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Emergency Watershed Protection Report 
Spring and Summer 1984 

Hanti-LaSal National Forest 
Carbon, Emery, Juab, Sanpete, and Utah Counties 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

During the spring of 1984, the melt of a record snowpack caused hundreds 
of landslides and record flooding in several drainages of the Hanti-LaSal 
National Forest. This event of 1984 seriously aggravated the problems 
caused by the floods and landslides of 1983, and created much new damage. 
Most resources and National Forest uses have been impacted. Access is 
severely curtailed, causing serious economic impacts. 

A damage survey was conducted by the Interdisciplinary Team during the 
period of June 28 to July 18, 1984. Damage was widespread throughout the 
Manti and San Pitch Divisions of the Manti-LaSal National Forest. Land­
slides and high flood waters have destroyed Forest Development Roads and 
trails, range land and improvements, campground facilities, and fishery 
habitats, and have impaired the watersheds. 

Impacts are serious to all resources. The present conditions threaten 
downstream lives and property and seriously impede normal Forest programs 
including dependent permittees. Many areas have been rendered unsafe due 
to ongoing geologic processes. 

Emergency funding is needed to 
to resources and facilities. 
will take many years. 

initiate repairs and in restoration of damage 
However, the restoration and healing process 

The purpose of this report is to describe the Interdiscipl inary Team's 
findings and those recommendations for treatment that should be funded 
under Section 403 of the Agriculture Credit Act of 1978. A general descrip­
tion of the disaster event, contribut ing factors, and damaged sustained 
will be presented. A site specific description by incident, recommendations 
for treatment, and costs will also be shown for those areas that should 
qualify for 403 funding. 
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TABLE 1 - Total Funds Needed for Flood Damage Repairs 

Emergency Watershed Protection (403) 

Emergency Relief for Federal Off-System 
Roads (ERFO) 

Forest Service Funds 

Road Betterment and Supplemental (FR&T) 

Protection and Management (P&M) 

$ 724,837 

834,675 

109,000 

1,343,079 

$3,011,591 

TABLE 2 - 403 Funds Requested by County and Ranger District 

District 

Name Carbon Emery Juab Saneete Utah Total 

Sanpete $109,812 $258,700 $ 84,850 $435,362 

Ferron $40,000 2,100 42,100 

Price $19,100 70,375 139,900 229,375 

$19,100 $110,375 $109,812 $260,800 $224,750 $724,837 
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TABLE 3 

Total Program 403 and Forest Management Program 
By Incident Area 

Forest 
Management 

No. Incident 403 Program & ERFO Total 

1 West San Pitch 109,812 652,916 762,748 

2 East San Pitch 0 59,153 59,153 

3 Lake Fork 84,850 93,659 178,509 

4 Thistle Creek 139,900 39,223 179,123 

5 Fairview Canyon 24,950 70,287 95,237 

6 Price River 16,100 105,834 121,934 

7 Monument Peak 16,325 42,362 58,687 

8 Huntington Creek 57,050 197,318 254,368 

9 Scad Valley 0 4,417 4,417 

10 Joes Valley 11,600 43,261 59,861 

11 Ferron Canyon 30,500 62,955 93,455 

12 Muddy Creek 0 169,688 169,688 

13 TwefVeMile Creek 206,100 313 ,347 519,447 

14 Six Mile 6,500 205,229 211,729 

15 Manti Canyon 5,350 33,026 38,376 

16 Ephraim Canyon 0 67,296 67,296 

17 Knob Mountain 9,350 24,844 34,194 

18 Moab 0 0 0 

19 Pleasant Creek 0 94,891 94,891 

20 San Pitch Canyon 0 0 0 

21 Canal Canyon 6,450 7,028 13 ,478 

TOTALS 724,837 2,286,754 3,011,591 
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Seven hundred twenty four thousand eight hundred thirty seven dollars 
($724,837) is being requested for the Manti-LaSal National Forest under 
Section 403 of the Agriculture Credit Act of 1978 for Emergency Watershed 
Protection. 

Within this report, threatened downstream property values are estimated 
for each project and incident. These property value estimates are based 
on review of maps, photographs, and personal observations. The values 
are based on the estimates of the team members for the 1983 report. 

Downstream from the National Forest, the effects of the slides and floods 
damaged property and roads within 7 communities; at least 11 conmunity 
water supplies, 2 U.S. Highways, many acres of agricultural lands, many 
acres of crops, and many irrigation diversions. 

II. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DISASTER 

Major areas on the Manti-LaSal National Forest have received severe impacts 
from landslides, mudflows, and abnormally high runoff. The record moisture 
conditions, combined with dipping bedrock and historic geologic instability, 
lubricated and released numerous landslides. All of these factors created 
hundreds of landslides on the Manti Division and San Pitch Division. Flood­
ing caused additional damage. 

The previous three moisture years, 1981 through 1983, were wet in terms 
of snowpack and total precipitation. This moisture year, 1983-1984, has 
broken records for total snowfall and total precipitation in these areas. 

Several days of hot weather in mid-May caused severe flooding in low ele­
vation watersheds. This was followed by an extended cool spring which 
lengthened the period of snowmelt at higher elevations, and provided 
extended periods of high water in the streams. Even so, the peak stream­
flows exceeded all records where gages were available. 

This sequence of events has seriously aggravated the problems caused by 
the 1983 flood and landslide event, and created much new damage. Forest­
wide, there has been a 41 percent increase in the number of landsl ides 
and a 32 percent increase in the area of landslides. The damages to the 
stream channels have recurred with several new areas added. 

Many of the landslides deposited directly in live stream channels and 
temporarily dammed streamflow before breaking loose (Photo #2). The failure 
of temporary dams caused increased flow levels and debris accumulations 
downstream. Roads were washed out, covered by slide debriS, or fell victim 
to fill failures because of mass movements. Stream channel degradation 
and channel shifting was widespread. Trees were undercut along streambanks 
and contributed to the debris load. 

Landslides obliterated Blue Lake in the Muddy Creek drainage and have 
created several new lakes and ponds in several areas. The number, size, 
and permanence of these new features is unknown. The damages to the fish 
habitats have increased over 1983. The damages to the Forest road system 
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has rendered many areas of the Manti and San Pitch Divisions inaccessible 
to customary vehicles. This has greatly impacted many Forest users and 
workers. The costs to range permittees will be increased. Recreation 
facilities have been destroyed. 

The area is generally characterized by high intensity summer thunderstorms 
in August and September. Small denuded areas have historically generated 
devastating mudflows into the communities in the San Pitch River Valley. 

This spring, the high water and landslides have denuded widespread areas 
of the Manti and San Pitch Divisions, and have damaged property in nearby 
communities. When the summer thunderstorms hit these newly denuded areas 
and recent sediment deposits, it is anticipated that severe erosion of 
sediments and debris will occur and downstream damage will be extensive 
(see report in Incident #15, page 103). 

III. DAMAGE TO NATIONAL FOREST IMPROVEMENTS AND RESOURCES - 1984 EVENT 

A. Forest Access 

40 Hiles of Road Cost to Repair 
16% Miles of Trails Cost to Repair 
3 Major Stream Crossings Cost to Repair 
Road Betterment and Supplemental FR&T 

Total 

B. Recreation 

Damage to Campgrounds 

Chicken Creek Campground 
Ferron Campground 

Total 

C. Lands 

$632,975 
81,700 

120,000 
109,000 

$943,675 

$300,000 
1O~000 

$310,000 

Based on maps of the landslides and known corners, four survey corners 
may have been damaged. Estimated cost of re-estab1ishment is $60,000. 

D. Range 

The loss of access is estimated to have affected 169 permittees, 
56,542 head of livestock, 59,701 permitted AUM's, and 45 range allot­
ments. Landslides have damaged 3,468 acres of rangelands (1,683 acres 
suitable). 
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E. Timber 

This disaster has affected aspen, pinyon-juniper, cottonwood, and spruce 
fir. About 10 percent of the landslide area (450 acres) is estimated 
to have a high insect and disease hazard. Access to one timber sale 
(500 KBF) has been interrupted. 

Refine Insect and Disease Inventory 
Initiate Insect and Disease Control 

Activities (1st Year) 
Re-establish Temporary Timber Sale Access 

Total 

F. Fish and Wildlife 

$15,000 

35,000 
5,000 

$55,000 

During 1983, the fisheries habitats were severely damaged by landslides 
and flooding. In 1984, additional damage was sustained on an additional 
9.4 miles of habitat. The estimated cost of repair is $212,240. 

G. Minerals 

Landslides caused damage to the Skyline Mine facility in Eccles Canyon. 
Damage on the mine lease is a problem of the permittee, although the 
Forest Service must agree to the corrective action. Some of the damage 
may qualify for 403 funding if the lessee applies. 

A landslide crossed a rehabilitated drill pad of a dry gas well in 
North-"Hughes Canyon. 

H. Watershed 

Landslide Areas 
Stream Channel Damage 
*Damage to Previous Watershed Treatments 

(Furrows and Trenches) 
Areas Denuded by Landslides or Channel 

Scouring 
The Estimated Cost to Repair These Damages 

4,460 Acres 
59 Miles 

26 Acres 

1,244 Acres 
$1,158,526 

*The damage reported here is from a landslide that covered up a 
portion of the contouring in Rees Valley. No known failures of 
trenches or furrows have occurred. See Appendix, Photo 4. 

1. Fire 

The lack of road access has reduced the Forest's capability to provide 
quick and efficient initial attack for suppression of wildfire. In 
addition, the down and drying trees have increased and fuel loading 
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and the risk for larger fires has increased. A locally based heli­
copter and crew is needed to provide initial attack capabilities. This 
need will continue yearly until the transportation system is restored. 
Estimated cost for one season is $80,000. 

J. Special Uses 

Eleven special uses have been identified as damaged. New Environmental 
Assessments may be required before those special uses can be re-estab­
lished. The estimated cost is $55,000. 

TABLE 4 - Municipal Watersheds 

Watershed Costs* 

Municipality Population Watershed 403 PMf Total 

Levan 624 Chicken Creek $ 52,812 $ 17,185 $ 69,997 

Fairview 912 Fairview Canyon 7,050 5,635 12,685 

Milburn 100 Dry Creek 0 1,860 1,860 

Price 15,565 Price River 16,850 14,055 30,905 

Huntington 3,748 Huntington 
Creek 70,375 150,640 221,015 

Orangeville 
Castle Dale 3,192 Joes Valley 11,600 8,605 20,205 

Ferron 1,273 Ferron Canyon 30,500 6,085 36,585 

Mayfield 391 Twelve Mile 206,100 47,868 253,968 

Manti 2,080 Manti Canyon 5,350 2,100 7,450 

Ephraim 2,810 Ephraim Canyon 0 10,008 10,008 

Spring City 671 Oak Creek 9,350 10,435 19,785 

Totals 31,366 $409,967 $274,476 $684,463 

*These are the costs to repair watershed damages within municipal water­
sheds. These costs are included in the $1,158,526 watershed total on the 
previous page, Section H Watershed, page 6. 
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TABLE 5 - Irrigation Systems 

Watershed Costs* 

Canyon P&M 403 Total 

Chicken Creek $ 17,185 $ 52,812 $ 69,997 
Pigeon Creek 1,860 21,500 23,360 
Four Mile Creek 1,085 0 1,085 
Deep Creek 5,500 35,500 41,000 
Log Hollow 3,000 0 3,000 
Lake Fork 25,400 84,850 110,250 
Mill Fork 1,100 18,200 19,300 
Thistle Creek 8,158 29,000 37,158 
Little Clear Creek 12,850 37,450 50,300 
Rock Canyon 2,520 73,450 75,970 
Fairview Canyon 5,635 7,050 12,685 
Oak Creek 9,340 17,900 27,240 
Crooked Creek 1,860 0 1,860 
Huntington Creek 150,640 70,375 221,015 
Joes Valley 8,605 11 ,600 20,205 
Ferron Canyon 6,085 30,500 36,585 
Muddy Creek 7,615 0 7,615 
Twelve Mile 47,868 206,100 253,968 
Six Mile 6,085 6,500 12,585 
Manti Canyon 2,100 5,350 7,450 
Ephraim Canyon 10,008 2,400 10,008 
Knob Mountain 10,435 9,350 19,785 
Canal Canyon 3,200 6,450 9,650 

Totals $345,734 $726,337 $899,851 

*These are the costs to repair watershed damages above irrigation systems. 
These costs are included in the total $1,158,526 watershed costs shown 
on page 3. Many of the costs are shown on both pages 7 and 8. 

Reference Section H Watershed on page 6. 



9 

IV. PROPOSED TREATMENTS AND JUSTIFICATION 

A. Control of Erosion and Sediment Production 

Small denuded areas have historically generated devastating mudflows 
into the communities of the San Pitch River Valley. This disaster of 
high water and landslides has damaged much property in several of these 
small communities, and denuded widespread areas of the Manti and San 
Pitch Divisions. Many areas are barren, due to sediment deposits and 
mudflows that have destroyed and/or buried existing vegetation. 

When the summer thunderstorms and snowmelt high water occurs, newly 
denuded areas will erode severely and the mobilization of sediment 
and debris will occur. Downstream damage will be extensive. (See 
Incident #15, page 103). 

Sediment in the water supply adds to the cost of municipal water treat­
ment and has been known to carry disease organisms and protect them 
from water treatment. Water diversions, pipelines, culverts, and bridge 
openings may be clogged with sediment. Cropland may be destroyed by 
sediment deposits. 

Most of the barren and denuded areas are highly susceptible to addi­
tional erosion and sediment production (Photo's 1, 5, 6, 7, 10, and 13). 
The slopes range from 5 to 100 percent. The area is characterized 
by high intensity summer thunderstorms in August and September. In 
Ephraim Canyon, Farmer and Fletcher report an average of more than 
16 thunderstorms in August and September (Farmer and Fletcher, 1971, 
Precipitation Characteristics of Summer Storms at High Elevations in 
Utah, Forest Service. INT 110). The intensity at the 5 year recurrence 
30 minute storm is about 1.2 inches per hour. These precipitation 
data are probably applicable throughout the Manti and San Pitch 
Divisions. 

Revegetation is the best means for reducing erosion and sediment produc­
tion from denuded areas. Revegetation of streambanks and flood plains 
will greatly reduce the potential for further erosion and downstream 
damage. Wi llows and other riparian plants form an effective cover, 
and the roots provide excellent binder for these sediments. Patches 
of willows provide excellent sediment retention during flood flows 
and tend to filter the sediments from the water. Planting riparian 
species will advance the plant succession and greatly hasten the good 
ground cover needed along streambanks. The vegetation acts as a buffer 
to sediments from upslope. The vegetated areas overhanging streams 
provides food and cover for aquatic species. Grass seeding, riparian 
planting, and some streambank stabilization measures are recommended 
for erosion and sediment control. This work is classified as HIH 
Code F03. 
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B. Debris Dams and Channel Clearing 

This work is classed as KIH Code F03. Large quantities of logs and 
smaller sized wood materials have accumulated in piles that block the 
stream channels (Photo's 2, 11, and 12). This type of debris is also 
often deposited in other areas along streams within the seasonal high 
water zone without completely blocking the stream. 

Unless removed, these materials will be mobilized by flows from snow­
melt and thunderstorms to create temporary dams and flood surges down 
the channel. Once mobilized, these materials have great power to damage 
and destroy channel crossings, structures, and facilities within the 
high water zone. 

Experience shows that debris mitigates not only down channel, but also 
down slope. Therefore, debris clearing should be quite extensive. 

The wood materials should be piled and burned or scattered well above 
the high water zone. In certain locations, it will be possible to 
anchor logs into banks for s·tabil ization and/or fish habitat improve­
ments. In other locations where raw, steep, and erodible slopes are 
directly above the stream channel, it may be possible to place logs 
above the flood plain parallel to the contour to act as sediment traps. 
Some of the wood debris may be used by fue1wood cutters. 

C. Riprap 

This work is classed as KIH Code F03. Where streams are actively under­
cutting otherwise stable slopes or roads, "riprap" or other channel 
structures may be justified (Photo #13). Downstream sediment damage 
will be reduced. Fish habitat improvement structures will also provide 
some of these same benefits. 

D. Bank Reshaping and Revegetation 

This work is classed as KIH Code F03. In several instances, the stream 
has cut a new channel, downcut the channels so that the banks are steep 
and raw. In some of these cases, the stream channel banks should be 
laid back to gentler slopes and revegetated. This treatment will reduce 
erosion and sediment production. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IKPACT OF PROPOSED PROJECTS 

The implementation of these proposed repairs will reduce downstream sedi­
ment, reduce downstream debris, reduce threats to downstream lives, health, 
and property. 

On site, the impacts will vary. A form environmental assessment is included 
for each site in this report. An environmental assessment was prepared 
in 1983 for 403 projects in many of the same areas. The assessments in 
this report will be reviewed along with the 1983 assessments. Supplemental 
environmental assessment reports will be prepared if necessary, using the 
Forest Service NEPA process. 
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VI. PRIVATE AND STATE LANDS 

Some other ownerships within the National Forest boundary have been damaged 
by flooding and landslides (1984). 

Estimates of bank stabilization, removing stream obstructions and revege­
tation of scoured areas to reduce sediment impacts to muniCipal and irriga­
tion systems are nearly $70,000. Additional work near the Skyline Mine 
may be much more. 

The costs to repair the damage to lands and structures owned by others 
are not incorporated in this report. 

VI I. INCIDENT REPORTS 

A. Incident Delineation 

Due to the widespread nature of the disaster, individual projects were 
grouped geographically into incidents. The incident boundaries are 
shown on the incident maps at the beginning of the data for each inci­
dent. A map of each incident was prepared that shows the stream reaches 
where damage occurred. Table 6 is a list of incidents. 



Incident # 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

TABLE 6 - Incident and Project Names 

Name 

West San Pitch 
Project - Chicken/Pigeon/Levan 
Project - Deep Creek/Levan 

East San Pitch - No 403 Projects 

Lake Fork 
Project - Lake Fork 

Thistle Creek 
Project - Little Clear/Rock/Thistle 

Fairview Canyon 
Project - Fairview Canyon 
Project - Oak Creek/Fairview 

Price River 

Monument Peak 

Huntington Creek 

Scad Valley - No 403 Projects 

Joes Valley 

Ferron Canyon 

Muddy Creek - No 403 Projects 

Twelve Mile Creek 

Six Mile 

Manti Canyon 

Ephraim Canyon - No 403 Projects 

Knob Mountain 
Project - Oak Creek/Spring City 

Moab - No 403 Projects 

Pleasant Creek - No 403 Projects 

San Pitch Canyon - No 403 Projects 

Canal Canyon 

12 
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Incident '1 West Sanpitch 

Site 1 - Chicken Creek 
Site. 2 - Pigeon Creek 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

14 

Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) HSR' 
Location West San Pitch - Chicken Creek and Pigeon Creek. ---""PS"'t:-:a:-:t~e~-U-ta-h--
Team Members Ed Schoppe G. Dennis Kelly by Dennis Kelly 

--:C:-a-i:r-::-l-:An~d..;;.e.;..rs;;.;e;.;.;n;...... ________ I_re_n_e_S_av_a_n..;;.y_o_-L_elD_l...;ey:....._d a te july 20, 1984 
Jeff Lucero Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat to [, fe? Yes. Interstate IS, U-28, COnDunity of Levan in the flood plain 

Threat to Property? Yes. Community of Levan, Levan water system, Highways I-IS and U-28, 
irrigation systems, National Forest roads and campground. 

