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INTRODUCTION

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 1imits 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
;igh; bgnk of Devil's Creek upstream to the point where it is crossed by the

-2 Road.

The relief of the area is 2012 feet, varying from 320 feet at the juncture of
Devil'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 rehabjlitation 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 Devil'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-major 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 Devil'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 paritally built, and much
of the slope had been harvested by tractor-clearcut method. Also, cutblocks
above the 1320 and 0-2 Roads were reentered and clearcut. By 1974, the Y-2 was
extended from Devil's Creek and the Y-2-1 was built upslope, linking the Y-2 with
the 0-1ines 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 clearcutting of most of the area. Only a
few areas were left unlogged by 1978, most notably that land between Devil's
Creek and the Y-2/0-3 Road. ‘ : :

In 1980, the 0-2 and 0-2-1 Roads and slopes within the park 1imits were rehab-

ilitated. The completion of the Y-2-project leaves the 1320 and the Y-2-1 Roads
still intact.

@  suRVEYING AND PRESCRIPTION TECHNIQUES USED

The work on the Y-2 rehabilitation site 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 tagline or hand level and
rod. Turning points were kept to a minimum to avoid compounding errors. From
this information, a plan view (scale 1*:20'), longitudinal profile and cross -
sections (both at 1":10') were drafted up on clearprint. 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-
. fnal profile. The desired channel width was determined by successive approximation
based on the estimate 25 yr. T, peak flow such that the channel was wide enough

(3)
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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 bottom 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 sideslopes were assigned gradients of from 1.7:1 (= 58.8% =
30.5°) to 4:1 (= 25% = 14.0°), 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 ¥$re then drawn up and the fill grade assigned so as to accomodate the
entire fill.

Road cross sections for the outsloped road reaches were surveyed in normal to
the road and no further apart than 100 feet, using the same surveying methods
referred to above. These were drafted up at a 1"=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 "Total
Outslope" 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 normal outslope road section and
incorporated in that section's outsloping prescriptions, much the same as was
done for the stream crossing fill sites. 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 normal 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 fi1l1 slope. Since the deep dishes _were basically similar to .
each other, an average volume was determined (275 yd3) 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 given a full prescription using only a fraction of a page, much 1ike a road
outsloping cross section, rather than taking up a full page like a normal haul
road stream crossing prescription would. In use, however, there proved to be a
lack of grade control. 1In 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 outsloped 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
1imits that the finished excavation will have. Most excavation in the park is
done without grade stakes, so the actual 1imits 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 -cleanly cut excavations with straight bank and stream
profiles. In addition, the volume of excavation is known beforehand, and the
fi11 site can be given an optimal layout as well. If the fill will exceed the
fi11 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 information is taken by
direct measurement from the finished 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

pre; of Features

With the exception of that portion handled by the 1980 Devil'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 fill1 failures along the steeper hill-
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 eraosional 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. A1l 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 lTeft 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 avalanche 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 problems away from the road itself. The majority of the mapping
time was spent delineating the various erosional problems which were developing
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. A1l 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. layed out on the drawings and grade stake information was
derived. Finally, the grade stakes were placed in the field. This process
~continued through to the end of August.

The equipment pieces used by the contractor (Jack N$y1or) were a Caterpillar
D-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
very steep (> 60 percent) slopes (see Map DL However, road fill failures were
developing along virtually the entire steep portion. Since Devil's Creek {s
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one of the few streams in the park that runs through mostly 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;
¢) 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 above costs reflect anattempt 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 secondary treatments are necessary.

HEAVY EQUIPMENT PHASE

The contract was drawn up without any specifications as to the equipment to be
used or the sequencing of the worksites other than to require access by
motorcycle to the most distant unfinished site. The idea was to keep the
contract price low by being as unrestrictive as possible. The contractor
chose to use only a Catepillar D-8 bulldozer, with rippers, and a John Deere
track-mounted backhoe. With this extremely 1imited equipment, plus very

- experienced operators, he was able to do even the most demanding jobs. Mr.
Naylor's basic approach was to rip the fi1l area (if any) and then complete
all excavation with the D-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 D-8 could not maneuver. The only exception to this was
in the road outsloping, where the D-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 D-8, pulling down this wall then the D-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. '

(10)
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Table 1. SUMMARY COSTS OF EROSION-CONTROL REHABILITATION WORK, SITE 81-5

GRAND TOTAL

*Represents RNP employee salary during contract Admin. Phase.
**Includes an estimated $12,686.32 direct profit (gross) by contractor.

Contract
Heavy Contract Total -
RNP Employees Equipment Labor Task Task % of Phase Phase
Task (1 Hydr.+2 PST) (est. portion) (est. portion) Cost Total Cost Totals 3
FE)
Scw Mapping $8,297.89 $8,297.89 - 6 $37,380.51" 28
4+ %
5*& prescriptions  $29,042.62V $29,042.62 22
Primary - J ’
e Treatments $6,223.42* $80,358.32 $86,581.74 65
oo '
§§. Secondary J .
o Treatments ~-$400.00 ~$3,000.00 $3,400.00 3 $90,909.74 68
Q
“& Log -
Salvage $928.00 . o $928.00 0.7
o Cleanup (P.P., - J
» S @ checkups, etc.) - $2,074.48 $2,074.48 2 $3,976.08 3
] ' S .
£§§ Report J
© + Preparation . $1,901.60 $1,901.60 )
2,;_,&: Straw /
R (14,000 1bs.) - $530.00 0.4 $730.00 .6
S 0
85 Stream
,‘EE;’- Diversions $200.00 0.2
TOTALS $47,540.01 ‘/ $81,686.32** $3,000.00
$132,956.33



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 til1l 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.

5

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
"medium" crossings (R/Xs hereafter) are between 200 and 500 yd3 in size, while
the four "large" 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 innovations 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
determine the relative efficiency of grade staking versus the usual technique.
This type of comparison was not possible this year, since vbviously both the
grade staking and the work-by-contract affected the resulting unit costs.

The "deep dish" prescription was used for small crossings, where a fully
surveyed (R/X - type) approach was unwarranted. However, the results were
not satisfactory. in most cases, since the control over the Tower 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 format which is
suitable for contracts or rental equipment and which yields excellent control
of the final end-product. ‘
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Table 2. SUMMARY. OF AVERAGE COSTS OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT TREATMENTS

. ‘ | "

# of Total Total Avg.‘cOst/ Avg. Cost/ Cost Range/

Treatment Equipment Worksi tes Quantity Cost Worksite Quantity Ouantity
Haul Road D-8 (rip), 13 13,049 yd3 $53,277.72‘/ $1,004.00 $3.98/yd3 $3.50-$§.24

Xings Track-hoe . /yd
Pull Cu]v.z* Track-hoe 5 ‘ 5 culv. $500.00 $100.00  $100.00 ea. a11=$100.00
XRD D-8 (rip), 93 L 4,334 ft. $5,634.20’/ $60.58 $1.30/1.ft. al1=$1.30/1.ft.

Track-hoe -
Qutslope D-8 (rip), N/A 4.8 Acres $14,700.00/( N/A $2.10/1.§t. al1=$2.10/1.ft.
Road*** Track-hoe 7000 ft $1.58/yd or $1.58/yd3
_ 9333 yd3 |

gipping D-8 (rip) N/A 419 mi. \34,191.40/’ N/A $1003.20/mi. al1=$1003.20/mi
oads ! A .
Log Track-hoe, N/A 4.64 MBF $928.00 N/A $200.00/MBF al1=$200/MBF
Salvage** Truck
Landing - D-8'(r1p) 2 819 ft3 $1,440.00 $720.00 $1.76/1.ft. al1=$1.76/1.ft.
Drains s 958 yd | $1.50/yd3 $1.50/yd3
Deep D-8 (rip), 6 1375 yd3 $4,015.00 $669.17 $292./yd3  al1=$2.92/yd3
Dishes Track-hoe -

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 = 25%.

