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INTRODUCTI ON
 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

Devil's Creek is the southernmost watershed in the park, draining over 3200 
acres on the west side of Redwood Creek (see Map A). The portion of the Y-2 
Road and slope which was considered as the limits of the rehabilitation site 
initially were those portions above and below the Y-2 Road on the right bank 
of Devil 's Creek, beginning at the park boundary on the east and following the 
right bank of Devi1's Creek upstream to the point where it is crossed by the 
Y-2 Road. 

The relief of the area is 2012 feet, varying from 320 feet at the juncture of 
Devi1's and Redwood Creeks, to 2332 feet at the peak of the promontory around 
which the Y-2 Road is built. Slopes range from 10 percent to over 90 percent,
averaging 53 percent. The slope immediately beneath much of the Y-2 Road, 
however, ranges from 60 percent to 90 percent. The hydraulic area of this 
section of the watershed is 1600 acres. The initial reconnaisance, which 
covered all this area, indicated that the only real problems existed along the 
Y-2 Road itself, rather than on the adjacent slopes. Most of the problems
along the Y-2 Road were incipient or potential in nature. This stands in 
stark contrast to the typical rehabj1itation site where most problems are 
already well developed and some problem locations are situated on roads while 
others are well up on the slopes. The only exception to this was upslope of 
the first 1.5 miles of the Y-2 Road. This area had already been rehabilitated 
by an R.F.P. contract the previous year. For this reason, the mapping efforts 
were restricted to the roadway itself. This situation was indeed fortunate, 
as the development of adequate surveying and drafting techniques and format 
required much of the time normally spent in mapping. 

Budgetary constraints.necessitated limiting the contract work to the first 
4.18 miles of the Y-2 Road, though initially it had been planned to include the 
0-1, Y-2-1, and the remainder of the Y-2 (from the Y-2 to the Y-2-1 intersec­
tion down to the crossing of Devi1's Creek). The 4.18 mile reach of Y-2 chosen 
for the contract (see Map A) included most of the areas with incipient or poten­
tial failures, while access remained open to the remaining road portions for 
future work. The Y-2 is a young road (constructed in 1977), thus significant
erosional problems have not had a chance to develop, despite the fact that the 
road often crosses very steep slopes. It was hoped that early intervention 
would prevent the development of significant erosional problems. The Y-2 was 
a primary haul road topped with from 1.1 feet to over 2 feet of gravel. 

There were 19 stream crossings and two~jor landings in the 4.18 mile contract 
road reach. The landings were provided with drains. Thirteen of the stream 
crossings' were fully excavated, while the remaining six (all minor) were given' 
an experimental "deep dish" prescription (explained later on). While most of . 
the road required only to be ripped and crossroad drained, the remaining 1.33 
miles was across very steep terrain and had to be outsloped. Secondary treat­
ments of stream crossing excavations were minimal, consisting primarily of 
strawing the banks. Almost no rocking was done since the crossings were 
designed to accomodate peak flows at a shallow flow depth, as explained later 
in this report. 
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Y-2 LOGGING HISTORY 

Within the Y-2 project area (see map B), by 1970 only two roads existed on the 
ridge that divides Panther Creek from Devi1's Creek basin. Both of these roads 
entered from Panther Creek basin. Lowest on the slope above Redwood Creek, the 
1320 Road was built by Simpson Timber Company before 1961 to allow selective 
harvesting of old growth timber adjacent to Redwood Creek and on the slope above 
the road. The 0-2 Road was built by Louisiana Pacific Corporation to allow 
selective cutting on the ridgetop in 1958. 

However, between 1970 and 1978, several roads were built from Devil 's Creek and 
roads were extended from Panther Creek to allow accelerated timber harvest in 
the area. By 1972, the 0-2-1 was built, the 0-3 was parita11y built, and much 
of the slope had been harvested by tractor-clearcut method. Also, cutb10cks 
above the 1320 and 0-2 Roads were reentered and clearcut. By 1974, the Y-2 was 
extended from Devi1's Creek and the Y-2-1 was built upslope, linking the Y-2 with 
the 0-lines in Panther Creek basin. Concurrently, the 0-3 was extended, and by
1975 was linked with the Y-2 Road. As roads were built and extended, access to 
the slopes allowed systematic tractor c1earcutting of most of the area. Only a 
few areas were left un10gged by 1978, most notably that land between Devi1's 
Creek and the Y-2/0-3 Road. 

In 1980, the 0-2 and 0-2-1 Roads and slopes within the park limits were rehab­
ilitated. The completion of the Y-2,--project leaves the 1320 and the Y-2-1 Roads 
sti 11 intact. / 

~ SURVEYING AND PRESCRIPTION TECHNIQUES USED 

The work on the Y-2 rehabilitation si.te was essentially limited to the road. 
Each worksite was located by its distance in hundreds of feet from the beginning 
of the contract road reach, as measured along the road centerline. "Station 
laths" were set up every 100 feet and the number of the station was marked on 
a lath set there. For example, a lath reading "Sta. 43 + 00" is a station (loca­
tion) 4,300 feet from the beginning of the contract road reach. Similarly,
R/X 43 + 50 is a stream crossing (R/X) centered at Station 43 + 50. This con­
vention makes it possible to precisely locate any site with a minimum of verbiage. 

Simple surveying techniques were used for preparing the contract so as to mini­
mize the preparation time required. The basic tools were: compass, hand level, 
clinometer, tape, and stadia rod~ An accuracy level of ~,0.1 foot was maintained 
for all rod readings, while compass shots were 'kept within ± 1 degree. 

Standard basic surveying procedures were used. For stream crossings, a longi­
tudinal profile was shot first. then from four to seven cross -sections were 
made normal to the profile centerline. using either tag1ine or hand level and 
rod. Turning points were kept to a minimum to avoid compounding errors. From' 
this infonnation, a plan view (scale 1":20'), longitudinal prof;le and cross- ' 
sections (both at 1":10') were drafted up on c1earprint. The final channel 
grade was drawn using the longitudinal profile as a guide to where the original 
channel lay. The required vertical cut to channel centerline (~) grade was 
then determined for each cross section by direct measurement from the longitud­
inal profile. The desired channel width was determined by successive approximation 
based on the estimate 25 yr. Tr peak flow such that the channel was wide enough 
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to accomodate this flow at a depth of between 6" and 1'. With the depth to 
grade and channel width in hand, the channel botto~ was drawn for each cross sec­
tional profile. The channel sides could then be drawn in on the cross sections 
by connecting the channel bottom to the present ground surface at an acceptable
slope. Channel sides10pes were assigned gradients of from 1.7:1 (= 58.8~ = 
30.50) to 4:1 (= 25~ = 14.00), depending on local requirements. The limits of 
excavation could then be drawn in on the plan view. The volume to be excavated 
was then determined using a double-end-area calculation. The fill area cross 
sections were then drawn up and the fill grade assigned so as to accomodate the 
enti re fill. 

Road cross sections for the outsloped road reaches were surveyed in nonnal to 
the road and no further apart than 100 feet, using the same surveying methods 
referred to above. These were drafted up at a 111 =10' scale. Successively
higher station numbered cross sections were drafted in from left to right across 
the page, with the rows of cross sections proceeding down the page, in the same 
sequence as in normal reading. Outsloping cuts and fills were assigned for 
each cross section such that the portion cut from the outboard edge of the road 
could be placed against the cutbank to produce a uniform grade from the top of 
the fill to the bottom of the cut. Outslope grades ranged from 3:1 to 9:1, and 
averaged 4:1. Excavated volumes were calculated by double end area. 

/
, , 

Areas with springs which were in a road outsloping reach were given a IITotal 
Outslope ll to avoid placing fill on top of the springs. The cut for the total 
outslope began at the IBD and proceeded outward at a low gradient (usually 7:1). 
The resulting spoil was endhauled to the next no~l outslope road section and 
incorporated in that section's outsloping prescriptions, much the same as was 
done for the stream crossing fill sit~s. In all cases the average endhaul dis­
tance and total volume of endhauled material were specified. These total-outslope
reaches were merely incorporated in the total bid for road outsloping rather than 
being bid as a separate: item. 

There were several very small road crossings which simply did not deserve the 
meticulous surveying, drafting, and prescription work of the major stream cross­
ings, but which were too large to be handled as cross road drains. These were 
handled using a simple "deep dish" prescription format. This consisted of 
making a nonnal road cross section along the deep dish centerline, then drafting 
it up in much the same manner as the outsloped road cross sections. The finished 
channel grade was usually assigned as 25 percent, beginning at the IBD bottom 
and ending on the fill slope. Since the deep dishes were'basically similar to ,

3each other, an average ,volume was determined (275 yd) and used for each deep
dish. The fill was placed locally such that natural drainage was not impaired. 
This prescription format proved quite useful, since these small crossings could 
be gi ven a full prescri ption us i ng only a fracti on of a page, IIlIch 11 k.e a road 
outsloping cross section, rather than taking up a full page lik.e a normal haul 
road stream crossing prescription would. In use, however. there proved to be a 
lack of grade control. In particular, the excavations were not deep enough and 
the point where the channel bottom emerged from the fill slope was not specifi ­
cally specified. Methods have since been developed which handle these problems
yet retain the advantages. 
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• Cross road drains (XRD) were surveyed only as to station number. length and 
grade. Their locations were marked in the field with a flag at each end bear­
ing an inscription such as "XRD 43 + 20" (cross road drain at station 43 + 20). 

The stream crossings and outs10ped road reaches were slope staked. Slope stakes 
are stakes with coded inscriptions on them which tell the contractor how deep 
to fill or dig. as well as the direction. steepness. and length of the finished 
slope. These stakes greatly expedite heavy equipment work since they show the 
limits that the finished excavation will have. Most excavation in the park is 
done without grade stake~ so the actual limits of excavation are not known 
prior to beginning work. It is difficult and expensive to readjust a sideslope 
which proves to be too steep. The result is usually less than optimal. produc­
ing a convex-up profile for both the banks and the channel itself. The use of 
grade stakes produces ·c1eanly cut excavations with straight bank and stream 
profiles. In addition. the volume of excavation is known beforehand. and the 
fill site can be given an optimal layout as well. If the fill will exceed the 
fill site's capacity. the hydrologist has a realistic estimate of the volume to 
be endhauled. thus permitting the hauling to begin as soon as excavation is 
begun. This avoids truck traffic bottlenecks. since fewer can be used and over 
a longer time. A final benefit is that slope stakes make it possible to quickly 
check the grade of work in progress. All slope stake infonmation is taken by
direct measurement from the finishe4"plan sheets. Slope stakes are essential 
for clear communication in contract work and are extremely valuable even with 
hourly rental equipment. The only restriction is that the heavy equipment' 
operators must be familiar with the slope stakes. This is usually no problem. 

