 5007 LiNDSEY CRreex, LINBSEY LAKE
52 _ 36 LI © CHaN
_____________________ B e e e e e e e
10/9/48 1deD=2  GoLDEN 3 12 3 12 & Yuea 2007 NEVADA 1,200° DEER CREEK
ba2 b 50
e e e e e e o e o o et o e 13 H e e e e o ot o o e o ot e o e e et e
10/13/kd ~ 18=D-2 Gorpen 3 54 3 23 6 Yus 200? ButTE 600* Honcur CREEKy ONE MILE SE.oF
523 o 56 56 . : BRounYs STORE.
_____ o e o e e e T | T I u-u.u..u--u_—_.-.—-_a..;__._.ﬁ__“mw_;._ e e e e e o s e
102248 18~be2 GorpEn . 2 22 5 50 = 50 7 SUTTER 200t Yusa 700" " DRY CREEK
: 5l 25 20 = 44
e o o e e o o ot e ren o 2 et ot o e oo B e e e e e e e o e e e e At - e e e e e e 2t bt o e e e
1o/ % /48 tdulmr  Cowpen * 4 .35 ‘3 35 b MERceD - 180! Fresno 5,800% Inptan CREEK
143 : 53 ' , ' -
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e i LY N e e e e it mn s e win o mm 22n s s o o i on s e s e s 2o 8 e ot ettt ot e i o o rma
TOTAL 57 116 3,580 127 u »425 243 .



Braver Summary Frow May 1, 1948 1o Octoper 30, 1948

MWERsGE WeigHT oF 116 MaLEs % AtL ages  »~
AVERAGE WEIGHT CF 127 FEmaLES ~ ALL AcES = 28,70 Pouwps

AVERAGE ‘WEJGHT cF 243 AMiMaLs = ALL AGES =

30489 Pounps

30234 Pounns

Mo b e Ly e e L e e R A TEe Wk S A s wen —n e e e At

JOTALS FOR_"FQUR SEASCNS
WetGHT

UnNKNOWN

it v e e dim i mEE rm wmE wmh mrm wen v e e el vem mt e —m s ern b e mem by el e e e b oy v e mm e mm R AR e s el e b e .

-
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PROJECT 34~D-2 BEAVER PLANTS FROM MAY 1, 19149 To OCTOBER 31, 1949

Date oF County ELEvATION  CounTY ELEVATIGN
PLANT Kenp MaLe " WereHr  FemalE  WEjewT o ToTal  TRAPPED TRAPPED FLANTED PLANTED LocatioN ofF PLANT
Ut 32 ' '
5/13/49  GoLDEn 3 [ 2 L9 5 Sedoaquin 1507 TUL AKE £,500" FREEMAN CREEK
3l [T
5/13/49  GoLpen 2 34 2 26 . Bercep 150° TULARE 74000" BOULDER CREEK
50 29 .
5/14/49  tomo 2 27 2 2l 4 PLumas 3,000'  Prumas 3,500! GOULD SwaMp
23 30 ’
5/20/49  tonxo 33 2 2 5 PLuMAS 3,000  Prumas 34700 fuance CResx
b2
43 b2
5/25/49  GoLpen 4 P 2 27 é MERCED 180 TuLame 6,500 PEPPERMINT CREEK
, ) 36 -
6
29 22
5/25/49  BoLDew 3 15 2 30 5 HERCED 180" TuLare 64500 TRIBUTARY T0 PEPPERMINY UREEX
23 '
39 23
5/30/49  lpawo 2 Lo 2 22 I SIERRA 55,0007 StERRA £,000° SarTH CREEX
13 35 -
6/3/4  Bovoen 2 33 2 36 4 MERCED 2007 TULARE 64000 DLelks EREEX
22 2d '
6/3/49 GoLbEN 2 32 2 23 ! MERCED 200° TULARE G,4007 Uprer CLERKS EREEK
_ o ’
6/4/49  lpamo 2 9 - 2 PLURAS 5,000 Sy1ERRA 64500" Bear VatLey Creex  (BoLsven}
25 29
6/7/43 . loao 2 2 2 I ] Promas 5,000 Invo 10,000t CrookED TREEX
28 5Y ' , '
6/10/M9  GoLpen 3 22 3 26 & MERCED 200 VENTURA 4,000t Serpe CreEEK
U3 39 )
32 33
€/10/49  CGovoew 3 36 2 39 5 MereeD 200 YENTURA 34200 Ture Creex

2]