****Dye to the nature of the contract, secondary 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 Fill Vol. Avg. Cost/ Range Avg. Eost/ Range gost/
Worksite Worksites Removed Equipment Worksite in Cost yd yd
Medium* 5 270-470 yd3 D-8 (rip) $1,218.40 $945.00- $3.57 $3.50-$3.72
_ Track-hoe $1,750.00
Large* 4 556-857 yd3 D-8 (rip) $3,154.60 $1,946.00- $4.52 $3.49-47.24
ngck-hoe $5,500.00 :
R/X 46 + 13 -- 1,060 yd3 D-8 (rip) $4,375.00 -- $4.12 --
' Track-hoe
R/X 48 + 50 -- 4,442 yd3 D-8 (rip) $18,000.00 -- $4.05 --
Track-hoe .
R/X 76 + 61 - 1,322 yd3 D-8 (rip) $5,288.00 - $4.00 -
] o Track-hoe
R/X 133 + 77 - . 1,726 yd3 D-8 (rip) $6,904.00 -- $4.00 -
) - Track-hoe

*Size classes are: small <200 yd3 < medium <500 yd3 £ large <1000 yd3 < v. large.
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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 thannel 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 :suitability 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 potential problems associated
with the roadway itself. This type of site wi ecome increasingly common
in the future, as most of the areas in the park with treatable off-road
problems have already been dealt with.

No great savings were attained this year by using the I.F.B. contract format,
relative to the cost of using directed rental equipment. However, Mr. Naylor's
bid of $84,686.32 was roughly $30,000 higher than the (next) lowest bid. This
apparent low bidder backed out due to some 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. Naylor'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 to a simple road-
prescription type of rehabilitation site. _

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)
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e ew e e ot

N\ .

e o e 8

_ Ripped: u/§:: ___no Site:  y-2 /2?/ :5) ..
‘Method/Time: | .* Category/Number: /o //wa. (v /verTs
Reconstructed: yes + no —_ I, 4’*7§/§”“/ 77’“5‘1‘

Percent Gone. (@)

A/ ..
Access: 7( /{/ /«f . d'l/ écg crowl/ f 1}/‘ﬂ1 LR &!’L/h 1/ X R2 P

Got il be LM, L «J/,4#/ (R Zonibs moey )

ﬂr/au 0! work (C""A

EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: @;Contract . (. Fll Remswe!
I = ‘In-House O Dr.,(.-’g_ Im/ﬂra....
. R = Redwoods United
_ : (circle one)

TYPE HOURS [COST/HR 'TOTAL. COST} TREATMENT] PERSON| HOURS ‘ UNIT COSTS:

: : HOURS | CeosT L

- Check Dams

People Rocking
- ) &
r‘ . HE Rocking
. ' A4 ___ HE Excavation

/- T Jute/Curlex

' ‘ - Mulch/Seed
- : ; <, - A/ C/
TOTALS: | . . ) G~ /oo Other: 2. // . /.

, WINTER MAINTENANCE _ Other:
S‘J ’9 /‘4 ) — by 00’00 . e y;
& . B
) ) G -cfll eﬂnﬂf/(lfr)___
(Irlcm
TOTALS: Pt vo LTOTALS:

MEASUREMENTS: Area ft2 Volume yd3 |
(treated area): Road Length/Width / ft. 0S Slope %X WB/XRD .
‘ A - )

FINISHED CHANNEL: o _ft St ft2 < / Z.
(vidusf) Top/bottom width Tength area ~ -gradient  sideslopes L/R.

- SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin dcres.

Jute/Curlex rolls ftz.

Rocks ~ -yds Avg. Depth {Rx)  ft. _
‘- Check Dam Boards CD Size EH - / SW # Boards/CD .

~ Straw Bales No. acre. Other(specify)

GRAND TOTAL COST |$ S Dc-o¢

| ' Colisd By o 0ut
(“1) Site: V-2 (8/-1‘L Catego‘ryINunber:_g::

COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over):




'
. .o - C -
. Ripped: _yes no Site: Z-Z (é[—j)
.4ethod/T1me Category/Nunbér: Cross Lol Do ]
Reconstructed: yes +” no 2 7‘7/1-11)
PA'f%nt Gone: O .
decess: X P et o MWJ /»e,c ,Z;/;gq g s kit
P 'Y (t”"‘/z‘“z /((’ t;(/a/)f—rf % g ’ ‘

){/‘10-* “MM .

oa—

ﬁl"/ﬂl( of U-fk [Casz- J

EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR:ALY= Contract - L Pl Reaewe/
I = In-House (&) Dreir=se Lmprove
/ . R = Redwoods United :
tnt  Goert- v ¥ 7 (circle one)
ek (unih)”. . 3 :
TYPE f(ﬁﬁRS GOSU#?R TOTAL COSTY TREATMENTRPERSON| KOURS- UNIT COSTS:
. ~ : HOURS | Gw=t PR
rern . Check Dams
g : ____ People Rockmg
XRP £y )
' "/
";/0//4“/%‘*" //ia S7LH HE Rocking
| E HE Excavation
¥/ i . - Jute/Curlex
u/(“t{.:u o /_4- Mulch/Seed
At/ TOTALS: . Other:
Other:
WINTER MAINTENANCE —_—
: £, 70 Ak Botitope ¥ R P
) / _—
. rt .cft/ .(’-../)pp(zs}—)___
S (H....
a7 <770 .
TOTALS: (£ _ég;?{f M| S TotaLs:
MEASUREMENTS: Area ft2 Volume - yd3 _
(treated area): Road Length/Width / __ft. . 0S Slope % WB/XRD ]
FINISHED CHANNEL: ft ft 2 z / g
tvidist) top/bottom width Tength area - -gradient sides lopes L/R.
-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin acres. ‘
Jute/Curlex __ rolls ftz.. |
Rocks _yds Avg. Depth (Rx) t.
‘A Check Dam Boards CD Size EH [ Sw f Boards/CD .
_ Straw Bales No. acre. Other(spemfy)
GRAND TOTAL CoST [§ 5 ¢2% “5
‘ | ' XRQ2
COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (l@) Site: ¥-2 [81—1') Category/Number:




O~

. ( o
. Ripped: yes no - Site:_ y-P [5/ 5)
@:thod/Tire:_ ‘ Category/Number: é/eow Oc s Lipyeg=
Reconstructed: yes _ _“no OF fRoe g
Percent Gone: @) ‘
Access:
f“r,’,. !uoré (Cl 6-;0)
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: €)= Contract - QF:tl Reaswn!/
' I = In-House Z. Drul-';t--z-’“/""'”
; R = Redwoods United
, (circle one)
TYPE HOURS [COST/HR ‘TOTAL COST{ TREATMENT| PERSON| HOURS UNIT COSTS:
- : HOURS Cost
Check Dams
s People Rocking
= £
4" 1. ‘HE Rocking
< e
_ ’—Tﬁ’— R £ :{iE Excavation
% ’ Jute/Curlex
- Mulch/Seed
TOTALS: . Other:
. ~ WINTER MAINTENANCE g Dther:
’ ' 2,/0/; 0.-‘/:/.,;
- ‘./
¢ o‘f‘/ ﬁuncl)lp(Zfr)
(klam
TOTALS: 14,700 | TOTALS:
: 5, v
.y ecaeg 1777 % & meon Jf/’# e 07417‘?4%{ z
MEASUREMENTS: Area Volume z;;-zyrﬁ | ¢:y. Xl s /8
(treated area): Road Length/Width 7000 /%ft.w 0s Slope 2 25~ WB/XRD .
FINISHED CHANNEL : ft it ft2 g / z
(vidist) top/bottom width Tength area :gradient sideslopes L/R.
~SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin acres.
Jute/Cur'lex rolls ft2.-" |
Rocks .yds  Avg. Depth (Rx) t. -
.r Check Dam Boards CD Size_ | EH / SW # Boards/CD .
 Straw Bales No. acre. Other(specify) ' '
GRAND TOTAL COST | $ ““'/ “200 -

\‘——-—.