EROSIONAL FEATURES 

Type~ of Features 

With the exception of that portion handled by the 1980 Devll's Creek R.F.P. 
contract. the erosional inventory of the Y-2 Road and slope is very limited. 
With a couple of notable exceptions. all significant erosion is limited to the 
roadway itself. in the form of incipient fill failures along the steeper hil1­
slope sections. 

Erosional History 

Only two sites exhibit mass movement features. and these both appear to predate 
the logging and road building. The first is a compound (multiple scarp) slump. 
extending for around 300 feet upslope of the road at station 130 + 00. Much of 
the timber at the location was unharvested and yet very few trees are standing~ 
The second major feature is a debris torrent shoot at station 167 + 92 which 
extends from just above the road'down to Devil's Creek. Although this feature 
predates the road which crosses its head. it is still potentially active. All 
logging in the project area was by tractor in patch cuts. mostly above the Y-2. 
The lack of consequent erosional problems is due to the proximity of the drain­
age divide and the recency of the cutting. None of the streams crossing the 
Y-2 show evidence of debris torrent activity. ". 
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Sediment Sources 

The reason for the high priority of the Y-2 project obviously had nothing to
 
do with its erosional history. but rather with the potential of the road to
 

. become a major sediment source. All the fill failures (F.F.) shown on Map C 
were incipient. showing small scarps and cracks stretching down the road some­
times for hundreds of feet. Almost all of these were separated from Devil 's 
Creek by a buffer of old growth. Since both the old growth and the creek 
itself are to be protected. those road stretches were all outsloped. 

The second most imminent potential sediment source consisted of the stream 
crossings. Most of these were made across steep gradient. deeply incised
channels creating a perfect set-up for debris torrents if a culvert should 
have become clogged. Most of the culverts were of adequate size and protected
by trash racks. but few were placed along the original channel grade line. 
If left unattended for several seasons. they would probably have failed during 
the next major storm event. scouring their channels to bedrock and greatly
overloading the channel of Devil's Creek. 

Devil's Creek is presently in a state of equilibrium and is one of the park's 
most beautiful channels. The sediment contributed to the stream from the 
previously mentioned debris avalanc~e at station 167 + 92 has all been carried 
away. leaving only a pile of logs bridging the stream. 

EROSION CONTROL REHABILITATION WORK 

Initial reconnaissance of the Y-2 Road and slope indicated a distinct lack of 
major erosion problem~ away from the road itself. The majority of the mapping
time was spent delineating the various erosional problems which were developiDg 
on the Y-2 haul road. Mapping began in early January and was completed by the 
end of February. 

Work on the Y-2 site was to be done by contract. Since this type of contract 
(Heavy Equipment Rehabilitation I.F.B.) had not been used before in the.park. 
much time was spent developing surveying and presentation methods which would 
yield a succinct. precisely prescribed contract that would be simple to admini­
ster. All stream crossings. deep dishes. fill sites. and~ outsloped road reaches 
were surveyed. drawn up in plan. cross section. and/or profile (as appropriate). 
Prescriptions were l~ed out on the drawings and grade stake information was 
derived. F;nally. the grade stakes we~ placed in the field. This process 

. continued through to the end of August. 

The equipment pieces used by the contractor (Jack Naylor) were a Caterpillar
 
0-8 tractor with rippers. and a track-mounted backhoe (trac-hoe).
 

The Y-2 site was unusual in that very little of the potential erosion had 
occurred yet. in spite of the fact that over half the road length traversed 
ver,y steep (> 60 percent) slopes (see Map 0\ However. road fill failures were 
developing along virtually the entire steep portion. Since Devil's Creek is 
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one of the few streams in the park that runs through ~most1y old growth redwood, 
it was important to stop the development of these failures before they could 
damage the resource. . 

Although no stream crossings within the contract reach were failing, the 
potential still existed and failure would have produced disasterous effects 
downstream. No significant potential for stream diversion existed, since 
all drainages are well incised and the Y-2 road is essentially level through­
out the contract reach~ 

The main focal points of the project were threefold: a) to outslope all road 
reaches on steep slopes which had potential for fill failures;'b) to excavate 
all stream crossings and use the fill to outslope nearby stable road reaches; 
c) rip and cross-road drain all stable road reaches so as to provide good
drainage and diminished flow concentration. 

Excluding the salary costs of R.N.P. employees and incidental costs (see
Table 1), the overall contract cost was $84,686.32, of which approximately
$3,000 went for labor and approximately $400 for secondary treatments and 
$928 for log salvage. The remaining $80,358.32 was spent for, primary treat­
ments (i.e. excavation). 

The relative proportions of the abov~ costs reflect an attempt to minimize 
secondary treatments, the cost of which had previously grown to be roughly,
equal to that of the primary treatments, on the 1980 Maneze Creek site. 
Analysis of the Maneze Creek cost data indicated that the money for secondary 
treatment might be better spent by doing a more intensive primary treatment. 
In order to obviate the need for secondary treatment, the channels were exca­
vated as near to original grade as possible (using the surveyed longitudinal 
profile as a guide) with the channel dug wide enough to preclude a flow depth
of greater than one foot in response to a 25 year return interval storm. Peak 
flows for these calculations were estimated using the rational method (setting
K= .4), and assuming a flow velocity of from 3-7 fps. In theory, if the flow 
is spread out on a wide enough area, then its depth and velocity 'are low, 

" thus no seconda~ treatments are necessary. 

HEAVY EQUIPMENT PHASE 

The contract was drawn up without any specifications as tq the equipment to be 
used or the sequencing of the worksites other than to require access by
motorcycle to the most distant unfinished s~te. The idea was to keep the 
contract price low by being as unrestrictive as· possible. The contractor 
chose to use only a Catepillar 0-8 bulldozer, with rippers, and a John Deere 
track-mounted backhoe. With this extremely limited equiPment, plus very 
experienced operators, he was able to do even the most demanding jobs. Mr. 
Naylor's basic approach was to rip the fill area (if any) and then complete 
all excavation with the 0-8 alone. The track-hoe was used only to manicure 
the finished excavation's channel shape or to reach in and excavate those' 
few places where the 0-8 could not maneuver. The only exception to this was 
in the road outsloping, where the 0-8 left a thin, tall wall of unexcavated 
material at the extreme outboard edge of 'the road. The track-hoe would follow 
along behind the 0-8, pulling down this wall then the 0-8 would go back inter­
mittently and smooth the loose earth to grade, until it caught up again with 

...	 the track-hoe. This process would continue until the end of the outsloped 
road reach. 
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Table'l. SUMMARY COSTS OF EROSION-CONTROL REHABILITATION WORK, SITE 81-5 

Total 
Task Task % of Phase Phase 

Task Cost Total Cost Totals % 

t . $	 $ $ j~ c.ev Mapping 8,297.89	 8,297.89 . 6 37,340.51 28 
-even 
~S-td 

sQ.if. Prescriptions $29,042. 62 .J . ,	 $29,042.62 22 
u 

Primary J
 
ev Treatments $6,223.42* $80,358.32 $86,581.74 65
 en 

~td 

~ of Secondary J 
.b. Treatments ~$400 .00 -$3,000.00 $3,400.00 3 $90,909.74 68 
c:c: 
0 .... 
UE	 
~ Log , 
ce Sa1vage $928.00 '\ $928.00 0.7 

...
 ­
...
 
- Cleanup (P.P., J J 

t:; ev· checkups, etc.) $2,074.48 $2,074.48 2 $3,976.08 3 
~tden 
en5-td 
O~~	 . 
~c:~ ~~rt	 j

8 , Preparation $1,901.60	 $1,901 .60 1 
, 

en ,a: Straw I 
o;;-gz (14,000 lbs.)._ $530.00 0.4 $730.00 l .6.... ~. 
s- .~a:
 

ev>
 
~	 e' Stream
l	 Q.~ Oi vers ions $200.00 0.2 

TOTALS	 $47,540.01 vi $81,686.32** $3,000.00 

GRAND TOTAL $132,956.33 

*Represents RNP, 'emp1oyee salary duri ng contract Admi n. Phase.
 
**Includes an estimated $12,686.32 direct profit (gross) by contractor.
 



Work progressed. generally. from the lower numbered stations to the higher 
numbered ones. but often there was as much as a half mile of road with jobs 
at various degrees of completeness. Except for three days of rest. the 
contract work continued unabated. (whether or not R.N.P. personnel were 
present) seven days a week for 10 to 14 hours per day. This made it impos­
sible to keep track of the exact sequence of work or the number of hours each 
piece of equipment worked on any given site (we were gone on the weekend and 
left the site by 4 p.m. each day. arriving at 9 a.m. the following workday.
while the equipment worked from dawn till dark. For this reason. no attempt
is made herein to show either the number of equipment hours per worksite or 
the specific sequence of work. 

\ 

Table 2 shows the average costs of the various heavy equipment treatments. 
The costs listed include the small amount of secondary treatment and labor 
costs (approximately three percent). These costs cannot be separated from 
the primary treatment costs because a single bid price was received for all 
work at each worksite. At any rate the work was prescribed in such a manner 
as to minimize secondary costs almost to the vanishing point. The move-in 
and move-out costs were borne by the contractor and these costs are also 
included in the primary treatment costs. 

The only item in Table 2 which shows any real degree of price variation is the 
haul road stream crossings. Table 3 delineates these variations. The five 
"mediumll crossings (R/Xs hereafter) are between 200 and 500 yd3 in size. while 
the four 1I1 arge" R/Xs are between 500 and 1000 Yd3• Crossings larger than; 
1000 yd3 are handled individually. Generally speaking. the larger crossings 
were bid at a higher price per yard than the smaller ones. The price per 
cubic yard is comparable to that paid by the hydrologists on the four other 
sites done this year (but with directed. rental equipment) . .­
The prescriptions worked well. overall~ The grade staking of all cut and fill 
work was particularly helpful not only to the heavy equipment operators in 
knowing where to begin'cutting (and how deep and on what slope to cut) but 
also to the R.N.P. staff. in checking the excavations and fills for finished 
grade. Several time-saving 1nnovations have been incorporated into the grade 
staking for next year's work which were a direct result of this year's
experience in their use. Although the coming years work (Y-Line Road) will 
be done with rented equipment. grade stakes will again be used throughout and 
the resulting unit costs will be compared with those from the other sites to 
detennine the relative efficiency of grade staking versus the usual technique .. 
This type of comparison was not possible this year. since obviously both the 
grade staking and the work-by-contract affected the resulting unit costs. 