2. New Hazard created 
by thi s di saster Yes. This event filled the channels with debris, eroded banks, and 

flooded property. The next event will create further damage. 

3. More than one 
beneficiary 

National Forest System Lands, Hanti-LaSal National Forest. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capab,lity 
for O&M; landrights, 
permi ts, etc. 

Commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal 

E-l revegetation riparian areas 4.2 miles of stream, 
E-2 6 debris jams 3.2 miles channel clearing, 
E-3 4,850 feet, E-5 rechanneling 1,000 feet of stream. 

Forest Service 

Funds have been requested. see page _2_. 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon 

Approx. threatened damage 

$ 74,312 

$1 ,120,000 

B • E 1; g i b ; 1 ; ty 
Yes, project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remark s 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
[-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
[-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-S other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives. notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSRN ---------------------------
USDA-SCS 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 
HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Hanti-LaSal National Forest 
(County. CHy. etc.) 

2. Location Map: ............................................. attached 'yes , 

3. Location. identification and description of damage 
A • C han n e 1 Name Chicken and Pigeon Creeks 

4. 

s. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

B. Channel Reach Within the National Forest. Chicken Cr. Reaches 1&2. Pigeon Creek Reach 1. 
C. Description of hazard Debris and sediment have filled the natural channel. 
Additional Flows will cause flood damage to adjacent roads and campgrounds. Additional flows will 
mobilize debris causing damage to downstream road--stream crossings. and to the community of Levan. 

Scope of proposed· work: Remove debris from the channel. rechannel stream. stabilize 
stream banks. revegetate riparian areas at locations shown on the attached map. 

Proposed work wlll require: 
A. Construction easements ••••••••••.••...••••••••••..••••••••.•••.. 
B. Fee simple title ............................................... . 
c. . .............................................. . 

1-;;-1 
I~I 
I-I 

Prel iml nary Estimated cost of proposed work: $74.312 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama-g-e-:~$-I~.~12~O-.O-o-o--------------
Pl ans and speci fications: __ 
A. Ex; s t·i-ng ........................................................ 1-.l.!.L I 
B. To be prepared by ses .......................................... . l~\ 
C. To be prepa red by others ••••. fqr.el'li .SJ!"Nin •••••••••••••••••••••••• I ~ . .I 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available 

Estimate date construction shoul d stop Sumner 1985 
~~~~~----------------Signatures: 

A. R ec OJT11le n d e d by ----""'T"l~r-r'~..,..-::r~=-=-:=-=-=:-=-::~~::-="'r-- Date: (SCS Field Representatlve) 

Concurred by Date: 
------~(~A-p~plrl~·c~a~n~t~R7ep~r~e~s~e~n~t7at~1~v~e~)---

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Ap proved by ____ T"&'~"'=~N/;..:;A~~~:-;<~_=_=:::-:-~::::-:::-!"'::-rr--- Date: 
(Asslstant State Conservationist) 

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination,,: S.C.E. S.R.C. 
( da te) ( date) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
sTc or his representative 

Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 



-----------------_._-------_. __ ._--.-
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U. S. DEPARTMENT Of AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 

Date: July 20. 1984 Utah 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: West San Pitch - Chicken and Pigeon Creek HSRN 

Oi strict: Hantl-LaSal National Forest. Juab County. Utah P.repared by: G. Dennis Kelly 

What was site condition before event? 

Stream Channel open and capable of handling normal spring runoff. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 

Channel accumulated much debris and meandered severely causing downstream sediment loads. 

What damage wi', occur 1f no action taken? 

~ater and debris will damage Levan community. its water supply. irrigation systems. State 
and US Highways. Forest roads and campground • .----. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 

Do nothing. Debris removal. revegetation. channelization. riprapping. 

Wnat alternative was selected and why? 

Sediment and erosion control to protect downstream municipal and irrigation water systems by bank 
reshaping and riparian revegetation by willow planting. Restore channel capacity by removing 
debris jams; prevent new jams and prevent clogging of water diversions. and water crossings 
by removing scattered debris. Protect the existing road and campground with riprap. and 
rechanneling the stream. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Descrlption of work. 

Remove at least 6 debris jams. clear debris 3.2 miles of channel. riprap 200 feet of channel to 
protect road and campground. reshape and revegetate 4.850 feet of bank. rechannel 500 feet of 
stream. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVI RONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 
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Appl icant Hanti-LaSal National Porest HSR No. 
Channel Pigeon and Chicken Creeks Channel Reach Chicken er

lo 
1&2; Pigeon Cr., 1. 

Scope of Work: Bank Stabilization and Channel Clearing, riprappitlg and revegetation. 

Assessment Team Ed Schoppe, Carl Anderson, 
Jeff Lucero. Dennis Kell~ 
Irene Lemley. Holger Theobalt 

1. Environmental Assessment: 

Date July 20. 1984 

Envl ronmental Factors EFFECT without action EFF~CT with acti on 
Short Term I Lon2 Term Short Term [ong Tenn 

Economic Impact + + 
Prime ana Dni~ue ~arm'ana 0 0 0 0 

Chan2e in Lan Dse 0 0 0 0 
EroSlon . + + 
Seaimentation + + 
EHect on Soi 1 + + 
ge2etatlve ~lteratlon + + 
Chanae in Air Oualitt 0 0 0 0 
Floo Plalns + + 
VeTl anas + + 
Stream Channel + + 
Water Ouallty + + 
Wa ter Ouanti ty 0 0 0 0 
Waterta51e Alteratlon 0 0 0 0 
FlSh Ra5itat + + 
w,lalife Ra5itat + + 
Threatenea/Rare or Enaangered 

0 0 0 0 Plants or Animals 
J'\rcliaelog1cal or RlstOrlcal 51tes 0 0 0 0 
Appearance of [andscape 
Other: 

+ + 

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
conel uding statement as to which action is most envi ronmentally sound: No action "'ill cause 

~ 
damage to the community, municipal and irrigation ",ater supplies. State and US High",ays Forest rgads 
and campgrounds, and "'ill continue to allow excessive erosion and sedimentation. Action "'ill alleviate 
the threat to the facilities posed by the debris in the channel and will reduce the sediment damage to 
the irrigation systems and channel capacities. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action will reduce the damage 
to diversion structures and costs of operations. 

Degree of Publlc Interest: ~In~t~er~e~s~t~i~s~h~i~g~h~. __________________________________ __ 

potential Controversy: Lack understanding of the need for this type of work may cause 
connents. 

Setting. Orban or Rural: __ R~u~r~al~ __________________________________________ _ 

Social Impacts: Protection of Levan Community - Provides employment in an area of high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 83 ) 

Pro~erties Values S Dama2e $ Factor* 
Irrisation systems $ 250,000 $ 25,000 0.8 
Levan City Residential $1.~00.200 $ 500,000 0.8 

$ SI 

$ S 
$ S 

1 

*Probibility of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Anny.a 1 event causes damage = 1. 
Two year event causes damage =0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties Protected (Public): 

Pro~erties Values $ Dama2e S Factor* 
Highwal U-28 $ 250 1000 S 250,000 0.8 

HighwaI US 91 $ 500.000 $ 500.000 0.8 
Forest Roads S 40.000 $ 20.000 0.8 

Campgrounds S 100,000 S 30,000 0.8 

Levan City Culinary WaterS 75,000 S 75,000 0.8 

c. Business Losses: 

Values $ Dama2e $ Factor* 
S S 

Properties 

S S 
S $ 

$ $ 

S $ 

TOTAL $ 2.715,000 S 1,625,000 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 20,000 
$ 400,000 
$ 
S 
$ 

Near Tenn 
Damage 

S 200.000 
$ 400.000 
S 16,000 
$ 24,000 
$ 60,000 

Near Term 
Damage 

S 
S 
S 
$ 
S 

S 1,120,000 
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I II • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

$ 1,120,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: $ 74,312 
--~~-------------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: 
effects of present conditions. 

Action will reduce many of the negative 

D. Proposed worle qual Hies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes 
--~--------------

IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

G. Dennis Kelly, TeTmLeaer 
July 20, 1984 

Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



Incident 11 West San Pitch 

Site 3 Deep Creek 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

20 

Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) 
Location West Sanpitch - Dee Creek Can on 
Team Members Ed Schoppe - Range Con. 

HSR' 
------~S~t~a~t-e---~U:ta:h==== 

G. Dennis Kelly. Hydrologi G. Dennis Kelly 
.;.C=.;ar;.;:I~An=d;.;;;e.;:.;rs;;.;:o;.;;n_-__ F.;;.or;;.;:e;.;:;s.;;.te:..:r,--__ Irene Lemley date July 20, 1984 
_Je_f_f_L_u_c_e_ro_-_H....:;y_d_ro_l_o,:;:,gi_s_t ___ Holger Theobal t 

1. Threat to Ll fe'> • Yes, Highway US 29. 

Threat to Property? Yes, Irrigation system. 

2. New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

Yes. This event filled the channel with debris, eroded the 
streambanks and road toes. The next event will 

3. More than one 
beneficiary National Forest System Lands, Hantl-LaSal National Forest. 

4. 

5. 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permHs, etc. 

6. Commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
fedet:.al 

E-2 Remove debris jams and. scatt.red debris. 

E-4 Riprap to protect road. 

Forest Service 

Funds have been requested, see page ____ 2 __ • 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon 

Approx. threatened damage 

$35,500 

$ 62,000 

8 . Eli 9 ; b i1 ity 
Yes, project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. RemarKS 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetath'e 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR' ------------------------
USDA-SCS 

Er~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 
HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: ManU-LaSal National Forest 
(County, City, etc.) 

2. Locat;on Map: .••••••••••.••••.•............•.••......•.... attached I~I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name West San Pitch - Deep Creek 
B. Channel Reach 

~~~7=~~--~~~--~----~~~--~-------------C. Descr; pti on 0 Debris and sediment have accumulated in the natural channel. 
Additional flows will mobilize the debris and cause damage to the irrigation system and 

Highway crossings. Debris caused meandors will wash out the Forest road. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Remove debris from the channel and riprap to protect the 
Forest Road. 

s. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work w,tt require: 
A. Construction easements ....................••............•....... 
B. Fee simple title ••••••••••.••....•••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•. 
c. . .............................................. . 

1-;0-1 
I "NO I 
I-I 

Prel 1ml nary Estimated cost of proposed work.: $35.500 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama~g~e~:~$6~2-.oo--o---------------
Plans and specifications: 
A. Ex; sting ........................................................ IY;;--I 
B. To be prepared by ses .......................................... . I~i 
C. To be prepared by others ......... fQII.E~T..st:s.~I,/:r: •••••••••••••••••••• IYESI 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available. -­

Estimate date construction shoul d stop Summer 1985 

Signatures: ~---~~---------------------

A. Reconmended by ------r"I'.....,._~r:r~~~:_::":l::"':"..:'~:""T-'- 0 a te: 
(SCS Field Representatlve) 

Concurred by Date: 
------~(~A-p-p~l~;c-a~n~t~R-e-p~re~s~e~n~t~a~t~iv~e~)---

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by NIA Date: 
-----r(ArS~S~,~s~t~a~n~t~S~ta~t~e~C~o~n~s~e~r~v~at~,r.'o~n~;'-s~t~)----

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
(da te) (date ) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
STc or his representative 

Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
50;1 Conservation Service 
Utah Date: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: West San Pitch - Deep Creek Canyon HSRN 
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July 20. 1984 

-----------------------------------
D; strict: Manti-LaSal National Forest Prepared by: G. Dennis Kelly 

What was site condition before event? 
The stream channel was open and capable of handling normal runoff. Road was away from the c,reek. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 
The channel accumulated much debris and eroded the bank into the toe of the road slope. 

What damage will occur lf no action taken? 
Flood water and debris will damage the irrigation system. and Highway U-28 and the Forest Road. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 

No action. riprap. bank reshaping and revegetation, riparian revegetation. removal of debris jams 
and scattered debris. 

What alternative was selected and why? 
Debris removal to reduce downstream damage to irrigation system and highway. Riprapping to 
protect Forest Road. 

What conservation practlce standard was used to establish design criteria? 
Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Clear debris from 3.2 miles of channel $5.500 
Riprap stream bank to protect road 500 feet $30.000 
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EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 

Appl icant Manti-LaSal National Forest 
Channel West San Pitch - Deep Creek 
Scope of Work: Riprapping and channel clearing 

Assessment Team Ed Schoppe, Range Con 
Carl Anderson, Forester 
Jeff Lucero, Hydrologist 

1. E • t 1 A C· tDenn1a Kelly, Hydrologist nVlronmen a ssessmen: 

Env, ronmenta 1 Factors EFFECT without 
Short Term 

Economic Impact 
Prime ana Unique ~armlana Q 
Cnange ;n Lana Ose Q 
ErOSlon 
Sech menta t; on 
£rrect on So; 1 
gegetatlve Alterat,on Q 
Change ,n A;r Ouallty 0 
r ,d Pla, ns 
I .ands 0 
Stream Channel 
Water Ouallty 
Wa ter Ouantl ty 0 
Waterta6le Alteration 0 
F,sn Ra61tat 0 
wlldl,re Ra6,tat 0 
ThreatenealRare or Endangered 

Plants or Animals 0 

Arcnaelog,cal or R, stOrlca 1 5,tes 0 

Appearance ot [anascape 
Other: 

HSR No. 
Channe 1 "R'""e-a-c"'h-D-ee-p-c-r-e-ek-'-I-

Date _ .... J:w.ul'-ly~2Q""' ........... 191.1i8:a.4 ___ _ 

action EFFECT with 
Long Term Short Term 

+ 
Q Q 
Q Q 

± 
+ 
+ 

Q Q 
0 0 

+ 
0 !2 

0 

g 
0 Q 
0 0 
0 0 

0 Q 

0 0 

0 0 

+ 

acdon 
[ong TE'nn 

+ 
Q 
Q 
± 
+ 
+ 
0 
0 

+ 
Q 
0 

Q 
0 

Q 

Q 
0 

0 

0 

+ 

11 Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: No action will cause 

damage to an irrigation system, a State Highway and a Forest road. ActiOp Will gllev"te the threat posed 

by the exessive debris in the channel and will reduce the sediment loads to the frrfaation system ,and 
protect the roads. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action will reduct the damage 

to the irrigation aystem. 

Degree of Public Interest: Interest is high. 

Potenti a 1 Controversy: tack of understanding of the need for this type of work may cause cOlIDRents. 