- e "
. COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over)T~ ) (19)

site: ¥-2 (81-5)

Ca tegory/Nane r :_Q




~
~

(.
Site: V-Z(ﬂ/'.ﬁ-)

Category/Number: ’2>Lo~n14,/é1¢,d4
7 -

-~

(\: -
Ripped: yes no
thod/Time:
Reconstructed: yes / no

Percent Gone:

4

Col/f /70/-‘”' Zt

005725»/ Ao

Access:
22196034?‘ Q/f/h—( =ﬁlf_f)L -
cs -_ . . ﬁ,f’pll '! Ul"é (C}IDA OM)
EQUIPMENT WORK ) ]LABOR © = contract - £ Fill Remeve
o 1 = In-House @D Dreinmye Lmprrve*
N R = Redwoods United
, O (circle one)
TYPE HOURS COST/HR‘TOTAL.COST TREATMENT] PERSON| HOURS UNIT COSTS:
. . HOURS Cost R
- Check Dams
People Rocking
— P
r// HE Rocking:
. d HE Excavation
s ) Jute/Curlex
- Multh/Seed
TOTALS: QOther:
, WINTER MAINTENANCE ——————————pther'
oy ,{
« (10&* / fnn‘ff(zfr)__.q
(klcm .
TOTALS: TOTALS:
MEASUREMENTS: Area ft2 Volume  yd3 ,
(treated area): Road Length/Width?2P% fvzs ft. 0S Slope % WB/XRD .
FINISHED CHANNEL: ft ft: £t2 . / Y
¢vilost) top/bottom width Tength area .gradient  sideslopes L/R.
-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin acres. ‘
Jute/Curlex rolls ftz.'
Rocks yds Avg.- Depth (Rx) t.
- Check Dam Boards CO Size | EM’ [ SW § Boards/CD .
~ Straw Bales No. acre. Other(spec1fy)

37(—7/?’.%0

GRAND TOTAL COST

COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over):

Category umber.

Site: V-2 (8/-5)

(2



PREYY TR

.
P P

.0t T~
_ Ripped: yes ¢~ no Site: V-Zlﬁ/-5)
.Hethod/Tlme ' SR Category/Nunbér: Log _f;/uaz.e -

Reconstructed: yes v~ no
Percent Gone:

O
. . 4 t ) -
Access- AA« Jw /L JA/LJ':/:L 4 A #/ Aac/i;/b/’( /(z.-,qa4 e aZ T 2ave

2.0)
ﬂr,,,‘ /wor# &'tr\'A dt;o)
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: €)= Contract - QF ! Reaswe/
) I = In-HOUSe z' Df.‘é.’LI’./”'d"H
R = Redwoods United ' '

. (circle one)
UNIT COSTS:

‘ - Check Dam Boards €D Size

TYPE HOURS.COST/HR.TOTAL.CdST TREATMENT} PERSON| HOURS
. HOURS | Cest
Check Dams
People Rocking
- 1 £
y—/ 1- HE Rocking
P v 1 ___ HE Excavation
. , /- T Jute/Curlex
‘ ) . - Mulch/Seed
# ' TOTALS: . - Foerce  Other: 37 Lo
| | | wowrer marmenance — Other:
i 4) , — AE Otslope
d.tes L;/‘ % i o 1 1
/02‘ 6 LC‘? T ﬁ . . ) . t cG*‘J eﬂﬂoff(lfr)___
. : . (kl--.-
TOTALS: C J TOTALS:

MEASUREMENTS: Area_ ft?2 Volume -~ yd3 _
(treated area): Road Length/Width / _ft. 0S Slope % ~ WB/XRD .

ft ft ft2 g / g.
sideslopes L/R.

FINISHED CHANNEL :
(vidost) top/bottom width Tength area gradient

'SECONDARY TREATMENT: ({amounts) ~ Drainage Bisin acres.

Jute/Cur'I ex _ rolls ftZ.

Rocks_~ yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft.
EH [/ SW # Boards/CD____ .

~ Straw Bales No. acre. Other(specify)

GRAND TOTAL COST |$ ;?;ﬁf §.co
COMMENTS/ SKETCHES (See Over): (21) Site: V-2 (8/-5~)  Category/Nurber: e




r~

. . | - -
Ripped: _,yes no Site: Y- {5/-5) AN 2420
‘Method/Time: S Category/Number: P/X 2420  ~
* Reconstructed: yes no . ;
Percent Gone: o
Access: _
_ ﬂr/au /U'ff (C'n»‘— o‘;;
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: C = Contract . - | CFi 1l Rewan/
. I I = In-House Z. Dreinege Lmprove™
) , R = Redwoods United
) _ d ‘ (circle one)
TYPE HOURS [COST/HR 'TOTAL. CdST TREATMENT] PERSON 'Hf‘ﬂﬁﬁ— UNIT COSTS:
: § ' HOURS -~ ; Check Dams
People Rocking
. ' HE Rock¥hg
N B ___WHE Excavation
£ Jute/Curlex
’ j—w :7 ‘? Mulch/Seed
q | TotALS: [ | Other:
WINTER MAINTENANCE Other:
- - 45 0.‘/:/.,;
/
! Pede f./ e.,./'f(g;,,)____
(kh-u
TOTALS: /fs"oo.wh TOTALS:

sV '
MEASUREMENTS: Area .-6# ft2 Volume_ 740 yd3 S
(treated area): Road Length/Width / __ft. 0S Slope % Z WB/XRD

' . : 375 - .
FINISHED CHANNEL: 4 @0 % ft —c ft Sk ft2 /(.7 % 23/ 33 2.
top/bottom width length area ~ gradient  sideslopes L/R.

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Bisin /2 acres.
Jute/Curlex___ rolls __ ft2, ' :
Rocks =~ yds Avg. Depth (Rx)___ 1 ' ft.

o Check Dam Boards (D Size EH' / SW & Boards/CD____.