The "deep dish ll prescription was used for small crossings. where a fully
surveyed (R/X - type) approach was unwarranted. However. the results were 
not satisfacto~ in most cases. since the control over the lower end of the 
channel excavation was not adequate. The result was that often the excavation 
was not deep enough to prevent severe downcutting. In this next years deep
dishes. the upper and lower ends of deep dishes are specifically prescribed
and a method has been developed to accurately predict the resulting excavated 
volume. This should result in a quick. -simple prescription fonnat which is 
suitable for contracts or rental equipment and which yields excellent control 
of the final end-product. 

(12) 
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Table 2. SUMMARY OF AVERAGE COSTS OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT TREATMENTS
 

TOTAL TREATMENT· COST':: ... $84 ~686. 32**** 

*Most culverts were pulled as parts of other bids. Only specifically bid culverts are separated out. 
**Cost includes transport to '1 rock pit. 

***Mean outslope • 4:1 • 251. 
****Due to the nature of the contract, seconda~ and labor costs cannot be separated out from the total 

treatment cost, but constitute approximately 3% of the total. 
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Table 3, HAUL ROAD CROSSINGS COSTS 

Type or Range of 
Location of , of Fi 11 Vol. Avg. Cost/ Range Avg. ~ost/ Range 5ost,
Worksite Worksi tes Removed Equipment Worksite in Cost yd yd 

Medium* 5 270-470 yd3	 0-8 (rip) $1,218.40 $945.00- $3.57 $3.50-$3.72 
Track-hoe $1,750.00 

Large* 4 556-857 yd3	 0-8 (rip) $3,154.60 $1,946.00- $4.52 $3.49-$7.24 
Track-hoe $5,500.00 

, 

R/X 46 + 13 -- . 1,060 yd3	 0-8 (ri p) $4,375.00 -- $4.12
 
Track-hoe
 

R/X 48 + 50 -- 4,442 yd3	 0-8 (rip) $18,000.00 -- $4.05
 
Track-hoe
 

., "­

---'-"., R/X 76 + 61 -. 1,322 yd3 0-8 (rip) $5,288.00 -- $4.00 
Track-hoe 

R/X 133 + 77 -- 1,726 yd3	 0-8 (rip) $6,904.00 -- $4.00
 
Track-hoe
 

*Size classes are: small <200 yd3 i medium <500 yd3 i large <1000 yd3 i v. large.
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I
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Mr. Naylor's use of only a large ripping cat and a track-hoe proved much 'more 
versatile than expected. In many cases. an hydraulic excavator would have 
done the job more efficiently. but in no case did the lack of one prove
detrimental to the finished product. This would not have been the case had 
the narrow, rocked channel prescriptions of previous years been used. The 
use of broad. flat channel bottoms (for flow-depth control) made it possible 
to get by with less equipment. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
 

The Y-2 site was done as an I.F.B. (Invitation For Bid) contract in order to 
determine the:suitabi1ity and cost effectiveness of-the contract approach to 
a site-type which will be the norm within a couple of years. The Y-2 rehabi­
litation site had little if any significant off-road erosion problems to 
deal with. The main focus was to alleviate PBtentia1 problems associated 
with the roadway itself. This type of site w111 become increasingly common 
in the future, as most of the areas in the park wtth treatable off-road 
problems have already been dealt with. 

No great savings were attained this year by us'ing the I.F.B. contract format. 
relative to the cost of using directed rental equipment. However. Mr. N~lor's 
bid of $84.686.32 was rough1'Y $30.000 higher than the (next) lowest bid. This 
apparent low bidder backed out due fosome math errors he found in his bid 
makeup. but if his bid had been properly put together. it would still have 
been at least $20.000 cheaper than Mr. Nay10r 1 s. It is probably that we will 
see a tendency toward lower priced bidding next time such a contract goes out. 
The method may yet prove to be the cheapest overall approach toa simple road­
prescription type of rehabilitation s4te. 

Overall. the Y-2 site work was a success. especially considering the first time 
use of both an I.F.B..contract and grade-staked cut and fill .. The problems'
that did develop (lack of adequate grade control of deep dishes,and excessive 

'preparation time for finished drafted prescription) have been solved in this 
next year's work (Y-Line site). The contract for the following year should be 
rapid and easy. to produce and administer. '. . 

(15 )
 



..
 

.. 
j J 

· \! · · : 
J . .

:
\ . !i . 

I 

,I
r---..J 

,r
r--J 
I 
I 
I 
I• 
I 

PHOTO POINT MAP 

Y-a RE.HA&ILITATION S'T~ 81-5 
, I.. 

KEY
 
SCo.le. ': I :tit 0Cl0 

• Po.. PHOTO PDINT '-':>C.AnO., .. 

AND 
NUN!,,­-- ~rOR HAu~ 10l\D--­ RIOG-t; . '-'-­- ... Pt--.e."H IAL SlREM 

~ ~... JtlT~"It'T"T" STA£AIl'\ 

(16)
 



----

------

--

--- ----

.
 
t
 
. -' 

.. tf={
• 

Co _• Ripped: ~ _----:no Sfte:1-2 (8/-5)e Method/Time:-------- .•. Cate90ry/Nurrb~r: f:, tf';-';2< G /~p-f, 
Reconstructed: yes V'no .T1/1 ?'~ h/Y'.·( n rGA:- r 
Percent Gone: ()


M.ffe .', ~ / , ~ ~ ~'j / ".L 4/ «
 

.'
 -Access. /Vt; .,~ 4'-1:/ fO- t. ""7 ,.,....f!.,eJ A<L~l 1Il~ A.r'" :t• ....,~ "X t? 12
 

c.:2/ e0-..4.,&-' Lh d,~ L t<..L,!!e:.t #. I (;?- 7;.,,' t J ."~J1 
« 

)__ 
, , 0 

c' 

~ "1'~1tl .1 tAl.,/( k,·,J.. 0':'J 
iQUIPt-1ENT WORK 

TYPE HOURSICOST/HR TOTA~. 

, 
, 

~-
" 

r ,.0 /~ J-­

TOTALS: 

LABOR: <f) =' Contract 
I =-In-House 
R = Redwoods United• (circ;le one) 

COST TREATMENT 
HOURS 

r ..
.

... ..­

PERSON 

. 
" 
c' 

,'~. 

I . 

.TOTALS: 

WlHTER MAINTENANCE 

.~-oc,oo. 
,',
/ 

~- .TOTALS:oS ttlt. '. fie 

. 

WQYRS
e"s'" 

« 

I. F.-II Rc--I 
@ [)"..,.,...?.... r _1'''''''''''­

UNIT COSTS: 

Check Dams 

___________People Rocking 

HE Rocking--_--..: 
HE Excavation-------.; 

______~Jute/Curlex 

___-~Mulch/Seed 

(!!)-6/.~o Other:"'. II ("~ II.I I 

___~Other: 

_~A'.~I.~.F..:.._ 0. Is /.~.c. 

MEASUREMENTS: Area ft2 Volume yd3 
, 

(treated area): Road length/Width I ft. OS Slope ~.__ WB/XRD__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: ft .ft ft2 • I ~ . 
'gradient 

. SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) 'Dra inage sasin~_~icres.
 

J~te/Curlex rolls ftZ•·
 

(to;;LJ-) top/bottom width length area --=----- sideslopes llRo 

, 
Rocks . .yds Avg. Depth {Rx)__f_t. e Check Dam Boards CD Size EH I SW 'Boards/CD _ 

Straw Bales No. acre. O~er(specify) _ 

GRA~D TOTAL COST [s .s-Oc.' .~c J 
t:,!t....t. f{/Is :" b .. f) 

\ 0 COt1l1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (Ii) Site:j'-2. (81-r) Cate90ry/Number:~ 

-1 



----
---- ----

.. c,( 
• Ripped: no I-....:5~)'--- ·._-_yes Site:1-2 fft"""-......
.ethod/nme: . . .' Category/HunD~r: ('>.,1'» &..1 all ,';'f-j 

Recons tructed: yes V"" no (z.. 1'1fUJ ) 

P%t1~t G~ne: . 0 _ ' 

keess: X~e.rr~~"~l:t</W=.!!.u-!:?k..h .. u=--~,~';'d:to>• 
~v (,44~~ {~~~~~_;:~~~.1feo :~,h 
. 'Yl!-()+/~~ ~..-, :.' 'J 

_---t-. .- Pur/tlu _,I "".,1( (;"nA 0_ 

EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR~=:=- Contract • ' /. F.. II Rc--I 
I = 'In-House @ D"..,.,.-o7.c.. r -",,"'-.­

/,' R c: Redwoods Uni ted '.
Un.+ (qJ~.,f.,,:T :P- J . (cir~le one) 

He~RSI'~R 'TOTAL COST TREATMEN PERSON ~QYRS' UNIT COSTS: 
TYjE .' HOURS ~ 
ff, /1"'1 Check Dams 

.~ .it"'l People Rocking 
37~' 

-~---.,;

-.,,;~--

/./- r;: .' 'HE Rock~g 

HE Excavation 

Jute/Curl ex 

..' .. ' 

TOTALS: , 

WiRTER MAINTENANCE 

/
.'.. . 

• • 

, TOTALS:~~~' 

MEASUREMENTS: Area tt2 Volume . yd3 
--~ I 

(treated area): . Road Length/Width I ft.. OS Slope I~__ 
.,

FINISHED CHANNEL: tt ....----=-_ft ftZ 
--~~.. 

(~;k~) top/bottom width length area 'gradient 
.' 

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin~_...;acres. 

J~te/Curlex rolls ft2•· 
•Rocks . . yds Avg. Depth (Rx)__tt. 

