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Executive Summary

Hollister Hills State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA) is one of eight SVRAs operated by
California State Parks. Resource managers at Hollister Hills have employed a wide range of
erosion control and sediment retention strategies throughout the park. Assessing the
efficacy of these overall conservation efforts is technically difficult. There are several sources
of sediment that have to be considered in an overall sediment budget. This study begins to
address the relative importance of potentially important sediment sources in the Bird Creek
Watershed, which includes most of the SVRA and some private lands bordering the park. We
used a combination of field research and literature review to assess the potential importance
of the following sources of sediment in Bird Creek:

e Off-highway vehicle use

e Overland flow carrying dirt from unpaved parking lots and campgrounds

e Riparian cattle grazing

e Stream bank erosion

e Landslides.

Initial studies of sediment retention basin data at Hollister Hills indicates that watersheds
with no off-highway use in this region will shed approximately 159 m3/yr of sediment per
kmA2 of drainage area. Reconnaissance level studies of unpaved parking lots and
campgrounds suggest that these regions are sediment sources for Bird Creek, and deserve
in-depth study. Further work will lead to recommendations for erosion reduction. Riparian
cattle grazing was shown to damage local creek banks, leading to increased fine sediment in
the Bird Creek channel. Cattle exclusion from the riparian corridor would eliminate that
impact. Bird Creek stream bank and bed were monitored for change using cross section
surveys, bed particle counts, and bank pins. Analysis in the Hudner reach of Bird Creek
indicates that there has been minor aggradation of mainly fine sediment, in keeping with
cattle impacts described above. Bank pin analysis suggests that as much as 93,000 kg of
fine sediment was generated from the Bird Creek banks between Hudner and the Park
entrance in the 2011 water year. Only 24,000 kg were added during the winter of the 2012
water year, generally in keeping with the drier conditions. Landslides were active sometime
between 2007 and 2009, based upon the presence of freshly exposed headwall scarps,
sharp slope breaks between the scarp and undisturbed hill slopes, and aerial photo analysis.
Analysis of potential triggering events (earthquakes and intense rainfall) failed to reveal any
obvious external landslide triggers. Conversely, combined intense rainfall and earthquake
clusters in 1995 and 2001 did not generate any discernible slope failure features.
Longitudinal profiles, cross sections, and field reconnaissance indicate that landslides
sporadically add considerable sediment to Bird Creek in a two-stage process. First, slope
failure generates a displaced body of crushed rock that is easier to erode than bedrock.
Second, over-steepened slopes at the landslide toes produces alluvial knick points that cut



steep “V” shaped gullies and ravines into the slide body. These steep features can efficiently
transport sediment to Bird Creek in high-intensity rain events. Our work underscores the
idea that sediment sources are technically difficult to partition in Bird Creek. Volumetrically
important sediment transport events may vary considerably in both time and space.
Therefore, accurate estimates of the various components in the sediment budget must be
measured over many years. In the meantime, sediment control strategies will continue to
improve as sediment erosion and transport processes are better understood and more
precisely located.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Background

Hollister Hills State Vehicular Recreation Area (Fig. 1) is one of eight off-highway vehicle parks
operated by California State Parks. Located in central California, Hollister Hills provides off-
highway vehicle enthusiasts access to 185 kilometers of managed and patrolled dirt roads and
trails, for an entrance fee. Soil erosion due to off-highway vehicle recreation at the Park could
have a detrimental impact on water quality. Quantifying the relative impact of off-highway
vehicle-related erosion requires us to balance that impact against other local sediment sources,
such as cattle and natural background sedimentation processes. Quantifying regional sediment
sources is problematic because they vary greatly in magnitude and timing, while scientific
studies last a finite period. Observations over sub-decadal periods of time might not capture
important, rare, high-magnitude natural sediment transport events. This paper describes initial
attempts to partition the relative importance of sediment sources in the Bird Creek watershed,
where most of the Hollister Hills State Vehicular Recreation Area is located.
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Figure 1. Location map for Hollister Hills State Vehicular Recreation Area and the Bird Creek
watershed.



1.2 Clean Water Act

Degradation of water quality by various pollution sources was addressed by the Clean Water Act
(CWA) of 1972. The CWA established regulatory procedures to enforce water quality standards
for surface waters; pollution control and education programs are funded by federal grant
money (USEPA 2011). Two mechanisms through which pollutants reach water supplies are point
and non-point source pollution. Point source pollution has a clear origin and can be readily
traced back to its source. Point source pollution is typically associated with discharge from
industrial facilities and sewage treatment plants. Non-point source (NPS) pollution is often wide
spread and difficult to track back to a single source, commonly originating from poorly defined
diffuse sources that may occur over broad geographical scales (Ritter et al. 2002). Non-point
source pollution includes chemical-laden runoff from rainfall and excess sediment in water
supplies (USEPA 2011). The CWA originally addressed only point source pollution, but was later
amended to also address NPS pollutants.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) lists excess sediment as “the most common
pollutant in rivers, streams, lakes and reservoirs” (EPA 2011). Excess sediment, both
suspended and bedload, can alter stream geomorphology and negatively impact both lotic
aquatic ecosystems and nearshore marine communities at the river mouth (Pye 1994; Thrush et
al. 2004). A deep problem exists in the regulatory assessment of sediment pollution; it is
difficult to quantify the level of sediment that constitutes “pollution” because sediment is a
ubiquitous natural component of surface waters, and natural sediment concentrations vary
enormously in both time and space. Our work addresses a range of natural and potential NPS
sediment sources associated with the Hollister Hills SVRA.