Straw Bales__ Y No. .f/¢ acre. Other(specify)

GRAND TOTAL LOST |§ & spo.00

COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (24y Site_ Y-2 Category/Number: 24
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- .-

. w o (‘\> ( ~—
Ripped: .~ yes E’Vl/no Site: )/-Z [5/—5) | -
"Method/Time: Category/Number: R/y I 4 ¢+2§ =~
Reconstructed: yes ~_Nno
Percent Gone: O
Access: —
ﬂ,,/”‘ f werly (CunaA ao;-
EQUIPMENT WORK ~ fLABOR: &> Contract - (DF: 1l Reasrs/ .
_ : I = In-House : 2. Dro.A-;l--z-"f’”
i R = Redwoods United
_ _ - (circle one)
TYPE HOURS[COST/HR ‘TOTAL. COST TREATMENT] PERSON| -HOURS UNIT COSTS:
] ' HOURS ! Check Dams
People Rocking
: «
HE Rocking
1 —_———
o TP ME Excavation
- . Jute/Curlex
p Mulch/Seed
TOTALS: Other:
q WINTER MAINTENANCE — Other:
- 4"- 0&7‘3/.,.‘
-] "/
- C 7L / Eunol’f(lfr)ﬂl
(k’--u
TOTALS: 49 ys.co | TOTALS:
MEASUREMENTS: Area /525 ft2 Volume 2 7o yd3 ‘
(treated area): Road Length/Width - / ft. 0S Slope % WB/XRD .
FINISHED CHANNEL: _ (o . 7 ft w2 Ft 733 _ft2 pz % 33 [I3  %.
top/bottom width  length area gradient sidesliopes L/R.

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

Jute/Cur'lex rolls . ___ftz.

Rocks yds Avg. Depth (Rx)__ ft. »

- Check Dam Boards (D Size En' / ___SW {# Boards/CD____ .
. Straw Bales_3 No. , 035 acre. Other(specify) ' _
GRAND TOTAL COST |§ q(#fao ]

4’)(_)'1’}1_,

COMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): Site: V-2 Category/Number:
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Ripped: '“/ye

& Method/Time:

S no

Reconstructed: yes

Percent Gone:

_o

Access:

/)

L

. o—
.

s

site:_y'-2 (8/-5) .
Category/Number: £y 37 +/% -

———

| /Zr/éfc OJpﬁnfé'(Zﬁﬁli O;n

EQUIPMENT WORK

i

TYPE [ HOURS [COST/HR|TOTAL. COST

" 1LABOR: ©> Contract -- -

1 = In-House
R = Redwoods United
(circle one)

TREATMENT] PERSON
: HOURS

HOURS—

CZD/;JV k&.-v-/
Z. Dreinage Lmpreven

_ ~ UNIT COSTS:
. Check Dams

—

Y

A}
LK%

People Rocking
'HE Rocking

2 .
. [3, T gzé HE Excavation

Jute/Curlex
Mulch/Seed

TOTALS:

Other:

'WINTER MAINTENANCE

Other:
AE 007‘!/0,4

-]

4

D —— S—— .

Beofited ReulPlesy)_

' Cklams

TOTALS: 2997 00 | TOTALS:
MEASUREMENTS: Area ] 920 ft2  Volume 282 yd3

(treated area): Road Length/MWidth ~ /  ft. 0S Slope % WB/XRD )

- FINISHED CHANNEL:

bo [z ft ur. o ft e fr2 )

top/bottom width length

area

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin 72 acres.
rolls ft2. «

Jute/Curlex

Amprr—

- . - 1
Rocks - yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft.
rds CD Size EH

- Check Dam Boa

_ Straw Bales Z No. .03z acre.

GRAND TOTAL COST

. COMMENTS/SKETCHES

/

SW #

$ 977.0¢

(See Over): -

Other(specify)

- / =.

gradient sideslopes L/R.

Boards/CD .

(oyy) Site: ¥ 2

L3It/ e
Category/Number:_




Ripped: /yes no ' Site:_ y-2 /5/'5) 2
* Method/Time: , R Category/Nunbér: R Lot 1T ~
. Reconstructed: yes " no '
Percent Gone: - Q@
Access: ‘ - , : )
ﬂr/ou 0/ werk (""'A' °‘;'A
EQUIPMENT WORK . [LABOR: @ Contract . - . D Fill Reaave!/
. : I = In-House ‘ 2. Dreinage L mprove™
) _ R = Redwoods Unwted '
: _ "e (circle one)
TYPE HOURS [COST/HR "TOTAL. COST TREATMENT] PERSON] HOURS ' UNIT COSTS:
' ' HOURS ] - Check Dams
_ People Rocking
—1> HE Rockf-ng
A it .
N < | _Z«.1z 4HE Excavation
A Jute/Curlex
- Mulch/Seed
‘ TOTALS: | T ' Other:
'WINTER MAINTENANCE — Other:
Af: au*!/o,&
. i
' B Bedited 4 f.,../’/(u,,) 2
: (kll-u -
TOTALS: 4z 75 | TOTALS:
MEASUREMENTS: Area 70%v ft2 Volume /pfoydd
" (treated area): Road Length/Width ~ / _ ft.. 0S Slope % WB/XRD .
FINISHED CHANNEL: £2 /‘/’ ft 96 Ft e ft2 4 % ¥ | wo 3.
top/bottom mdth ~ Tength area ~gradient = sideslopes L/R.
_'SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Bisin2?2 acres. |
Jute/Curlex _ rolls. ftz.
Rocks yds Avg. Depth (Rx)  ft.
Check Dam Boards_ (D Si ze EH [ W ¢ Boards/CD .

' Straw Bales [Q No. /& acre. Other(specify) ' _

Gmb TOTAL €OST |$ (47 s

R/IXLEtHIT
. COMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (25) Site: {/——Z Category/Number:




- .

Ripped: v _yes no

‘Hethod/Tim: RS

Reconstructed: yes v no
Percent Gone:
Access:

\

Bl

C -

Site: Y-p (Zi/-jf) o

Category/Nunbér: RN EE+4vTo -

EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR Ct?- Contract -
. = In-House
R = Redwoods United
: , " {circle one)
TYPE HOURS |COST/HR TOTAL cosT TREATMENT PERSON|] HOURS
HOURS | - -

ﬂr/nc 0/ U"é (Cl 94-;.)
(,ﬂ y=¥4 E¢n--/
2. Dyre, A.’A.Iﬂ-/"'c""‘

UNIT COSTS:
Check Dams

"
L XY

lTOTALS.

NTER MAINTENANCE

Vs

TOTALS: 18, ace TOTALS::

seo

.- Check Dam Boards CD Size EH / su

_Straw Bales 22 No. .26 acre. Other(specafy)

GRAND TOTAL COST [$ /p .o
Z

COMMENTS/ SKETCHES (See Over):

' | ‘U
MEASUREMENTS: Area  ft2  Volume**'“yg3
(treated area): Road Length/Width /  ft.

People Rocking
HE Rockfag
)Q.m’ HE Excavation
Jute/Curlex
Mu]ch/Seed
Other:
Other:
/F 0.:*!/0/4

Frt joc'f j fﬂn‘/f(z-f}")f

(klu-u

0S Slope % WB/XRD .
1507 ft2 A / =
area ~  -gradient = sideslopes L/R.

FINISHED CHANNEL: _ /24 /7// ézz ft .
top/boftom w:dth ength
"SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts)‘ Drainage Basin 5,{'}€}es.
JUte/Cur1ex rolls . _ ftz. o S
Rocks yds Avg. Depth (Rx)____ ft.

# Boards/CD__ .

R «¥t5©
Category/Number:

(21) site: -z



.
—
. . | r—

(. CC

" Ripped: __‘f_yes _____no ‘ Site: y—Z (5/',5) -t
‘Method/Time: ‘ Y Category/Number: A/X - S T+6§ ~ B
Reconstructed: - yes v~ no
Percent Gone: g
Access:__ | : : : _

oL werk (cink ,...)