Mulch/Seed

Other:

Other: 
,r,""7./''''',J,-:>-/f.-l-:-.F.-. A:JI/.-.,,~-Y. -~-p-

WB/XRD__ 

/ : . 
sideslopes L/R. 

e Check ,Dam Boards CD Si ze EH I SW 'Boards/CD _ 

Straw Bales No. acre. O~er(specify) _ 

GRA~D TOTAL COST I$ ~~-6'] 

)< t<.£l 
• COt-V1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (16) Site:...r-2. (81- J- ) Category/Number:____ 



-----------
--------------------------------

----

----
----
---- ----

--

. 
(')C 

" 

no-----: 

__yes 

~ Ripped: 'yes 
.thod/Time:_, 

Reconstructed: /no 
.. ' 

Site:12 (8/-5) '.. 
Cate90rY/Nurrb~r: /bt>V.-f 01./ rj ";;A'-~';"" 

t:>fl I<Oel J{ 1 

Percent Gone: o 
Access: ' 

flu,.,tlU .IIM.,.I( {;,.,J.. o':"} 
(j)F.'/1 Ra_-I 
It. Or...,.-/.L r -1'''''''''­

UNIT COSTS: 

Check Dams 
____People Rocking 

~ ______---::.HE Rock l'ng 

.~, err &d1iE Excavation 

Jute/Curlex

Mulch/Seed

Other:

Other: 
"=.2.,...-,.-/-o-A'.-l"="'.F.- a/s/.-,,1.--­

'f', 3' 'C~ /

MEASUREMENTS: Area~ Volume V.1dyd3
 

(trea ted area): Road length/Wi dth 7DCO I/i'ft.. 
4 _. 

FINISHED CHANt~El: ft .It
 
(..,;J..J-) top/bottom width length area 'gradient sideslopes l/R.
 

• 

/ :.., 
---:-:-~., 

EQU IP'1ENT WORK LABOR: (f) ~- Contract • 
I = 'In-House 

• R = Redwoods United 
(circ;le one) 

TYPE HOURSICOST/HR TOTA~ COST TREATMENT PERSON -HQYRS 
HOURS ' C.ST 

- ~ ..-; 
C= ------' . 

J • 
,- . 

" .
/' 

-'-' TOTALS: , 

I 
WLNTER MAINTENANCE 

. 
/

" p.- 0" . 
. 

TOTALS: ' ILfI "/00 TOTALS: 

, '3.:1 ,'/$1-
. 

• 

" ·-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin__----..acres. 
, ,, .Jute/Curlex rolls ft2,' 

I " 

Rocks . ,yds Avg., Depth (Rx) ft. 

~. Che~k ,Dam Boards CO Size ,EH I SW 'Boards/CO

Straw Bales No. acre. O~er(specify)------- ___1 

GRANO TOTAL COST r $ Ilf' J -, co) 
.LC~ENTSLSKET~ES (See o~ed~ (IC\) Ca tegoryINumbe r: 



------

, ' 

• t/ r'­
Ripped: yes __"0 Site: Y-2 (8/-5) '.... 

rthod/Time:_. ' .' category/Number:·~I?~;~'1~a~'~~f--~A2~~~c~:l~J---
Reconstructed: yes ........ no
 

Percent Gone: ()
 

Access: ~J= 'I?/)~4 eo Ii- =
 
2.2 #,If:: 4. I?~' .. . ". 

" 

~r,.u .141.".1( (;"nJ,. ".:.) 

./ 

~. 

~. 

? . 

, .
/ 

WI~TER MAINTENANCE 

TOTALS: 

,-

TYPE 

...-----:.----EQ-U-I-PM-E-NT-W-OR-K----...-LA-S-O-R-:tf)-=-.--co-n-t-ra-c-t-.---' 
I = 'In-House 

• R = Redwoods United 
. (cir~le one) 

HOURSICOST/HR TOTAL. COST TREATMENT PERSON WQYRS 
. HOURS . ell 5'" 

TOTALS: TOTALS: 

I. Ftll Rc--/ 
(j)D,.;,..,1- r ....,,..,,,­

I 
t UNIT COSTS: 

_________~Check Dams 

_________~People Rocking 
~ ___---:HE Rock l'ng . 

HE Excavation------.; 
_______~Jute/Curlex 

Mulch/Seed

___-.:Other: _ 

Other: 
----_---: ----- ­
_~/f~l:.:.::.F...:-. ~ Is /.,.t. 

MEASUREMENTS: Area ftZ Volune . yd3
 

(treated area): Road length/WidtlJUP~' Pvjo ft. OS Slop~ ~ _ WS/XRD__
 

FINISHED CHANNEL: ft ft· ftZ 
-~_. 

., I : .
 
(w;hJ-) top/bottom width lengtfi' area -gradient sideslopes l/R.
 

:SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Bisin. ~ac~es. 

Jute/Curlex rolls ftZ. ' • 
Rocks . yds Avg.- Depth (Rx) 

• 

. .' " ft •.­e- Check .Dam Boards CD Sf ze . EH I SW 'Boards/CD ___ 

Straw Bales No. acre~ O~er(specify), _ 

GRAND TOTAl COST 

Rp-~J 
• C~~~NTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (a,,) SHe:"y-Z (81-r-) Category/Number:___ 



• •

----
----

---- ----

...
 ,­
( "'.'.. r.; ­,, " 

. Ripped: yes 6 Site:--Y-2 (81-5) 
eMethod/Time:_'.----------_.• ' Category/NuD'ber: LfXJ. J;, /V419-€ 

Recons tructed: __yes ,/"no 
</ 

Percent Gone: ()
II~~••A=:-'--'1!~.d~,-/,:-1L"""'-7'-d- A £;f "{ t'"'-'~ ~~~ ", ~",," I /.11 ~I /.;1.... - 'II :J .~.JI. 

~= _ . _ ;;/_.,.., ~~)<;rA"'" . ( ~.;,..P-'l y'" "'; -"r#~

£ .. f) 

=- Contract • 
I = In-House 
R = Redwoods United 

" 
.~ (circ;le one) 

LABOR: {f}EQUIPr~ENT WORK 

• 

TYPE HOURSfCOST/HR TOTA~" COST TREATMENT PERSON 

,­.' 

.• ' t/'. 
I ' 

TOTALS: 

I
 
I
 

£ 
,.

4 .. f& f/,A fL~ 
.- 'let;J-.":'/OJ.f (; 

. 
TOTALS: TOTALS: 

HOURS
 

-',r .
 
.
 

.. ­.. ' 

. . 
WLNTER MAINTENANCE 

.­
.'.j 

" 
.' 

MEASUREMEH~S: Area~ ft2 Volume_' --#Yd3 

(treated area): Road length/Width I ft. 

FINISHED' CHAN~IEL: ft .It 
(~;J.J-) top/bottom width' length area 

'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin_· 
Jute/Curlex rolls ft2.' 
Rocks - yds Avg. Depth (Rx)__ft. 

e· Check .Dam Boards CD Size EH I 
Straw Bales No. acre. O~er(specify) 

GRA~D TOTAL COST IS 79~ 8, ~o J 

.wQl:JRS ' 
. ells'" 

. 

OS Slope S WB/XRD _"-­
ft2 ., I : . 

----:-:-~,. 

-gradient sideslopes l/R. 
, .' 

acres. 

SW '80ardsICD ___ 
_ 

l 

~ r '111. .1 ,.,.,1( fc,.",/", CII~ J 
Cl> F.. II Rc_.,.1 
~. 1:>,....A-IL. I "'I'''''~-

UNIT COSTS: 
Check Dams-----.-; 

_______~People Rocking 

HE RockIng----------.; 
HE Excavation 
Jute/Curlex

__________Mulch/Seed 

"';gco. ,c Other: ,'~10F ./,J::tt 
Other:

__~A._=l~, CJ.J Is /.I'.t.F.:-, 

• COlil1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (21.) CategorYIN~mber: Ir~ 



----

------

------ ------

,,­
•( r. 

___noRipped: /yes 5ite:--Y-2 (8/-5) gil 2. t Z 0" 

•.Method/Time: ' •. Category/Nurrber: !(/x;! +&!. 0 

'Reconstructed: _--Jyes 

I 
j • 

Percent Gone: C/'---------- ­
Access:------------:--------------------- ­

-EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: C =Contract • 
I = In-House 
R =Redwoods United 

I (circle one) 
. 

TYPE HOURSICOST/HR TOTA~. COST TREATMENT PERSON .~ 
HOURS . -

- . 
.'., • ~ ,"., 

f~ ? ? 
- . ........ 

TOTALS: . 
, 

W!NTER MAINTENANCE . 
. 

/
- .:: 

TOTALS: "5""s-00. ~ TOTALS: . 

" 
~r,.,. .16I.rl{ 6,."J,. .,~, 

(l;;F; II Rc--I 
I!, D,...,.·,.e.. r ,...,,..,...­

UNIT COSTS: 

Check Dams 

___~People Rocking 

HE Rockitg 
-~~~-+-«-~-<~#HE Excavation 

Jute/Curl ex 

___~Mulch/Seed 

____O.ther: _ 

Other:

_--,A.~'1.:.;.:.F..:-' 0 11 Is I.'.f. 

MEASUREMENTS: Area s:;l ft2 Volume 7'0 yd3 ~
 
(treated area): Road Length/Widtli I ft. OS Slo~e %~ . WB/XRD__
 

£ 30 2 . 
FINISHED CHANNEL: i 0 LT ft 7 ceft .,. ft I'. 7 ~ ih 1 I ::J::J ~. 

top/bottom width length area 'gradient sideslopes L/R. 

'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Sisin IZ ac·res. 

Jute/Curlex rolls ft2• . .
 
Rocks . yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ___.:ft.
 

sw , Boards/CD __e' Check .Dam Boards CD 5i ze EH I 
Straw Bales 1 No. .11' acre. Other(specify) _ 

CategorY/Number:~ 

GRAND TOTAL COST [$ ~ S-o c .0 0 ]
 

COl1l1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (. 22) 5i te: --L..r_-.='Z..=--__
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( 

Ripped: Eyes k'VVOo Site: Y-2 (81-5) 
'Hethod/Time: '.·, Category/Nurrber: E<,/i :r.rf2J -

j • Recons tructed: ___~yes ~. no 

Percent Gone: C' 
Access:-------------:-----------------------1 

<' 

EQUIPr~ENT WORK LABOR: ~ Contract • 
I = In-House 
R = Redwoods United 

.; 
(cir~le one) 

TYPE HOURS/COST/HR TOTA~. COST TREATMENT PERSON .ff6ttftS 
HOURS ~ 

.,.-D," 

')" 
: 

, " 
I -

..'.." 

TOTALS: ,. 
~lNTER MAINTENANCE 

, 
. 

:/. 
-; 

.. 

TOTALS: ~ 'IS-reo TOTALS: . 

~"'''IC .1 AI.,.I( ~,.-I.. •..:­
C!)F../I Rc_-I 

. J!. D~."~·~L r -/","'.­

UNIT COSTS: 
- _____~Check Dams 
___~People Rocking 

~ ____- ..........HE Rockl'ng
 

Af1, r~E Excavation 
_____~Jute/Curlex 

_________~Mulch/Seed 

Other: 
------ ----I 

________O.ther: 
__...:.A...:'L..;.:..F.,:,... 0 .. Is /.,~ 

MEASUREi~ENTS: Area Ir'l.-s- ft2 Volume Z. 70 yd3 
I 

(treated area): Road Length/Width ' / ft. OS Slope S, _ WB/XRD__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: (PO, h ft tn:rft XlJ ft2 26-. ~ :n /:r;1 ~. 
top/bottom width length area ~radie~t' sideslopes l/R. 