1.3 State Vehicular Recreation Areas

The California Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Recreation program was created in 1971, when
Governor Reagan signed the Chappie-Z’Berg Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Law as part of a state-
wide effort to manage the environmental impacts of OHV recreation (Bedrossian and Reynolds
2007). The intent of the legislature was to ensure stewardship of the land, including erosion
control, through maintenance and oversight while providing designated riding areas to serve a
growing population of off-highway enthusiasts (Bedrossian and Reynolds 2007). State Vehicular
Recreation Areas throughout California are managed by the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation (OHMVR) Division of California State Parks (CSP) (California State Parks 2009). The
OHMVR Division was established by the OHMVR Act of 2003 to provide leadership and
administer a guiding principle to meet legislative mandates; the Act is established to provide
“education, conservation, and enforcement efforts that balance OHV recreation impacts with
programs that conserve and protect natural resources” (California State Parks 2009).

In 1987, the California legislature mandated the development of a soil loss standard for OHV
recreation (Bedrossian and Reynolds 2007). As a result, soil conservation standards and
guidelines for OHV use in California were published in 1991. The 1991 soil conservation
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standards and guidelines required maintenance of OHV areas and trails, use of an erosion
hazard rating system, and annual monitoring that would allow for “feasible rehabilitation by
resource managers” (Bedrossian and Reynolds 2007). In response to an increase in OHV usage
state-wide and decreased lands available for OHV recreation, the California Geological Survey
(CGS) (contracted by California State Parks) worked with stakeholders, agencies, and other
interest groups to update the standards in 2006 (Bedrossian and Reynolds 2007). Major
changes included: a requirement that managers take regional soil, geology, vegetation, climate,
hydrogeologic conditions, issues from past land use, and site-specific criteria into
consideration when planning and designing any project; a requirement that (potential) off-site
effects and mitigation options be identified; a tiered approach to assessment, maintenance,
monitoring, project design, and construction which allows for the best management practices
to be applied when specific conditions are taken into account; and modification of restoration
timelines to allow for realistic compliance (Bedrossian and Reynolds 2007). The standards and
guidelines apply “specifically to (1) the development and management of California’s SVRAs,
and (2) all acquisition, development, and trail and road maintenance projects on federal and
local government lands that receive funding from the California OHV grants and Cooperate
Agreements Program” (Bedrossian and Reynolds 2007). The updated soil conservation
standards and guidelines prompted California’s SVRAs to undertake research efforts to
determine how much suspended sediment can be attributed to OHV recreation, and to
determine whether more rigorous restoration efforts are required.

Serious opposition to OHV use in California has been documented in the form of A Writ of
Mandate issued by Judge Frank Roesch of the Alameda County Superior Court to ensure
compliance of Carnegie SVRA with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Writ of
Mandate for Carnegie SVRA 2009; Stade K 2009). The OHMVR division had continued to make
efforts in all SVRAs to ensure compliance with the Act and ensure proper stewardship of the
environment and California’s natural resources.

1.4 Hollister Hills SVRA

Hollister Hills SVRA (HH SVRA) is located in the Gabilan Range 8km south of the town of
Hollister and is one of eight SVRAs managed by California State Parks (CSP OHMVR 2012). Off-
highway vehicle use at Hollister Hills began in 1941 under the supervision of Howard Harris, the
former owner of the property, and heavy OHV use by the public began in 1969 (Webb et al.
1978).

The 13km?2 park ranges from 660 feet to 2,425 feet (220-730m) in elevation and encompasses
roughly 4,100 acres of motorcycle, all-terrain vehicle, and 4-wheel drive trails and
campgrounds (Tuttle and Griggs 1987; CSP OHMVR 2012). The San Andreas Fault divides the
park; chaparral grows in gravelly-sandy-loam soils atop granite to the Southwest of the fault
and oak woodlands and grasslands grow in the clayey/loamy soil of the Purisima formation to
the Northeast of the fault (Tuttle and Griggs 1987). Bird Creek and its tributaries are seasonal
streams that experience highest flow during winter and spring storm events and low to dry
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conditions during summer (Tuttle and Griggs 1987). Annual precipitation is higher than the
33.3cm a year value reported by the Hollister California Department of Forestry Weather Station
(Tuttle and Griggs 1987).

Natural resources, including vegetation and soil, were impacted by grazing, agriculture, and
OHV recreation prior to the 1975 acquisition by State Parks (Tuttle and Griggs 1987). When “the
physical properties of soil, slopes, vegetative cover, and climate” are impacted, soil erosion
rates and sediment yield may exceed what is natural for the area (Tuttle and Griggs 1987).

Sediment management practices include the use of sediment catch basins, trail maintenance,
gully control, vegetative restoration, and annual water sampling to produce estimates of
sediment yields from watersheds disturbed by OHV use (CSP OHMVR 2012; Nicol et al. 2011).
Ongoing investigations continue to monitor sediment yield (Nicol et al. 2011) and seek to
partition sediment sources into “natural/background processes” and “anthropogenic/OHV
recreation-related processes” by monitoring stream morphology and collecting water quality
data from tributaries that may contribute excess sediment to Bird Creek.

Our study combines field research and literature review to assess the relative importance of the
following potential sources of sediment in Bird Creek:

¢ Off-highway vehicle use

e Overland flow from dirt parking lots and campgrounds

e Riparian cattle grazing

e Stream bank erosion

e Landslides
The following sections introduce each of these potential sediment sources and outline how they
were studied.