. ﬂr/o:c
EQUIPMENT WORK " JLABOR: (€ = Contract - C/?F N Renweve/
: I = In-House 2. Dresnege L mprovers
. ' _ R = Redwoods United
: T L ! ' (circle one)

TYPE HOURS COST/HR-TOTAL COSTE TREATMENT] PERSON|} HOURS UNIT COSTS:
: - HOURS [ - - . T
Check Dams

People Rocking

;: . I , Rocklng
S . g so _HE Excavation

z , : Jute/Curlex
- Mulch/Seed
TOTALS: ) . Other:
Other:
/ £ Outs hpe

WINTER MAINTENANCE

.' ’ . / rtJ.c'/'cj f..,../’fo(z.frf

k‘an.

TOTALS: X 2 0000 | TOTALS:

MEASUREMENTS: Area /4% ft2 Volume F¢J7 yd3 S
(treated area): Road Length/Width [ _ft. 0S Slope %. WB/XRD .

FINISHED CHANNEL: o /s ft _ Sqft . Zvo ft2 =35> 2% So ko  %.
top/bottom width length -  area . -gradient sideslopes L/R.

;SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin__2 ' acres.

Jute/Cur'lex rolls ft2, L .

Rocks yds Avg. Depth (Rx)___ ft.
.- Check Dam Boards CD Size_ | EH - / SW £ Boards/CD .

~ Straw Bales_7Z No. 0% acre. Other(specify) '
GRAND TOTAL COST |§ /Zoo_,; | | .
. - R/X ;J+b g )

COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Ovef): ('21) Site: V-2 Category/Number:




"Method/Time:

e

Ripped: V/yes no

Recons tructed: yes o

Percent Gone:

C

.-~

-

site:_ Y2 (B/-5) .

Category/Number::

RN ¢ +87 =~

Access:

ﬂar/uc 0! ‘“"k (c""A Oins

o

TYPE HOURS [COST/HR|TOTAL COST{ TREATMENT

EQUIPMENT WORK ' - ULABOR: C ;-Contract
o I = In-House
R = Redwoods United

(circle one)

PERSON| HOURS
HOURS |- - -

D Frtl Reaswe/
Z. Dro,n‘}l--z—"‘f”“"

UNIT COSTS:
Check Dams

il |

TOTALS:

\ \‘

WINTER MAINTENANCE

TOTALS: .00, 00

TOTALS:

.‘/'

MEASUREMENTS: Area 2«4«o ft2 Volume_3¢.2 yd3
(treated area): Road Length/Width [ ~ ft.

FINISHED CHANNEL: S 2 72 ft
‘ top/bottom width

Rocks_ " _yds Avg. Depth (Rx)____ |
- Check Dam Boards CD Size

area
"37

~ Straw Bales 3 “No. Lc¥ acre.

GRAND TOTAL COST |$  /Zop co

COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over):

People Rocking
HE Rocking

I.-T. s/ HE Excavation

Jute/Curlex
Muich/Seed
Other:
Other:

/F 0;«7‘!/0,&
Pn.l 7L¢«/ f-ao/’f(ls’r)‘.

(klo-.-

0s S'Iope % WB/XRD .

by ft 76y £t2 ?g 7 yolso %.
" length i

[ 4

gradIent sideslopes L/R.

SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin@£=3 acres.
Jute/Curlex___ rolls ft2, - S

f Boards/CQ__;__,

AR Lot
Category/Number:___

' ft.

EH " [ SW
.Other(specify)
(28> site: 1?—2,



.- . ,—~

. .. ] ( - R (f‘ (\.
Ripped: /yes no 0 site: y-P /5/’_.5) SR
& Method/Time: = . *."  Category/Number: KA /X 7t €/ =~
Reconstructed: yes _+~ no |
Percent Gone: 2
Access: ‘
ﬂr/uq o! werk (‘"‘"&' ":‘J
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: (C)= Contract - R F M Reaawe/
. 4 1 = In-House 2. Dreinage L mprove
. R = Redwoods United
. ' . ' (circle one)
TYPE | HOURS [COST/HR|TOTAL COST| TREATMENT] PERSON| HOURS ~ UNIT_COSTS:
' ' HOURS |- -~ - Check Dams

'\ ' . | People Rocking

2L : HE Rocking
| :g_«.nﬁ HE Excavation

| . Jute/Curlex
’ 2 | Mulch/Seed
# | TotALs: [ | . Other:
Other:

WINTER MAINTENANCE —_—
45 0-7‘!/0,4

£ —_— c

T ] L ' 6&1.‘¢7L¢i)€-.offo(l,s‘r)_f_7.

(Kloms
TOTALS: | . c2 56 | TOTALS:
§760 o
MEASUREMENTS: Areaffbo ftZ  Volume /322 yd3 I |
(treated area): Road Length/Width - / ft. 0S Slope % " WB/XRD .
FINISHED CHANNEL: G2 /1 ft I14¢ft s¥vft? 7.4 % &9/ 59 &
top/bottom width  length.. area ~ gradient = sideslopes L/R.

"SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin Z‘ Caifres. _
Jute/Curlex rolls ft2. -

SN . Lt
Rocks {0 yds Avg. Depth (Rx)_{  ft.
‘* Check Dam Boards CD Size EH '

/ SW # Boards/CD .
_ Straw Bales_luo. c9% acre. Other(specify) ' -

—

GRAND TOTAL COST |§ cpop

: | ' ’/ R 70t Gl
. COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): - CQQ) Site: -~ Z Category/Number:
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»
x4

g

N

~—

site:_ Y'-2 (8/-5)

, Ripped: __~ yes
QIethod/Time:. ‘. Category/Number: K/ 53477 ~
econstructed: yes v no — |
Percent Gone: O
Access:
ﬂr/oxc '! werk (c' °":‘)
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: €)= Contract @F N Reaeer/
- ~ I = In-House 2. Drosnoge L mpreve=
: R = Redwoods United -
. (circle one)
TYPE HOURS|COST/HR ‘TOTAL COSTJ TREATMENT] PERSON| HEURS UNIT COSTS:
' - : ' HOURS CostT
Check Dams
' People Rocking.
? . HE Rockmg
) v g. w/gﬁE Excavation
28 __Jute/Curlex
- P _Mulch/Seed
TOTALS: Other:
, | wInrer MaINTENANCE —_ Other:
' N - . [F 0»*!/.,&
- /
- 1.
Bedicted ] A’-../’f(z;,—) ’
(l(lcm )
TOTALS: "(9’9,04.:7. TOTALS:
7440 ' -
MEASUREMENTS: Area $%  ft2 Volume {72¢ yd3 |
(treated area): Road Length/lhdth / ft. OS S'Iope y 4 - WB/XRD .
FINISHED CHANNEL: 125 / fo 17 ft 130 ft2 Fom & wo/ SO =
. coidast) top/bottom mdth Tengtﬁ area .gradient  sideslopes L/R.