DATE oF ) . TounTy Eitvarion  County ELEVATiON
PLANT KINp Mate  Wepgur  Femawr  Werent  Toval  TrapreER TRAPPED PLANTED PLaris Location aof PLANT
52 39 '
6/13/119 Dy 2 5 3 Inva 8,500° fnve 6,_900‘ TiNNEMAHA CREEX
. I) R
h - 33 2l
&/23/49  GoLbEw 2 23 37 MerCED 140° 8.Lurs Oatspo 200! Coon CReEK
35 31 h
6/25/49  Govroen 2 38 33 MerczD 180" S.kuis Osyspo 200! 1sLay CrEEK
34
W6 48
6/21/49  SHasta 3 26 50 Mopoc 5,000" . Lassen T4500 Mosquita CREEK
' o 30
23 L6
1/5/49 SHAGTEA 3 22 28 Mopoc - 500! LASSEN 84000 Rep Rocx CREEX
23 '
29 26 .
7/5/49  Gownpen 2 Lo L5 StaNiSLAUS 150F  MoNTEREY 1,600 Upper CHaLaME CREEK
' 26 2
1/5/49  Gonpen 3 52 33 STANISLAUS 150" S.Luts Osispc 200 DragLo CReEK
35 '
_ by 53 _
1/13/4%  Gorosx b 1] 26 STANTSLAUS 14¢° TULARE T,500% Pine Canvon Camp. CREEK
31 22
37 35
‘ 2 3t _
T/15/49  Supsra 2 6 51 sKiYou 2,500  Siskivou 3,500 Noves CREEK
' 9
1/18/49  Suasta 1 10 10 Siskrvou 2,500  Srskivou 3,500t Noves Creek {BoLsTer)
51 2l ' '
1/e2/43  ShasTa 2 # 50 Srsegvou 2,560"  Syskivou 54300! Mure CREEK
) ™
9
30 39 _ .
1/22/49- Goroen 3 28 22 STANISL AU 300! TuLARE 64200° Nope' Youwe CREEX
’ 11 : .




DATE OF Counyy ELEvarioN  County ELEvaTiON
PLANT Kinp Mae WeraHr Femaue  Metewr  TotaL  TRAPPED TRAPPED  PLANTED PLanTED LocaTion oF PLANT
1/26/%9  Goroen 1 0 1 34 2 STan;sLaus 300" S.BammARA 500! JacKsoN CREEX
23 29 '
1/29/49  Suasta 2 3 2 26 b Srexivou 3,000  Srskivou 5p400% Brouse Creek
34 : 38
8/1/%9  GoLpen 3 21 3 4o 6 StaN1SLAUS 3007  ORANGE 7501 BUBERNADORE CANYON CREEK
by 20
23 g ‘ :
8/2/49  -GolLoew 2 36 4 1y 6 STANSLAUS 300°  L.ANGELES 25800°! SoLEDAD CREEK
b1l :
8
50 42
8/5/49  Suasta 2 54 2 24 y §15K1Y0U 2,800"  S1skyvou 1,000" FRENCH CREEK
, 20 2 ' '
8/6/49  GoLben 3 36 2 31 5 STLISLAUS 300" RiveRstDE T4 200 WrLLow CREEK
3l
21 30
8/6/49  Govpen 2 4y 2 2 } STaN] SLAVS 300"  RivERSIDE 7,500 TAHQUITY EREEX
32 24
8/8/45  Suasta 2 I3 2 bo L SrskIvew 2,800%  Stskivov 6,000° MiooLE BoULDER GREEX
4
8/14/%9  Suasta 1 12 2 1o 3 S18K1Y0U 2,800  Siskivou 3, 2001 Noves Creek  (BoLgter) e
2d 3
8/15/49  Goloew 2 2 ] 26 6 STANESLAUS 300 KEAN k0007 THompsON CREEK
by
b2
. 36 17
4/22/4%  CGoLpen 3 L3 " 38 7 STaN:sLAvs 300 RivEmsIDE 5y 2007 STRAWBERRY CREEK
12 10 .
L6
3 30
8/3/49  Gowpen 2 I I 30 6 S7AN: SLAUS 300  L.ANGELES 3,000* Kinsey RANCH Ereek
o '
26