1.4.1 Erosion from OHV use

Unpaved dirt roads have the potential to significantly contribute excess sediment to surface
water bodies (Smolen et al. 2009; Ramos-Scharron and MacDonald 2006). Studies from many
geologic and climate settings around the world have determined that unpaved roads contribute
a disproportionate amount of sediment runoff even though they occupy a small proportion of
the watershed area (Smolen et al. 2009). A study in the Dominican Republic determined that a
watershed had a small road area that contributed 30% of the total sediment runoff (Smolen et
al. 2009). Another study in Issaquah Creek, Washington determined that while unpaved roads
occupied only 2.6% of the watershed’s area they contributed 15% of the sediment runoff
(Smolen et al. 2009). Another study in Stillwater Creek, Oklahoma extrapolated that while
roads in the watershed made up only 1.3% of the total area, they contributed 35% of the
sediment load coming from the watershed (Smolen et al. 2009). The reasons for such high
instances of erosion from dirt roads can be attributed to changes in vegetative cover, soil
make-up, and slope brought about by the construction of a dirt road (Ramos-Scharron 2010).
Vegetation along the ground helps to break up water as it hits the surface and makes the water
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move more slowly (Ramos-Scharron and MacDonald 2006). Plant roots can also act as a natural
hold on soils, keeping them from washing away rapidly during a rain event (Bullard 1966;
Amador et al. 2012). Removing the vegetative ground cover means that soils no longer have
that natural anchor and are more easily removed by alluvial processes. In addition to removing
plant cover, creating and using unpaved roads can also change the soil density in that area;
constructing and driving on the dirt roads leads to compaction of the soil which creates a semi-
impermeable layer (Amador et al. 2012). This denser soil layer leads to less infiltration and a
higher runoff, resulting in a greater volume of water available to move sediment (Amador et al.
2012). Itis also important to consider the slope at which a dirt road is being created; the slope
of a road contributes greatly to the amount of sediment runoff because a greater slope
increases the shear stress developed by water as it runs off of the road. The increase in water
velocity results in increased sediment erosion and transport off of roads during storm runoff
events (Amador et al. 2012).

Off-highway vehicle recreation exacerbates the impacts of unpaved roadways by increasing the
rates at which skidding tires liberate sedimentary particles from soil and bedrock underlying
the roads (Tuttle and Griggs 1987). Off-highway vehicles create a shear stress on the land,
which physically de-vegetates and removes the topsoil leading to increased runoff and erosion.
OHV use has also been shown to significantly compact the soil, decreasing permeability while
increasing surface runoff (Webb et al. 1978). Increasing compaction and density of soil also
creates a challenging environment for restoration efforts such as re-vegetation.

We address the erosion impact of OHV use by analyzing the relationship between the total
length of OHV trails in a watershed and the amount of sediment removed from sediment basins
at the mouths of the watersheds. Specifically we attempted to quantify exactly how much of the
trapped sediment produced in Hollister Hills is due strictly to OHV use. Figure 2 shows an
example of a sediment basin catching sediment eroded from the watershed that drains into it.
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Figure 2. Sediment retention basin catches sediment generated from natural background
sources and OHV roads.

1.4.2 Runoff from unpaved campgrounds and parking lots

Much like unpaved roads, unpaved campgrounds and parking lots in recreational areas are
potential non-point source sediment sources for adjacent rivers and streams. Well established
campground sites and parking lots usually feature losses of vegetation and compaction of the
soil (Monz and Cole 2004). As a consequence of compaction, soil infiltration and permeability
are reduced since increased compaction caused by cars and foot traffic leads to increased bulk
density and decreased porosity (Ruserholz et al. 2009). The end result is increased runoff,
accelerated erosion, and sedimentation of adjacent streams (Cole 2000). Specific impacts
include higher peak stream flows, channel incision, bank erosion, increased sediment transport,
less groundwater recharge, and lower base flows (Brattebo and Booth 2003).

There are a total of seven campgrounds along with seven parking lots at the Hollister Hills
SVRA. The Lower Ranch has a total of five campgrounds, which are: Madrone, Bee, Lodge,
Walnut, and Radio Ridge (CSP OHMVR 2012). Four of the campgrounds (Madrone, Bee, Lodge,
and Walnut) in the Lower Ranch are close enough to the Bird Creek to contribute overland flow
and rill runoff to the stream.

We addressed this potential sediment source by visually inspecting the unpaved areas during
dry and rainy periods for active rills and channels leading to the Bird Creek channel.
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1.4.3 Riparian cattle grazing

Cattle grazing can influence the stability of soil surfaces in terrestrial and riparian landscapes.
Cattle are important geomorphic agents because hoof trampling and shearing reshape the
landscape by locally compacting and loosening soil (Trimble and Mendel 1995). The force of
cattle hooves reduces water infiltration and increases overland flow, leading to higher rates of
water erosion and transport of fine-grained soils (Trimble and Mendel 1995). While much
grazing is focused on uplands, cattle grazing in the western United States regularly occurs
within the riparian corridor near streams to provide cattle access to shade and water (Meehan
and Platts 1978).

Numerous studies have shown that cattle grazing near riparian zones can lead to myriad
problems (Figure 3; McDowell and Magillian 1997). Grazing of riparian zones can remove up to
80% of the vegetation which can reduce stream bank resistance to erosion (Trimble and Mendel
1995). Trampling alongside and across streams flattens and erodes stream banks which leads
to broader stream channel widths (McDowell and Magillian 1997). Stream banks impacted by
cattle are quickly eroded and contribute higher inputs of excess sediment through natural
stream process (Trimble and Mendel 1995). Furthermore, cattle trampling will directly loosen
and dump sediment into streams (Bengeyfield). Sediment yields generated from cattle grazing
consists of higher suspended, fine-grained sediment that can make the water muddy (Herbst et
al. 2012). The EPA recognized long ago that a major outcome of cattle activity near streams is
the input of excess suspended sediment which is classified as a water pollutant (Meehan and
Platts 1978). Watersheds with cattle grazing can experience higher suspended sediment yields.
For instance, cattle grazing within a watershed in Colorado, US experienced 30% higher
sediment vyields than a nearby watershed without cattle (Trimble and Mendel 1995). In a
tributary in Montana, sediment yields increased from 3 tons/day to 15 tons/day during the
grazing period (Bengeyfield). Riparian cattle grazing in the Bird Creek watershed is a potential
source of excess in-stream sediment (Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Cattle grazing impacts (left) along a stream in the Sierra Nevada include decreases in vegetative
cover, increased erosion and fine-grained sediment input, and channel widening. The ungrazed portion of
the stream (right) maintains riparian vegetative cover, narrower channels, and therefore greater channel
stability (Herbst et al. 2012).
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Figure 4. Stream banks sheared by cattle hooves.