£§ Boards/CD

Category/NJnvber:H

-SECONDARY TREATMENT : (amounts) Drainage Basin -7 acres.
Jute/Cur'lex __rolls ft2. ‘ - Lo
Rocks yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft.
'-’ Check Dam Boards (D Size . EH / SW
_ Straw Bales é No. ,(7G¢% acre. Ot.her(specify) '
GRAND TOTAL COST | § 6904, 32
COMMENTS/ SKETCHES (See Over): (30) Site: Y-2(8i-57)




-

(treated area):

( C
» Ripped: __ - yes no Site: )y'-2 /6’/ 5)
@ ethod/Time: Category/Number: R4 /é #/3
Recons tructed: yes »* no
Percent Gone: %
Access:
- ﬂr/on !“"k (‘""A one
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: @ = Contract - (T FEM Rewas/
S I = In-House Z. Dreinege L mproe”
i R = Redwoods United
. (circle one)
TYPE | HOURS[COST/HR 'TOTAL COSTJ TREATMENT] PERSON{ HOURS UNIT COSTS:
. : HOURS .
Check Dams
People Rocking
. ‘ ﬂg Rockfﬁg
o - " f:szggjéfPE Excavation
) ‘ Jute/Curlex
- Mulch/Seed
.‘ TOTALS: Other:
WINTER MAINTENANCE — Qther:
Ak Otilpe
. 7 ../
t fl/ E«.../?(Z.S}»-)Zf
(kh-u
TOTALS: 1750 TOTALS:
MEASUREMENTS: Area_/0 po ft2 Volume 472 yd3 ,
Road Length/W1dth [ ft. 0S Siope 2 WB/XRD .

FINISHED CHANNEL: < ft Z (o ft = Jooft2 7T % Lo I6 2.
top/bottom width length area gradient sideslopes L/R.
-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin acres. L
Jute/Curlex___ rolls ft2, '
. Rocks____yds Avg. Depth (Rx)___ 1 ! ft.
. Check Dam Boards_ (D Size EH~ / SW # Boards/CD___ .
_ Straw Bales_ 4 No. .ez4acre. Other(specify)
GRAND TOTAL COST | ¢ /75D
’ ’ : X IS6 1
COUMAENTS/SKETCHES [See Over): ()  Site: /’Z Cateqory/Nucber:



. . ‘. C .
, /S - :
_ Ripped: v’ _yes no Site:_ y'-P /27/’1;)
Qethod/TiMe: Category/Number: AR/ /5& 12/ -~
econstructed: yes +no —_—
Percent Gone: . & ’
Access:
ﬂr/u\z 0/ work (c""" "‘;‘)
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: €} = Contract - (F: M Reawe/ .
- I = In-House Z. Dreinoge Lmpr”
. R = Redwoods United
' (circle one)
TYPE HOURS COST/HR'TOTAL.COST TREATMENT] PERSON| HOURS UNIT COSTS:
. : HOURS Can
Check Dams
People Rocking
—

_‘y—:i

TOTALS:

WINTER MAINTENANCE

-

4

HE Rocking
?éfyf;,gf/ HE Excavation
Jute/Curlex
Mulch/Seed
Other:
Other:
lf- 007‘.\'/.,‘

————————————

8( J.‘c 7L‘ ’J‘) E‘M -/"pflfr)_a'

(ieleme

TOTALS: Paor0 TOTALS:
MEASUREMENTS: Area27 Foft2 Volume £s7yd3 .
(treated area): Road Length/Width_ - / ft. 0S Slope % WB/XRD )

FINISHED CHANNEL:
¢wilist) top/bottom width

length area

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts)
Jute/Curlex____rolls ft2.
Rocks____yds Avg. Depth (Rx) ft.

CD Size

——

- Check Dam Boards

90 fro £t g 7ft . 2y ft2 Pra:

crl 27 =.

-gradient

. - o . 5
Drainage Basin g, 4 acres.

sideslopes L/R.

EH / SW # Boards/CD ;

_Straw Bales_{_ No. ,cug acre. Other(specify)

GRAND TOTAL COST | $

F-/0
. COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over):

(32) site: ¥-2(81-5)

R/gjaif7{
Category/Number:___




(o C

¢ .. .
.1 : .
_ Ripped: ‘/yes no Site: y-2 /5/—5L
‘etholeime: _-"."  Category/Number: R/ ZoY +sy o ~
econstructed: yes + no —--~.__.
Percent Gone: (@) '
Access: ' ' ' : .
2 .
. ﬂ,.,”. ,/ uar" (Cr onu)
EQUIPMENT WORK ~ [LABOR: €= Contract - (. Fitl Reaswe/
R I = In-House 2. D,,,(..,‘_Im/ﬂvc'”.
; R = Redwoods United ;
: . (circle one)
TYPE [ HOURS|COST/HR[TOTAL COST{ TREATMENT] PERSON| -HOURS " UNIT COSTS:
' ' HOURS | Ce=7 Check Dams
People Rocking
? . I ; | 4 Rock T 'ng
: S {'__}j’_é_ﬁE Excavation
AN _ Jute/Curlex
- Mulch/Seed
+ : TOTALS: | . } Other:
: WINTER MAINTENANCE . Other:
Aﬂ 001’!/0,&
. . Bedreted Bonfllas, )1 %
, | " Chlome #) tlasy )"—3
.’ -
TOTALS: 2/7é2.«o| TOTALS:

MEASUREMENTS: Area3/ze ftZ2 - Volume (/9 yd3

(treated area): Road Length/Width___/ ft. 0S Slope [ . . WB/XRD__ .
FINISHED CHANNEL: KO /, ft Gy ft 20 ft2 i % 291 4o %.
v twidsst) top/bottém mdth Tength area gradient  sideslopes L/R.

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) . Drainage Basin /2.7 acres.
Jute/Cur'Iex rolls . _;___ft'z.‘ o
,Rocks__yds Avg. Depth (Rx)  ft.
- Check Dam Boards 20 Size_ . EH’ [ SH f Boards/CD___ .
._ Straw Bales ¢ No. —-'-" acre. Other(specify) '

GRAND TOTAL COST |$ =, . 2. «

i . RAX 2cgdso
COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): - (33) Site: V-2 (8/-5) Category/Number:

—t
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- .)f.
, .o L c C
c’ ‘/ .
. Ripped: yes no Site: y-2 {5/ 5) .
thod/Time: Category/Nunber. _%—*’”m =~
Reconstructed: yes vno {4/)( O /7 +¢7%
Percent Gone: O '
Access: N
el ﬂr/ﬂt !”"é (""’ °“‘)
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: @= Contract - (P M Reaave/
B I = In-House Z. D,-.,;.-’:_IP‘/"""'”
; R = Redwoods United '
_ o : ~ (circle one)
TYPE HOURS [COST/HR ‘TOTAL. COST] TREATMENT| PERSON| HOURS - UNIT COSTS:
. . HOURS . Cost —_—
: Check Dams
BN AR People Rocking
' ? . HE Rocki‘ng
B U Sr. ;0 HE Excavation
2N
7 Jute/Curlex
- Mu'lch_/Seed
? TOTALS: Other-
, WINTER MAINTENANCE . | ———Other:
-] 7/
i ‘ —_— Y
P J-‘ 7L j E“n'flp 25
Pt
TOTALS: /946 | TOTALS:
MEASUREMENTS: Area 2 séoft2 Volume ¢S &d3 _ |
(treated area): Road Length/Width / ft. 0S Slope % WB/XRD .
FINISHED CHANNEL: 7/ 4 ft -7 ft 4eo2 ft2 lt.7% 32/ 29 =
(vidist) top/bottom width Tength area -gradient sideslopes L/R.

