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The Problem
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Ecologic Goal
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Elements of t_he Roads Program

* PEEP N PWA Road Sites - Freshwater
! - 1inch squals 5,000 fest
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e Construction
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e Wet weather
inspections

e Annual road
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inspections



All weather, dry weather, and
abandoned roads are the
major focus




Over 1000 sites per watershed
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Design standards

*Hydrologically
disconnect

“Harden” roads at
stream crossings

*Restore natural
gradient

*Ensure passage of
flow and fish

E. 2 Standards and Considerartions for Road and Landing Dezign
E.2.1 Standards for road classification
E.2.2 Considerations in layving ouf reads and landings
E 2.3 Standards for laying out reads and landings

E 2.4 Standards for road prism E-3
E.2.5 Standards for road and landing swfaces E-6
E.2.6 Standards for road and landing surface dramags E-7
E. 2.7 Standards for hydrological desizn E-8
E 2.8 Considerations for choosing walercourse crossing type E-5
E.2.9 Standards for temporary watsrcourse crossings E-10
E.2.10 Considerations for fords E-11
E.2.11 Standards for fords E-11
E.2.12 Standavds for vented fords E-12
E.2.13 Standards for watercourse culverts E-13
E.2.14 Standavds for dotch-relief culveris E-14

E 215 Considerations for bridzes E-1
E.2.16 Standards for bridges E-1
E.2 17 Standards for 1]l material for landings E-1
E 218 Standards for spoil piles, bomrow areas, or soul disposal E-1
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Construction from the bottom up

nd.Armoring
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Minimize delivery of sediment to
streams

Erosion Control-Fabric

=




Have to react to conditions at each
site
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Decommissioning and Abandoning
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Cubie¢ Yards of Soil. Removed: 5.000







Wild Cat “Blue Goo”




Inventoried Sites

Road Sediment Site Progress
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Progress to Date

N. Fork Elk River
Progress in Reducing Treatable Sediment Volume
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Progress to Date
Freshwater

Potential Delivered Sediment (Yd?3)

Freshwater Creek
Progress in Reducing Treatable Sediment Volume
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Sediment saved per site

Average Sediment Saved Per Site
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How much sediment removal is this?

Freshwater Creek
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rosion After Site Construction
xplanation of Method




Erosion After Site Construction

Post Activity Erosion Volume Per Site
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Average Post Activity Erosion By Year

Post Activity Erosion
Per Site
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Average Erosion by Project Type

Sites with No Post Activity Erosion
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Average Erosion by Watershed

Post Activity Erosion
Average Per Site
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Effect on Water Quality—
Cloney Gulich
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Effect on Water Quality --
McCready Gulch

McCready Gulch

During Stream Monitoring Period

Sediment Saved == Stream Sediment Load —@— Cumulative Saved
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Effect on Water Quality --
N. Fork Elk River

Sediment Yield (mtons/km?)
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Comparison of Sediment Yield at
HRC Water Quality Trend Sites

Sediment per Upstream Area_HY2008
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Toms Gulch has been more of a
problem generally

Average Erosion Per Site (yd3)

Erosion Volume Per Site (Yd3)
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Water Quality—Toms Gulch

Tom's Gulch
During Stream Monitoring Period

Sediment Saved = Stream Sediment Load —@— Cumulative Saved
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Despite more erosion following
construction, water quality has been
Improving
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