'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Bisin IS- ac~es.
 

Jute/Curlex . rolls ' ft2•
 

Rocks - yds Avg. 'Depth (Rx) ft.
 

Check ,Dam Boards CD Size EH / SW 'Boards/CD
e .Straw Bales:J No. , "3>' acre. Other(specifY) 

.~ GRAND TOTAl COST [s 9lfr.t!Jo ] 
~t Jr1-'Zo-. 

•	 ca~1ENTs/SKETCHES (See Over): (23) Si te:5---:2=--__ Category/Number:___ 
---_.... ­

-I 

--1 
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• ( (. r 

Ripped: . / Jes _-..;no Sfte:1-? (81-5) , . 
•.Method/Tfme: 

Recons tructed: __yes 60 
· .. Category/NunD~r: IIi 3? f /{f 

Percent Gone: ~CJ~---------------

Access :----------------------------:---------------------------------------------1 

EQUIPr~ENT WORK LABOR: 0 Contract· .' . 
I = In-House 
R = Redwoods United 

. ­ .i (cir~leone) 

TYPE HOURSICOST/HR TOTA~. COST TREATMENT PERSON JHQUR~ 
. HOURS·· . 

~ 
* 

r­

-. .' ~.' . 
. " . 

I 

",. 

TOTALS: , 

~JNTER MAINTENANCE 
: 

.' 

.' ./.. 

-' 

TOTALS: 1~997. cO TOTALS:, . 

UNIT COSTS: 

Check Dams 

_________~People Rocking 

~ ~'HE Rockthg 

;::1, ry.&I"HE Excavation 

--------'Jute/Curlex 

Mulch/Seed

_____---..:Other=-----1 

Other: 
--------: -----I 

____....:.A.-=l~. 0. Is /.'.f.F.:..,.. 

1; .. 1.*c f.J)f..#t~ff(z.?".)~ 
(/rI._1l. c 

MEASUREMENTS: Area 19~() ft2 Volume 2$2 yd3 
I 

(treated area): Road Length/Width . I ft. OS Slope 1- _ WB/XRD,__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: (Po Uz- ft II{: i' J1 r"'c. ttZ .' . II : " / :J'1 :. 
top/bottom width length area 'gradlent . sideslopes L/R. 

" 

'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amol,Jnts) Drainage sisin ]Z acres. 

Jute/Curl ex rolls ft2• 

Rodes . yds Avg. Depth (Rx)__ft.

e' Check Dam Boards CD Si ze EH I SW 'Boards/CD ­

Straw Bales 2.. No. "tllZ acre. Other(specifY), 

,311-14­
• COIll.,ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (24) Site:_-(..!--_2 _ Cate90ry/Nurnber:~ 

GRAND TOTAL COST [$ 97 7. ~ 0 I 
-l 



-----------
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(.	 ' 
• 

Ripped: ~es _--..;no	 Sfte:1-2 (8/-5) 
" .Method/Time:. · .' Category/NunD~r: tR./r( 4(P f- I:Je Reconstructed:,. __yes /"no 

Percent Gone: C/

Access: 
------------:---------------------~ 

I = In-House . 
R = Redwoods United 

. I (cir~le one) 

./. 

..'..' 

.' 

.~ .. 
/ . 

W~NTER MAINTENANCE 

TOTALS: 

.' 

TYPE HOURS/COST/HR TOTAL. COST TREATMENT PERSON HOURS 

I- ­ __~_-_+_---f--.---il----!_H-O-U-RS_;---___;-

TOTALS: TOTAlS:­

,. 

~ r /_1. _I ~-,I( f;,.,J.. .,.,:.; 
r------.-EQ-U-I-PM-E-N-T-W-O-R-K---.---'-lA-B-O-R-:~--=--C-on-t-r-ac-t-.--""'" cP F.. II R. --/ 

Z. D"..;A.?..... r -/'--""'­

UNIT	 COSTS: 

---:Check Dams 
_____~People Rocking 

___~HE Rocktng 
/. :J

4:. 1z.~E Excavation 
~ 

___---:Jute/Curlex 

___~Mulch/Seed 

Other: 
------: ----I 

Other: 
------. ----I 

__-::/L-=l..:.:,.F.,:... ~ Is /.,,~ 

7c".l 

!;cJ'cf.J ~..",.ff(Lf":r) cf4 
. (Ir(-_. ~)_ . 

·MEASURB-tENTS: Area 70'i'o ft2 Volume loGo yd3 
I 

(treated area): Road length/Width I ft.. OS Slope 1- _ WB/XRD__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: ?z 6 ft .::;1, .ft· 1]1f"4 ft2	 yl) / ~t:J :.
~7	 t-J.·top/bottom width length area 'gra len sideslopes l/R. 

" 
~ SECONDARY TREATMENT: .(amou.nts) Drainage Sisin '1 Z. acres. 

Jute/Curl ex rolls. ft2• 

Rocks . yds Avg. 'Depth (Rx)__ft. 

4It	 Check .Dam Boards CD Size EH I SW 'Boards/CD

Straw Bales /0 No. ./f!, acre. Other(specify). 

GRAND TOTAl COST I$ 4-J 7 5­

~ 

Il-IX	 u ~ f 1:1 
• CO~1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (25) Site: ~g. Category/Number:____ 



----

----
----

---- ----

--

.­
(' 

Ripped: ~ yes _-.,;00 Site: Y-2 (8/-5) 0" 
"'.Method/Time:	 .•. Category/Nunt>er: 8/( <?,f' f ["0 

Reconstructed: __yes /"no
 

Percent Gone:
.---------- ­\ 

Access:------------:--------------------- ­
.' 

~ r ,._1. .1 61.,1( (;,.,J,. o~) 
{]I F.. II Rc_-I 
z. D,.,.,.-?.&- r "'I''''''''''~ 

UNIT COSTS: 

Check Dams 

_____~People Rocking 

__----~HE Rock(ng 

~~.C}- HE Excavation 

JutelCurlex

Mulch/Seed

____O.ther: _ 

Other:

. A.F. Ol1ts/.,.r. 
(" c/4.

1;. J,·c f. J f ..... /'f(L~".)__ 
.(/(1._.11.) .. 

, 
as Slope S.__ WB/XRD.__ 

ft2 J7.r: S'Q I to (q :. 
~ area .. 'gradie~t . sideslopes L/R. 

:SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts)" Drainage Hisin s-rat~es.
 

Jute/Curlex . rolls. ft2•
 
• _ Rocks . yds Avg. Depth (Rx)__ft. 

•	 Check .Dam Boards CD Si ze EH I SW , Boards/CD

. Straw Bales 22 No. . z.E, acre. Other(specify), -:-- _ 

GRAND TOTAL COST [$ /1',000 
, 

~/x .Ii ,..~ro 

• CO~1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (2tJ» Si te: v- z.... Category/Number:____ 

EQUIPr~ENT WORK LABOR: (C); Contract . 
I =. In-House 
R c Redwoods United 

, .i (circle one) 

TYPE HOURS/COST/HR TOTA~ COST TREATMENT PERSON HOURS 
HOURS . -

? 
. 

0­

.' ~ 
./

/. . 
",. 

TOTALS: . . 
W~~ER MAINTENANCE 

, 
. 

,I. 

. 
TOTALS: Ir,~c TOTALS:' . 

II,.r" 0 4-zt 'I 'Z. 
MEASUREMENTS: Area ft2 Volume ' yd3 

(treated area): Road Len th/Width I ft. 

FINISHED CHANNEL: fl2.-.ft ·/LO 7 



----
----

----
----
----- ----

.. 
.. ( 

-r( 

• 

Ripped: "'/yes 

Method/Time: 
Reconstructed: yes 

no 

v no 

Site: Y-2 (8/-S) 
Category/NunD~r: RiJ -5'J 1- to f 

.. 

Percent Gone: () 

Access: 

" 

• 
= In-House 

Redwoods United 
(cir~le one) 

HOURS 
HOURS ' 

-7
 

EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: (0 =- Contract 
I 
R = 

'. ; 

TYPE HOURS/COST/HR TOTA~ COST TREATMENT PERSON 

,­
.' 

./
/' 

TOTALS: 

, 

.­
'7 

TOTALS: 
,,:. 

, TOTALS:/J:. O~.~V 

~ :. . 

....-­
-

WlNTER MAINTENANCE 

.-/. 

" 

. 

MEASUREMENTS: Area 1l.f9' ft2 Volurre :ill.! yd3 I' 

~,.,,,u .161.,.1( ~,.,..,/.. CJ~) 
&1=.-/1 Rc--I 
Z, D,..,.,.-?L. r -",.......­

UNIT COSTS: 
. Check Dams 

People Rocking 
_____HE Rocktng 

4t;r.s=o	 HE Excavation 
Jute/Curlex
Mulch/Seed
Other:
Other:---..,......- --- ­

__/f:....;"L.;;.;.;.F...;... 0.. Is /.,~ 

~ 
f:.c J." f. J	 ~.."./'f(L?rL'1

(/rl...... f() , 

, 

(treated area): Road Length/Width I ft. OS Slope 1_, _ WB/XRD.__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: ro /S-' ft rl././t·Z70 ft2 -Y7 : .s-o ~-o :. 
top/bottom width length area 'gradie~t sideslopes L/R. 

7 . . 
'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts)' Drainage Sisin'~ , acres.
 

Jute/Curlex rolls f~2.
 

Rocks . yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft •
 
.. Check	 ,Dam Boards CD Size EH L sw , Boards/CD ___ 
•	 '3 ­. Straw Bales:l No. ~"lII5 acre.OtherCSpecify)	 _ 

GRAND TOTAL COST [$ I Z. 0 o. J':) , 

~I/ r;r+h f 
• C0MI1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (2') Site: y-z	 Category/Number:_____ 



--

-----------

----

----
----
---- ----

--

(	 ,.. 
Ripped: v' yes no	 Site: y-? (81-5). • L 

~ 

e'Method/Tlme: . '_'_'.' Category/Hun'ber:' '-1-1 J-G t 8 7 

Reconstructed: __yes ./' no 

Percent Gone:

Access:------------;--------------------­
," 

/'-",-.se. .1 w.,,1( (c,,-/... .,.:.
i!J ;=../1 Rc--I 
z" 'D,..,.,.-?L. r -",....& ... 