As part of the Hollister Hills SVRAs land management plan, there is a concession contract with
local ranchers to take cattle into certain areas in the watershed to remove perennial and
invasive grasses (CDPR 2012). One of the areas where grazing is allowed is Hudner Ranch, an
area located in the eastern end of the park boundary where the lower portion of Bird Creek
flows. Cattle graze at Hudner Ranch from January through March. During grazing season,
single-wire fences bar cattle from entering Bird Creek. However, these fences are temporary
(CDPR 2012) and might not serve as effective barriers because they are easily breached. Cattle
belonging to private ranches adjacent to the park also contribute to riparian impacts. The
private grazing occurs along Bird Creek west of the San Andreas Fault, downstream of the Park
east of the fault (Smith, Pers. Comm. 2012).
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The management at HH SVRA recognizes seasonal cattle grazing as a disturbance at certain
sites within the watershed (CDPR 2012). The presence of cattle can ultimately damage “special
habitat” and “drainage infrastructures"” (CDPR, 2012). However, the quantitative extent to which
cattle induced erosion and sedimentation are affecting Bird Creek is unknown.

The purpose of this study is to assess the effects of cattle grazing on stream bank stability and
sediment input into Bird Creek. This study will attempt to answer four questions:

1) Is the width of the stream channel wider where cattle graze?

2) Is the sediment particle size smaller where cattle graze?

3) Are stream banks at Hudner susceptible to cattle erosion?

4) Is cattle grazing near Bird Creek directly contributing sediment to the channel through hoof
impacts?

Based on previous studies, we hypothesize: 1) The stream channel width is greater where there
are cattle grazing and therefore the stream banks are unstable; 2) The sediment size is smaller
along Bird Creek where cattle graze; 3) Stream banks at the Hudner Ranch are at risk of erosion
due to cattle activity; and 4) Cattle grazing is contributing sediment to Bird Creek. To address
the study questions cross sections of Bird Creek were established and surveyed in areas with
and without cattle grazing activity. Geomorphic comparisons of these two sets of cross
sections will provide a framework to compare stream channel stability, morphology, and
sediment sizes in sites with and without cattle grazing. Analyzing stream channel cross
sectional profiles through time will lead to preliminary estimations of the volume of sediment
eroded due to cattle grazing.

1.4.4 Streambank Erosion

Sediment erosion, transport and retention are naturally occurring stream processes. These
sedimentation processes are largely controlled by the size of the watershed, type of lithology,
topography, grade, climate (Frissel et al. 1986), and condition (Rosgen 1997). All of these
variables play a role in determining channel stability. In general, a channel that is in
equilibrium is just able to transport the sediment supplied to it from upstream sources (Wynn,
2006). Although, even “stable” streams experience periods of equilibrium to periods of
imbalance, over time they will maintain the same average morphological character (Fischenich
and Marrow Jr. 2000). During stages of imbalance, channels will degrade (cut downward) or
aggrade (fill up) depending on the transport potential of the stream at that time. Streams that
have degraded are no longer in equilibrium and can contribute a very large quantity of
sediment to the greater watershed (Judson, 1968).

The main factors that influence the rate of bank erosion are frequency and magnitude of storm
events and the properties of bank material (Couper and Maddock, 2001). One significant
property of bank material is its density, also known as bulk density. It can be defined as the
mass of many particles of a material divided by the total volume those particles occupy; this
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includes particle volume, inter-particle void volume, and pore volume (Keller et al, 2010). Bulk
density is used for characterization purposes and is one of the major factors when determining
the soil erosion rate. Erosion along streambanks tends to decrease as bulk density increases
(Wynn 2006). The more compact the streambanks are, the less likely they are to erode (Hanson
and Robinson, 1993). Bulk density integrates multiple soil properties including, soil texture, soil
chemistry, root density, and soil organic matter content (Wynn 2006). One essential property,
organic matter, plays a leading role in the bulk density of soil due to it having a much lower
density than mineral particles; commonly, the higher the organic matter, the lower the bulk
density. The majority of mineral soils have bulk densities ranging from 1.0-2.0 (g/cm3) (Keller
et al, 2010), and can be determined by pushing a core sampler (of known volume) into the soil,
retrieving samples of various lengths, oven drying those samples, and then weighing them.

Bulk density and other material properties determine the process by which erosion will occur.
Sub-aerial erosion describes the cracking response a material may have to climatic wetting and
drying. The process at work during large quick storm events is fluvial erosion. Fluvial erosion
undercuts banks leading to mass failure of the material above. Flushing of the introduced
sediments will depend on the load quantity and the transport potential of the flow conditions
over time (Couper and Maddock, 2001).

Stream banks along Bird Creek vary greatly in height and material strength. For example, a
marked change in geology occurs across the San Andreas Fault. West of the fault, in the
granitic part of the watershed, the soil along Bird Creek is sandy alluvial loam. East of the fault,
where the watershed is underlain by weaker sedimentary rocks, the Creek runs through diablo
clay and gravelly loam (NRCS Website). Clay, having low bulk density, is not only a suspended
sediment component but also prone to sub aerial erosion (Prosser et al. 2000).

As is true in all watersheds, a portion of the sediment load in Bird Creek is from stream bank
erosion. We assess this source by measuring morphologic change at several cross sections
located east and west of the San Andreas Fault. We also assess bank erosion more directly by
analyzing bank pin exposure as well as bulk density. We will compare the results from the
opposite sides of the fault to assess if and where stream bank restoration is recommended.