DATE OF - County ELevatioNn  CoUnTy ELEVATION
PLANT KinD Mk  HWEIGHT FEmaLE WErgHT  Toral  TRAPPED . TRAPPED PLANTED PLAMTED LocATioN OoF PLANT
‘ . g 54 _
8/23/49  GoLpEN 2 46 Y bz 6 Yusa 64t Yusa 1,000° Dry Creek (Foss Meapow)
Lo
1]
36 36 i
4/29/U9  GoLoEN 3 22 3 37 6 MEREED 280! fuLaRe 7,000? Long Meabow
19 19 '
b1l 33
4/29/49  GoLoen 2 36 3 36 5 MErcED 280'  TuLARE ~ 8,600* FEERS Canvon CREEK
31
L % 9 _
9/5/49  GoLpen b [ g 35 o 12 Merceo & Yusa 1801 YusA 500" Pry Creek (Camp Benpd
Ly 41 32 : 65t
62 by 12
3¢ . _ .
9/7/49 BoLDEN 2 32 1 16 3 Yuap g5t TEHAMA 2,2007 Mipote Fork Bee Bum Creex
, k3 38
9/16/49  Govoen 2 36 3 30 5 MeRceD 200 Xern 3,500" Sawe Canvon CrEEK
bl
56
9/10/45  CGoLpEN 2 La 1 2 3 Yues 100! Yusa 500! Dry Creex (Camp BraL) {Bo1sTRR)
3B 36 \ ' '
9/11/49  CoLpewn 2 26 3 22 5 MeRcED 2007 TULARE 1,500° Frs4 CREEK
30
5l 5h
9/14/49  1paHo 2 Yo 2 18 } NEY AbA 5,000! ELoomraoo  6,500° Lyons CREEK
33 8 . .
9/16/49  GoLpEN 3 28 3 38 6 Mercep 14p?! Kery 5,500¢ Cummings CREEK
2 10
L2 L2
9/16/49  BoLoew 3 W 3 34 6 MeRCED 180" L.AneeLes  4,250° FisH or ATMORE MEADOWS CREEK
C 35 38
9/24/43  Suasta 1 36 1 34 2 Moooe U, 446"  HMeooc 54500 BARBER CREEK
Yo 32
9/30/49  GoLDEN 2 g L L6 & MERCED 180t TUL ARE 6,000" TaMARACK CREEK
' 16

RES

wile




CoUNTY

CouNTY

25/2/ 21 /50

DaTE QF _ . EirvaTION ELEvATION
PLANT KinD MALE WEIBHT  FempaLe  WeigHT TotaL  TRAPPED TRAPPED PLANTED PLANTED LOCATION oF PLANT
33 2 ' V ‘
9/30/49  GoLpen 2 3 4 2k 6 MerceD 140" TuLaRe 6,500" SHeep CREEK
32 ‘
52
10/2/h9 8 £ -
0/2/U9  SHasTa g 4 ! 4 5 M !
_55 onoc 5,500 Moboc 55500! BARBER CREEKV {BoLsTER)
78
29 30
10 Boiok
/1/49  CGoiokn 2 16 3 ;i 5 MERCED 190" SaN Dieso  L,d00' West Fork San Luis Rey Rivewm
10/8/4 " 26
0/8/49  GoLpen 3 11 } 2 : '
" 2 7 MeRCED 180* 5.01Ec0 1,800 LosT VarLey CReek
12
: 1/ 18 32
10/11/49 GoLben ! %4 2 Y2 6 ¥ ! ‘
@ B A 65 Yusa 1,000" Dry Creek (Foss Meabow} (BorsTer)
i6
p} a3
10 G i
/9/49  GoLpeEn 2 23 3 ;2 5 MERCED 180t $.Dreeo 4,000t LaPosta Creex (ANTONE Canvon)
_ 12 k2
j0/13/h9 GoLOEN 2 18 2 0 L YuBa 65  Nevapa 1,700" WoLr CREEK
2 '
10/18/49 Goroew 2 pi - )
- ¥ ?
. 3 | VBA 65 YuB A 500! Dry Caeek {Camp BeaL) ¢BoLsTeER)
10/19/49 @ "
‘ 9 BoLbEN 1 3 2 36 6 b MERCED _ 190"  Fresng 5,700! Ten Mite Cree (BoLsTeR)
_ 27 1 '
10
/19/49  Govoen 1t 19 5 1147 6 - Mercep 180" Fresno 6,000t INpIAN CREEX
55
TOTALS 139 164 303 54 PLan
ANTENG S
:;55.



BeaveER Summary FROM May 1, 1949 1o Octoser 31, 1949

TCTALS FOR 5 SEASONS
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Yeun Xinp MaLE FEMALE UngNOWN ToTaL NUMEER oF PLANTINGS

1945 AL 47 4y 13 0L 27

1946 AL g2 27 - - 169 b3

1947 At 83 85 -~ 164 L1

194d A, 116 127 -- 23 57

. . 164 - 33 _ 5k

GRAND  mL & st 13 o 22

TOTAL

30/2/23/50 No-Rasizo  No- R 4TS
- e g .