Setting, Urban or Rural: Rural. 
~~~--------------------------------------------

Soc; a 1 Impacts: Protect the roads and provides employment in an area of high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 1983 ) 

Properties 
Irrigation System 

Values $ 
$ 150,000 

$.----$;-__ _ 

$----­
$_--

Damage $ 
$ 75,000 

$, 
$ ___ _ 

$, ....... __ _ 

$_--

Factor* 
0.4 

*Prob1b1lity of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage • 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties. Protected (Public): 

Properties 
State Highway U-28 
Forest Road 

Values $ 
$ 70,000 
$ 10,000 

$,---
$ 
$'---

c. Business Losses: 

Properties Values $ 
$ 
S 
S 
$ 
$ 

TOTAL $ 230,000 

Damage $ 
$ 70,000 
$ 10,000 
$, ___ _ 

$ 
$----

Dama2e $ 
S 
$ 
S 
S 
$ 

$ 155£000 

Factor* 
0.4 
0.4 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 30,000 

$ 
$--_ ..... 

$ 
$'----

Near Tenn 
Damage 

$ 28,000 
$ 4,000 
$ ___ _ 

$ 
$----

Near Term 
Damage 

S 
S 
S 
S 
$ 

S 62,000 
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III • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near tenm damages to be sustained: 

S 62,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work.: S 35,500 
--~---------------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: 
of the negative effects of the present conditions. 

Action will reduce or eliminate many 

D. Proposed worle qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes ------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency worle is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

C. Dennis Kelly, Team Leader Date 

B. Emergency worle is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysi s. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 
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Incident ') - Lake Fork 

Site 1: Lake Fork 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

Emergency Watershed Protection Work (40)) HSR' 
Location L.ke Fork ---.... S":;::t~a~t~e--U-t-.-h-
Team Members C.ry S.y G. Dennis Kelly by G. Dennis Kelly 

Alan G.llegos Irene Lemley_ date 7120[84 

teff t "Cern Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat to Ufe? No 

Threat to Property? Yes. Forest Ro.d, 1 Forest Service Bridge, -Irrigation System 

Yes 2. New Hazard created 
by thi s di saster New debris accumulations. erosion of ving-valla on bridge 

abutments, potential for road losses by meandering of stream 
and erosion of road fills. 

3. More than one 
beneHciary National Forest System Lands, Hanti-LaSal National Forest. 

4. Recommend treatment 
or measures (1 east &-2 - RelllOve debris jams and scattered debris. 
costly for return to &-1 - Vegetative control of streambank erosion. 
pre disaster condition 

5. Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; 1 andri ghts, Forest Service 
permits, etc. 

6. COltl'Ri-tment of other 
funds - local, state Funds have been requested, see page _2_. 

federal 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon 

Approx. threatened damage 

$84,850 

$99.000 

8. Eligibility 
Yes. Project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR* ____________________ __ 

USDA-SCS 
Er~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Kanti-LaSal N.tional Forest 
(County, C;ty, etc.) 

2. Location Map: •••••••••••.•••••.•.••.....••...••........... attached I~I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name Lake Fork 
B. Channel ReaC~-S---5~.-6~.--.n~d-7~-------------------------------------------

C. Oescri pt; on of haza rd Debris and sediment have accumulated in the natural channel. 
Addition.l flows will mobilize the debris and cease d.mage to the bridge. Forest Ro.d. and 
irrig.tion system. Debris c.used ... nders viii w.shout the Forest Roads. Excessive bank 
erosion .nd sediment viii d.mage the irrigation system. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Remove debris jams and sc.ttered debris from the channel and 

s. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

reveget.te eroding banks. 

Proposed work will requlre: 
A. Construction easements ...•...................................... 
B. Fee simple title •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
C. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I~I 
I~I 
I-I 

Prel iml nary Estlmated cost of proposed work: $84.850 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama~g~e~:-=$9~9~.ooo~------------------------
Plans and specifications: 
A. Ex;st1·ng ..•...•...........................•..................... Iy;;--I 
B. To be prepared by ses ........................................... I~I 
C. To be prepared by others ••••••••••••••••••• t:°ns.t. hr~JCie ••••••••••. IY;;-I 
Estimated date constructlon shoul d start As soon as funds .re av.ilable. ---
Estimate date construction shoul d stop Sunner 1985 

--~~~~~-------------Signatures: 
A. Recommended by Date: 

------(~S-C-S~F~l~e~l~d~R~e-p-r~e~s~e~n~t~a~t~l~v~er}---
7/20/84 

Concurred by Date: 
--------~(~A-p-p~1~;c~a-n~t-WR-e-pr-e~s~e~n~t~a7t~;v~e~)~-

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by NIA Date: 
----T(TA~s~s~is~t~a~n~t~S~t~a~t~e~C~o~n~s~e=rv~a~t~lr.·o~n~lr.'s~t~}r----

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coord; nat; on~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
(da te) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
sTc or his representative 

Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 

(date) 



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 
Utah Date: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: ____ ~L=a~k~e~F~o~r~k ______________________________ HSRN 

01 strict: 

What was site condition before event? 

29 

7/20/84 

c. Dennis Kelly 

Channel vas clogged vith severe debris loads from 1983 event. Road vas seriously damaged, but 
bridge vas intact. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 
Landslides and flooding added additional debris to the channel. The bridge vas damaged. The road 
suffered additional damage. Debris luckily did not catch at the bridge. 

What damage w111 occur 1f no action taken? 
Flood vaters and debris viII damage the irrigation system and the bridge and the Forest roads. 
Excessive erosion and· sediment yields viII damage the irrigation system. 

What alternat1ves for protection were considered? 
No Action 
Ripup 
Bank Reshaping and Revegetation 
Riparian Revegetation 
Removal of Debris Jams and Scattered Debris 

What alternative was selected and why? 
Debris removal to protect the Forest road and bridge and prevent 
downstream damage to the irrigation system. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 
Practices and costs are based on the types of vork approved for 1983. 

Descr1ptlon of work. 
Remove 9 Debris Jams 
Clear 3.4 Hiles of Channel 
Willows 11.8 Miles of Channel 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 
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Appl icant Manti-LaSal National Forest HSR No. 
Channel Lake Fork Channel Reaches 5, 6, and 7. 

Scope of Work: Debrh RelDOval and Riparian Revegetation 

Assessment Team Gary Say Jeff Lucero 
----~~----~--~~ 

oate 7/20/84 
------~-----------

1. Environmental Assessment: 

EnVlronmental Factors 

Economic Impact 
Prime and Unique Fanmland 
Change in Land Use 
ErOSlon 
Sedimentatlon 
Effect on S011 
Vegetatlve Alteratlon 
Change in All'" Quality 
r ,a Plalns 
" . ands 
Stream Channel 
Water Quality 
Wa tel'" Quanti ty _ 
Watertable Alteration 
F 1 sh Aabltat 
i;hldllfe Hab,tat 
Threatened/Rare or Endangered 

Plants or Animals 

Alan Gallegos G. Dennis Kelly 

EFFECT without action 
short Term Long Term 

o Q 

Q Q 

Q o 

o o 
o o 

Q o 
ArChael091Cal 01'" R,storlcal S,tes Q Q 

Appearance of Landscape 

EFFECT wlth 
short Term I 

I 
+ I 
0 I 
0 I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
0 I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
0 I 
0 I 
+ I 
+ I 

I 
Q 

Q 

+ 

action 
Long TE'nn 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

Q 

Q 

+ 

Other: 
--------------------------~~----------~----------~----------~-----------

11 Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: 

No action will cause damase to an irrigation system, a Forest road. and bridge. Action will alleviate 
the threat posed by excessive debris In the channel. and will redyce the sediment loads to the 
irrigation system. 



31 

Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action viii reduce damage 

to the irrisatlon ayate •• 

Degree of Pu6lic Interest: Intereat La lOVe 

--~~~~--~----------------------------------
Potenb a 1 Controversy: Lack of undentandlng of the benefiU may cauae conment. 

Setti ng t or6an or Rura 1: Rural --------------------------------------------------
Social Impacts: __ ~Pr~o~t~ec~t~a~t~h~e~r~oa~d~an~d~ir~r~ig~a~t~io~n~a~y~a~te~m~.~P~ro~v~i~de~em~p~l~oy~-~n~t~in~a~n~a~re~a~of~_ 

high unemploy_nt. 
Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 83) 

Pro~erties Values $ Dama2e $ Factor* 
Irr. SIstem $ 20,000 $ 20,000 1.0 

$ $, 
$ $ 
$ $, 
$ $ 

*Probibility of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage" 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage =0.5 
Three year event causes damage" .33 
Four year event causes damage" .25 
Five year event cuases damage" .20 

B. Properties Protected (Public): 

Pro~erti es Values $ Damase 
FS Bridse $ 40 1000 $ 40 1000 

FS Road $ 78 1000 $ 39 1000 

$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 

c. Business Losses: 

Values $ Damase 
$ $ 

Properties 

$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ S 

TOTAL $ 138,000 $ 99,000 

S 

S 

Factor* 
1.0 

1.0 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 20,000 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Near Tenn 
Damage 

$ 40,000 

$ 39,000 
$ 
$'----

$ ----

Near Term 
Dama~e 

$ 
$ 
$ 
S 
$ 

$ 99,000 
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I II • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

$ 99,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency worle $ 84,8S0 
----~------~-----

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce or eliminate 

many of the negative effects of the present conditions. 

D. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes ------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical. environmentally. and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

7/20/84 

Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits. I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 
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Incident '4 -Thistle Creek 
Site 1 - Thistle Creek 
Site 2 - Little Cle.r Creek 
Site 3 - Rock·Creek 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 
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Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) HSRI 
location Incident ,4 -Thistle Creek ---""S":"t~a""t-e--U-ta-h--
Team Members Ed Schoppe ......lG'='.:....a.::De!i.ln.u:n~i&.s-!-K~e.A.l.Lllyr..... __ .....;by G. Dennis Kelly 

- ... C .... r ... l ..... An ... d ... e""r-.o-n------ Irene Lemley date 7/20/84 

Jeff Luc;erQ Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat· to Li fe? Yes. Indianola farmstead. out-building., and county road arc 
threatened by surges in flow from the failure of temporary 

Threat to Property? debrll Jams. 
Yes ..,- r- - i~ I 

I J.,r~.;. -!-.,..j 1---";,:," -_4IJ" _ . 

2. New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

Accumulations of debris block the .tream and threaten to cause 
flow surges that would damage Indianola, buildings and roads. 

3. More than one 
beneficiary National Forest System Lands, Hanti-LaSal National Forest. 

4. Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 

5. Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights. 
permits. etc. 

6. commitment of other 
funds - local. state 
federa-l 

E-4 Road Stabili%ation 
E-2 Removal of Debris Jams and Scattered Debris 
E-l Revegetate Riparian Areas 
E-3 Streambank Stabili%ation 

Forest Service 

Funds have been requested, see page _2_. 

7. Approx. cost of protection $139,900 

Approx. threatened damage $225,000 

8. Eligibility 
Yes. froject meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-l Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives. notes on principal features. location. 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR' _________ '-

USDA-SCS 
Er~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECT I ON 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: "anti-LaSal National Forest 

2. 
3. 

(County, C;ty, etc.) 

Locat;on Map: ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••• _ .•.•.•••.••.• attached I Yes I 
Location, identification and description of damage 
A. Channel Name Thistle Creek, Little Clear Creek, Rock Creek 

B. Channel Reach Little Clear Creek Reach I Rock Creek Reach I & 2 Th 
C. Description 0 azar Debris and sediment have accumulated in the natural channels 

to cause meandering and erosion. Additional flows will mobilize debris to cause surges in 

flow and downstream damage to roads and buildings at Indianola. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Remove debris lams and scattered debris (rom the Cbannel and 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

revegetate eroded areas. 

Proposed work wlll requlre: 
A. Construct;on easements .••....................................... 
B. Fee simple title ••• ~ •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
C. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1--;;;-1 
I~I 
I-I 

Prellmlnary Estlmated cost of proposed work: $139,900 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama-g-e-:-~$2;.::;2..;.s~,ooo..;;.;;..------
Plans and speci fications: __ 
A. Ex; sting ........................................................ I~l 
B. To be prepared by ses .......................................... . I~l 
C. To be prepared by others •••••••••••••••••• 19r.e.s~.s.eIY'-cl ••••••••••• I.!!!...J 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available. 

Estimate date constructi on shoul d stop Summer 1985 
----~~~~------------Signatures: 

A. Reconmended by --.,..,...,rtI_:!"'="'r:r-.r.:-==-=-:::-::-::;::-:'-:'"'!7:"::-r-- Date: 
(SCS Field Representatlve) 

Concurred by Date: 
---~(~A~p~plrl~ic~a~n~t~R~e~pr7.e~s~e~n~t~a~tl~iv~e~)---

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by MIA Date: 
--r( Ars~s~;r:s~t~a-:::n~t-Spr:t:;:-:a~t;:-:e:-;cC:-::o-=n-=s~e':::r~v a::"":t"-:l!"":' o~n:-:!;!"':s:'t:-r)--

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

& 2. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
------------r(d7a~t~e~)- (date) 

S.A.O. ___________ ASTC ______ _ 

B. Approved by: 

13. Attachments: 

Date: 
---~s~TnC~o-=r~h~;7s~r~e::-:p::-:r~e~s~e~n~t~a~tT.;v~e~-----

A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 
Documentation Check List. 
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Utah Date: 7/20/84 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: Incident ,4 - Thistle Creek 
HSRN __________________________________ ____ 

Di strict: Kanti-LaSal National Forest Prepared by: c. Dennis Kelly 

What was site condition before event? 
Stream channels were clear, open, and able to, handle normal flows. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 
Culverts were washed out, damage to out-buildings, landslides added severe debris accumulation in 
all channels. 

Channel capacities were severely reduced. Channel and bank scouring left many new areas void of 
vegetation and susceptible to erosion and sediment production. 

What damage will occur 1f no action taken? 
Next flows will cause the failure of debris jams and the mobilization of debris causing damage to 
large culverts, out-buildings, and summer homes. 

What alter~atives for protection were considered? 
No Action 
Debris Removal 
Revegetation of Riparian Areas for Erosion and Sediment Control 
Debris Basins 
Riprap 
Streambank Reshaping 

What alternative was selected and why? 
Removal of debris jams and scattered debris to reduce stream meandering and protect road crOSSings 
and out-buildings. 

Riparian revegetation to reduce erosion and sedimentation that would reduce channel capaCity and clog 

Riprap to protect Forest road. culverts. 

Streambank reshaping to reduce erosion and sediment. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved in 1983, and the cost 
from that work. 

Description of work. 
Debris Ja .. 

RelMlval Channel Clear inS Revesetation Riprap 

No. Cost Hiles Cost Hiles Cost rt. Cost 

Thistle Creek 9 $22,!i00 2.9 $ 6,!IaO 
Little Clear Creek 3 13,!i00 3 ll,2S0 3.2 $3,200 12!i $7,!i00 
Rock Creek 14 !i4,200 S 17,750 O.!i I,SOO 

26 $90,200 10.9 US, !laO 3.7 $4,700 

data gained 

Channel 
Modification 

Ft. Cost 

SOO $2,000 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 
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Appl icant Hanti-LaSal National Forest HSR No. 
Channel Thistle, Little Clear Creek, Rock Creek Channel Reach Little Clear Cr. 1. 

Scope of Work: Debris RelllOval and Riparian Revegetation Thhtle Cr. 1 & 2. 

As se s smen t T earn -.:E:.:d:...;S;.::c:;:h:=J0p!;.Ep;.:::e ___ ..!H!::o~lgli::e:.:.r....;T~h.eobal tDa te _.....;7...:.,/.;;;,;20;;.;,1..;.,84..;..-_____ _ 
Carl Anderson C. Dennis Kelly 
Jeff Lucero Irene Lemley 

I. Environmental Assessment: 

Env1ronmental Factors 

Economic Impact 
Prime and uni~ue Farmland 
Change in Lan Use 
Eros1on 
Sedlmentatlon 
Effect on Soil 
Vegetat,ve Alterat10n 
Change 1n A,r Quality 
r "Id Plalns 
, . ands 
Stream Channel 
Water Quahty 
Water Quantl ty _. 
Watertable Alteration 
FIsh Hab,tat 
Wlldl,fe Hab,tat 
Threatened/Rare or Endangered 

Plants or Animals 
Archaeloglcal or R,stor,cal Sltes 
Appearance of [andscape 
Other: 

EFFECT without action 
Short Term Long Term 

o o 
o o 

o o 

o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 
o o 

EFFECT w1th 
short Term I 

I 
+ I 
0 I 
0 I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
0 I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
+ I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 

I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

action 
[ong TE'nn 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

0 

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and ma~e 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: 

No action will cause damase to Forest Road. Indianola farm buildings. county roads. U.S. Highway. 
Action will alleviate the threat posed by excessive debris in the channel. and will reduce sediment 
loads to the irrigation system. 



38 

Affects on downstream water rights and water users: 
Action viii reduce damage to the irrigation system. 

Degree of Pub 1 i c 1 nteres t: _;;;.;In;.::;t.;;.;er;;.;e;.:;s.;;.;t ...:;i_s...;;h;.::;iA:gh~. ________________ _ 

Potenti a 1 Controversy: Lack of understanding of benefits of the typ" of treatments 
may cause comment. 

Setting, Urban or Rural: Rural 
......;;~~--------------------------

SOCl a 1 Impacts: Protects the road, irrigation system, and connunity of Indianola. Provides 
employment in an area of high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 1983 ) 

Pr02erties Values $ Dama~e S Factor* 
Railroad Stream CrOSSing $ 60,000 $ 60,000 1.0 
Indianola Community $ 200,000 $ 100,000 1.0 

$ S' 
$ $, 
S $ 

*Prob1bility of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage: 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties.Protected (Public): 

Pr02erties 
Highway CrOSSing US-89 

Forest Development·Road 

Values $ 
$ 60,000 

$ 70,000 

$_--
$.----
$_--

c. Business Losses: 

Properties Values S 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 

TOTAL S 39°1000 

Damage S 
$ 60.000 

$ 70·000 

$_---$ ___ _ 

$ -------

Dama2e S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 290,000 

Factor* 
0.5 

0., 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 60,000 
S 100,000 

S 
$ 
$ 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 30 000 

~-..I.J..w'i .... 00 .... 0'--_ 

$----­
S ----

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 

$ 22).000 
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II I. Summary 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

S 225,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: S 139,000 
----~-------------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce or eliminate 

most of the near term effects of the present conditions. 

D. Proposed worle qual Hies EWP criteri a (Yes or No) Yes ------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency worle is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

7/20/84 

Date 

B. Emergency worle is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
worle has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team leader Date 
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Incident '5 - Fairview - Oak Creek 

Site I - Fairview Canyon 
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Emergency Wa tershed Protecti on Work (403) HSR' __ -,..~~ __ _ 
Location Incident #S - Fairview Canyon State Utah 
Team Members Ed Schoppe G. Dennis Kelly by G. -De-n"'::n"::;is==-K-elly 

Carl Anderson __________ date 7/20/84 

Jeff Lucero 

1. Threat to [lfe? Yes. 

Threat to Property? Yes. 

Threat of surges of vater through the community of Fairview 
caused by the failure of temporary debris jams. 

2. New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

Channel vas open and capable of carrying normal flows. The event 
caused debris accumulation that will be mobilized by normal high 
water. 

3. More than one 
beneficiary National Forest System Lands. Hanti-LaSal National Forest. 

4. Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 

E-2 Remove debris jams and scattered debris along the channel. 

5. Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permits, etc. 

Forest Service 

6. Commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal 

Funds have been requested. see page _2 __ • 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon 
$ 7.050 

Approx. threatened damage $875.000 

8 • E H g i b i1 i ty 
Yes. Project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSRN _________ '--

USDA-SCS 
EI~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Manti-LaSal National Forest 
(County, ci ty, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ................................. -............ attached IY;;-t 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name Fairview Canyon 
B. Channel ReaCh·---F-a-ir-v-ie-w-c-a-n-yo~n-R-e-ac-h-e-s-l-a-n-d-2-.----------------------------
C. Descri pti on of haza rd Debris has accumulated in the channel as a result of landslides. 

Additional flows will mobilize debris to cause surges in flow and downstream damage to 
facilities and structures. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Debris removal from the channel. 

s. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work wlll requlre: 
A. Construction easements ......................................... . 
B. Fee simple title •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. . .............................................. . 

I~I 
I~I 
1-' 

Prel iml nary Estimated cost of proposed work: $7,050 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama·~g~e~:~~$8~7~5,-~-----------------
Plans and spec;tications: __ 
A. Ex; sttng ....................................................... . Il:!.!..-l 
B. To be prepared by ses .......................................... . I~l 
C T b d b th Forest Service I y I • 0 e prepare y 0 ers .......................... ····.·.······· ~ 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available. 
Estimate date construction shoul d stop Su....,er 1985 
Signatures: 
A. Reconmen ded by ---....,...,~,......,..~'I"""T"-.-::-:-::--::-=-::-::-:;::-=-o::"'!'":":"=-r- 0 a te: 

(SCS Field Representatlve) 

Co ncu rred by -------rl:--....... ~~-..-__ -:-:-:-:'~:LT:77"1:__- Date: 
(Applicant Representative) 

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by Date: 
----.,...( A .... S-S..,l-s~t-a-:-n~t-S'J1r"t:::-a~t:::-e:---'OC;-:o~n~s'":'e'":'r'":'v a~t~ir.o::-:n~i"":s~t-r)---

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgenc;es. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.L S.R.C. 
(da te) (date ) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
sTc or his representative 

Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 
Utah Date: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: __ ~In~c~l~d~en~t~'~5_-~F~a~l~rv~l~e~v~C~a~n~y~on~ _________________ HSR. 

Di strict: ____ ~M~an~t~I~-~La~S~a~I~Na_t_l~o_n_al~F_o~re~s~t~ ____________ Prepared by: 

What was site condition before event? 

Stream channel vas open and capable of handling the normal event. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 
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7/20/84 

c. Dennis Kelly 

Channel filled vith debris and sediment forCing water out of the channel, causing flood damage to 
property, highways, and threatened the community. 

What damage wilt occur lf no actlon taken? 

Flood water and debris will damage home, businesses, transportation systems, and culinary water 
supplies. 

What alternatlves for protection were considered? 
No Action 
Debris Clearing 
Riprapping 
Riparian Revegetation 
Debris Basins 

What alternative was selected and why? 

Clear channel of debris jams and scattered debris to restore channel capacity and to prevent debris 
damage downstream. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 
Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved for 1983. 

Descrlptlon of work. 
Remove one debris jam and remove scattered debris from 2.7 miles of channel. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKS~EET 

Appl icant Hanti-LaSal N.tional Foreu HSR No. 
Channel Fdrviev C.nyon Channel Reaches 1 and 2. 

Scope of Work: Removal of Debris Jams and Scattered pebris 
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As ses smen t T eam _-=Ed:...::::S.::ch~o:.c.ppo:;.:e::.-. ____ _ Oa te ____ ,:uU~2~OIWl8~4 _____ _ 

I. Environmental Assessment: 

Envl ronmenta 1 Factors 

Economic Impact 
Prime ana uniaue ~armlano 
Change in lan Use 
ErOSlon 
Seolmentation 
Errect on Soil 
ve2etatlve Alteratlon 
Change ln Alr Ouality 
Flooa Plalns 
I .anas 
Stream Channel 
Water Oual,ty 
Wa ter Ouantl tl 
Waterta61e Alteratlon 
F1Sh Ra61tat 
Wl1al,Te Ra61tat 
Threatened/Rare or Endangered 

Plants or Animals 

Carl Anderson 
Jeff Lucero 

G. Dennis Kelly 
Irene Savanyo-Le .. ley 
Rolger Theobalt 

EFFECT without actlon 
Short Term long Term 

0 0 

0 0 

0 Q 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Archaeloglcal or Rl storlcal S,tes 0 0 

Appearance or [anoscape 
Other: 

EFFECT with 
Shor"t Term 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

g 
0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

g 
0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 

actlon 
[ong Tt'nn 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

g 
0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

g 
g 
0 

0 

0 

+ 

11 Code Items: + Beneficial Effect. 0 no Effect. - Adverse Effect. N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: 

No action viII cause downstream damage as debris moves down canyon into the cOmmunity. blOcking tbe 

channel and causing floodlol. AstiAn yill alleviate the threat posed hy 'YC,cIIVe debris in the 

channel. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: 
ViII reduce damages to diversion works. 

Degree of Publlc Interest: __ ~In~t~e~re~s~t~is~h~ig~h~. __________________________________ _ 

Potentl a 1 Controversy: Lack of understanding of the benefits of this treatment may 

cause co_nt. 
Sett;ng, Orban or Rural: Rural 

--~~--------------------------------------------------
Sochl Impacts: Protects the community of Fairview from damage by debris during high flows. 

Provides employment in an area of high unemployment. 
Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 1983 ) 

Proeerties Values .$ Dama2e $ Factor* 
Residences $ 8301000 .$ 2101000 1.0 

Hydro Power Plant $ 2~21000 .$ ! 65 z000 1.0 
Irrigation S~$tem $ lOOzOOO $ 50 z000 1.0 

Railroad $ 60.000 $ 
1 60 •000 1.0 

S $ 

*Probib1l1ty of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual 'event causes damage = 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage =0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties,Protected (Public): 

Proeerties 
Fairview Streets 

Culinar~ Vater Supply 
Highway US-89 

ilSGS"Qasius StatleR 

Values $ 
$ 320 z000 

$ 200.000 
$ 70.000 
~ le.eee 
$ ----

c. Business Losses: 

Properties 
Businesses 

TOTAL 

Values S 
$ 160.000 

$.----$, ___ _ 
$, __ _ 

$_--
I qq~ ~,,"" 

$ 2 1000 1000 

Dama2e S 
$ 320 1000 
.$ 50,000 
$ 70.000 
S If!::;;OQQ-

S 

Dama2e $ 
$ 40,000 

$_-­
$_--
$_---
$_---

$ 
~(. 'f .'-:;' " 

875;000 

Factor* 
1.0 

1.0 
1.0 
~ 

Factor* 
1.0 

Near Term 
Dama2e 

$ 210 z000 
$ 65 1000 
$ 50.000 
.$ 60.000 
$ 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 320,000 
S 50,000 
S 70,000 

S _!!'1181 
$ 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 40,000 
$ ___ _ 

$ 
$----

$ 

#t ft.>; ""­_ IIS.WO 
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I II • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

$ an,ooo 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: $ 1,050 
--~---------------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce or eliminate 

Near te~ damage from debris in the flood waters. 

D. Proposed work qual ifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes ------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally. and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

1/20/84 

G. Dennis Kelly Team Leader Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, 1 recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



Incident I~ - Fairview Canyon 
Site 2 - Oak Creek 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 
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Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) HSRI 
Location Incident IS - Fairview Canyon Site 2 - Oak Creek ---""S"':'t-a""::t-e--U-t-a-h-
Team Members Ed Schoppe G. Dennis Kelly by G. Dennis Kelly 

__ --.:C:;.::a~r~l..;.A;;.:n.;:;.de;;.;r;.;;s;.;;.o:..;.n _____ .:.;1 r:.,::e;.:,:n=..e ...:S:,::a..:.;va::;n:Ly=..o-...:Le::;. .. :::;l:..:e:Ly __ d ate 7/23{84 

Jeff Lucero Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat to [lfe? Yes. Utah Highway 91, Rio Grande Railroad 

Threat to Property? Yes. Irrigation Syste .. 

2. New Hazard created 
by this dhaster The event caused greater accumulations of debris that will be 

mobilized by normal high water and damage downstrea .. facilities. 

3. More than one 
benefici ary National Forest System Lands, Hanti-LaSal National Forest 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permits, etc. 

commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal 

E-2 Remove debris jams and scattered debris along the channel. 

Forest Service 

Funds have been requested, see page ___ 2 ___ " 

7. Approx. cost of protection 
$ 17,900 

$l~S,ooo Approx •. threatened damage 

8 • E H g i b i " ty Yes project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-l Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-S other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 



48 

HSR' ____________________ _ 

USDA-SCS 
E'~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: H.nti-L.Sd ".Uond Forest 
(County, City, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ••••••..•••..............•..••...••......•... attached I~I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name Oak Creek 
B. Channel Reach'----R-e-a-ch-e-s-2-,-)-,-a-n-d-4-.-----------------------------------------
C. Descri pti on of hazard Debris has accumulated in the channel as a result of 

landslides and flooding. Additional flows will mobilize debris and cause surges in flow 
and downstream damage to roads, railroad, and irrigation system, 

4. Scope of proposed work: Debris removal from the channel. 

S. Proposed work w111 requ1re: 
A. Construction easements ...•.................•.................... I~I 
B. Fee simple title ................................................ I~I 
C. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 1--1 

6. Prellmlnary Estlmated cost of proposed work: U7.900 
7. Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama~g~e~:~---$l-S-S.-ooo----------------
8. Plans and specifications: 

A E • t-' I-I • Xl S 1-ng........................................................ Yes 

B. To be prepa red by SCS •••••..........••....•...•....•..•.....••.. ,--;;:--, 
c. To be p'repa red by others ................... ~~r~~t. ~!t;v.i~,; •••••••••. IY;;-I 

9. Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available, 
10. Estimate date construction shoul d stop Sunner 1985 

11. Signatures: 
A. Recommended by Date: 

(SCS F1eld Representatlvel 

Concurred by --------r-r-....... ---:--..--__ --~~~-- Date: __________ _ 
(Appl1cant Representative) 

B. 

12. Approval of exigency request 

Approved by Date: 
---T(~A-ss-,~'s~t~a~n~t~S~t-a~te~C~o-n-s-e~r~v~a~tl~o~n~i'-s~t~)--- -------------

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
13. Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
( da te) (da te) 

S.A.D. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
STC or his representative 

13. Attacments: 
A. Application Justification 

Documentation Check List. 
Documentation - See Project Docket 



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 

Date: Utah 

Job: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 
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7/23/84 

Incident 15 - Site 2 - Oak Creek HSR' 
--~~~~~~~--------------------------- ----------------------------

Di strict: Kanti-LaSal National Forest Prepared by: c. Dennis Kelly 
----~~~-----------------------

What was site condition before event? 
The channel was damaged by the 1983 event and the capacity vas greatly reduced by debris. 

What occurred as a result of tne storm? 
Several landslides deposited ~uch debris in Oak Creek. Several nev debris ja~s have reduced the 
channel capacity. 

What damage w1ll occur 1f no act10n taken? 
Flood vaters, debris and sediment will probably damage State Highvay U-9l and the irrigation system. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 
No Action 
RiprappinS 
Debris Jam Removal and Channel Clearing 
Riparian Revegetation 

What alternative was selected and why? 

Debris jam removal to increase the channel capacity and assure free vater flov. 

What conservat1on practice standard was used to establish des1gn criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of vork approved in 1983. 

Description of work. 
Remove five debris jams and scattered debris along 4.1 miles of Oak 
Creek. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 

Appl icant Manti-LaSal aational Forest HSR No. 
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Channel Incident IS - Fairviev,Site 2 - Oak Creek 

Scope of Work: Clear Debris from Channel 

Channel Reaches 2, 3, and 4. 

As ses sment t eam _.....:Ed=-=S=ch:.:.:o;.r::ppa:.:e~_____ Da te __ ..:.7.!./=23:.:./.:.84~ ___ _ 
Carl Anderson G. Dennis Kelly 
Jeff Lucero Irene Savanyo-Lemley 

I. Environmental Assessment: Holger Theobalt 

Env, ronmenta 1 Factors EFFECT without action I EFFECT witFi 
short Term Long Term I Snort term I 

I I 
E~onomic Impact I + I 
Prime and uni~ue Farmland 0 0 I 0 I 
~nange ;n Lan Ose 0 0 1 0 I 
EroS10n I + 

Seoimentatlon I + 

~Hect on Soi 1 I + 

ge2etat1ve Alteratlon 0 0 I 0 

~han~e 1n A,r Oualltl I 0 0 I 0 
r "\ P1a,ns I I + : 

.anos I I I 0 0 0 I 
Stream CFiannel I I + I 
Water Qual1ty I I + I 
wa ter Quanti ty I 0 0 I 0 I 
Waterta61e Alteratlon I 0 0 I 0 I 
~lsFi Ra61tat I 0 

wl1dl,re Ra61tat I 0 0 0 

Threatened/Rare or Endangered I 
Plants or Animals , 

0 0 0 

7\rcfiaelog1cal or R1storlcal 5, tes 0 0 0 
Appearance or [anoscape 
Other: 

0 0 0 

action 
[ong TE'nn 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect. 0 no Effect. - Adverse Effect. N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: 

No action viII create excessive erosion and sedimentation damage to the irrigation system. Surges in 
flov as debris jams fail viII damage the county road and State Highvay. Action viII alleviate the 

debris accumulations and re-establish channel conditions that viII handle nor.al stream flov. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: 
Action vill reduce .ediment and debris damage to the irrigation .y.te •• 

Degree of Public Interest: _.:..:In:.;:t.;;.;er:.,:e;.::.s.:,.t..:i.=,s..:h;.::i.A:Sh::.:. _________________ _ 

Potent; a 1 Controversy: Lack of general understanding of the need for this treatment may 

cause co_nt. 

Setti n9 t Orban or Rura 1: Rural 
-~-------------------------

Social Impacts: Prevents damage to transportation system. Provides employment in an area of 

high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 83) 

ProEerties Values S Dama2e $ Factor* 
Rio Grande Railroad $ 70 1 000 S 70,000 1.0 

Irrisation slstem $ 30 1000 $ ,15,000 1.0 

$' $ 
$ $ , 
$ S 

*Probib11ity of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage = 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage =0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties.Protected (Public): 

Properties 
Hishway U-91 

u. S .,,~ ~. ( . --.' .,-:;. · ... c~ 

Values $ 

$ 70,000 
S /-" .It·' ..... , 

$_-­
$ 
$----

c. Business Losses: 

ProEerties Values $ 
$ 
S 
S 
$ 
$ 

TOTAL S 170 1000 

Damage S 
$ 70 1000 

$ "/ .. ~"' 
$ ___ _ 
$ ___ _ 
$ ___ _ 

Dama2e S 
$ 
$ 
S 
$ 
S 

S 155 1000 

Factor* 
1.0 
I . .) 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 70 1000 

$ 15,000 

S 
S 
$ 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 70 1000 

$ iJ,..J"~ 

$.----$ ___ _ 

$_---

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

S 
/(1/"04 
-H,.QW 
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II I • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

S 155,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: $ l7,9oo 
~~~-------------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: 
near term damages from debris in the flood waters. 