To investigate the sediment contribution from natural stream processes our study compares
data from upper and lower bird creek sites. The following four questions were posed:

1) Is Bird creek aggrading or degrading?

2) Are their differences in erosion or aggradation between Upper and Lower Bird Creek?

3) How much of the sediment leaving the bird creek watershed can be attributed to bank
erosion?

4) Are the actual bulk densities of the Upper and Lower Bird Creek stream bank materials what
we expected to find?
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1.4.5 Landslides

Landslides are defined as the downward and outward movement of a mass of rock, earth, or
debris under the influence of gravity (Dikau 1996). The two main physical features of landslides
are the main scarp, i.e. headwall scarp, and the toe (Figure 5). Landslide events can be triggered
by earthquakes, heavy rain, pre-existing geologic conditions, and anthropogenic land
disturbances such as building a road with poor grading (USGS 2005). The impact radius of the
potential landslide triggering energy that earthquakes carry varies due to variation in bedrock,
soil temperature, fault size, and location (Pers. Comm. Greg Durocher). The magnitude of earth
displaced by landslides ranges from dry ravel to 100,000 cubic meters (Dikau 1996). Landslides
can be a major source of excess sediment in rivers if they are hydraulically connected to a river
channel (Davis 2004).

Crown Cracks
Y

Radial
cracks

g Sur‘[ace\ of rupture
Main body

Fo};)t .I Toe of surface of rupture

Surface of separation

Figure 5: General landslide morphology and associated terms. (Image source: ldaho Geologic Survey
[internet], date unknown).

Landslides are locally abundant within the Bird Creek watershed, but it is unknown if they are
important sediment sources for Bird Creek, and their genesis is unclear. A landslide system
near Hudner Pass has high potential to contribute sediment directly to Bird Creek. This
landslide system lies within a valley partially filled with landslide debris and other colluvium
reworked from the landslide bodies, called “Colluvial Valley” in this study (Figure 37).
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An active gully system is cutting through the fill of Colluvial Valley and could be transporting
landslide sediment to Bird Creek. Colluvial Valley has two knickzones, or relative changes in
slope from high to low (Hayakawa and Oguchi 2006). One of the knickzones is the drop in base
level from Colluvial Creek to Bird Creek. The second knickzone is the difference in slope
between the naturally steep hillsides of Colluvial Valley and the generally low gradient landslide
bodies.

We explored the potential causes of the landslides by analyzing nearby earthquake events,
extreme rainfall events, and geologic maps. We placed and resurveyed wooden pegs in several
landslide heads and analyzed historic satellite imagery in order to determine if the landslides
are moving on a decadal-scale. We used cross sections of Colluvial Creek surveyed in October
2011, January 2012, and March 2012 to assess geomorphic changes of the valley.
Morphological changes present in the cross sections will help us to assess the potential of these
landslides to contribute sediment to Bird Creek.

1.5 Goals

The CWA as implemented by the OHMVR Divisions Soil Conservation Standards and Guidelines
applies to “all SVRAs and all federal and local projects that receive state-funded OHV grants”
(Bedrossian and Reynolds, 2007). The Clean Water Act regulates non-point source sediment,
but does not outline a scientifically defensible way to separate sediment pollution from natural
background sediment in any given watershed. The overall goal of this work is to investigate the
relative importance of several common sediment sources in the Hollister Hills State Vehicular
Recreation Area (HH SVRA). This work will eventually lead to better quantification of all
sediment sources in the watershed.

2 Methods

The following methods were used to evaluate the importance of known or potential Bird Creek
sediment sources:

¢ Off-highway vehicle use

e Overland flow from dirt parking lots and campgrounds

e Riparian cattle grazing

e Stream bank erosion

e Landslides

2.1 Off-highway vehicle use

We conducted a field and digital reconnaissance of the Hollister Hills SVRA property. A
literature search provided background information on the typical impacts of OHV use and best

management practices to prevent erosion or sediment transport. Historically, sediment catch
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basins have been used to study the total soil deposition coming from particular trails and sub-
watersheds. ArcMap Software and GIS mapping techniques were employed to assess ten
sediment retention basins throughout the park. For each sediment basin, we measured trail
length (km) and contributing catchment area (km?2). The annual sediment caught in each basin
was provided by Wes Gray (HH SVRA). Total trail length above each basin was the independent
variable in a power-function regression of area-normalized annual sediment yield. The slope
and intercept of the log-transformed data were tested for significance. The intercept was
interpreted as the sediment yield expected in the absence of OHV trails.

2.2 Runoff from unpaved campgrounds and parking lots

Our assessment of unpaved recreational areas included field reconnaissance, GPS data
collection, GIS map production, and literature review. Site reconnaissance of the campsites and
parking lots at the Lower Ranch of the Hollister Hills SVRA occurred in early April 2012. Four
campsites (Madrone, Bee, Lodge, and Walnut) and parking lots adjacent to Bird Creek were
mapped for GIS using a Trimble GeoExplorer 2008 GPS unit. Presence or absence of sediment
erosion and transport (rills, gullies, etc.) was noted and each erosional feature was mapped and
photo documented. Once the UTM coordinates of each erosional feature were collected by
GPS, the data were compiled into ESRIs ArcMap Suite for developing GIS maps of all the
recreational areas and their sediment pathways. Other photos captured during runoff events
were provided by Colin Nicol (CSUMB Watershed Geology Lab).

2.3 Riparian cattle grazing

Study Area

Field data were collected along two different reaches of Bird Creek 1) Bird Creek at Hudner and
2) Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert located in Hudner Ranch (Figure 5). These two reaches are
generally similar, except that the Hudner reach has seasonal grazing whereas Hudner Culvert
does not.