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage BasmlJJ acres
Jute/Cur'Iex rolls . _'__'_ftz. o -
Rocks_~ yds Avg. Depth (Rx)__~ ft. - |

‘ Check Dam Boards (D Size - | EH l ‘SW § Boards/CD .
Straw Bales ¥ No. .c eacre. Other(speC'lfy) '

GRAND TOTAL COST | $ /9@(,

COMMENTS/ SKETCHES (See Over):

IZ/)( zZo ‘71‘-7%,'
Category/Number:

(34) Site: Ye2 (8t-5)



r

, Lt | (7
; Ripped: v ;es no Site: V-Z /5/-5)
Hethod/Time:'f . Category/Number: L AnD/ VG Sviss
Reconstructed: yes v no
_— \-"—-
Percent Gone: o) .
Access:
ﬂll‘/ﬂ-"- f@.f# (Clm O‘\a)
EQUIPMENT WORK LABOR: €} = Contract 1 Reamwe/
~ I = In-House Z/Dr-m'l‘— L mprov e
: 5 s ; R = Redwoods United
Ln,;?, docon Vel : (circle one)
. fien P~ ex L, . .
FPE HOURS GGSf—’/HR TOTAL COSTY TREATMENT] PERSON}| -HOURS UNIT COSTS:
' ' HOURS Cos? " Check Dams
. —y e | =%~ 2 Vo7 > 2 People Rocking
I+ §92 | T¥S cos —+ /.S //z/l_; 15 ?Aﬂ P
JLT_;fO.';' ’ . r - _________HE ROCkTﬂg
: . : o {_/_—ig___HE Excavation
. e > /'4,' ‘ /,'77 1. [ E
7 & 2274 do 97,,# '?b [ > y/,S‘O/::,,[Jz "--7//Lﬂ -~ Jdute/Curlex
‘;"’ - - Mulch/Seed
K~ 74¢4-0¢ hod -
é * | TOTALS: | | Other:
WINTER MAINTENANCE = |g———Others_____
l'7¢' -0-‘4("‘7&/2 “ i
1T 21,
JO‘* J e--npf(zs'?—)___q
(Irl..--
TOTALS: [s19 | 75 74) o’,' { o TOTALS:

IE
MEASUREMENTS: Area ft2 Volume5=7% yd3 .
(treated area): Road Length/Width / ft. OS Slop"e v WB/XRD .

MI“‘) ¥/ )
FINISHED EHANNEL: ft 'f-‘?:g ft ft2 o= / .
(vidist) top/bottom width Tength area -gradient  sideslopes L/R.

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Basin acres.
Jute/Curlex___ rolls _ ft2. .
"Rocks__"~_yds . Avg. Depth (Rx)___'__ft.
- Check Dam Boards  CD Size__ EH / ____SW # Boards/CD___ .
._ Straw Bales_ No. _ __ acre. Other(specify) '

GRAND TOTAL COST |$ /¢ ¢ O.co

COMMENTS/SKETCHES (ee Over): (25) Site: Y-2 (81-5=)  Category/Number:
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i Ripped: yes no Site: )y-2 {5]-5) .
Method/Time: R Category/Number: Dre. £, 4_; ~ .
Reconstructed: yes vno ___

Percent Gone: (o)
Access:
ﬂr/au 0! work (""’A "‘:'4
EQUIPMENT WORK ' LLABOR: © = Contract , CFi tl Renane!/
oo I = In-House Z. Dresnege L mprover
; R = Redwoods United
A (circle one)
TYPE HOURS |COST/HR ‘TOFAL—COST] TREATMENT] PERSON HCGU-R-g UNIT COSTS:
. . S )
. gd Perd | Comments HOURS ‘ : Check Dams
: /A ' - People Rockin

§~—": f:éy‘ 750 70 h’/fu/{l ren é 7/ - HE zocklng s .
B ' LU 9c f'§ e @M oLZ Lff ,dg_‘ — &

N /égr%"f:ffl [CE28 wdaiee~ e 24 Iz {F2z- 9244 FE Excavation

Unds e L] 1 _/ ' T - Jute/Curlex

T w7403 | 620 | (70 |wfeude rim P ' Mulch/Seed
167:92) bes | esr |/l e Brgrats: [T Other:

83| 1ges 7o) ¢se | bxC | e al WINTER MAINTENANCE —Other:
o] 2etrre | gse | 650 | e T — ALE Otslpe
l X 4&‘@317’, -~ '
e | BT
TOTALS: - TOTALS:

MEASUREMENTS: Area ft2 Volume - yd3 ,
(treated area): ‘Road Length/Width - /  ft. 0S Slope % WB/XRD .

FINISHED CHANNEL: | ft ft f£t2 T / ..
(vidist) top/bottom width Tength  area .gradient  sideslopes L/R.

-SECONDARY TREATMENT: (amounts) Drainage Bisin - acres.
Jute/Curlex _ rolls. __ ftZ. : o
‘Rocks_ "~ yds . Avg. Depth (Rx)__ ft.
Check Dam Boards (D Size -E_H / __SW & Boards/CD____.
Straw Bales_ __No. ____acre. Other(specify) '

GRAND TOTAL COST ($ <o /5 po

COMMENTS/SKETCHES (See Over): (Blo) Site: v-2(81-5) Category/Naner:_;_
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REVEGETATION REPORT

REHABILITATION SITE 81-4, DEVILS CREEK
AND

REHABILITATION SITE 81-5, BRIDGE CREEK

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
REDWOOD NATIONAL PARK

»

By

Roy W. Martin
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Site Descriptions

The Devils Creek Rehabilitation Site 81-4 Is located on the west side of the

Redwood Creek basin. The slte consists of & 4.1 mile section of the Y-2
haul road extending from the park boundary to the Y-2-1 Intersection.
Elevations range from 1100 to 1700 feet. Most of the acreage immedlately
upsliope of the Y-2 road has been tractor logged. Downslope there are two
cut block units located near the park boundary end of the work site.

Vegetation in logged areas is predominant|y red alder (Alnus rubra), inter-
spersed with varying amounts of coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis ssp.
consanguinea). Uncut slopes are clothed with an old growth forest co-dominated

by redwood (Sequola sempervirens) and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesil) in
the canopy. A considerable amount of tanbark oak (hithocarpus densiflora) and
madrone (Arbutus menzlesii) occur in the overstory. The understory vegetation
Is mostiy California huckleberry (Vaccinium ovatum), salal (Gaultheria shallon)
and young tanbark oaks, with lesser amounts of sword fern (Polystichum munitum)
and rhododendron (Rhododendron macrophylium).

The Bridge Creek Rehabilitation Site 81-5 is located on the west side of the
Redwood Creek basin downstream from Site 81-4. This slte consists of 0.9
miles of the M~7-5-1 haul road and 2.3 miles of the M-7-5-2 haul road.
Elevations at this site range from approximately 800 to 1800 feet. Tractor
logged cut block units intersperse with old growth area both above and 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, salal, California huckle-
berry and young Douglas-fir also tanbark oaks. Some large patches of coyote
brush and blue brush (Ceanothus thyrsiflorus) occur as scattered patches.

Old growth vegetation Is_dominated by redwood and Douglas-fir in the overstory,

with lesser amounts of tanbark oak, madrone and western hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla).

The understory is mostly salal, Callfornia huckleberry, rhododendron and sword
fern.



Table 1.

e e e e L S A LI

Vegetation Treatment. Rehabilitation Site 81-4

Bridge Creek, M-7-5-1 Road

Site Descriptions Acreage Planting Treatment
RX-1 .06 308 A at 3'
RX-2 .08 376 A at 3
RX-3 .06 276 A at 3'
RX-5 .22 1048 A at 3'
RX-6 .29 1400 A at 3'
RX-7 .30 1440 A at 3°'
Road Surface? 5.57 930 R and 930 Df at 10'D
Total 6.58 4848 A
930 R
930 Df
RX - Road crossing
A - Alder, 1 year, containerized
- R - Redwood, 1 year, containerized .
Df <+ Douglas-fir, 2 year, bareroot \
"a = fncludes landings and road stretches exclusive of crossings y
b - -conifers planted at 10-foot spacings, alternating Redwood and

Douglas-fir; every other conifer received a fertilizer tablet.