Action will reduce or eliminate 

D. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes ------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

G. Dennis Kelly ream Leader 
7/23/84 
Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

c. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse A.ffects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team leader Date 



INCIDENT # 6 
PRICE RIVER 
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Incident 6 - Price River 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) HSRN 
Location Incident '6 - Price River ---"S""'t-a"""'t-e-U-t-a-h--

1. 

2. 

Team Members ..:Al~I:.:a::.n~G::a:.ll:.:e:sgt::0::.s _______ _ ......;.G;.,. • ..:;De_nn;;..i..:;s_K;.,.e..:;I:..;:I~y ____ b.y G. Dennis Kelly 
Gary Say Irene Lemlev date July 23, 1984 
Jeff Lucero Holger Theobalt 

Threat to [lfe? Yes, threatens potentially sudden destruction of two county road-stream 
crossings. 

Threat to Property? Yes F .)jJ r :; .. 
New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

Yes. The event caused accumulations of debris, scoured channels, 
and eroded bridges. The next high water will mobilize debris and 
cause excessive erosion and sedimentation damaging downstream facility. 

3. More than one 
benefic;ary National Forest System Lands~ Hanti-LaSal National Forest. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (least E-l 
costly for return to i:~ 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights. 
permits. etc. 

Commitment of other 
funds - local. state 
federal 

Revegetation of riparian areas. 
Removal of debris along the channel. 
Riprap along ISO feet to protect a Forest Road. 

Forest Service 

Funds have been requested, see page _2_. 

1. Approx. cost of protectlon $16,100 

Approx. threatened damage 
$64,000 

8 • E 1 i g i b i " ty 
Yes·, project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-l Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives. notes on principal features. location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSRN ------------------------
USDA-SCS 

EI~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 
HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Manti-LaSal National Forest 
(County, City, etc.) 

2. Location Map: .............................................• attached I Yes I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

A. Channel Name Incident 6 - Fish Creek: Site - Price River 
B. Channel Reach teach l' Hoods Canyon. Reach 1 & 2: Pontovn Creek. Reach 1; French Creek, Reech 1 2 &3: 
C D • t' f -:t Prlce R!vh~ • eSCrl p lOn 0 azaro Debris accumulation in the channel and scoured streambed and Reach 3. ' 
banks threaten downstream road crossin,s and water uses. Additional (Iowa will mobilize debris 
and cause additionsl scouring, damaging downstream values. 

Scope of proposed work: Remove scattered debris, revegetate riparian areas along the 
indicated stream reaches. Riprap 150 feet to protect bridge. 

Proposed work will requlre: 
A. Construction easements ...••............•........•....•..•...••.. 
B. Fee simple title •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. . .............................................. . 

I 'NO I 
INOI 
I-I 

Prel im; nary Estlmated cost of proposed work: $16,100 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama~g~e-::-:~:.!$:.:.64;;.:;.-ooo---------------
Plans and specifications: __ 
A. Ex; sti ng ....................................................... . I~' 
B. To be prepared by ses .......................................... . I~l 
C. To be prepared by others ••••••••• ~o.r!!l!~ :;~t;v.i~'L ••••••••••••••••••. I~I 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available 
Estimate date construction should stop __ ~s_umm __ e_r_I_98_5 ____________ __ 
Signatures: 
A. R ecol\11le n de d by ----"T'"I'..,....,..,...~rT'~=::-=-:::-=-.:~:"":'7::T"'- Date: (SCS Field Representatlve) 

Concurred by Date: 
--------~(r.A~p-p~l~i~c~a~n~t·R~e~p~r~e~s~e~n~ta~t~,r.'v~e~)----

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by Date: 
----(~A~s-s~i-s~t-an-t~S~t~a~t-::-e~C~o~n~s~e~r~va~t~i'-o~n~i~s~tr)---

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coo rd; na t i on ~ S • C • Eo ----------------~r:r::_r:-r- S. R • C • 
(da te) (date l 

S.A.O. ___________ ASTC _____ _ 

B. Approved by: Date: 
-----~S~T~C~o~r~h~l~·s~r~e~p~re~s~e~n~t~a·tT.iv~e~----

13. Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 

Date: Utah 

Job: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

__ ~P~ri~c~e~Ri~v~e~r ________________________________ HSR# 

July 23, 1984 

Di strict: Manti LaSal National Foreat Prepared by· G D i K 11 ____ .:;;:.~:..=::::.::~~=:::.:...:.:~.:..:.____________ • • enn s e y 

What was site condition before event? 
The channel vas clear and open and veIl vegetated. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 
Debris clogged the channel causing excessive erosion and greatly increased sediment yields 
damaging downstream roads and municipal water supply. 

What damage wlll occur lf no actlon taken? 
The next flovs viII mobilize debris and sediments to damage Forest and County Roads and add 
excessive aediments to the streams and vater supplies. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 
No Action, remove debris jams and scattered debris from along the channel, riparian revegetation, 
riprap. 

What alternat;ve was selected and why? 
Channel clearing to prevent damage to Forest and county roads and to prevent excessive channel 
erosion and sedimentation. Revegetate riparian areas to prevent excessive erosion and sedimentation. 
Riprap to prevent additional daaage to Forest road. 

What conservation pract;ce standard was used to establish design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved in 1983. 

Descrlption of work. 

Remove debris along 0.4 miles of stream channel. Revegetate riparian areas along 1.7 miles of 
stream. Riprap ISO feet of channel to protect a b.ridge in Reach 1 at Pontown Creek. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 

Appl icant Hanti-LaSal National Forest HSR No. 
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Channel Incident'6 Fish Channel Reach See earlier paRe. 
Scope of Wor: Remove scattered debris, revegetate riparian areas. Riprap 150 feet to 
protect a bridRe. 

Assessment feamAllan Gallegos, Gary Say, Jeff LuceroQate July 23, 1984 
Irene Lemley, Rolger Theobalt, 
G. Dennis Kelly. 

1. Environmental Assessment: 

Envlronmental Factors EFFECT without actlon EFFECT with action 
Short Term Long Term Short Term Long TE'nn 

Economic Impact 
Prime and Unique Farmland 
Change in Land Use 
ErOSlon 
Sedlmentation 
Effect on Soil 
Vegetatlve Alterat10n 
Change 1n A,r Quality 
r "Id ph, ns 
, .ands 
Stream Channel 
Water Quallty 
Wa ter Quantl ty 
Watertable Atterat10n 
F1Sh Habltat 

Threatened/Rare or Endangered 
Plants or Animals 

Archaelog1cal or H,stor,cal Sltes 
Appearance of Landscape 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

+ + 
o 0 0 

o 0 0 
+ + 
+ + 
+ + 
+ + 

o 0 0 

+ + 
o 0 0 

+ + 
+ + 

o 0 0 
o 0 0 

0 + 
0 + 

o 0 0 

o 0 0 

+ ± 
Other: 

--------------------------------------~------------------r_---------------r_--------------_T--------------

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: No Action will cause 

damage to County and Forest roads from debris mobilized during the next high water. Excessive erosioTh· 
and sedimentation will occur from the unprotected stream honk, and channel changea callsed by debris Action 

will reduce erosion and sedimentation and reestablisb cbannel conditions that Will bandle normal 
st reamflows • 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action will reduce sediment 

in water used for municipal and recreation purposes. 

Degree of PUblic Interest: High 
--~~------------------------------------------

Potent; a 1 Controversy: Lack of general understanding of the need for this treatment may 

cause co_ent. 
Setti ng t Urban or Rura 1: Rural 

~~----------------------------------------------
Soc; a 1 Impacts: Action prevents damage to the transportation system and reduces sediment imparts 

in the water. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 83 ) 

Properties Values $ 
$ 
$--'--

$;-___ _ 
$ $.----

Damage $ 
$ 
$, 
$,..--___ _ 

$, 
$ ___ _ 

Factor* 

*Probibility of accurance to cauBe damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage = 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties Protected (Public): 

Properties Values $ 
2 County Road Crossings $ 80,000 

F 5 /C.,,) .~, - 'Iv' I, Cc·· ( $ (t:' :'-'" 

$.---
$ 
$'----

C. Business Losses: 

Properties Values S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 
$ 

TOTAL S 80.000 

Damage S 
$ 80,000 
$ /,'. "~ 
S 
$----

$_----

Dama~e $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 80.222 

Factor* 
0.8 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 
$---

$ 
$'----

$ ----

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 64 PPP 
$ III .. ,':. $"'-:''';;'''';;'--

$ 
$'-----

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

S 
, ~ It' 

64,000 



I II • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 
1" {"-I 11"11 

S~ ; 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: S 16,100 
--~~~-----------
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C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce or eliminate 
near term damages from sediment and debris in the flood waters. 

D. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes 
----~~-----------

IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

G. Dennis Kelly Team Leader 
July 23 • 1984 

Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. E~ergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved) • 

Team Leader Date 
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Incident 17 Monument Peak 
Site 1; Eccles Canyon 
Site 2: Upper Huntington Creek 
Site 3: North Hughes ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 
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Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) HSRI 
Location Incident #7 Monument Peak ---"'S:-::"t-a'"':t-e-U-t-ah--
Team Members Allan Gallegos G. Dennis Kelly by G. D~e~nn""'lir-s"""1K~e"ny 

Gary Say Irene Lemley date July 23, 1984 
Jeff Lucero Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat to li fe? Yes. Traffic along U-3l. municipal water supply. Skyline Mine. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Threat to Property? Yes. 7 bridges along U-3l. county· roads. Skyline Mine7 ~'6 

New Hazard created 
by this disaster Yes. The event caused accumulation of debris in stream channels and 

severely scoured riparian areas. The next high water will mobilize 
debris and cause excessive erosion and sedimentation to downstream 
facilities. 

More than one 
beneficiary National Forest System Lands. Manti-LaSal National Forest 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permi ts, etc. 

E-l Revegetation of riparian areas to reduce erosion and sediment. 
E-2 Remove debris jams and scattered debris. 

Forest Service 

6. Commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal Funds have been requested. see page _2_. 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon 

Approx. threatened damage $164.000 

8 • E 1i g i b i 1i ty 
Yes, project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-l Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on princ1pa1 features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR' _________ _ 

USDA-SCS 
Er~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Manti-LaSal National Forest 

(County, City, etc.) 

z. Location Map: •••.••••...•.•••.••.•..•...•••••............. attached I~I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name North Hughes, Upper Huntington, and Eccles. 

S. Channel Reach Reaches 1 and 2, Reach 1 and Reach I respectively. 

C. Description of hazard The event caused accumulation of debris in stream channels and 
severely riparian areas. The next high vater will mobilize debris, cause damage to road-

stream crossings and cause excessive erosion and sedimentation damage to downstream facilities. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Removal of'debris lams and scattered debris along the channels 
and riparian revegetation. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work Wltt require: 
A. Construct;on easements •.............•........................... 
S. Fee simple title ••••••••••••••••.•.••••••••••••••••••.•••..••••. 
C. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1N'<l1 
I NO"" I 
I-I 

Preliminary Estimated cost of proposed work: ~~~$1~6~.3~2~S~ _________________ __ 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential damage: __ ~$~17~O~,o~o~o ____________ _ 
Plans and specifications: 
A. Exi sttng ........................................................ 1 YES , 

B. To be prepared by ses ........................................... 1 NO I 

C. To be prepared by others ••.•.. ,Fpre~.S~nrl4;e. •••••••••••••••••••••• \yES I 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available 
Estimate date construction should stop ___ Su_Mm_e_r ___ 19_B_S _____________________ _ 

Si gnatures: 
A. Recommended by -----n~~~T7~~~~~~~--- Date: 

(SCS Field Representatlve) 

Concurred by Date: 
------'(~A~p~plrl~'c~a~n~t~R~ep~r~e~s~e~n~t~at~l~'v~e~)---

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by ----,.......--.....,...--,.......,...,...--:---.c-~~~~~~-r--- 0 a te: 
(Assistant State Conservationist) 

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
( da te) (date ) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
STc or his representative 

Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 

Date: Utah July 23, 1984 

Job: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM <EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Incident 17 MonWDent Peak HSRI 
--~~-------------------------------------

Di strict: Hanti-LaSal National Forest P repa red by: 
----~~~~~~~~~~~------------

G. Dennis Kelly 

What was site condition before event? 

Stream channel was open and capable of handling normal spring runoff. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 

Channel has filled with sediment and debris forcing water to erode stream banks. The debris 
threatens 7 bridges on Highway U-31, culinary water supplies for Huntington, and water uses 
in Price River Drainage. 

What damage will occur If no action taken? 

Flood water debris and sediments will damage culverts, bridges, municipal water supplies and 
irrigation systems and the Skyline Hine facilities. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 

No action, riprapping, removal of debris jams and scattered debris along the channel. Riparian 
revegetation to control erosion and sediment damage downstream. Channelization of streams. 

Wnat alternative was selected and why? 

Removal of debris jams and scattered debris to prevent the accumulation of debris at bridges and 
culverts and the eventual loss of structures. Riparian revegetation of areas scoured by the 
flooding to reduce erosion and sediment to municipal and irrigation water supplies. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Descrlptlon of work. 
Remove 6 debris jams and clear scattered debris from 0.9 miles of· stream channel. Revegetate 
riparian areas along 0.5 miles of stream. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 
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Appl icant Hanti-La5al National Forest HSR No • .,.-_,...... _____ _ 
Channel Eccles, North Hughes, Upper Huntington Channel ReachES 1. 1&2, and 1 respectively 
Scope of Work: Removal of debris jams and scattered debris along the channel revegetation 

of scoured riparian areas. 
Assessment Team Allan Gallegos, Gary Say, G. DennisDate July 23, 1984 

Kelly, Irene Lemley, Holger 
Theobalt, Jeff Lucero. 

I. Environmental Assessment: 

Env1 ronmenta 1 Factors ~FF~CT w;thout action EFF~CT with 
Snort Term [ong Term Snort Term 

Economic Impact + 
Prime and Unique tarmland 0 0 0 
~nange in Lana Ose 0 0 0 
ErOSlon + 
5edimentation + 
tHect on Soi 1 + 
ve2etatlve Alteratlon + 
Cnange 1n A1r Quality 0 0 0 
r "10 Pla1 ns + , .anos 0 0 0 
5tream Channel + 
Water Quallty + 
Wa ter Quantl ty 0 0 0 

Waterta61e Alteratlon 0 0 Q 
F'lsFi RaEiltat Q 
wl10l1re RaEiltat 0 

Threatened/Rare or ~ndangered 
0 0 0 Plants or Animals 

J\rcnaelog1cal or Rl storlcal S,tes 0 0 0 
Appearance of [andscape 0 0 0 
Other: 

action 
[ong TE'nn 

+ 
0 

0 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
0 

+ 
0 

+ 
+ 
0 

Q 

± 
+ 

0 

0 

0 

11 Code Items: + Beneficial Effect. 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concl uding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: No action will cause 

damage to State Highway and Forest Road from debris mgbilized during the next high flow. Excessive erosiop 
and sedimentation will occur from the unprotected stream banks and channel changes caused by debris. Action 
will reduce erosion and sedimentation and reestablish channel conditions that ViII handle nOrmal flowS 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: 
water used for municipal and irrigation purposes. 

Action will reduce sediment in 

Degree of Pubhc Interest: .....;;;Hi""'Sl,;,;h ____________________ _ 

Potent; a 1 controversy: Lack of understanding of the need for treatment may cause conanent. 

Setting, Urban or Rural: Rural ----------------------------------------------
Soc; a 1 Impacts: Action prevents damage to the transportation. improve the quality of municipal 
water supplies, and provide emplOyment in high unemplOyment areas. 
Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 1983 ) 

Pro~erties Values $ Dama2e $ Factor* 
Irrj&atjgU Sx~t~ $ 200 1°00 $ 20.000 1.0 

$ $, 
$ $ 
$ $ 
S $ 

*Probib1l1ty of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage = 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties.Protected (Public): 

Properties 
Forest Ro;.;..;..;;a..;;,d ___ _ 

7 bridges on State Hwy U-31 
Municipal water supply 

Values $ 
$ 3.000 
$ 280.000 
$ 1.000 
$. ___ _ 

$_---

c. Business losses: 

Pro~erties Values S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

TOTAL $ 484.000 

Damage $ 
$ 3.000 
$ 280.000 
$ 1.000 
$ 
$.----

Dama2e S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 304.000 

Factor* 
1.0 
0.5 
1.0 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 20.000 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Near Tenn 
Damage 

$ 3.000 
$ 140.000 
$ 1.000 
$ 
$-----

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 164.000 
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II I. Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

S 164,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: $ 16,325 
--~---------------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce the damages 

from debris and sediment in the flood waters. 

o. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes ------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally. and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

July 23, 1984 

G. Dennis Kelly, Team Leader Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader" Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse ~ffects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



R5E I R6E 

INCIDENT # 8 
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Incident 18: Huntingtion Canyon 68 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) HSR# __ -,.~~ __ _ 
Location Incident 18: Huntington Canyon State Utah 
Team Members A:.:;l:,:l:.;:e;;;n_Ga=l;.;;;l""'eg"'o;.;;s'--______ ~G.;.. • ....;;D.;..e~nn=-i-s-=-K-el-l ..... y __ --by G. De-n-n-ls-K-el-ly 

Irene Lemley date July 23, 1984 Gary Say 
Jeff Lucero -~-~~~~---­Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat to U fe? Yes. Traffic along U-31, municipal wa~er supply. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Threat to Property? Yes. 7 bridges along U-31, irrigation system power plant diversions, 
municipal and water supply. 

New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

Yes. The event caused accumulation of debris in the stream channels and tributary, 
channels of Huntington Canyon. The next event will mobilize this debris and damage 
several bridges and culverts. In several areas, the riparian areas were 

eeverelv scoured and will produce excessive erosion and sediment to damage municipal, industrial, and 
1rr1gation water uses. 
More than one 
beneficiary National Forest System Lands, Manti-LaSal National Forest. 

Recommend treatment 
( 

E-l or measures 1 east E-2 

costly for return tOE-3 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permi ts, etc. 

Commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
feder.al 

Revegetate Riparian areas. 
~emove debris jams and scattered debris along the channel. 
Streambank stabilization. 

Forest Service. 

Funds have been requested, see page __ 2_. 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon $57,050 

Approx. threatened damage $260,000 

8 . Eli g i b i li ty 
Yes, project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSRN -----------------------
USDA-SCS 

E'~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECT! ON 
HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Hanti-LaSa! National Forest 
(County, City, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ••••...•.••...•••..•..•.....••.•..•.•......•. attached I YES I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name .~Hu~n~t~in~g~t~on~C=an~y~o~n~~~ ____________________________________ _ 
B. Channel Reach ES I, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9. 10. 12. and 14. 
C. Descri pti on of hazard The event caused accumulation of debris in the main and tributary 

channels of Huntington Creek. The next event will mobilize this debris and damage several 

bridges and culverts. In several areas the riparian areas were severely scoured and will produce 
excessive erosion and sedimentation to damage municipal. industrial. and irrigation water 
supplies. 

4. Scope of proposed work: R8I\IOve debds jams and scattered debris along the channel. plant 
willows to revegetate riparian areas. stabilize stream banks by riprapping to prevent erosion 
and sedimentation. 

5. Proposed work wlll require: 
A. Construction easements .....•.........................•.......... I-WO-I 
B. Fee simpl e ti tl e............ ....... ......... . . ............. .. ... (-WO-I 
C. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• I-I 

6. Prel iminary Estlmated cost of proposed work: $57.050 
7. Prel imi nary Estimated value of potenti al dama~g-:-e-:-: --<--':-$-26-0-.00-0-------------

8. Plans and specifications: 
A. Ex; s t ; ng •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I YES I 
B. To be prepared by ses ........................................... I NO I 
C. To be prepared by others ••• .Ffr~s.t. ~~ry~c;e ...••••••••••••••••..••.•. I~I 

9. Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available 

10. Estimate date construction shoul d stop Summer 1985 
11 . Signa tu re s: -=.=.:='--"'-'''''''''----------

A. Recomnended by Date: 
{SCS Field Representatlve} 

Concurred by Date: 
------~(~A-p~p'~l~·c-a-n~t~Re-p-r-e-s-e-n~ta~t~i~v-e~)---

B. 

12. Approval of exigency request 

Approved by Date: 
----r( A ... s~s~i~s~t~a-:'n-.:'t-S.,..t~a~t::-:e:-1"C~o-:'n-:'s-:'e:-::rv-:'a~t=-:!i::o~n~i"::'s~tT") --

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
13. Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
(da te) ( date) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
STc or his representative 

13. Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 
Utah 

Job: 

Date: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

~1~n~c~id~en~t~'~8~:~H~u~n~t~in~g~t~0~n_C~a=n~y~0~n ___________________ HSRN 

July 24, 1984 

Di strict: Hanti LaSal National Forest P repa red by: G. Dennis Kelly 

The stream channels were clear and open and capable of handling the normal spring runoff. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 

70 

The channel filled with sediment and debris diverting the water to cause points of severe erosion 
threatening roads, bridges, municipal and irrigation water systems. 

What damage will occur 1f no action taken? 

During the next high water, debris will be mobilized with a high probability of damaging seven 
bridges. Denuded banks and scoured channels will erode causing damage and/or increases costs 
to municipal and irrigation water systems. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 
No action, riparian revegetation, streambank stabilization, bridge and road stabilization,. 
channelization of the creek, removing channel obstructions. 

What alternative was selected and why? 
Remove debris jams and scattered debris from obstructing the channel, willow planting to revegetate 
the riparian areas and reduce damage to municipal, industrial, and irrigation water supplies caused 
by excessive erosion and sedimentation, streambank stabilization to reduce damage from excessive 
erosion and sedimentation. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Descrlption of work. 
Remove debris jams and scattered debris from 0.7 miles of stream channel. Revegetate scoured 
riparian areas along 0.8 miles of stream. Riprap 805 feet of channel. 
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Appl icant Hanti-LaSal National Forest HSR No. 
Channel Huntington Canyon Channel -R-e-a-c"-hES--l-,4-,-s,-6-,8-,-9-,1-0,12, and 14. 

Scope of Work.: Removal of debris iams and scattered debris' alonr the channels 

Assessment Team Gary Say, Allan Gallegos, Jeff LuceroQate July 24, 1984 
G. Dennis Kelly, Irene Lemley, 
Holger Theobalt. 

I. Environmental Assessment: 

EnVlronmental Factors EFFECT without action EFFECT wlth action 
Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Tenn 

Economi c Impact 
Prime and Unique Farmland 
Change in Land Use 
Eroslon 
Sedlmentation 
Effect on Soil 
Vegetatlve Alteratlon 
Change in Air Quality 
r "\d Plalns 
'I • ands 
Stream Channel 
Water Quallty 
Wa ter Quantl ty 
Watertable Alteratlon 

Threatened/Rare or Endangered 
Plants or Animals 

Archaeloglcal or Hlstorlcal Sltes 
Appearance of Landscape 
Other: 

o o 
o o 

o o 

o o 
o o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

± + 
0 0 

0 0 

+ + 
+ + 
+ ± 

0 + 
0 0 

+ ± 

+ + 
+ ± 

+ + 
0 0 

0 0 

± + 
+ + 

0 0 

0 a 
+ + 

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: No action will cause 

damage to State Highway and Forest Roads from debris I!!Qbilbed dllr1nr rhe":"Dext hizh flow. Excessive erosion 
and sedimentation will damage municipal industrial and irrigation water systCJ§. Action Will reduce erosfon 

and sedimentation and reestablish channel conditions that will handle nOrmal flpys. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: 
municipal. industrial. and irrigation water. 

Action will reduce sediment loads on 

Degree of Public Interest: Interest is high. 

Potentl a 1 Controversy: Lack of understanding of the need for treatment may cause cODlDent. 

Setting, Urban or Rural: ~R~ur~a~l ______________________________________________ _ 

Socia 1 Impacts: improves the quality of 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 83 ) 

Properties 
Power plant diversion 

structure 

Values $ 
$ 300,000 

$_--
$. ___ _ 
$ 
$---

Damage $ 
$ 50,000 
$f 

$.----
$.-"-__ _ 

$_---

Factor* 
0,2 

*Probib1lity of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage = 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage = 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties Protected (Public): 

Properties 
Highway U-31 

Culinary Water System 

(tlr ({r~I~=~ ____ _ 

Values $ 
$ 1.200.000 

$ 100.000 

$.---
$ 
$.----

c. Business Losses: 

Properties Values S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

TOTAL $ 1.600.000 

Damage $ 
$ 1.200.000 

$ 50,000 
$ ___ _ 

$_---$ ___ _ 

Dama2e $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 1.300.000 

Factor* 
0.2 

0.2 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 10,000 
$ ___ ..... 
S 
$----
$ ___ _ 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 240.000 

$ 10.000 
$ ___ _ 
$ ___ _ 

$ ------

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 260,000 
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I II • Summa I"y 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

S 260,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: S--,5;..;.7..a,.;,0;;.;;5~0 _____ _ 

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce the damages from 

debris and sediment in the next flood waters. 

D. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes ---------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

G. Dennis Kelly, Team Leader 
July 23, 1984 

Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, 1 recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



R4E I R5E 

INCIDENT # 10 
JOE1S VALLEY 

- ----.. - BOUNDARY 

REACH 

Ie, •• : ',:I.._.SMALL LANDSLIDE 

I" P oeL. .. LARGE LANDSLIDE 

R5E I R6E 



Incident '10 - Joes Valley 
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ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

HSR# Emergency Watershed Protection Work (216) 
Location Incident '10 - Joes Valley ----~S~t~a~t~e~-U-t-a-h--

Team Members John Niebergall _...:;I~re.;;.;n;.;;e;....;;.;sa;;.;v..;;;a;;.;.nYL.;;o;...-~Le;;.;:;":..;.le;;..y~_b.y C. Dennis Kelly 
__ .:::S;;:.t=-ev:.:e:.....::;Ro:.:b~l;;:.s~on::.-______ ...-:.:"::;:.0,:.01 g:a.::e~r-'Th=eo:.:b"=a:.:..l t:..... ___ d ate 7 (26(84 

Jeff Lucero c. Dennis Kelly 

1. Threat to elfe? 

Threat to Property? Yes. Two surmer homes and two bridges on Forest Roads. 

2. New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

Yes. Debris and sediment have filled the Lowry Water and Reeder 
Canyon channels and diverted the stream near the homes. Debris 
in Seely Creek threatened the Seely Creek and Olsen Creek bridges. 

3. More than one 
beneficiary National Porest System Lands, Hanti-LaSal National Porest 

4. Recommend treatment 
E-2 or measures (least 

costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 

Remove debris and sediment obstructions f~om the channels. 

5. Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
pennits, etc. 