Fi7 e Ta 1943 A 52
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FROM:

TO:

SUBJECT:

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOCURCES
DIVISION OF FISH AND GAME
FIELD CORRESPONDENCE

Merl A, Sturgeon PLACE Iekeport, Calif,
DATE  QOctober 24, 1950

Beaver plants made in Big River, Mendocino Co,

According to Warden Holmss, of Fort Bragg, beaver were planted
at the mouth of Two log Creek around 1937 (?%. He did not recall the
mummber or sex., These animals increased and are now in many of the
tributaries of Blg River - thege being Wildhorse, Ramone, Elearbrook,
East Branch, Valentine, Idttle North Fork, Dougherty, end perhaps others,

Information gathered from Mr. Al Lynn gives one male, one female,
three, sex unknown, planted October, 1941 at S30-T17N-R17W, Plant
accessible by car from Mendocino City. The gub-speciles planted wers
Goldens (Castor Subauratus subauratus, Taylor.




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULil%}Jgfﬂ% ﬂF F H &ﬁ@ %gﬁz

FOREST SERVICE
GAME CONSERYATION
GCT 101948
Referred to

~“BEO SANSCME STREET

SAN _FRANC SO rEMFORNIA

CALIFORNIA REGION

ADDRESS REPLY TO
REGIONAL FCRESTER
AND REFER TO

ARTAL Y 0 G~ ~3>f a
Cargo Parachutss L. & 7O October 7, 1949

Division of Fish and Game
Attention A, V. Lynn

Ferry Building

San Francisee 11, California

Dear-Sir:
Reference is made to your letter of Octeber 3.

-We use 10x10 burlap parachutes to drop fire supplies amd
equipment in isclated areas. We have found the Baker modified
carge chute most satlsfactory for this purpose. . (See attached .
folding speeifications.). .

The following list of material is needed for one eargo chute:
| (a) 10x10 canopy (made up as per attached specifications).
(b) 5 shroud lines (requires about 100 feet per canopy).
Use Army-Navy Specifications AN-C=63a, February 5, 1944.
550# test nylon cord, 75 yards per pound.
(¢) One 1 3/8" closed galvanized guy thimble.
(d) One poultry bag #1.
The bag holds the chute after it has been packaged so

as te insure good drep.

(e) 6 feet of cord, 50f test.
. This is used as pull-out cord.

The burlap capopies may be purchased, made uwp, from Ames, Harris,
Neville Company, 2800 l'?th Street, Sa.n Francisco, at a cost of
about $3.50 each. ‘ ‘

The nylon shroud cord may be purchased from Security Parachute
-Gompany s Oaﬁ'iand. Airport. or Western Lace and Line Company, Glendale.

The guy thimble, str:.ng, and poultry bag can be purehased from
regular dealers,



2-Division of Fish and Game-10/7/49

Our Regicnal Fire Warehouse at Redding has personnel trained in
cargo packaging and parachute assembly. We would be glad to make
their services available to you in giving your men training in
this work. Our suggestion is after you purchase the necessary
parachute material you take it to our Redding Warehouse and have
our warehouseman Powell give your men training in the job of
paracktute asgembly.

Mr. Reedy and Mr. Horton of your Sacramento office are also
interested in some cargo dropping on the Elderado Forest. It may
be possible for both of your offices to get together on a consoli-
dated purchase of parachute material and in the assembly training.
We are sending them a ecopy of this letter for their information.

Attaciment

ec: Division of Fisk and Game
Attention Mr. Reedy
Sacramento, California




CALIFORNIA'S
BUSY BEAVERS

ARE BEING TRANSPLANTED
~SOMETIMES BY PARACHUTE-
TO MOUNTAIN AREAS
L  WHERE THEIR INDUSTRY
Y= AND SKILL WILL BENEFIT
o THE STATE

il

|

l

THESE BEAVERS ARE
LIVE-TRAPPED BY
THE DEPARTMENT
OF FISH AND GAME
IN FARM ARTAS WHERE
THEY CAN DAMAGE
CROPS AND LEVEES
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" BAILEY LIVETRAPS
ARE HARMLESS ']

BEAVER DAMS IN THE MOUNTAINS SAVE WATER

FOR FiSH, WILDLIFE AND AGRICULTURE.