>4
-----



Table 2.
Rehabilitation Site 81-4
Bridge Creek, M-7-5-2 Road

Vegetation Treatment.

- — - . ¢ —t L B e DL o R T, W

Site Description Acreage P]anting Treatment
RX-15 .15 702 A at 3'
RX-16 12 562 A at 3'
RX-17 .16 760 A at 3'
RX-18 ) 536 A at 3'
RX-19 .10 494 A at 3'
RX-22 .18 878 A at 3'
SX-29 .03 158 A at 3°
$X-23 .03 N/T
RX-24 .15 300 A at 3'
XRDs, RX-24 to RX-27 -- 588 A at 3'
RX-27 .16 788 A at 3'
SX-26A .01 42 A at 3'
SX-26B .03 148 A at 3'
SX-26D .04 174 A at 3'
SX-26E .04 188 A at 3’
SX-26F .01 56 A at 3'
RX-28 N .23 1098 A at 3'
Road Surface? 9.92 3,380 R and 3,380 Df at g'b
Total 11.47 7472 A
- 3380 R
3380 Df
RX Road Crossing
SX Stream Crossing

Cross Road Drain

Alder, 1 year, containerized
Redwood, 1 year, containerized
Douglas-fir, 2 year, bareroot

>
coRox»d
[ D D DU N DR R R

includes landings and road stretches exclusive of crossings.
conifers planted at 8-foot spacings, alternating Redwood and

Douglas-fir every other conifer received a fertilizer tablet.
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Table 3.
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Vegetation Treatment. Rehabilitation Site B1-5

Devils Creek, Y-2 Road

Site Description Acreage Planting Treatment
RX 2+20 12 594 A at 3
RX 35+25 .04 170 A and 30 R at 3'
RX 39+14 .04 176 A and 36 R at 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+68 .03 126 A and 26 R at 3'
RX 56+87 .05 211 A and 45 R at 3'
RX 76+61 2 471 A and 95 R at 3°
RX 133+77 R 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 R at 3
RX 204+50 .01 281 A and 57 R at 3
RX 207+43 .09 347 A and 71 R at 3
Road Surface? 14.91 3300 R and 3300 Df at 10'P

_ 16.06 7069 A

‘ ) 6201 R

3300 Df

RX Road Crossing

XRD - Cross Road Drain
A - Alder, 1 year, containerized
R - Redwood, 1 year, containerized
Df - 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-7-5-1 M-7-5-2 ¥-2 Total Unit Price

Per Item Amount

Alder® . 4848 7472 7069 19,389 .15 $2908.35
Redwood” ¢ 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 Tablet® 930 3380 3300 7,610 .012 91.32

Total for Trees and Fertilizer Tablets $5,242:20

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

. Table 5

In-House Labor Costs for Planting Trees
Rehabilitation Site 81-5, Devils Creek (Y-2 Road)

Date Labor Hqge/Hour* ] Hours ~_Amount
3-16-82 Laborer $8.13 10 $81.30
Laborer ’8.13 10 81.30

3-17-82 Laborer 8.13 10 81.30
Laborer 8.13 10 81.30

3-18-82 Laborer 8.13 10 . 81.30
Laborer 8.13 _ 10 81.30

3-22-82 Laborer 8.96 10 89.60
Laborer 8.46 10 84.60

Laborer 8.13 10 81.30

| Laborer 8.13 10 81.30
3723782 Labbrer 8.96 i8 71.68
Laborer 8.13 8 66.04

Laborer 8.13 8 66.04

Laborer 8.13 8 66.04

3-24-82 Laborer 8.13 8 66.04
. Total 140 $1160.44

*Hage/hour includes overhead



Table B

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)

Material Costs $5,242.20
Contract Costs 4,029.76
Operation dates 2-16-82 to 3-6-82

1.75 lost crew days §79.25
Labor Costs 1,160.44

Total Cost $11,064.65

......
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Field Observations on the Y-2 Road December, 2000

Most crossing excavations have experienced minor downcutting along the channel, although in most cases it is
limited to three feet in depth or less. All crossing excavations appear to be under-excavated, and a large fluvial
event may cause an average of up to 100 - 200 cubic yards to be mobilized in each crossing.

The crossing excavation at sta. 48+50 has experienced a loss of between 300 and 700 cubic yards,
{depending on the original configuration of the excavation) most of which appears to have occurred in the 1997
storm event. Most of the material seems to have been transported offsite. Channel sideslopes are freshly
exposed and oversteepened, and incision within the channel appears to be active and headcutting upstream.
Up to 300 cubic yards of fill material remains within the boundaries of the crossing, and hundreds of cubic
yards remain above the crossing, all at great risk of mobilizing in future events.

Several debris flows originating (1997 storm) above the Y-2 Road have coalesced into a large area of debris
along the road bench around the deep drain at sta. 65+61. These debris flows seem to have originated from
the failure of skid road fill material at several points where the skid roads crossed this broad swale. A total of
approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material is involved, most of the debris lies above the road bench, with
approximately 500 cubic yards resting on the road bench, and 800 cubic yards reaching the old-growth below
the road.

Tension cracks and minor slumping of the outboard edge of the roadbench occurs between DD 65+61 and sta.
74+400.

Near sta. 74+00 an approximately 1,000 cubic yard failure of the outboard portion of the road bench cccurred,
apparently in the 1997 storm. All the material went into the old-growth, but no old-growth trees were directly
killed.

The crossing excavation at 76+61 has experienced downcutting up to 7' deep along the channel.
Approximately 300 to 400 cubic yards of material have been transported off-site.

A 300 cubic yard failure of the outboard edge occurred near sta. 87+00. Also due to the 1997 storm. Location
of this feature was not well-recorded in my notes, and so may be somewhere else along this reach of road.

Near sta. 96+00 an approximately 1,000 cubic yard failure of the outboard portion of the road bench occurred,
apparently in the 1997 storm. All the material went into the old-growth, partially burying several old-growth
trees. They were still healthy in December, 2000.

A 500" or mare section of the road bench has completely failed in a series of small slumps near RX 133+77.
Most movement appears to have been during the 1997 storm, although this location may have been
experiencing movement for some time. Up to 10,000 cubic yards is involved. Not much movement off-site into
the old-growth below.

Tension cracks occur along an approximately two hundred linear length of road reach near sta. 141+00.

At sta.158+00 failure of skid road fill material from above the road bench has caused failure of some of the Y-2
Road bench.

At the site of the old debris flow, at DD 167+92, two large gullies have formed. At the outboard edge of the
road bench one is 15’ wide and 8’ deep. They still appear to be active.

Revegetation along the outsloped reaches seems to be much better than along the un-treated reaches. Fir

trees up to 10’ tall, fairly high density stands, with much salal and other brush are found in the outsioped
reaches, whereas much more dispersed trees and dominantly ferns are found on the untreated reaches.
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JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 1-A 7/28/81 PP#3B OS @ Sta 38-00
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JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 1-B 11/15/81 PP#3B E.W.


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



JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 1-C 9/15/82 PP#3B E.W.
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JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 2-A 7/28/81 PP#8 E.W.
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Unit: 81-5 2-B 11/15/81 PP8 E.W.


JBarnes
Text Box
Unit: 81-5 2-B 11/15/81 PP8 E.W.
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Unit: 8



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


Unit: 81-5 2- 7/21/83 PP8 L.T.


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