Bird Creek at Hudner (elevation: ~170m) experiences cattle activity normally between January
through May. During this study, cattle were in Hudner from March 22 through April 15. The
approximate channel length of interest is 400 m. The dominant vegetation species are Quercus
spp. (oak) and Sa/ix spp. (willow), including other shrubs and forbs commonly found in
riparian-oak woodland plant communities. Non-native vegetation is also prevalent, including
Cirsium spp. (thistle) and Conium maculatum (poision hemlock) (Figure 6).

Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert (elevation: ~184m) currently does not experience cattle activity.
The approximate channel length of interest is 80 m. The canopy cover along this study reach is
higher than the canopy cover along Bird Creek at Hudner. The tree density of Quercus spp.,
Salix spp., and Plantanus racemosa (sycamore) is higher and more abundant. Due to the canopy
cover, light penetration is lower and much of the channel is shaded. Although it was not directly
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measured, there is a possibility that the temperature (air, soil, and/or water) is slightly lower
than the temperatures at Bird Creek at Hudner. There is also higher leaf litter and cover along

the channel floor.

Bird Creek Stud Reach

Figure 5. Bird Creek watershed (black outline) is divided into multiple ranches. To assess cattle impacts on
Bird Creek, a particular reach of Bird Creek was chosen for the study located in Hudner Ranch (inside box).
Cattle grazing at certain areas in Hudner Ranch was named a disturbance by the management at the HH

SVRA.
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Figure 6. Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert (1) is ungrazed. Further downstream, ~ 0.5 kilometers, Bird Creek
at Hudner (2) is grazed usually three months in a year.

Field Method's

Cross-sections

There are nine stream cross sections along Bird Creek at Hudner labeled A through | (Figure 7).
The cross sections were established in Spring 2011 to analyze stream bank morphology and
were selected based on equilibrium conditions and accessibility, equilibrium meaning that
bankfull conditions can be approximately determined and there is no evidence of recent
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channel aggradation or degradation. Cross section | is the farthest upstream and cross section
A is the farthest downstream. The right and left benchmarks (RBM and LBM respectively) of the
cross section are positioned based on the downstream motion of Bird Creek.

Six new cross sections were established at Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert (Figure 8). Cross
section 6 is farthest upstream and 1 is the farthest downstream. The location of the RBM and
LBM of each cross section were captured using GPS.

Each stream cross section was surveyed based on standard survey methods (Harrison et al.
1994)

Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert with cattle grazing

01020 40 60 sgnetr

Figure 7. Locations of nine cross sections at Bird Creek at Hudner. The left and right benchmarks of each
cross section are labeled.
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Bird Creek t Hdner Culvert without cattle grazing
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Figure 8. Locations of 6 cross sections at Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert. The left and right benchmarks of
each cross section are labeled.

Pebble Count

A Wolman pebble count was conducted at each cross section at Hudner and Hudner Culvert in
order to assess the bed material of grazed and ungrazed cross sections. The established cross
sections A-l and 1-6 respectively are considered representative reaches at each site, as the
cross sections include riffles, pools, and runs or glides. Pebble counts were conducted based on
standard bank and bed material classification methods (Harrison et al. 1994).

Shear strength

The shear strength of a surface is a variable that can be used to assess stream bank stability
and potential failure. Prior to this study, shear strength tests had not been performed at the
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Hudner cross sections or at Hudner Culvert. However, it was important to establish a baseline to
use for future studies of stream bank stability and cattle activity along Bird Creek.

Shear strength was sampled using a penetrometer which collects the relative strength (ton*ft-2
or kg*cm-2) that a soil surface can withstand before succumbing to the pressure exerted by the
penetrometer. Samples were taken at random points along representative regions such as
banks, walls, point bars, and floodplains along cross sections A-l at Bird Creek at Hudner.
Beginning at the most downstream cross section A, the penetrometer was deployed at least four
times at each cross section resulting in a total of 30 measurements.

Analysis Method's

Bankfull Width-Depth (W/D) ratios

Bankfull stage or discharge is defined as the flow that fills the main channel and just begins to
spill into the active floodplain. The width-to-depth (W/D) ratio at bankfull conditions describes
the shape of a river, shallow and wide, or deep and narrow.

To examine the effects of cattle on stream channel morphology, the bankfull width to depth
ratios were determined for the 9 cross sections at Hudner (grazed) and the 6 cross sections at
Hudner Culvert (ungrazed). The area and width of a cross section at bankfull conditions were
calculated from survey plots. The bankfull depth at bankfull was determined by the quotient of
area and width. Bankfull width divided by depth yields the width-to-depth (W/D) ratio.

Statistical analysis was carried out using the R Project for Statistical Computing. To test the
hypothesis that cattle grazing increases the W/D ratio of stream banks, the W/D ratios of cross
sections in Bird Creek at Hudner were compared to those in Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert.
Variables satisfied standard parametric assumptions which led to the use of a one-way
independent t-test.

Particle size comparison

Grain size percentiles were used to quantitatively compare the sediment sizes of Bird Creek at
Hudner and Hudner Culvert. For the purposes of this study, the 84t percentile particle size
(d84) was selected.

The d84 value was determined by creating cumulative size distribution charts for qualitative
comparison and histograms by size class and frequency for qualitative comparison. For each
cross section at Hudner and Hudner Culvert, the particle size denoting the 84th percentile was
extrapolated from the distribution charts. Using a straightedge, the d84 was ‘pinpointed’ using
the 84% on the Y axis and the corresponding millimeters on the X axis. This method is
illustrated in the Results.
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2.4 Stream banks

Field Method's

Analysis of stream bank erosion was conducted by comparing time-serial cross sections at two
reaches located on opposing sides of the San Andreas Fault. Bank pins were set in Spring 2011
and measured during the Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 geology class. Bulk density was also
measured on both sides of the fault in 2012.