Folding Surlap Parachutes: Parsonnel Method

This method as described below gives the reliability and, quick-
opening so essential to successful aerial delivery. It applies
to both modified and unmodifieéd canopies. The paper container

"Iinsures easy handling and air crew safety.
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Lay chute flat; in-
spect corner knots
to make sure they
are tight. Fold
chute -in half,

Feold top corners
downi to inside
center,

Overlap corners to-—
gether at center.

Fold corners to
center.
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Place the folded
shroud lines on one
half of the chute.
Fold the chute in
half.

Sew in a pull-out
cord having tensile
strength of 50 1bs.

Accordion pleat the
chute into a three-
fold bundle.

The pull-out cord is
passed through a.
hole in the bottom
of a paper bag,¥* and
the chute slid in.
The hondeoo is left

_protruding from the

open end of the bag.
This opening is closed
with four staples.

#* Poultry Bag #1



Béket;ﬂd&ification

To install the Baker modifigation in the burlap cargo chute
three grommets are first instszlled arcund the center of the
canopy at the corners of zn eight-ineh equilateral triangle.

ff/xep 1, & length of shroud

/ _ line approximstely
0 T S S :’ L9} POV S N T Y 19 feet long 1s

' ' threaded up through
“one grormet.,

AT , 2. The shroud-line is
passed down through
the third grommet,

;
AN, e S, [ DRI

S

7 3. The shroud is gathered
f S = . at the top and the '
double line passed
down through the

gecond grommet.

i Yl
TR TR N 3

L., The two loose ends
are tied to the re-
maining shroud line
with a Bowline knot
14 to 18 inches below

; the parachute canopy.




e —.-e'“ —

3 \géé hondoo. °*

-4-wm“?~é . 5. The length f the
?tf ' 7 center cord is de-
s termined by felding
.;’/’ the parachute in
j;f : half, the corner
2/ shroud lines pulled
;4f . taut and the center
éﬁ cord tied ontc the

Because of the quick opening characteristic of the Baker modified
cargo parachute it will be used on all low-level cargo drops. In
the event no modified chutes are available no dropping sbould
take placc below 250 feet,

Haximum weight limitstions,

1.
2.
3.
L.

i .

Unmodified 50 square feet canopy to 30 pounds.
Modified 50 sguare feet cancpy to 4O pounds.
Unmodified 100 square feet canopy to 50 pounds.
Modified 100 square fcet canopy to 40 pounds.

Minimum weight is 25 pounds.

Changing air density will necessarily decrease these limitations.

Above 3500 -feet the cargo Welght shoula be reduced 10% for each
1, OOG feet of slevatian.
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SPECIFICATIONS:

MATERTIEL: To be of clean Jute Burlap, weight 10 (or 12) ounces per linear
vard (40 inch basis), in accordance with Federal Specification {CC-B~-811,
June 28, 1932 as esmended February 1936, and August 1936, The Burlap to be
of the grade designeted by the trade as "Cropped and Msngled™,

CANOPY, 10t x 10t approximately. To be made of three widths, L0 1nches
wide, cut to finish 118 inches long over-all, including hem.

SEAMS: The separate widths or panels in canopies to be stitched together

with one-inch overlapping seams, using triple chain stitch, 5 stitches per
inch, in accordence with Seam Type LSa-3, Federal bpec‘flcrtlon DDD-5-751,

fereh 4, 1930,

HEMS: All cut ends to be hemmod, using chain stitch, 5 stitches per inch,
in accordance with Stitching Type #ZFb-1, Federal Speciflc:ition DDD-5-751,
March 4, 1930.

THREAD: Tep or needle thread to be Humber 12, hf-cord cotton, unbleached,
tensile strength $.1C pounds (minimum) silk or hard finish, Lower or
lock stitch bobbin thread to be Number 16, A-cord cotton, unbleached,
tensile strength 6,20 pounds (minimum) soft finish. Both to be in ac-
cordance with Table I, Machine Thread Type I, Federzl Specificstion
V-T-276h, December 30, 1937,

- ond of Rid -

g /&
2 Nevra 30 Efif?



CALIFORNIA'S
BUSY BEAVERS

ARE BEING TRANSPLANTED
~SOMETIMES BY PARACHUTE-

TO MOUNTAIN AREAS
WHERE THEIR INDUSTRY
AND SKILL WILL BENEFIT
THE STATE e
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THESE BEAVERS ARE
LIVE-TRAPPID BY
THE DEPARTMENT
OF FISH AND GAME

THEY CAN DAMAGE
CROPS AND LEVEES
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BAILEY LIVETRAPS
ARE HARMLESS

BEAVER DAMS IN THE MOUNTAINS SAvV WATER
FOR FiSH, WILDLIFE AND AGRICULTURE.
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