, 

UNIT COSTS: 
- Check Dams 

People Rocking----, .,
..."",...-	 HE Rockl'ng 

~~.rl	 HE Excavation 

Jute/Curl ex 

Mulch/Seed

Other:

Other:
----:-- ---­
__A'.~l::.;.:.F.:.:.-, ol1ls/.,~ 

/t-'
eel..,f.J	 R.. ;o.ff(L~r'f­

{ /(1. _Il.)'	 , 

• 

-!QU I Pt~ENT WORK LABOR: C =Contract . 
I = In-House 
R = Redwoods United 

.i (cir~le one) 

TYPE HOURSICOST/HR TOTA~ COST TREATMENT PERSON HOURS 
HOURS . 

. 
.. 

• ~.' -, , 
/: 

.." .." 

TOTALS: " f 
W~NTER MAINTENANCE 

.' 
.I... 

. 
TOTALS: 

..f!' 
TOTALS:'IZCO. n; . 

MEASUREMENTS: Area 24110 ftZ Volume :1~.z:. yd3 
,	 I 

(treated area): Road Length/Width I 'ft. OS Slope ~__ WB/XRO__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: 'S-9 .de ft (;ci Jt 76r ftZ" ''2 1 ~ rl) / ro :. 
, top/bottom width '"length area 'gradient sides lopes L/R. 

, , " 4P1'..:r?'
 
~SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin~ acres.
 

Jute/Curl ex rolls ft2• " --,	 . 
Ro~ks . yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft.

e' Check Dam Boards__ CD Size EH I SW " Boards/CD

,Other(specify) _Straw Bales 3 No. f ell- acre. 

GRAND TOTAL COST [$ /ZOo.c o ] 
·~/i. rf#+ 

C0Ml1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): ( LS) Si te:_-+r:;_-.....;z-=--_ Category/Number:___ 



,.­
( (,­... ( 

'Ripped: / yes no Site:--Y-; (8/-5) ..----.; 
4 •e Method/Tlme: · • ' CategorY/NunD~r: It/X 7t I ~ I 

Reeons trueted : yes ,,/' no 

Percent Gone: c?---.-.=:;------ ­
Access:------------;--------------------------1 

~ r ~.,. .1101.,1( (;,.,.,t 0':'J 
c/J F.. II Rc-",.I 
it. D,....A-?L r -/'''''''''­

UNIT COSTS: 

___~Check Dams 

___~People·Rocking 

~__~HE Rocking 

7/f.••4t! HE Excavation 
______Jute/Curlex 

___~Mulch/Seed 

Other: 
------ ----I 

Other:-------- ------; 

__..:.A..::l.:.:,..F.:.., 0.. Is /."ot. 

WB/XR.D.__ 

£9 I £9 :. 
sideslopes l/R. 

'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin :.eCac·res.
 

Jute/Curlex rolls ft2•
 
•Rocks 4Q yds Avg. Depth (Rx) I ft.

e' Check Dam Boards CD Si ze EH I SW , Boards/CD ___ 

. Straw Bales 7 No. .c9r' acre. O~er(specify),--------------__i 

GRAND TOTAl COST [$ ~e 8'"~. ~o ] 
~#. 7(, f (,/ 

• C0MI1ENTS/S'KETCHES (See Over): l2Q) 5i te :_--:..(_-_2__ Category/Number:____ 

EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: (f)=- Contract « 

I =' In-House 
R = Redwoods United 

.i (cir~le one) 

TYPE HOURSICOST/HR TOTA~. COST TREATMENT PERSON HOURS 
HOURS . -

\ 

~. ? . .­- - :
./

/. 

..' .. ' 

TOTALS: , . 
W~NTER MAINTENANCE 

: 

. 
.-: 

./. . 
. 

TOTALS: • ~g,frk . TOTALS:' . 

'>7(pD 
MEASUREMENTS: Area./ff;,o ftZ Volume /3zz yd3 , 

(treated area): Road Length/Width . I ft. OS Slope S ___ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: . 6z ../,i ft 14-""ft ·l.ololftZ .:1/, 't ,; 
top/bottom width length .. ~' area . 'gradient . 



----

l 

.~ ..-. ,r ­
.. ( (' "'­

• 1 

Ri pped : /' yes _--.;no Site: (-2 (8/-5) '. ­
~thod/Time : .• ' CategorY/Numb~r:,~~~/1(~~/~:r~jr~~~I7~~ ­ ___ 
~econs tructed: yes V'" no - ­Percent Gone: 0 

------~----
Access:---------------:------------------- ­

.EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: (f):- Contract . 
I = In-House 

i R = Redwoods United . (cir~le one) 

TYPE .NQYRS
,e"s'" 

. 
.' .. 

r 
/' . 

TOTALS: . 

- WInTER MAINTENANCE, 

, 
/

.', . 

TOTALS: I' TOTALS:b~cy.3'l. . 

7'fCfO 
MEASUREMENTS: Area" ttZ Volumet'7Z lP yd3 

(treated area): Road Length/Width I ft. as Slope 
I 

S. ___ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: It, L 10 ' ft l/J eft IJJo ttZ 3s-~: 
• ("..J.J-) top/bottom width lengtli area 'gradient 

:SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Bisin 'c.? atres. 

UNIT COSTS: 
_____~Check Dams 

HOURS COST/HR TOTAL COST TREATMENT 
HOURS 

?.. 
........ ­

PERSON 

_____~Peop~e Rocking 
, HE Rock(ng 

"4 ,1:0 1,?/1tE Excavation 
_______~Jute/Curlex 

____~r~Mulch/Seed 

------..;Other:--- ­
---_.Other:
__.:...;/f=.F.:..:... o../Shl',c 

e~J.·c +.J f ..~"ff(L$"Y)~ 
(/(1._"1..) . . . 

, WB/XRD,__ 

{J,..Q / )D :. 
sideslopes l/R. 

Jute/Curl ex rolls ft2•· . ~
 
Rocks . yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft.
 

~' Check .Dam Boards CO Size EH / SW I Boards/CD ~ 

. Straw Bales 11:,. No. ,,({PCf ac~e. O~er(5pecify)_------------_ 

GRA~~ TOTAl COST [$- e:, 70 q.. ;I 'Z. ] 

. . -
• C~1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over):' (~) Site: y'z (81-J-) Category/Number: 



------

---- ----

Egu IPMENT WOR K LABOR: (f)=- Contract • 
I = In-House 

; R = Redwoods United 
" (circle one) 

TYPE HOURSICOST/HR TOTA~ COST TREATMENT PERSON HOURS 
HOURS 

. 
" •. 

/ 
. 

/ 

" 
" 

TOTALS: , I. 
~INTER MAINTENANCE 

• . / 

TOTALS: "/7)"0 TOTALS: . 

" 

( (• 

" Ripped: v yes _---..,;no Site:--Y-2 (8/-5), . ,

e'Heth~d/Time: ' . Category/Nunner: ~/x' IF'- f /3 
Reconstructed: __yes ./no 
Percent Gone: ~t/~ ___ 
Access: -:- _ 

Pu,./_se .1 61.,1( (;,.,J.. .,~-
(pI=.' /1 Rc--I 
z. Dr.",,·7 L r -1',.. .........
 

UNIT COSTS: 
. Check Dams 

_______~People Rocking 
4f' _______~HE Rocklng 

.,. :z 
,.J. 7~I"HE Excavation 

./ 

___~Jute/Curlex 

---~ 
Mulch/Seed 
Other:

____O.ther: _ 

__~A'.~'L.~,F..:.-' 0.. f$ /."1­

.J;."J..c f.J R..".ff(z.!iy)~ 

. (Id. - fl.) ~ 

,! 
MEASUREMENTS: Area 10 6D ftZ Volume lt7(} yd3 

(trea ted area): Road Length/Wi dth . / ft. OS Slope 1. _ WB/XRD _ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: 3 (.fr ft to .ft· .:1ooft2 '7 T : l, G /6 to :. 
top/bottom width length area gradient sides lopes L/R. 

" 

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin ~acres.
 

Jute/Curlex rolls ftZ.
---- ... 
Rocks . yds Avg. Depth (Rx,) ft. 

~ Check Dam Boards______ CD Size EH / SW 'Boards/CD- ­
Straw Bales 'I No. • t.2.4 acre. Other(specify), ­

GRAND TOTAL COST I_S_""i~/_7....:)b:--_.-
~/J{ IS"I. 

rru4MrNT~/SKfTCHfS (S~~ Ov~r): l'i~) 'Site: ~~ Category/Nur.Der: 



---------------------------------

( ( 
a: 

R;pped: v 
/ 
yes _---.:00 Site:1-2 (8/-5) '. ' 

t' 

.wethod/Time: · •. Category/Nunber: ~/( /lrtr + Z I 

'econs tructed: _-IIyes ,,/'no _ 

Percent Gone: -=O~ _ 

Access:

EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: lfJ =- Contract • 
I = In-House 

; R = Redwoods United 
(circle one) 

TYPE HOURS/COST/HR TOTA~ COST TREATMENT PERSON ,WQl:IRS 
HOURS C.5't 

--.r' . 
e"

.' 
i ./. , 

.. ' .. ' 

TOTALS: , . 
: 

WINTER MAINTENANCE 

. /
,'. 

I 

/;' 
,­

~ 7:"'
TOTALS: ]0/0 TOTALS: . 

~rl'.l~ ,1101.,.1( (;";oa,1.. ",..:.) 
UlF.·11 Rc--I 
Z. Dr,,,,.-?LI_1',.",4--" 

UNIT COSTS: 

_____~Check Dams 

_____~People Rocking., 
___~HE Rocklng 

;2
'/

,;r. S-/ HE Excavation 

________J.ute/Curlex 

__________Mulch/Seed 

Other: 
--------' -----I 

Other:----' ------I 
__...::./f-="L...:..:..F.,;... Ck Is /.,,-<­

MEASUREMENTS: Area27 :J"ftZ Volume C'r7 yd3 
, I 

(treated area): Road Length/Width . I ft. OS Slope S:..--_ WB/XRD__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: Po Ito ft 8)-,7.ft ~J7 ft2 5'8 : re/27 :. 
(to;ihJ-) top/bottom width lengtli area 'gradient sideslopes L/R. 

'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts), Drainage Basin 9, q;:atres. 

Jute/Curlex rolls ft2. 

Rocks ' yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft. 