Cross-sections

Cross-sections were surveyed Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 to evaluate the significance of stream
bank erosion as a sediment source to Bird Creek. These cross-section surveys were carried out
along two reaches of Bird Creek, on opposing sides of the San Andreas Fault to determine if
bank erosion rates vary with differing geologic settings. The lower Bird Creek cross-sections
are on the North American Plate (east of the fault) while Upper Bird cross-sections are on the
Pacific Plate (west of the fault; Figure 9). Cross section survey technique followed standard
practices described by (Harrelson et al. 1994). Fall 2011 and spring 2012 cross sections were
then graphed with left benchmarks aligned to evaluate net stream degradation or aggradation
during this period.

Although bankfull elevations were not captured in the field, approximate bankfull geometry was
calculated for each cross section from survey plots. Bankfull elevation was estimated by
observing the major changes in slope adjacent to a floodplain as captured in the cross-section
surveys of fall 2011 and spring 2012. Bankfull geometry calculations included: bankfull area,
width at bankfull (Wbkf), wetted perimeter (WP), entrenchment ratio (ER), width to depth ratio
(W/D), and flood plain width (Ws).
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Hollister Hills SVRA (Lower Ranch and Hudner)

Google earth

Figure 9. Stream survey locations relative to San Andreas Fault
Bank Pins

Bird Creek bank pins were installed at 8 locations along Lower Bird Creek in March 2011. Pin
sets 5 and 8 have upstream and downstream sets (Figure 10). Each bank pin set consists of 2 to
3 rebar stakes inserted into the channel bank as illustrated in Figure 11. Pin exposure along
Bird Creek has been recorded for spring 2011, fall 2011 and spring 2012. Measurements of pin
exposure were taken in millimeters. Total mass of stream bank erosion was calculated using
the average pin exposure, stream length measured using Google Earth, and the average bank
height was calculated from bank measurements taken during the spring 2011 recording.

Soil Bulk Density

Bulk density samples were taken in Upper and Lower Bird Creek. Twenty random samples were
collected from each site using a galvanized steel soil corer with a diameter of 28 mm. The soil
corer was forced into the soil apron along the stream bank above the bedload. Soil cores were
retrieved at various lengths and recorded. Soil density was calculated using the dry soil mass (g)
and the sample volume (cm3) (Carter and Gregorich 2008).
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PIN # UTM Coordinates

Zone 10N
1 0642814E 4071710N
2 0642815E 4071715N
3 0642933E 4071797N
4 0642932E 4071809N
s5UP 0642961E 4071801N

5 DOWN 0642961E 4071801N

7 0643099E 4071887N

8 UP 0643112E 4071889N

8 DOWN 0643112E 4071889N

Figure 11. (@) Demonstration of pin exposure measurement. (b) Red arrows point to the placement of set
of 3 pins at Bird Creek bank pin site 4.

Installation of gank IcElrc:jsmnd Bank Erosion
Bank Pins e_cor ed an Recorded
Pins Reset
Storm Storm

2011 2012

Figure 12. Bird Creek bank pin timeline from pin installation in wateryear 2011 to most recent recording in
April 2012.
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2.5 Landslides

Three questions will be addressed regarding the landslides in the Bird Creek watershed:

1) What causes and triggers the landslides?
2) Are they important to consider in the decadal-scale sediment budget of Bird Creek?
3) Are there clear sediment routes from the landslide bodies to Bird Creek?

The first question was addressed by looking for a correlation between potential landslide
triggers and slope failure that occurred in the last 20 years. We identified earthquakes within
20km of the Park boundary with a magnitude of >4.0 (NCEDC) that occurred in the same year
as 10-year 24-hour rain events (NOAA) to look for years in which major earthquakes
corresponded with periods of soil saturation. We compared these triggers with changes in a
landslide to the east of Colluvial Valley using historical satellite imagery. Geologic formations
on both sides of the San Andreas Fault were analyzed to determine if particular bedrock types
are associated with a higher risk of slope failure (USGS).

The second question was answered by monitoring the rate at which landslide colluvium is
moving downslope. Eight cross sections located along Colluvial Creek were analyzed for
evidence of sediment moving down the valley towards Bird Creek. These cross sections were
surveyed in October 2011, January 2012, and March 2012. Changes in cross sectional
morphology were quantified by lining up the left benchmarks of each cross section and
measuring the vertical and horizontal changes in their graphs. Cross sections that had right
benchmarks that did not line up were excluded from the analysis. Four wooden stakes were
driven into five landslide heads as passive markers of landslide motion at Colluvial Creek. The
stakes were surveyed using RTK GPS in October 2011 and again in March 2012.

The third question was addressed by using ArcGIS (ESRI v.10.1) to identify hydrologic pathways
connecting the landslides to Colluvial Creek, and Colluvial Creek to Bird Creek.

3 Results
Study results are presented for each potential sediment source.
3.1 Erosion from OHV use
The exponetional regression model (Figure 13). arrives at the eqation y=159.28e0-1561x with an
R2 of 0.56. Total annual sediment removal from OHV trails/roads was found to be 20,736 yd3

over 112 km of OHV trails & roads feeding the 10 catch basins in Table 1. The model found
annual natural background sediment to be 159 yd3 per km2 on undisturbed land.
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Figure 13: Exponential Regression Model of Area-normalized Annual Sediment Yield in
Sediment basins as a function of area normalized trail length in the watershed feeding the

sediment basin

Catch Basin Trail Length
(km)

Tule Lake
Madrone
Woopie-do
Bee
Woodwardia
Sycamore
Lodge

Turtle

Day Use
Basin Lake

Totals

(yd"3)
11
4
10
15

10
10
17

17
112

Annual Removal

8,473
442
2,112
3,687
309
434
517
621
1,908

2,233
20,736

Table 1. Annual Sediment Removal per Catch Basin, normalized by area
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3.2 Campgrounds and parking lots

To establish the locations of the possible sediment pathways, GIS/GPS technology was used to
map visible channels and rills from the campsites and parking lots leading to Bird Creek. Once
the GPS data was compiled, an overview of the various drainage pathways for the four Lower
Ranch campgrounds and the entrance parking lot was generated (Figure 14).

s . !