Forest Service, Hanti-LaSal National Forest 

6. commitment of other 
funds - local, state Funds have been requested, see page _2_. 

federal 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon $ ll,600 

Approx. threatened damage $135,000 

a . E 1i g i b i 1i ty 
Yes •. Project .... ,ets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-l Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR* ________ ---"'~ 

USDA-SCS 
Ef-tERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Hanti-LaSal National Forest 

(County, C;ty, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ••••••.•.•.•••••••......•....•...••...•...... attached 1Y;;-' 
3. Locat;on, ident;fication and descr;pt;on of damage 

A. Channel Name Incident '10 - Joe. Valley 

B. Channel Reach 1 and 112 
C • Desc r; p t; on 0 .......,~~-r-=D-'eb""'r""'is=.:.:...JanlL.:d~.e:.::d.....limL:e:.&.nt~ac=.:cu;u ..... mu::.:l~at:::.:i'-on=:s=th"-r.ILea .... t'-'en=to=d ..... anoa=ge=su-'nne=r..::....L 

home. and the Seely and Olsen" Creek bridges during the next light flows. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Remove deb"ris and restore the channel capability. 

s. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work witt requlre: 
A. Construction easements ..................................•....... 
B. Fee simple title •••.••••••••.••..••..•.•.•....•••••.•••.••••..•. 
c. . .............................................. . 

1-;;-1 
I~I 
I-I 

Prel imlnary Estlmated cost of proposed work: $11.600 
~~~~---------------------------Preliminary Est;mated value of potential damage: ___ .....;$:t.:l~JS::JI~ooo==-________ _ 

Plans arid specH;cat;ons: __ 
A. Ex; st~·ng ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• I...!!,!-l 
B. To be prepared by ses .......................................... . I~l 
C. To be prepared by others ••••....••.....•.•• f~r.e;s~ .s~r~iH •••••••••• I ~ I 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as fund. are available. 

Estimate date construction shoul d stop Surrner 1985 

Signatures: 
A. Recorrrnen de d by ---'-"7<7'"~:=-r-:r-1~:-::-:::==-=~:-:-::"r-- 0 a te : (SCS Fleld Representatlvel 

B. Concurred by Date: 
------~(~A-p~plrl~'c~a~n~t~Re~p~r~e~s~e~n~t~at~l~'v~e~)--- -------------

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by --rT":~-==;:-"?~~-,c-::-::-:~-:-:-:-:~~~-r-- Date: 
(Ass;stant State Conservationist) 

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.Eo S.R.C. 
( da te) (date I 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
STC or hh representa the 

Attacments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 
Utah Date: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: _________ J~o~e~s~V~al~l~e~y _____________________________ HSRN 

District: Hanti-LaSal National Forest Prepared by: 
--~~~~~~~~~~-----------

What was site condition before event? 
Channels were clear, open and capable of handling normal spring runoff. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 
Landslides and flooding clogged the channels with debris. 

What damage w1l1 occur 1f no action taken? 

77 

1/26/84 

C. Dennis Kelly 

The next high flow will mobilize the debris and/or flood the nearby lands damaging two summer 
homes and the Seely Creek anet·Olsen Creek Bridges. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 
No Action 
Riprapping 
Channelization of Lowry Water 
Removing Debris Jams and Scattered Debris Along the Channel 

What alternative was selected and why? 
Removing debris jams and scattered debris along 0.8 miles of channel to protect two bridges 
and two summer homel from flooding and debris damage. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 
Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Descr1ption of work. 
Remove six debris Ja.s in Reeder Canyon and clear 0.2 miles of channel along Lowry Water to 
protect two sumner homes. Remove debris along 0.4 miles of channel to protect the Seely 
Creek bridge, and along 0.2 miles of channel to protect the Ollen Creek bridge. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 

HSR No. 
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Appl icant Manti-LaS.l N.tional Forest 
Channel Lowry W.ter. Reeder .nd Seely Creeks 
Scope of Work: Remove Accumulated Debris 

Ch anne 1 ... R,....e-a-C ... h--Lo-w-r-y-w-.-te-r-R-e-.ch III 
Seely Creek Reach III & 112 

Reeder Creek Reach III & 112 
Assessment Team John Niebergall 

---~S~te~v~e~R~o~b~is~o~n~--~~~ 
Date 7/26/84 

C. Dennis Kelly 
Jeff Lucero 

I. Environmental Assessment: 

Envlronmental Factors 

Economic Impact 
Prime and Uni~ue Farmland 
Change in Lan Use 
ErOSlon 
Sedlmentation 
Effect on Soil 
Vegetat1ve Alteratlon 
Change 1n Alr Quality 
Flood P 1 al ns 
')) ~ itands 
Stream Channel 
Water Quallty 
Wa ter Quanti ty 
Watertable Alterat10n 

Threatened/Rare or Endangered 
Plants or Animals 

ArChael091Cal or H,stor,cal Sltes 
Appearance of [andscape 

Irene Savanyo-Lemley 
Holger Theobalt 

EFFECT without actlon 
Short Term Long Term 

o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 

o o 

o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 
o o 

EFFECT with action 
Short Term I 

I 
[ong Tenn 

+ I + 

0 I 0 

0 I Q 

+ I + 

+ f + 

+ I + 

Q I Q 

0 
, 

0 

+ + 

0 0 

+ + 

+ + 

0 0 
0 0 

Q 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
Other: 

---------------------------~------------r_----------T-----------_T-----------

11 Code Items: + Beneficial Effect. 0 no Effect. - Adverse Effect. N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: 

No action will .llow • building up pf yater, Sudden f'ilyre of debris Jams will calise s"rS'5 of 

w.ter th.t will carry debris .nd sedi .. nt into houses and bridges dOWD.tre... EltCD.fv. Crosfog 
sediment.tion •• nd stre •• ch.nnel d ... se viii occur. Action viii prevent or reduce these damages. 
Debris cle.ring viii li.it or prevent pool development benefici.l to fish habit.t. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: None 
--~~----------------

Degree of Public Interest: _.......:I.:.:;nt:.;:e;.:.re=..;B;.;:t~i:.:B:....:.:.;hi:.t=go.;;.h.:... _______________ __ 

Potentl a 1 Controversy: Lack of understanding of the benefits of this work could cause 
co_nt. 

Setting, Urban or Rural: Rural 
--.:.:;:.;:~-----------------------------------------

Social Impacts: _~R=..;ed~u~ce~s~th~e~t~h~r=..;ea~t~s~t~o~h~o~u~se~s~a~n~d~r~o~ad~s~ys~t~em=s~. _____________ __ 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 84 ) 

Pro~erties Values $ Dama2e S Factor* 
Two Summer Homes $ 80 1000 $ 80,000 1.0 

$ $, 
$ $ 
$ S , 
S $ 

*Probibility of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage = 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties Protected (Public): 

Pro~erties 
Seely Creek Bridge 

Olsen Creek Bridge 

Values S 
$ 50,000 

$ 30,000 

$.---
$.-------$ _____ _ 

c. Business Losses: 

Properties Values S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 
$ 

TOTAL $ 

Dama2e 
$ 50.000 
$ 30,000 

S 
$ 
$ 

$ 
Dama2e 

$ 
S 
S 
S 

$ 

S Factor* 
0.5 

1.0 

S Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

S 80,000 

S 
S 
$ 
S 

Near Term 
Damage 

S 25,000 
S 30,000 
S 
S 
S 

Near Term 
Damage 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

$ 135,000 
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I II • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

$ 135,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: S 11,600 
--~~~-----------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce damages to 

houses and bridges. 

D. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes 
----~------------

IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

7/26/84 

G. Dennis Kelly, Team Leader Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team leader Date 

c. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team leader Date 
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Incident '13: Tvelve Hile Canyon 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

Emergency Watershed Protecti on Work ( 403) HSR' 
location Incident '13: Tvelve Hile Canyon --~S""t:-a""t""e-"""Ut-a""h--
Team Members _Ed==-~Sc;:.:h;.;:o",:pplI:.,;e:-_______ ...;;G;.;. • ...;De~nn~i;;.;; • .,.;K~e.;;.ll;;.::y:..-__ ~by G. Dennis Kelly 

....;;;Ca;.;;r~l..;An=d.;;.;.r;.;; • .;;.on:..-_______ I_re...,n_e_L_eml~ • ..;.y-..., ____ d, ate July 25, 1984 
Jeff Lucero Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat to Llfe? Yea I.esidence., Highway.,'road., culinary vatu .upply. 

Threat to Property? Ye.. Irrigation .ystem. 

2. New Hazard created 
by this disaster Additional debris has been added to the channel threatening lives 

and property during the next high flow. 

3. More than one 
bene fi cia ry National Forest System Lands, Hanti-LaSal National Forest 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permits, etc. 

commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal 

i-I Reveaetate riparian area. to reduce erosion an4 
sedimentation. 
E-2 Remove debris jams and scattered debris. 
E-3 stabilize stream banksiby resh_ving and revegetation. 
E-4 Riprap to protect rem. n1n8 roaa •• 

Forest Service 

Funds have been requested, .ee page __ 2_. 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon $ 206,100 

Approx. threatened damage 
$540,000 

8 • E H g i b i li ty 
Yes, .. project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on prinCipal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR'_--________ _ 

USDA-SCS 
Er~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Hanti-LaSal National Forest 
( COU n ty, C; ty, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ••••••••..•.••••••...•........•••.•...••..... attached 1~1 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name ~Tw~el~v~e~m~l~e~~~n~y~o~n ______________________________________ ___ 
B. Channel ReaCh~R~e~a~ch~e~Srl~an=d~5 ________________________________________ _ 
C. Description of hazard Additional debris and sediment has reduced the channel capacity. 

caused serious scouring of riparian areas and caused excessive erosion of streambanks. These 
conditions threaten lives. residences. culverts, bridges. and municipal and irrigation water supplies. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Channel clearing. riprapping. streambank reshaping and 
stabilization. 

s. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

Proposed work w;ll requlre: 
A. Construction easements ......................................... . 
B. Fee simple title ••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
C. • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••••••••• 

I "NO I 
1"""'N<l1 
I-I 

Prel ;ml nary EsUmated cost of proposed work: $206100 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama-g~e~:~$S"4~o~.o~o~o-----------------
Plans and specifications: 
A. Ex; sttng ....................................................... . l~' 
B. To be prepa red by SCS •••....•.•......•..••.....•..•.•..•.•..•... 1-00--1 
C. To be prepared by others ••••••• FPl!~S:r.~E!ly~~E ••••••••••••••••••••••• Ins-I 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available --
Estimate date construction should stop ~S~wm==e~r~I~9~85~ ____________ _ 
Signatures: 
A. Reconmended by ---'-"'7C7"~'-""'-:r-1P'-:"":~~::-r:~~r--- 0 a te: 

(SCS Fleld Representatlve) 

B. Concurred by Date: 
-----~{~A-p~p~l~l·c~a~n~t~R~e~pr-e~s~e~n~t~at~l~'v~e~)--

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by Date: 
----~{A~s-s~;~s~t-a-n~t~St~a-t~e~C~o-n-s-e-rv-a~t~i~o-n~;~s7t~)----

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
-----------------r(d~a~t~e~)- (date) 

B. Approved by: 

S.A.O. ASTC _______ ___ 

Date: 
----~S~TnC~0~r~h~i~s-r~e~p~r~e~s~e~n7t~at~1~'v~e~----

13. Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check list. 
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Soil Conservation Service 

Date: Utah July 25, 1984 

Job: 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

___ Tw __ el_v_e __ H_i_le ___ C_an~y~o_n _____________________________ HSRN 

Di strict: Hanti-LaSal National Forest Prepared by: G. Dennis Kelly 

What was site conditlon before event? 

The channel was clear, open and able to handle normal highwater. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 

Debris and sediment reduced the channel capacity and the capacity of road-stream crossings, caused 
severe meandering and scouring of stream banks and riparian areas. 

What damage wlll occur If no actlon taken? 
Continued excessive erosion and sedimentation will damage downstream irrigation and municipal water 
systems. Debris will be mobilized during the next high flov to damage bridges, culverts, irrigation 
diversions and the community of Hayfield. Debris will increase meandering and subsequently 
erosion, sedimentation and damage. 

What alternatives for protectlon were consldered1 
No action, Bank stabilization, riprapping, riparian revegetation, removal of debris jams 
and scattered debris along the channel. 

What alternatlve was selected and why? 
Streambank reshaping along 800 feet to reduce erosion and sedimentation, riprapping along 600 feet 
to prevent damage to the remaining Forest Roads. Removal of debris jams and scattered debris 
along the channel to prevent mobilization of debris and damage to downstream structures. Revegetation 
of scoured riparian areas to reduce erosion and sediment yields that will damage downstream 
municipal and irrigation water systems. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Descrlption of work. 
Streambank reshaping along 800 feet of atream, riparian revegetation along 1.6 miles of stream, 
riprapping along 650 feet of the stream, removal of 51 debris jams and clearing scattered 
debris along 9.7 miles of the channel. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 
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Appl icant Manti-LaSal National Forest HSR No. 
Cha nne 1 Tyel¥f Mile CanY9n Ch an ne 1 ... R'""e-a-c .... h-s--La-n-d-S---
Scope of Work: Channel clearing. riprapping. streambank reshaping and stabilil:at:lon. 

Assessment Team G. Dennis Kelly Date July 2S. 1984 
Ed Schoppe Carl Anderson 
Jeff Lucer9 Irene Lemley 

1. Environmental Assessment: H9lger Tbe9balt 

EnVlronmental Factors 

Economic Impact 
Prime and Oni~ue Farmland 
Change 1n Lan Use 
ErOSlon 
Sedhnentatlon 
Effect on So; 1 
Vegetatlve Alteratlon 

r , P1a,ns 
" . ands 
Stream Channel 
Water QuaHty 
Water Quant1ty 
Watertable Alteratlon 
F1Sh Rabltat 
wl1dlife Rabltat 
Threatened/Rare or Endangered 

Plants or Animals 
Archaelog1cal or Hlstorlcal Sltes 
Appearance of Landscape 

EFFECT without action 
short Term I Long Term 

I 
I 

o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 
o Q 

o o 

o o 

o o 
o o 

EFFECT with 
Short Term 

+ 
0 
0 

+ 
+ 
+ 
Q 

0 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

action 
Long Tenn 

+ 
0 
0 

+ 
+ 
+ 
Q 

0 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
Q 

Q 

+ 
+ 

0 

0 

0 
Other: 

--------------------------~~------~-----------------r----------------T----------------_T---------------

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: With9ut action the 

debris will be remobilized during the next high flow causing downstream damage to homes. bridges. culverts. t 

and water ax.teas. Action will reduce damage from remqbilized debris and redUCe d,mare from excessive erosion 

and sedimentation. Acti9n will reestablish the channel capacity to handle norm.l flayS 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action will restore the capacity 
of the channel to handle normal flows and alleviate damage to irrigation systems and m,n1CipaJ 

water sUfPlies. 
Degree 0 Public Interest: ~I~nt~e~r~es~t~is~h~ig~h~. __________________________________ __ 

Potentlal Controversy: Lack of understanding of the benefits Of treatment may calise comment 

Setting, Orban or Rural: Rural. 

Social Impacts: Protects the community of Hayfield and its water supply. Provides employment in 
an area of high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 1983 ) 

Pro~erties Values S Dama~e $ Factor* 
Hayfield Residential S 210 1000 S 210 1000 1.0 

(7 houses2 S $, 
Irrigation Slstem $ 30 1000 $ 30 z000 1.0 

S S 
$ S 

*Probibility of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage = 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties Protected (Public): 

Factor* 
1.0 

ProE!erties Values S Dama~e S 
Hayfield Culina!I Water S 100 z000 $ 30 1000 

System $ S. 
Forest Road S 200,000 S 200,000 1.0 

1.0 Highway u- 1'37 S 70.000 S 70,000 
S S 

C. Business Losses: 

Properties Values S Dama2e S Factor* 
S S 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ S 
$ S 

TOTAL $ 540,000 $ 540,000 

Near Term 
Damage 

S 
S 

210.000 

S 
S 

30.000 

S 

Near Term 
Damage 

S :.10,000 
S 
S 200,000 
S 10,000 
S 

Near Term 
Damage 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

S 540,000 
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III. Sumary 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

S 540,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: S 206.100 
----~-------------

C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce near term 
damages from debris and sediment loads. 

O. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes -------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recomened. 

July 25. 1984 
Date 

8. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, 1 recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 
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Incident '14 - Six Hile Canyon 96 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

( 403 ) HSRI Emergency Watershed Protection Work 
Location Six HUe CaDJgn -----...S~t~a~t~e---U-t-ah---

Team Members ____ ~ld~S~ch=o~pp~e~ __________ _ 
Carl Anderson 
G. Dennis lCelly 

Jeff Lucero by G. Dennis Kelly 
Irene Sevanyo-Lealey date 7/25/84 

Holser Theob.lt 

1. Threat to [lfe? Yes. Tr.velers on us 89 .re thre.tened by possible sudden f.ilure 
of the highw.y fills. 

Threat to Property? Yes. Irrig.tion syste .. , Forest Ro.d. 

2. New Hazard created 
by this disaster Mew debrh in the channel when IIObiUaed by the next high flow will 

d .... ge culvert .nd bridge crossinss, .nd diversion structures. 

3. More than one 
beneficiary M.tion.l Forest Syste .. Lands, Manti-LaSeI M.tional Forest 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permits, etc. 

commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal 

&-2 llellOve debris ja .. and scattered debriS. 

Forest Service 

Funds h.ve been requested, see p.,e _2_. 

7. Approx. cost of protectlon $6,500 

Approx. threatened damage $160,000 

8 . Eli g ; b ; H ty 
Yes, the project .. ets the eligibility reqUirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-S other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSRI -----------------------
USDA-SCS 

Er~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 
HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Hanti-LaSal National Forest 
(County, C;ty, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ••••••.••••..•••.•.....•....•••••....•.•..... attached 'Yes I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name Six Mile Canyon 
B. Channel Reach--~'l~----~-------------------------------------
C. Deseri pti on of haza rd Debris mobilized by the next high water will cause 

increased meandering with excessive sediment loads, and will damage roads, stream 
crossings, and diversion structures. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Removing debris jams and scattered debris from the channel. 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work wll1 requ;re: 
A. Construction easements •..•.............•........................ I~I 
