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1. Prioritize sub-basins of Upper Saline.

2. Assess/Prioritize sediment from the following land uses:

• Stream bank erosion

• Unpaved roads

• Pasture

• Urban

• Timber harvest

Project Objectives:



Methods for Evaluating SedimentMethods for Evaluating Sediment
Soil & Water Assessment 

Tool (SWAT)
• Urban
• Forest

• Pasture
• Timber Harvest

Water Erosion Prediction 
Project (WEPP)

• Unpaved Roads

Bank Erosion Hazard 
Index (BEHI)

• In-stream Erosion

Results First, discussion follows
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SWAT Model 
Outputs:
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Middle Fork Road InventoryMiddle Fork Road Inventory

The Middle Fork The Middle Fork 
has 162 gravel has 162 gravel 

roadroad
crossings within crossings within 
its drainage, and  its drainage, and  
approx 180 miles approx 180 miles 

of gravel road.of gravel road.

Our Objective:
Two-fold

•Develop Database
•Run WEPP 

Model



Unpaved Roads – AssessmentUnpaved Roads – Assessment

ruts

Dip-bar

Incised Road
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Total Road Total
Segments Miles Leaving Road (tons) Entering Stream (tons)

Total 1-Lane No Ruts 1036 125.57 1631.32 214.32
Total 1-Lane Ruts/Rills 97 8.97 94.90 8.64
Total 2-Lane 72 11.09 372.09 21.74
Total 2-Track 320 32.97 308.76 43.19
Grand Total 1525 178.60 2407.07 287.89

Middle Fork Saline Watershed Gravel Road Inventory & WEPP Modeling Results

Inventoried Road Groups
Total Sediment Loading
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Road Inventory Results: Priority
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Back to Holy Moley
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Middle Fork Saline Range of BEHI Values

Extreme 9%

Very High 6%

High 15%

Moderate 35%

Low 26%

Very Low 9%
Extreme

Very High

High

Moderate

Low

Very Low
Total River Miles by  Category

3.76

10.48

13.64

5.94

2.31
3.76

Very Low  BEHI

Low  BEHI

Moderate BEHI

High BEHI

Very High BEHI

Extreme BEHI

12 miles
Accounts for 82%





Longitudinal 
Profile

Cross Sections

• Long. Pro. measures
bed features, channel slope,

& bankfull slope

Channel Geometry Measurements

• Cross Sections measure
Channel width, bankfull width,

Floodprone area



Scour Chain Installation

Scour Chains tell:
• Amount of sediment
aggradation (sediment

buildup/filling in) or 
degradation (scour,

downcutting)



27 total Bank Profiles27 total Bank Profiles



Site #6

•Sinuosity (C4 stream type)
(Radius of Curvature)

•Sediment Slugs

•Avulsion

•Creation of Oxbows

•Management?

Discussion:
Where the rubber meets the road
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Good News…Good News…



Site #8









ConclusionsConclusions

• Sediment problems in the MF are a 
cumulative process.
– This study is a snapshot in time.

• the stream has experienced periods of rapid 
change and channel adjustment 
– Sites most susceptible are those with any level 

of disturbance in the riparian zone.  (Rip veg = 
glue, ex: Ref Reach)



RecommendationsRecommendations

• Efforts should be two-fold:
– Manage sediment at the watershed scale

• Ex: Mitigate for land-clearing activities either on-site 
or as close to the impact as possible.

– Assist in restoration of highly impacted sites
– Maintenance/preservation of existing riparian 

zones

Importance of Rip Veg in an urban landscape



And the future?

•Urban landscape includes a variety of impacts fr. Construction, 
imperv. Surf, to water withdrawals/damming of tributaries.



Questions?

A copy of the Report:
http://conserveonline.org/workspaces/sedimentsaline/
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