SW , Boards/CD-­e' Check ,Dam Boards CD Si ze EH I 
Straw Bales S No. ,C~+ acre. O~er(spedfy)_-__------------­

GRA~'~ TOTAL COST IS gt:"10 ] 
~/x.l~"f7 .' 

• Cm~1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (32) Site:"'y-2 (81-J-) Category/Number:_____ 



__ _

----

----

----
---- ----
---- ----

c 

~(o' (- \ ­

·f	 ,,/ 

~' 

, Ri pped: yes no	 Site: Y-2 (8/-5) ' .. 
~thod/Time:	 ' .. Category/Number:_,~~~I'K~~;?-o~q-~ __f~j_o 
~econstructed: __yes v'" no _ 

Percent Gone: ()-------'----- ­
Access:-------------------------------....... ­

,. 
.""	 : . 

/:'r,.u .1 w.rl{ ~,.~ 0':") 

: 

./ 

..' ..-
" 

WI~TER MAINTENANCE 

TOTALS: 

TYPE 

r---::.----.:....-- - - P-M-EN-T-W-OR-K----....L-A-B-OR-:-~-=--c-o-n-tr-a-c-t-. -----,.
EgUI	 

I = 'In-House 
R = Redwoods United 

(circ;le one) 

HOURSICOST/HR TOTAL COST TREATMENT PERSON ~OYRS 
. HOURS . C_ 5 .,. 

TOTALS: ~/" '2. c.{o TOTALS: 

I. F.. II Rc-.,. / 
z. D,..;,.-? I -"".,«.--.. 

UNIT COSTS: 

Check Dams 

____People Rocking 

______H.E Rock tng 

#.::r_1t9 t~~E Excavation 

___~Jute/Curlex 

Mulch/Seed

Other: . 

Other:

__~/f._=I...:;..F.:... 0_ Is /.,~ 

MEASUREMENTS: Areal I ~o ft2 Volume (P/9 yd3 
, 

(treated area): Road length/Width I ft. OS Slope I~___ WB/XRD__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: _fO /(" ft "If .It :?$o ft2 ItL : 12-9 I 0/ o· :., 
(twikJ-) top/bott6m width lengtli area -'gradient sideslopes L1R. 

-:SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts)' . Drainage Sisin ,Z.t" at~es.
 
J~te/Curlex . rolls . f~2_'
 

Rocks' - yds Avg.· Depth (Rx)__ft.··
 

A Check .Dam Boards .",~D Si ze ,EH I SW , Boards/CD ­

• Straw Bales q, No. .~ acre. O~er(specify)------_-__-_-__ 

GRAN~ TOTAL COST [s "71:1'6-;2. et-o , 
~/.fi kf+ro 

•	 C0Ml1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (33) Site:Y-Z (81-r) Category/Number:_._.. 
- -- .-..... .. - ..... _-- ­



-----

, 

rC~ . 
'f / 
.. Ripped: v' yes _---..;no Site: Y-2 (8/-5) " ­r' 

rthod/Time: '_' ',' Category/Nunb~r: gy=:z <2?.t 4!? 
Reconstructed: yes ~no tR(x /::07 f 'f3 
Percent Gone: " 

------~----
Access:--------------------,----------_--....:...._­

.­.­

_~J-------------------_---------------~~~/. J~~~~~)
(J:)F.' II Rc _III. /=­LABOR: (f) Contract • 
I = 'In-House 

:. 

EQUIPMENT WORK 

R=Redwoods United 
(circ;le one) 

HOURSICOST/HR TOTAL, COST TREATMENT PERSON UQYRS· 
. HOURS 

TYPE 
_. e"s'" 

? 
0 

. 
.­
0' 

/.
./ ­

.." ' 
,TOTALS: 

WUUER MAINTENANCE , 

.-
,'.
/

TOTALS:'TOTALS: 

MEASUREMENTS: Area 2S-6oft2 Volune '~J~d3 
• 

~, D,.,.,../LI,.y'''-''''''-' 

UNIT COSTS: 

_______~Check Dams 

_______~People Rocking 
~ ___---:HE Rockl'ng 

,~.., )-0 HE Excavation 

_______~Jute/Curlex 

_________~Mulch/Seed 

_____~Other= _ 

. Other: 
---~ ---------­
_----'A.~'I.~. a Is /.1'1.1..:-' 

...J.. f) III.lJ
et.J.., 7. J R.....f_~(L$"r)_ .. 

(lfI._II..) e:, 

(treated area): Road Length/Width I ft. OS Slope S WB/XRD__ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: 71d 'ft' 77 ..ft 4&7 2. ft2 1ft.'.7 'f. 33 I g? :. 
(~;J~J-) top/bottom width lengtb area "gradient 'sideslopes L/R• 

.'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin lJ.:J aC'res., 
2' . 

•
,Jute/Curlex rolls, ' ft •
 

Rocks . yds Avg.' Depth (Rx)_---:ft..
 . 'e Check .Dam Boards CO Si ze .EH I SW , Boards/CD-­

: 

I, 

Straw Bales c/ No. .~ac~e. Other(specify), _ 

GRA~~ TOT~L COST [s 191j~ ] tt/x ,Z-P7r-'+~ 

• C~~1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (34) Site:j/-.z (81-r-) Category/Number:____ 



---------------------------------

----

------

---- ----

, . 
, .~ Ripped: ~es 

r --no Site: Y-2 (8/-5) '0 " 

Hethod/Time:_' -'-_... Category/Nurmer: L 611/tJ/ ·y'6

~Reconstructed: __yes ,,/no
 

o
Percent Gone:------...::::.-_--­
Access:

LABOR: (f) =- Contract . 
I = In-House 

EQU IPfo1ENT WORK 

R = Redwoods United.~ i 
(circle one)J.-.; 

4' 

1 '"'- i/.:. !
I 

L.n1;;-­1,;....·I't-· Ii,/ c... • . 
TREATMENT PERSON ~OYR5~ flOURSIGGSffHR TOTA~ COST 

C"sr" HOURS 

-) 
, (7'7' ­

:l1f-r~ ~, ~.:> ~'t ­rvs'>'t;l r ''>1; 'r::r 'l~/i~FT<> . 
~j t Ovo 

" "r 
, 

//J:: ~y/,fo! ~.7!/L·t-:7 r I &' 4 0 Yb (r·~97012.Z7/A,eo . ..~ 

'- 'j-r()<.' 
.TOTALS: I 

W~NTER MAINTENANCE 
I 

. 
/

,', • 

. 

TOTALS: TOTALS:9rt1~ 1~f.{.4-oti'f If" 

UNIT COSTS: 
Check Dams 

_________~People Rocking 
HE Rock(ng--,---_----: 

~!~~o HE Excavation 

Jute/Curl ex 
________Mulch/Seed 

Other:
_ 

~L ~ 7" A.F. 
Other: 

CrI,Jr,.~ fA "" 

_ 

1'1,. 

. 

9s-8'
 
MEASUREi1ENTS: Area ft l Volu~~ yd3
 

I 

(treated area): Road length/Width / ft. as Slope % _ WB/XRD__ 
t:r-I '''.J ..~ 1'7 

FINISHED €t'I'A1'm£t: ft ~ ft __ftl ~l.t"1. / :. 
("'iJHf) top/bottom width length area "gradient sideslopes l/R• 

.' 
'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin_"__acres.
 

J~te/Curlex rolls ft2•·
 

Rocks . yds" Avg. Depth (Rx)__ft.
 

e Check .Dam Boards CD Si ze EH / SW 'Boards/CD ___ 

Straw Bales No. acre. O~er(specify)---------------

GRAND TOTAL COST IS I ({ q.. 0, co J 

• Crn~1ENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): ('?f5) Site: r-Z (81-r) Category/Number:____ 



------

---- ----

, ' ,- . 
( 

t- (4 
" 

I '.• Ripped: yes no Site: Y-2 (8/-5) " . 
r 

,I ..eMethod/Time: CategOrY/Number:,__~t2~w~f~~~~t?~f~~~~f ~ 
Reconstructed: yes V"'noi

•
j 

, Percent Gone: 0 
~ 

Access: 

" 

LABOR: (f) =- Contract .

,J4QYRS 
C"s't' 

IQ~"A-
~ .:TO ,., 

J = 'In-House 
R = Redwoods United 

iQUIPMENT WORK 

; 
(circle one)f• 

,.( 

TOTALS: . 

UNIT COSTS:TYPE HOURS/COST/HR ffifA~~ST TREATMENT PERSON 
HOURS{r;""INt ... 1-J 

-/Cu.;!,. r.­ --,
u, ~q: 4>; {; 'k:L I.. 
~lIck.·~,~J.sJ... ,.f' ~r 

/' 

....w/cJv.. r~ .... 
~/ u..L 1"',... .lOTALS: 
.. 0 l4/Y" 

WlMTER MAINTENANCE 
n,. Co.( 1.,-, 

Check Dams 
_________~People Rocking 
___~'HE Rockl'ng"" 

Z$z, 9~MI~E Excavation" 
_______~Jute/Curlex 

_____~Mulch/Seed 

I ------Other:--- ­
Other:

__....=:A'.-=l.:.;..F.,:.-. o,As/.,~ 

ft 2 Volume~' ~Yd3 
I 

/ft'j P"j 

.l: ,ctu..J 
7?C' 7,/0,; 7 t79·f 

T!:'qC) 

* 
7aC'1,'9t-ro~z. 

,lIIftf. ' 
.¢7t(} 

(j~, Ic~l-.:-i, 6~() f: '7016~+9~ 

1&71'1l ttr6t'f' 

6~CI: gC'.J 18~+ 7'0 
: 

6>Eo~~ 2.:/ fie 'St:>r---,
X~ tpr.:f. 7~ 

W4-0If:~ 

TOTALS: 

MEASUREMENTS: Area 
(treated area): 'Road Length/Width I ft. OS Slope S, _ WB/XRD _ 

FINISHED CHANNEL: ft .It ft2 I ,~ .-----..,-,,---
.,

(10;; Juf) top/bottom width length area 'gradient sideslopes l/R. 

.~SECONDAAY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Bisin .-.;acres.
 