B. Fee simple title ........................•....................... I~I 

1-_1 c. . ................ .- ............................. . 
Prel imlnary Estimated cost of proposed worle: __ --~$~6.r..:,.500;.;;.;:;..---------------
Prel imi ~ary Estimated value of potential damage: __ ...z.$~16~O.a.:.OOO=-_________ _ 

Plans and specifications: __ 
A. Ex;st-ing ..•.•......•..•................•....................... . I~J 
B. To be prepared by ses ........................................... 1 No' 
C T b d b th Forest Service 1--1 • 0 e prepare 'Y 0 ers ..................................... ··· ~ 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available. 
Estimate date construction shoul d stop Su ..... er 1985 

Signatures: 
A. Recolll1lended by --""T"l~_~r:r"'1'l"':'=::-=-:::-=:i::-:"'.:''':''':7::-r- 0 a te: 

(SCS Fleld Representatlve) 

Concurred by Date: 
-----T(TAp-p~1~;~c~a~nt~R~e~p~r7es~e~n~t~a~tr.;v~e~)---

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by -~~~==_~~~:-:-:~~~~.-r--- Da te: ___________ _ 
(Ass;stant State Conservationist) 

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coord; na t ion': S.C.E. S.R.C. 
(da te) (da te) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
sTc or hh representat;ve 

Attachments: 
A. Appl ication Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 
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7/2~/84 

Di strict: _..:M:;::a::.n:.::t~i-;:;:L=a~S=a.:.l..:N:.::a:.:.t.:.io~n~a:.:.l .... F:..;o,,",r:.::e~s.:;.t ____________ Prepared by: G. Dennis Kelly 

What was site condition before event? 
The stream channel vas open, clear, and capable of handling the normal runoff event. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 
Landslides and flooding added large amounts of debris to the channel. 

What damage will occur 1f no action taken? 
Debris aobilized by the next high flov viII cause increased meandering vith excessive sediment 
loads, and viII damage road-stream crossings, and diversion structures. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 
No Action 
lUprapping 
Revegetation 
Channel Hodification 
Bank Stabilization 
Channel Clearing 

What alternative was selected and why? 
Re.aving debris jams and scattered debris along the channel to reduce or eliminate damage and 
erOSion. Host cost effective. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 
Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished as a result of 
the 1983 event. 

Descrlption of work. 
Remove tvo debris ja.s and scattered debris from 0.8 miles of channel. 
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Appl icant Hanti-LaSal National Forest HSR No. 
Channel Six HUe Canyon Channel '"R~e~a~c""h------
Scope of Work: RelDOve Debria Jams and Scattered Debris fro .. the Channel 

Assessment Team C. Dennis Kelly 
ltd Schoppe Jeff Lucero 

Date 7/25/84 
-~~~~---------

Carl Anderson Irene Savanyo-Lelllley 
Holger Theobalt 

Environmental Assessment: 

EnVlronmental Factors 

Economic Impact 
Prime and Unique Farmland 
Change in Land Use 
Eroston 
Sedllnentation 
Effect on S011 
Vegetatlve Alteration 

r , Plalns 
" .ands 
Stream Channel 
Water Quahty 
Wa ter Quanti ty 
Waterta61e Alteratlon 
Fuh Ra61tat 

Threatened/Rare or Endangered 
Plants or Animals 

Archaeloglcal or Htstorlcal Sltes 
Appearance of Landscape 

I 
I 
I 
I 
\ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 

EFFECT without action 
Short Term I Long Term 

I 
I 

Q I Q 

0 Q 

0 0 

d 0 

0 0 

0 0 , 
0 I Q 

0 I 0 

0 I 0 

0 I 0 

I 
0 I 0 

0 I 0 

0 I 0 

EFFtCT wlth 
Snort Term 

+ 

0 
0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

0 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

action 
[ong Teonn 

0 

0 
Q 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

0 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 
I 

Other: 
---------------------------T----------~~--------~~----------_r---------

I 
I 

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Snort Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: 

Without action, the next hiah flow will ~bilize debris to increase meanderina and sediment loads 

and to dalllaae road-strea .. crossings and diversion works. Action will reduce these types pf damaKC 

and restore the channel capacity to handle normal hiah flows. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action will reduce debris 

damage to irrigation diver.ion .tructures. 

Degree of Public Interest: _...;I;;;n~te;;.:r;.;;e.:.;st;...;;.h;:...:;h~iga;;h:.;.' ________________ _ 

Potentl a 1 Controversy: Lack of understanding of the benefits of the action may cause 

cOlllDent •• 
Setti n9. or6an or Rura 1: Rural 

--~~----------------------------
Social Impacts: Protects a _'or transportation route. Provides employment in an area 

of high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 83 ) 

Properties 
Irrigation System 

Values $ 

$ 30·000 

$_-­
$_--
$_--
$_--

Damage $ 

$ 30.000 
$, 

$,----
$ , 

$_---

Factor* 
0,8 

*Probibility of accurance to cause damage value shown 
Annua 1 -event causes damage • 1.0 
Two year event cause~ damage • 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties,Protected (Public): 

Properties 
us Highway 89 

Forest Road' 

Values $ 
$ 70,000 

$ 186,000 
$ 
$'----

$ __ _ 

c. Business Losses: 

Properties Values $ 
S 
S 
S 
$ 
$ 

TOTAL $ 286.000 

Damage S 
$ 70.000 

$ 100.000 
$ ___ _ 
$ ___ _ 

$-----

Dama~e S 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 

S 200 1000 

Factor* 
0,8 

0,8 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 24.000 
$ 
$-------

$ 
$----

Near Tenn 
Damage 

S )6.000 
S BO.OOO 

$_---$ ____ _ 

$_---

Near Term 
Dama2e 

$ 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 

S 160,000 
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II I • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

8. Estimated cost of emergency work: 

c. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: 
damages from debris and sediment. 

Action viii reduce near term 

D. Proposed work qual Hies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yes 
--~~------------

IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

7/25/84 
C. Dennis Kelly. Team Leader Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



R2E R3E 

INCIDENT # 15 
MANTI 

- --... --- - "MJNCIDENT BOUNDARY 

L..--=-__ 3 ..... SITE BOUNDARY 

I~I.. ... STREAM REACH 

I- , • .: •• : I.. ... SMA LL LANDSLI DE 
4M 

I II 0" OI. .... LARGE LANDSLIDE 

R3E R 4E R4E R5E 

... 
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ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

Emergency Watershed Protection Work (216) HSR' __ --,r::~~---
Location Incident 115 - Mant Canyon State Utah 
Team Members lei Schoppe G. Dennla IeUy by G. Dennis Kelly 

_Ca~r~I~An=de_r;.:s~on;;.... _______ -'lI~r~en .... e ....... Le~m""l .... ey~ ____ d ate 7/25/84 
Jeff Lucero Holger Theobalt 

1. Threat to U fe? Yes. Residences of the ca.aunity of Manti are on the floodplain. 
Municipal water supply. Streets of Hanti. 

Threat to Property? Yes. Irrigation System. business, Highway US-89. 

Z. New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

3. More than one 
benefi c iary 

Yes. This event filled the channel with debris and sediment 
which blocked culverts and flooded property. The next event 
will cause further damage. 

Hanti-LaSal National Forest 

4. 

5. 

E-2 Re!!Ove debris jams and scattered debris along the channel 
Recommend treatment 
or measures (least 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
permits, etc. 

6. Commitment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal 

Forest Service 

Punds have been requested • s.e page _2 • 

7. Approx. cost Of protectlon $5.350 

Approx. threatened damage $1.132.500 

8 • E 1i g ; b ; 1i ty Yea, Thla project meets all eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on principal features, location, 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR' _________ _ 

USDA-SCS 
Er~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl ;cant: Hanti-LaSal N.tional Forest 
(County, City, etc.) 

2. Location Map: •••••••••••••••••••..•.•..•.•••.•.••.•......• attached IYes , 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name Incident 115 - Manti Canyon 
B. Channel Reach Re.che. 1 .nd 2 
C • Desc ri p ti on of .... ""I:h:-:a-::z~a~rd~...;;.;.;.;:...;Th;..e-P.-s-t-e-v-en-t-r-e-du-c-e-d -c:-ha-n-ne-l-c.-p-.C-i-ty-.-Th-e-ne-x-t-e-v-en-t­
will mobilize debria c.using d.mage to Hanti community plugging ro.d-atream cro.ainga and flood­
ing property. See attached flood report. 

4. Scope of proposed work: Remove debris jams and scattered debris along the cbAnnel. 

s. 

6. 
7. 
s. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work wl11 require: 
A. Construct;on easements •...............••........................ 
B. Fee simple title •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
C. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I~I 
I~I 
I-I 

Prel iminary Estlmated cost of proposed work: $5,350 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential dama~g-e~:~$~1~,l~3~2,~S~OO~------------
Plans and specifications: __ 
A. Ex;sting ........................................................ I...!!,Ll 
B. To be prepared by SCS •••••.•••••...••.••••••...•.•..•••.•••••••• I~I 
C. To be prepared by others ••••••••••• ~~r~fLS'~in •••••••••••••••••• I~I 
Estimated date construction shoul d start M .oon as fund •• re avaUable 
Estimate date construction shaul d stop __ s:;.;.=._=r __ I:..:.9.;;;85~ _______ _ 
Si gnatures; 
A. Reconmended by Date: 

----~(~SC~S~F~i~elrdrwR~ep~r~e~s~e~nt~a~t~l~ve~)~-

Co ncu rred by ----rT-:-::"r:!"":~:r-I"i"-=-:=-=-::_:_::-=-.:-:-r::r:-:::,.-- 0 a te: ________ _ 
(Applicant Representatlve) 

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by Date: 
----~(Ars-s~i~s~t-a~n~t-S~t~a~t~e~C~o~n~se~r~v~a~t~l~o~n~i~s~tr)---

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgenc;es. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.Eo S.R.C. 
(da te) (date) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

8. Approved by: Date: 
sTc or his representative 

Attactvnents: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 
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Utah Date: July 2S. 1984 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: Incident 115 - Manti Canyon HSRN 
--~~~--~-------------------------------

Di strict: __ .;.;Ma~n;.;.;t;.;i;..-~La~S;..a..;;I;..N_a_t_i_o_na .... I_F_o_re_s...;t,--_______ Prepared by: G. Dennis Kelly 

What was site condition before event? 
Channel was clear. open and cspable of handling normal spring runoff. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 

Landa .lide. and flooding created debris jams and scattered exce.sive volume. of debris along the channel. 

What damage will occur 1f no action taken? 

The next high flows will remobili~e the debris which will block and/or damage bridge •• 
culvert •• and diver.ion works. The meandering channel will damage home., busine ••••• and 
.treets at Manti community. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 

No Action 
Removal of debris jams and acattered debris 
!lip-rapping 
Stream bank reshaping and revegetating 
Riparian revegetation of scoured area •• 

What alternative was selected and why? 

Removal of debris jams and .cattered debris to prevent mobili~atlon of debris and 
con.equent damage to downstream facilities. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the type. of work approved and accompli.hed in 1983. 

Description of work. 

Remove 2 debris jams and clear scattered debris along 1.4 miles of channel. 



I. 

EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 

Appl icant Hanti-LaSal National Poreat HSR No. 
Channel Incident #15 - Manti Canyon Channel Reach Reaches 1 and 2 

Scope of Work: ltemove debris 'SIDS and scsttered debris 

As sessment 1 eam c. Dennb Kelly 
---~~~----~-------Ed Schoppe Irene Lemley 

Da te July 26, 1984 

Carl Anderson Holger Theobalt 

Environmental Assessment: Jeff Lucero 
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EnVlronmental Factors EFFECT without action EFFECT with 
short Term [on2 Term Short Term 

Economic Impact + 
Prime ana Dni~ue F'armlana 0 0 0 
~hange in [an Ose 0 0 0 

ErOSl0n + 
Seaimentation + 
EHect on Soi 1 + I 
ge2etatlve Alteratl0n 0 Q a I 
~hange in Air Oual1tl 0 0 0 I r ,a P1alns + I , .AnaS 0 0 0 I 
Stream Cnannel ( + r 
Water OuaHtl I + I 
Wa ter Quantl tl 0 Q I !l I 
Waterta61e Alteratlon 0 0 I 0 I 
F'lsFi Ra61tat 0 0 I I 
~,lal,fe Ra6itat 0 0 I 0 I 
lhreatened/Rare or Endangered I I 

Plants or Animals 0 0 0 
1i:rcFiaelog1cal or Rl storlcal 51tes 0 0 0 
Appearance of [andscape 0 0 0 
Other: 

action 
[on2 Tpnn 

+ 
Q 
0 .. 
+ 

± 
Q 
0 

+ 
0 

+ 
+ 

Q 
0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: No Action allows 

debris to d&aase the community. Stream bank erosion and sedimentation viII be seyere adding sedtment to the 

irrisation and industrial water supplies. Action will reduce damases from debrfe and redllce erostoo 

and aedimentation. Fisheri.a would recover more rapidly witbout actiOD. 
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Affects on downstream wllter rights and water users: Action will reduce sediment 

loads in industrial and irrigation water supplies. 

Degree of Publ1C Interest: Interest is high 

Potential Controversy: Lack of understanding of the benefits may cause comment. 

Setting, Orban or Rural: _Ru_r~a~l ____________________________________________ __ 

Social Impacts: Action will reduce the threat to life and property and will provide employment 

in an area of high unemployment. 
Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 19 83 ) 

Properties 
Residential 

Values S 
S 1.400.000 

$.---
$ 
$ 
$'---

Damage $ 
$ 1.400,000 
$, 
$ 
$'-,---

$ ----

Factor* 
0.5 

*Prob1b111ty of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage - 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage -0.5 
Three year event causes damage - .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties.Protected (Public): 

Properties Values $ Dama2e $ Factor* 
Culinary WateraYltell $ 500,000 $50,000 1.0 
Hydro Power Plant $251J.000 $25,000 1.0 

Streets $375,000 $37 .500 1,1:1 
Highway US·89 $ 70,000 $70.000 1,1:1 

$ $ 

C. Business Losses: 

Properties 
Busine.. Building. 

Values $ Dama2e $ Factor* 
$500,000 $500,000 o.~ 

S $ 

$ $ 
$ $ 

$ S 

TOTAL $3,095 $2,082,500 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 700,000 
$, ____ __ 
$, ____ _ 
$, ___ _ 
$ ___ _ 

Near Tenn 
Damage 

Sso,ooo 
$25.000 

S3Z,5OQ 
$7Q 000 
$ ____ _ 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ Z:il:l,QQQ 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 1.132,500 
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UI. Summary 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

$ 5,350 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: $ 1,132,500 -------------------
C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce near term damages 

from debris and sediment. 

D. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) Yea ---------...-...-...-...-
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical. environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

July 26, 1984 

G. Dennis Kelly - Team Leader Date 

B. Emergency work js not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysis. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



R4E R5E 

INCIDENT # 17 
KNOB MOUNTAIN 

- ---- - .... JNCIDENT BOUNDARY 
I"":'--=---'I... .. S I TE BOU N OA RY 

I~L. .. STREAM REACH 

( ., • .: ,.: I.. .. SMALL LANDSLIDE 

I. 0 eoL .. L.ARGE LANDSLIDE 

_.-..... '''< '--.-_ .......... -
... " \'\..:::.- . 
'. ::"\.~~.>.":' 

.' .... ' ,.\.- .. -
'--"'" . "-- ,., 
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ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

Emergency Watershed Protection Work (403) HSRI 
Location Incident 117: lCnob Mountain --~S~t~a~t~e~U-t-a-h--
Team Members ..;!cI~.;;.Sc;.;.h;.;.o.:.:ppl..;e ________ ...,.;.G_. _De_nn_i_._K_e_1 .... 1y'--__ ~by G. Dennis Kelly 

Carl Anderson Irene Lemley date July 16, 1984 
Jeff Lucero Holger Theoba1t 

1. Threat to [1 fe? yea. Threat to cOlllllUDity water aupply, ho_a and atreeta of the 
coaaunUy. 

2. 

Threat to Property? 

New Hazard created 
by this disaster 

Yea. Threat to irrigation syatea. Forest Roads. 

Yes. Debri. along the channel will be mobilized during the next 
highwater and damage to downstream property. 

J. More than one 
beneficiary National Foreat Syatea Land. )~nti-LaSal National Forest 

4. Recommend treatment 
or measures (1 east E-2 Remove debris from the creek. 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 

5. Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights, 
pemits, etc. Foreat Suvice. Manti-LaSal National Forest. 

6. Comm;tment of other 
funds - local, state 
federal Funda have been requ.ated, aee page _2_. 

/. Approx. cost of protection $9.350 

Approx. threatened damage $60.000 

8. Eligibn hy Yea. project meeta eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives, notes on prinCipal features. location. 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR' _________ _ 

USDA-SCS 
EHERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Kanti-LaSal National Forest 
(County, Clty, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• attached I YES I 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name ~o;.::;;ak~C;:.;re;.;;e.;;;.k ______________________ _ 
B. Channe 1 Reach Reaches 1 and 2. 
C • Desc ri p t i on oft!"'h:-:a:-:z::=a:::r~d:::-D:...eb..:t'~i:...s ::;.:"'lo-n-g-t-h-es-tr-e-a.-wi-l-l-b-e-mo-b-U-i-ze-d-d-u-r-in-g-t-h-e-n-e-xt--

high water to damage downstream property and increase stream meandering which will also damage 
streamside property. 

4. Scope of proposed work: _::;:;Remo=v~e:...d:.:e:::.b.:..:ri::s~f:.:r..::om=-=a.:.;lo;.::n:A.S-=3:..:..::..5 ..::mi:::l:.:e:::.s-=o;.:,f...:c::.:.:h:::.:aM=el:.:.~ ____ _ 

5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work will require: 
A. Construction easements •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
B. Fee simple title •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
C. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I"NOI 
I~I 
1-' 

Prel imlnary Estlmated cost of proposed work: ~~.;z.$~9a.::.3~50~ _________ _ 
Preliminary Estimated value of potential damage: __ ..;$.;.;60:..: • .;.;OO;.;::o~ _____ _ 
Plans and specifications: 
A. Exi st1"ng •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I YES I 
B. To be prepared by SCS •••••••••••.•••••••••••••.••••••.••••••••.• I-,m-' 
C. T.o be prepared by others ••• fQ1\En .sP'~S:~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1YE'S1 
Estimated date construction shoul d start All soon as funds are available --
Estimate date construction should stop __ ~S;.;::mD~e~r~1~9~8~S ____________ _ 
Signatures: 
A. Reconmended by __ -...... ___ ........ -.-,.._---.--,--.--- Da te: _____ _ 

(SCS F;eld Representatlve) 

Concurred by ----rr:~~:-:::-:=-~~:-:::-:-=~~~- Date: ______ _ 
(Appl;cant Representatlve) 

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by ---.-r---.,.~~_~~~~~~~~'r'I""-- Date: ______ _ 
(Assistant State Conservationist) 

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonexigencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.£. S.R.C. 
( da te) (da te) 

S.A.O. ASTC 

8. Approved by: Date: 
sTc or his representative 

Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 
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Utah Date: July 26, 1984 

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM (EWP) 
DESIGN REPORT 

Job: Incident 117: Knob Mountain 
~~~~~~~~----------------

HSR' -----------------------
Di stdct: _..;H4:.;;;;;n;,;;t.:;.i-..;La:;;;,;;S.:;.al;;....;.N;,;;a..;.t1.:;.o;.;;na=l_F;.;;o;..;r;.;:e,;;;,a,;;.t _______ Prepared by: c. Dennis Kelly 

What was site condltion before event? 

Channel was clear, open and capable of handling normal spring runoff. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 

Excessive debris has accumulated along the stream reducing the channel capacity. 

What damage w1ll occur 1f no act10n taken? 

Debris will be mobilized durin, the next high water cauainl damage to the community of Spring 
City and nearby water and transportation systems. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 
No action, riprapping, revegetation of scoured riparian areas, stream channel modification, removal 
of debris that is reducing channel capacity. 

What alternat1ve was selected and why? 

Removal of debris to restore channel capacity and reduce the threat to downstream property. 

What conservat10n practice standard was used to esta611sh design criteria? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Descrlption of work. 

ReDove debris from 3.5 ailes of channel. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 

App1 icant Manti-LaSal National Forest 
Channel Incident '17 Knob Mountain: Oak Creek 

Scope of Work: Remove debris from Oak Creek 

Assessment Team G. Dennis Kelly. Ed Schoppe. 
Carl Anderson, Jeff Lucero, 
Irene Lemley, Rolger Theobalt 

I. Environmental Assessment: 

HSR No. 
Channe 1 ReachEs 1 and 2 

Da te July 26, 1984 
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EnVlronmental Factors EFFECT without action EFFECT with action 
Short Term I Long Term 

I 
Short Term Long Tenn 

Economic Impact 
Prime and Oni~ue Farmland 

ErOSlon 
Sedimentatlon 
Effect on So; 1 
Vegetatlve Alteratlon 

r , P1a,ns 
" . ands 
Stream Channel 

Wa ter Quantl ty _. 
Water Quallty 

Watertable Alterat;on 

Threatened/Rare or Endangered 
Plants or Animals 

Archaeloglcal or R,storlcal Sltes 
Appearance of Landscape 
Other: 

I 
o I 0 
o I 0 

o o 
o o 

o o 

o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 

o o 

o o 
o o 

+ 
o 
o 
+ 
+ 
+ 
o 
o 
+ 
o 
+ 
+ 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

+ 
o 
o 
+ 
+ 
+ 
o 
o 
+ 
o 
+ 
+ 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

1/ Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, 0 no Effect, - Adverse Effect, N/A not Applicable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: No action will allow 

debris to damage communities and water systema. Debris will increase channel and bank erosion and sedimeni impacts 
to vater systems. Fish habitats would improve more rapidly vithout action. Action viii reduce damage and 

erosion. Action viii delay the natural creation of pools. 



114 

Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action will reduce erosion and 

sediment impacts to water systems. 

Degree of Pub ti c 1 nteres t: _I::,:n:,:t.::,:er:.:e::,s.:..t ..:i:::.s...:.h:,:i,2;gh::.:.:..-________________ _ 

Potential Controversy: Lack of understanding of the benefits may cause comment. 

Sett1 n9. Orban or Rura I: Rural 
~~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Social Impacts: Action reduces threat to life and property and provides employment in an 
area of high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

(Price Base 1983 ) 

Properties 
Irrigation System 

Values $ 
$ 30.000 

$.---
$ 
$'----
$ ----

Damage $ 
$ 30.000 
$, 
$. ___ _ 
$, 
$ ___ _ 

Factor* 
0.5 

*Prob1b1l1ty of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause~ damage • 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .20 

B. Properties.Protected (Public): 

Properties Values $ Dama~e $ Factor* 
Culiq![I Water SIstem $ 10.000 $ 10.000 0.5 
Forest Road $ 40.000 $ 40.000 0.5 

Spring City Streets S 30.000 $ 30.000 0.5 

Highway US 89 $ 10.000 S 10.000 0.5 

S S 

c. Business losses: 

Properties Values $ Dama~e S Factor* 
S S 
$ $ 
$ S 
$ S 
$ S 

TOTAL $ 120.000 $ 120.000 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 15.000 
$ 
$.------~ 

$ 
$.----------

Near Term 
Damage 

S 5.000 
S 20.000 

S 15.000 
$ 5.000 

S 

Near Term 
Damage 

S 
$ 
S 
S 
S 

S 60,000 
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II I • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

$ 60,000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: $._...;;9..:.;,3;;;;.S~O _____ _ 

c. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce the near term 
impacts from debris and .ediment load.. Benefit. outweigh the liPaet. to an already 

destroyed fisheries. 

D. Proposed work qualifies EWP criteria (Yes or No) _--=.Y.:;:es=--____ _ 

IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical. environmentally. and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

July 26, 1984 
c. Dennis Kelly,ea;n Leader Date 

B, Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analysi s. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



INCIDENT # 21 
CANAL CANYON 

- ----- - .... JNCIDENT BOUNDARY 

......... -=-__ 3 ..... SITE BOUNDARY 

I~ ..... STREAM REACH 

I·~ •• : .. ·!1.. ... SMALL LANDSLIDE 

I" 0 0 ~L .. LARGE LANDSLI DE 

:.. 
i. •••• 
I 

". 
~~~~~~~~--~~~ 

I " ..... 

T 17S -
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~T~18S 

---r .• .L 

". 

.•• ' • 'r 



117 
Incident '21 Canal Canyon 

ELIGIBILITY WORKSHEET 

Emergency Watershed Protecti on Work (403) HSRI 
Locati on Incident '21 Canal Canyon --~S""t:-a""'t:-e-U-ta-h--

1. 

2. 

Team Members ~Ed~Sc:::!h::::oLPpt:.:e:.-_______ ....;G:;.;; • ....;D~e:;:;n;;.ni:;,;s;....:;:l{e;:::l~l~y ____ b.y G. D-en-n-i-s-l{-e-Uy 
Carl Andersen Holger Theobalt date July 26, 1984' 

Jeff Lucero Irene Lemley 

threat to [1 fe? NO 

Threat to Property? Yes, Forest road, county road, irrigation system. 

New Hazard created 
by thi s di saster 

Yes. New· debris jams and excessive scattered debris threaten 
irrigation systems and road crossings. 

3. More than one 
benefici ary National Forest System Lands, Manti-LaSal National Forest 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Recommend treatment 
or measures (1 east 
costly for return to 
pre disaster condition 
Sponsor-capability 
for O&M; landrights. 
permits. etc. 

Commitment of other 
funds - local. state 
federal 

E-2 Remove debris jams and scattered debris along the channel. 

Forest Service, Manti-LaSal National Forest 

Funds have been requested, see page _2_. 

I. Approx. cost of protectlon $6,450 

Approx. threatened damage $90,000 

8 • E 1i g ; b il ; ty 
Yes, project meets eligibility requirements. 

9. Remarks 

Other footnotes: 

Measures: 
E-1 Vegetative 
E-2 Removing channel obstruction 
E-3 Streambank stabilization 
E-4 Bridge and road stabilization 
E-5 other (describe) 

*Include recommended alternatives. notes on principal features. location. 
etc. Use back for more space. 
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HSR' __________ _ 

USDA-SCS 
EI~ERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION 

HAZARD SURVEY REPORT 

1. Appl icant: Hanti-LaSal National Forest 
(County, City, etc.) 

2. Location Map: ....•..•.•................................... attached I~l 
3. Location, identification and description of damage 

A. Channel Name Canal Canyon 
B. Channel ReaCh~E-S~~l,~.~2-,~an-d~3-----------------------------------------

C. Oeseri pti on of haza rd Ne'I debris jams and excessive scattered debris threaten irrigation 
systems and road crossings. 

4. Scope of proposed wo rk : Remove debris jams and scattered debris. 

s. 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

13. 

Proposed work will require: 
A. Construction easements •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••••• 
B. Fee simple title •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
C. • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I~I 
I~I 
1-' 

Prel im; nary Estimated cost of proposed work: $ 6,450 
~~~--------------------Preliminary Estimated value of potential damage:.....%$:::.:9o::.&!.::::OO~o:....-______ _ 

Plans and specifications: . 
A. Ex; sttng ....................................................... . Ins-I 
8.. To be prepared by SCS •••••••••••••.••••••..••...•..............• I~I 
C. To be prepared by others •••• F9¥:;!.SAlYI.q •••••••••••.••.•.••••.•.. I~I 
Estimated date construction shoul d start As soon as funds are available. 
Estimate date construction shoul d stop -=..:Su::::lIDD::::e:,:T-:l:.;:9,.:.:85=--______ _ 
Signatures: 
A. Reconmended by ---r,..,...., ........ ~....-.-.c"'-----~.,....--r--- 0 ate: 

(SCS Field Representatlvel 

Concurred by ___ """I"'": __ ......... ~~~~~~~!":':"":,-- Date: ______ _ 
(Applicant Representative) 

B. 

Approval of exigency request 

Approved by Date: 
----r(Ars-s-i-s~t-a-n~t~S~ta~t~e~C~o~n~s~e~rv~a~t~i~o~n~i~s~tT)---- ---------

(usually approved Via telephone call) 
Review & approval for nonex;gencies and followup review for exgencies. 

A. Coordination~ S.C.E. S.R.C. 
(date ) (datel 

S.A.O. ASTC 

B. Approved by: Date: 
sTc or hh representative 

Attachments: 
A. Application Justification Documentation - See Project Docket 

Documentation Check List. 
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July 26. 1984 

Di s tri c t: Hanti-LaSal National Forest Prepared by: G. De.tnis Kelly 

What was site condition before event? 

Channel was clear. open and capable of handling normal spring runoff. 

What occurred as a result of the storm? 

Channel has been blocked by debris jams and clogged with scattered debris. 

What damage will occur 1f no actlon taken? 

Debris jams will fail. The resulting surges of water and debris mobilized by the high flows will 
damage downstream irrigation systems and road crossings. 

What alternatives for protection were considered? 

No action. streambank stabilization. revegetation. bridge and road stabilization. debris removal. 

What alternative was selected and why? 

Removal of debris jams and excessive scattered debris. 

What conservation practice standard was used to establish design criterla? 

Practices and costs are based on the types of work approved and accomplished in 1983. 

Description of work. 
Remove 2 debris jams and scattered debris along 1.8 miles of channel. 



EMERGENCY WATERSHEU PROTECTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSEMENT AND RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC DEFENSIBILITY 

WORKSHEET 

Appl icant Hanti-LaSal National Forest 

Channel Canal Canyon 

Scope of Work: Remove debris from the channel 

Assessment Team Ed Schoppe, Carl Anderson, 
Jeff Lucero, Holger Theobalt, 
C. Dennis Kelly, Irene Lemley 

I. Environmental Assessment: 

HSR No. 
Channel Reach ES I, 2, and 3 

Date July 26, 1984 
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Env, ronmenta 1 Factors EFFECT without action EFFECT w, tfi 
Snort Term I [ong Term Snort Term I 

I I 
Economic Impact I + I 
Prime and Unique ~armland 0 I 0 0 I 
Change in Land Use 0 I 0 0 I 
Erosion ( + I 
5ea,mentat10n I + 1 
H fect on :Soi 1 I + I 
ve2etatlve Alterat,on 0 I 0 Q I 
~hange ,n A1r Qual,ty 0 I 0 Q I r '0 Pla, ns I + I 
I .anos 0 I 0 D I 
Stream Channel ( + I 
Rater Oual1ty I + I 
Water Ouantitl 0 I 0 Q I 
Waterta5le Alteration 0 I 0 0 I 
F,sn Ra5,tat 0 I Q a I 
V,lolife Ra5,tat 0 I 0 0 I 
TfireatenedlRare or Endangered I I 

Plants or Animals 0 I 0 0 I 
Arcnaelog1cal or R,stor1cal Sl tes 0 I 0 0 I 
Appearance of (andscape 0 I 0 0 I 
!hner: I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

action 
[ong TE'nn 

+ 
0 
0 

+ 
+ 
± 
D 
D 
+ 
g 
+ 

+ 
g 
D 
a 
0 

0 

0 

0 

11 Code Items: + Beneficial Effect, o no Effect, - Adverse Effect, NIA not Appl icable 

Short Term - Consider this to be this year. 
Long Term - Consider this to be future years. 

Address all negative effects for both with and without action and make 
concluding statement as to which action is most environmentally sound: No action will allow 

debris to damage bridges and irrigation systems. Debris will cause excesaiye erosion of stream channel and 
banks increasing the sediment load to water users. Action will reduce damages from debris and sediment loada, 

Action will delay pool formation necessary for fish habitats. 
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Affects on downstream water rights and water users: Action will reduce channel and 
bank erosion and resulting sediment impacts to irrigation systems. 

Degree of Public Interest: Interest is high. 

Potentlal Controversy: Lack of understanding of the benefits of this project may cause comment. 

Setbng, Orban or Rural: Rural 
~~~----------------------------------------

Soc; a 1 Impacts: Reduces the threst of damage to facilities, provides employment in an area 
of high unemployment. 

Other: 

II. Rational of Economic Defensibility (Price Base 1983 ) 

A. Property Protected (Private): 

Properties 
Irrigation System 

Values $ 
$ 50,000 

$---­
$----­
$_--
S ----

Damage $ 
$ 50,000 

$, 

$-----
$ , 
$ ___ _ 

Factor* 
1.0 

*Probibility of accurance to cauae damage value shown 
Annual event causes damage • 1. 
Two year event cause$ damage • 0.5 
Three year event causes damage = .33 
Four year event causes damage = .25 
Five year event cuases damage = .ZO 

B. Properties Protected (Public): 

Properties 
3 Forest Road Crossings 

Values $ 
$ 90,000 

$.---
$.--­
$.----
$_---

C. Business Losses: 

Properties Values S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

TOTAL $ 140,000 

Damage $ 
$ 90,000 
$. ___ _ 

$.---­
$.----
$_---

Dama2e $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

S 140.000 

Factor* 
1.0 

Factor* 

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 50,000 

$ 
$---~ 

$ 
$----

Near Term 
Damage 

S 90,000 
$ 
$.-----

$. ___ _ 
$ ----

Near Term 
Damage 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 

$ 140.000 
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II I • Summa ry 

A. Present value of near term damages to be sustained: 

$ 140.000 

B. Estimated cost of emergency work: $ 6,450 --------------------
C. Conclusion of enviromnental assessment: Action will reduce the near term 
impacts from debris and sediment loads. Benefits outweigh the impacts to an already destroyed 

fishery. 

D. Proposed work qual Hies EWP cri teri a (Yes or No) Yes -------------------
IV. Recommendation 

A. Emergency work is enconomical, environmentally, and administratively 
justifiable and approval is recommened. 

July 26, 1984 
G. Dennis Kelly, Team Leader Date 

B. Emergency work is not justified and is disapproved. 

Team Leader Date 

C. Emergency is not justified with data available to team. Emergency 
work has the following unevaluated benefits not included in the 
damage analys;s. 

Beneficial Affects: 

Adverse Affects: 

Based on unevaluated benefits, I recommend the project be 
(approved/disapproved). 

Team Leader Date 



TABLE 7 - Planned Distribution of 403 Funds by Incident and Vork Type 

Remove Obstruction StrealDbank Road and Bridge 
From The Stream Vegetation StabU hation Stabllhation 

Revegetation Bank Reshaping 
Incident Debris Jams Channel Clearing Riparian Areas and Revegetation Riprapp10g 

No. Name II Cost HUes Cost Hiln Cost Feet Cost Feet Cost Total Cost 

1 Vest San Pitch I.' 6 $ 21,500 6.4 $ 16,800 4.2 $12,600 4,850 $16,912 700 $ 42,000 $109,812 

2 East San Pitch () --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
3 Lake Fork Ii ) 9 $ 41,750 3.6 J $ 7,700 11.6 $35,400 --- --- --- --- $ 84,850 

4 Thht1e Creek f)_I 19 $ 90,200 10.9 $ 35,500 3.7 $ 4,700 500 $ 2,000 125 $ 7,500 $139,900 

5 Fairview Canyon 0 .1 6 $ 11,000 6.8 $ 13,950 --- --- --- --- --- --- $ 24,950 

6 Price liver O~~ --- --- 0.4 $ 2,000 1.7 $ 5,100 --- --- 150 $ 9,000 $ 16,100 

7 Honument Peak 0 ~ 6 $ 12,750 0.9 $ 2,075 0.5 $ 1,500 --- -- --- --- $ 16,325 

8 Huntington Creekp,~ 7 $ 17,000 0.7 $ 1,350 0.8 $ 2,400 --- --- --- ~ $ 57,050 

9 Scad Valley 0 t --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
10 Joes Valley IJ L 6 $ 8,000 0.8 $ 3,600 --- --- --- --- --- --- $ 11,600 

11 Ferron Canyon () l 3 $ 7,500 2.0 $ 5,000 --- --- --- --- 300 $ 18,000 $ 30,500 

12 Huddy Creek 0-2- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
13 Twelve Hile Creek, 51 $125,500 9.7 $ 34,600 1.6 $ 5,000 800 $ 2,000 650 $ 39,000 $206,100 

0-
14 Six Hile Creek 0-1 2 $ 1,500 1.8 $ 5,000 --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
15 Hanti Canyon J // 2 $ 3,250 1.4 $ 2,100 --- --- --- --- --- --- $ 5,350 

16 Ephraim Canyon J --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
17 Knob Hountain , --- --- 3.5 $ 9,350 --- --- --- --- --- --- $ 9,350 

18 Hoab O.L{ --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
19 Pleasant Creek V-I, --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
20 San Pitch Canyof)') I --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
21 Canal Canyon V-' 2 $ 3,250 1.8 $ 3,200 --- --- --- --- --- --- $ 6,450 

TOTALS 119 $343,200 50.7 $142,225 24.1 $66,700 6,150 $20,912 1,925 $151,800 $724,837 



TABLE 8 - Priorities for Funding 

Priority Treatment 

1 Riprapping and channel 
modification to protect 
the Chicken Creek Camp­
ground. 

2 Debris Clearing 
3 Debris Clearing 
4 Debris Clearing 
5 Debris Clearing 
6 Debris Clearing 
7 Debris Clearing 

8 Debris Clearing and 
Riprapping 

9 Channel Clearing 
10 Streambank Stabilization 

and Riparian Vegetation 
11 Channel Clearing 
12 Other Riprapping 

13 Streambank Reshaping 
and Revegetation 

14 Revegetation of Re­
maining Riparian Areas 

15 Remaining Debris 
Clearing 

16 Riprapping 
17 Bank Reshaping 

and Revegetation 

TOTAL 

Incident 
No. Name 

1 West San Pitch 

1 West San Pitch 
13 Twelve Mile Cyn. 

5 Fairview Canyon 
15 Manti Canyon 
17 Knob Mountain 

8 Huntington Cyn. 
7 Monument Peak 

11 Ferron Canyon 

10 Joes Valley 
1 West San Pitch 

4 Thistle Creek 
4 Thistle Creek 
6 Price River 
8 Huntington Cyn. 
4 Thistle Creek 

3 Lake Fork 
4 Thistle Creek 
6 Price River 
7 Monument Peak 
8 Huntington Creek 

13 Twelve Mile Cyn. 
3 Lake Fork 

21 Canal Canyon 
14 Six Mile Canyon 

6 Price River 
13 Twelve Mile Cyn. 
13 Twelve Mile Cyn. 

403 Funds 

$ 42,000 

$ 38,300 
$160,100 
$ 24,950 
$ 5,350 
$ 9,350 
$ 18,350 
$ 14,825 
$ 30,500 

$ 11,600 
$ 29,512 

$125,700 
$ 7,500 
$ 9,000 
$ 36,300 
$ 2,000 

$ 35,400 
$ 4,700 
$ 5,100 
$ 1,500 
$ 2,400 
$ 5,000 
$ 49,450 
$ 6,450 
$ 6,500 
$ 2,000 
$ 39,000 
$ 2,000 

$724,837 
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VIII. CONCLUSION 

Major areas on the Manti-LaSal National Forest have received severe damage 
from lands lides t mudflows, and' abnormally high flood waters during the 
spring and sUllIIler of 1984. The impaired watershed should be repaired or 
ameliorated immediately before thunderstorms and spring snowmelt can 
mobilize a destructive flood force on the impaired watershed. To assist 
in relieving this eminent hazard, $724,837 is requested for the Manti-LaSal 
National Forest under Section 403 for Emergency Watershed Protection. 