JutelCurlex rolls, ft2 .­

Rocks . yds. Avg. Depth (Rx),__ft.
 

e Check ,Dam Boards CD Si ze ' EH / SW 'Boards/CD ___ 
Straw Bales No. acre. O~er(specify) _ 

GRA~D TOTAl COST IS t./ 0 I S-.DO ] 

CO'~1ENTS/SkETCHES (See Over): 'C3lo) Site:"y-2 (81-J-) Category/Number:___
 











U •• _,' .. or'.. " .• _.. _':~~'~- .• -I Ak"~~' • ~':2.!-'.."--~"':-~:;;~,'::~'''.-._'.~.;..ii~.,. ;- ...i'.....,;-.r-r,-.:.---:--;;.-..T.:•••""'..a;;" ....;"..5n'.\j.\- ::-'.~-~ .~;~.'~ =--~..L..:.-L~ 

-_. Art:lf\ov-tilL• e.l- , " 

REVEGETATION REPORT
 

REHABILITATION SITE 81-4, DEVILS CREEK
 

AND
 

REHABILITATION SITE 81-5, BRIDGE CREEK
 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

REDWOOD NAT IONAL PARK
 

By 

Roy W. Martin 

.'
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SIte DescriptIons 

The Devils Creek Reh~bl' itetlon Site 81-4 Is focated on the west side of the 
Redwood Creek basin. The sIte consIsts of e 4.1 ml Ie section of the Y-2 
heul road extending from the perk boundery to the Y-2-1 Intersection. 

.... . 

Elevations renge from 1100 to 1700 feet. Most of the ecreage Immediately
 
upslope of the Y-2 road hes been trector logged. Downslope there are two
 
cut block units located near the park boundery end of the work site.
 

Vegetation in logged ereas Is predominantly red elder (Alnus rubra), Inter­

spersed with varyIng emounts of coyote brush (Beecharls pi lularis ssp.
 
consangulnea). Uncut slopes ere clothed with en old growth forest co-domInated
 
by redwood (Seguola sempervlrens) end Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesil) in
 
the canopy. A consIderable emount of tanbark oak (hlthocarpus dens if lora) and
 
madrone (Arbutus menzlesll) occur In the overstory. The understory vegetatIon
 
is mostiy CalifornIa huckleberry (Vaccinlum ovatum), salal (Gaultheria shal Ion)
 
end young tanbark oaks, wIth lesser amounts of sword fern (Polystichum munitum)
 
end rhododendron (Rhododendron maerophyl ium).
 

The Bridge Creek RehabIlitatIon Site 81-5 Is located on the west side of the
 
Redwood Creek basin downstream from Site 81-4. This sIte consists of 0.9
 
miles of the M-7-5-1 haul road end 2.3 miles of the M-7-5-2 haul road.
 
Elevations et this site range from epproximately 800 to 1800 feet. Tractor
 
logged cut block units Intersperse with old growth erea both above end below
 
the M-7-5-2 road. Acreage surroundIng the M-7-5-1 road is mostly old growth
 
forest, with some tractor logged areas upslope.
 

Vegetation in logged areas consist of remnant tanbark oak and madrone in the
 
overstory. The understory is primarily rhododendron, saial, California huckle­

berry and young Douglas-fir also tanbark oaks. Some large patches of coyote
 
brush end blue brush (Ceanothus thyrslflorus) occur es scattered patches.
 
Old growth vegetation IS.. dominated by redwood and Douglas-fir in the overstory,
 
with lesser amounts of tanbark oak, madrone end western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla).
 
The understory is mostly salal, calIfornia huckleberry, rhododendron and sword
 
fern.
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• 
Table 1.

". Vegetation Treatment. Rehabilitation Site 81-4 
Bridge Creek, M-7-5-1 Road 

".; ;"~..... ~' •• 

Site Descriptions Acreage Planting Treatment
 

RX-l .06 308 Aat 3'
 

RX-2 .08 376 Aat 3'
 

RX-3 .06 276 Aat 3'
 

RX-5 .22 1048 Aat 3'
 

RX-6 .29 1400 Aat 3'
 

RX-7 .30 1440 Aat 3'
 

Road Surfacea 5.57 930 Rand 930 Of at 10 ,b
 

Total 6.58 4848 A 
930 R 
930 Df 

RX - Road crossing 
-,
 

A Alder. 1 yea r. contai neri zed
 ... " R Redwood, 1 year. containerized •
Of ~ Douglas-fir. 2 year. bareroot \ 

. a - includes landings and road stretches exclusive of crossings 
b - 'conifers planted at lO-foot spacings. alternating Redwood and 

Douglas-fir. eve~ other conifer received a fertilizer tablet. 

.
•. . 
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•
 Tlble 2•
 
Vegetation Treatment. Rehabilitation Site 81-4
 

Bridge Creek, M-7-5-2 Road
 

Site Description 

RX-15
 
RX-16
 
RX-17
 
RX-18
 
RX-19
 
RX-22
 
SX-29
 
SX-23
 
RX-24
 
XRDs. RX-24 to RX-27
 
RX-27
 
SX-26A
 
SX-26B
 
SX-26D
 
SX-26E
 
SX-26F
 
RX-28 

-;­

load Surfacel
 

Acreage 

.15
 

.12
 

.16
 

.11
 

.10
 

.18
 

.03
 

.03
 

.15
 

.16
 

.01
 

.03
 

.04
 

.04
 

.01
 

.23
 
9.92
 

Total 11.47 

RX - Road Crossing
SX - Stream Cross i ng
XRD - Cross Road Drain 

A - Alder. 1 year. containerized
 
R - Redwood, 1 year. containerized
 

Of - Douglas-fir. 2 year, bareroot
 

Planting Treatment 

702 AIt 31
 

562 AIt 31
 

760 AIt 31
 

536 AIt 31
 

494 AIt 31
 

878 AIt 31
 

158 Aat 31
 

NIT
 
300 AIt 31
 

588 Aat 3'
 
788 Aat 3'
 
42 Aat 31
 

148 AIt 31
 

174 AIt 3'
 
188 AIt 3'
 
56 Aat 31
 

1098 Aat 3'
 
3.380 Rand 3,380 Df It 8~b 

7472 A
 
3380 R
 
3380 Df
 

I - includes llndings Ind road stretches exclusive of crossings. 
b - conifers pllnted It 8-foot spacings, Ilternating Redwood Ind 

Douglas-fir every other conifer received I fertilizer tlblet. 
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Table 3.
 
Vegetation Treatment. Rehabilitation Site 81-5
 

Devils Creek, Y-2 Road
 

Site Description Acreage	 Planting Treatment 

RX 2+20 .12 594 Aat 3'
 
RX 35+25 .04 170 Aand 30 R at 3'
 
RX 39+14 .04 176 A and 36 Rat 3'
 
RX 46+13 .15 611 A and 125 R at 3'
 
RX 48+50 .25 1022 A and 210 R at 3'
 
RX 53+£8 .03 126 A and 26 R at 3'
 
RX 56+87 .05 211 A and 45 R at 3'
 
RX 76+61 .12 471 A and 95 R at 3'
 
RX 133+77 .11 462 A and 90 R at 3'
 
XRDs, RX 133+77 to RX 188+21 2000 A and 2000 R at 1-5'
 
RX 156+13 .05 216 A and 40 R at 3'
 
RX 188+21 .09 372 A and 76 Rat 3'
 
RX 204+50 .01 281 A and 57 R at 3'
 
RX 207+43 .09 347 A and 71 R at 3'
 
Road Surfacea 14.91 3300 Rand 3300 Of at 10'b
 

16.06	 7069 A 
-:	 6201 R 

3300 Of 

RX - Road Crossing
IRD - Cross Road Drain 

A - Alder, 1 year, containerized 
R - Redwood, 1 year, containerized 

Of - Douglas-fir, 2 year, bareroot 
a - includes landings and road stretches exclusive of crossings.
 
b - conifers planted at 10-foot spacings, alternating Redwood and
 

Douglas-fir, every other conifer received a fertilizer tablet.
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COST ANALYSIS FOR PLANTING OF TREES AND FERTILIZER TABLETS
 

REHABILITATION SITE 81-4. BRIDGE CREEK. M-7-5-1 AND M-7-5-2 ROADS
 
REHABILITATION SITE 81-5. DEVILS CREEK. Y-2 ROAD
 

• 
Table 4 

Numbers and Costs For Trees and Fertilizer Tablets 

M-7-5-l M-7-5-2 Y-2 Total Unit Pri ce 
Per Item Amount 

A1dera 4848 7472 7069 19.389 .15 $2908.35 
Redwooda b 930 3380 6201 10.511 .15 1576.65 
Douglas-fir 930 3380 '3300 7,610 .0875 665.88 

Total 6708 14,232 16.570 37.510 $5150.88 

Fertilizer TabletC 930 3380 3300 7.610 .012 91.32 
Total for Trees and Fert'ilizer Tablets $5.242:20 

. a - 1 year. containerizedj b - 2. year, bareroot. c - Agriform 20-10-5 Fertilizer 
tablets. 

e Table 5 
In-House labor Costs for Planting Trees 

Rehabilitation Site 81-5. Devils Creek (Y-2 Road) 

Date labor * . Wage/Hour Hours Amount 

3-16-82 Laborer 
laborer 

$8.13 
~ 8.13 

10 
10 

$81.30 
81.30 

3-17-82 laborer 
laborer 

8.13 
8.13 

10 
10 

81.30 
81.30 

3-18-82 laborer 
laborer 

8.13 
8.13 

10 
10 

81.30 
81.30 

3-22-82 

. ' 

3=23:82 

Laborer 
laborer 
laborer 
laborer 
l~bbt:e~ 
laborer 
Laborer 
laborer 

8.96 
8.46 
8.13 
8.13 
8.96 
8.13 
8.13 
8.13 

10 
10 
10 
10 
i8 
8 
8 
8 

89.60 
84.60 
81.30 
81.30 
71.68 
66.04 
66.04 
66.04 

3-24-82 Laborer 8.13 8 66.04 

e 
*Wage/hour includes overhead 

Total ·"0 $1160.44 



•
 
Table ~. 

Total Costs for Vegetation Treatments
 
Rehabilitation Site 81-4, Bridge Creek (M-7-5-1 &M-7-5-2 Road)


Rehabilitation Site 81-5, Devils Creek (Y-2 Road)
 

Ma teri a1 Costs $5,242.20 

Contract Costs 4.029.76 
Operation dates 2-16-82 to 3-6-82
1.75 lost crew days 579.25 

labor Costs 1,160.44 

Total Cost $11'0'•. 65 

'. 
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JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 1-A 7/28/81 PP#3B OS @ Sta 38-00



JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 1-B 11/15/81 PP#3B E.W.



JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 1-C 9/15/82 PP#3B E.W.



JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 2-A 7/28/81 PP#8 E.W.



JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 2-B 11/15/81 PP8 E.W.



JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 2-C 9/15/82 PP8 Xing 48-50 



JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 2-D 7/21/83 PP8 L.T.