N —— e eters
0 175350 700 1,050 ##400" >,

Figure 14. Locations of Drainage Pathways Relative to Lower Ranch Campgrounds &
Parking lots at HHSVRA

Following the overview, an examination of each individual site revealed distinct rills that lead
across each campground directly into Bird Creek. In particular, the Madrone and Bee
campgrounds featured frequently disturbed landscapes with rolling terrain, heavy vehicular
traffic, and deeply incised channels, which appear to be significant sediment contributors
connected to the watershed (Figure 15).
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Figure 15. Rill channel pathways at Madrone Camp (MC) & Bee Camp (BC)

The Lodge and Walnut campgrounds featured gentle slopes and long winding water pathways
leading to Bird Creek. The most notable was a broad pathway dissecting the middle of the park
leading to Bird Creek at Lodge Camp, and a disturbed rill formation flowing down a steep slope,
connecting to a knick point at Bird Creek near Walnut Camp (Figure 16).
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Figure 16. Rill channel pathways at Lodge Camp (LC) & Walnut Camp (WC)

3.3 Riparian cattle grazing

Stream channel morphology: width-to-depth ratios

The width-to-depth ratio is a parameter with which to gage the effects of cattle on stream bank
stability and morphology. We found that the mean W/D ratio of Bird Creek at Hudner is not
significantly higher than at Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert (p=0.98, n = 15). This result indicates
that cattle activity at Bird Creek at Hudner has not resulted in stream widening (Table 2)
(McDowell and Magillian 1997). However, local hoof shearing and channel widening has been
documented by direct observation of the banks and photo documentation.
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Cross Section

(upstream to Bankfull Bankfull Average
Location downstream) Width Depth W/D Particle Size
Bird Creek at Hudner I 2.9 0.38 7.560 <2mm
(grazed) H 3.9 0.49 7.96 <2mm
G 3.8 0.24 16.04 <2mm
F 2.2 0.15 14.58 <2mm
E 2.3 0.4 5.87 <2mm
D 2.2 0.28 7.75 <2mm
C 2.6 0.24 11.01 *
B 2.2 0.57 3.86 <2mm
A 3.1 0.27 12.04 *
Mean 9.630
Bird Creek at Hudner
Culvert 6 2 0.10 19.70 53.4mm
(ungrazed) 5 5.3 0.16 33.50 2mm
4 3.27 0.18 17.86 49.1mm
3 3.1 0.26 11.86 7.42 mm
2 3.2 0.35 9.23 2 mm
1 3 0.18 16.32 *
Mean 18.07
p-value 0.98

Table 2. The width-depth ratios (W/D) and average particle size for the cross sections at Hudner and
Hudner Culvert. * - pebble counts were not completed at cross sections A, C, and 1during this study.

Sediment particle size percentiles

There is fine-grained sediment along the reference reach at Hudner and Hudner Culvert (Table
2). However, the substrate at Hudner is dominated by fine-grained sediment (Figure 17). As a
result, the water at Hudner is muddy as photo documented (Figure 3.3D). The substrate at
Hudner Culvert has more variation in sediment size due to the presence of larger particles
(Figure 18).
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Figure 17. The Wolman particle frequency histogram and cumulative size frequency distribution charts for
Bird Creek at Hudner. Pebble counts occurred at all cross sections except for A and C. All of the particle
counts in this region have particles less than two millimeters in the 84th percentile or higher, so plotting
the d84 line is ineffective. For a complete demonstration of finding 84th percentile particle size, please
refer to Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert Cumulative Particle Size.
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Figure 18. The Wolman frequency histogram and particle cumulative size frequency distribution charts for
Bird at Hudner Culvert. Pebble counts occurred at all cross sections except for 1. To determine the d84
value (the value of the 84 percentile), the d84 line is added to the frequency chart. From this line, the
point where each cross section intersects is the d84 for that data. Extrapolating to the x axis indicates the
value of the particle size at the 84th percentile.
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Photo documentation of cattle impacts
Photo monitoring that captures stability or changes through time can lead to more robust
evaluations of impacts and recovery. This section describes a template for photo assessment of

cross section sites of the Hudner (grazed) and Hudner Culvert (ungrazed) Bird Creek sites.

Cattle grazing at Hudner Culvert

The riparian buffer strip along the Bird Creek at Hudner has suffered severe impacts due to
cattle. Such impacts include: broken riparian vegetation (e.g. willow trees with broken
branches, larger branches littering the ground), shorter vegetation due to grazing or trampling
(mostly grazed; stripped bare), caved-in banks, hoof prints, cow excrement on the banks and in
the creek (Williams, Per<{ Comm., 2012). Cattle induced erosion has led to local suspended
sediment pollution therefore causing the water to be opaque and muddy.

Photo # Position Comments

Photo 1 Left Bank (C) Dressed back banks with extensive hoof shear
Photo 2 Channel (C - D) Excessive siltation, likely cattle-caused

Photo 3 Channel (G) Trampled and denuded banks

Photo 4 Channel (H) Sheared banks and mud filled channel

Table 3. Letters in the Position column denote cross-section where the photo was taken.
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_Bird Creek at Hudner Culvert with cattle grazing
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Figure 19. Approximate spatial location of each photo.
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Figure 20. Refer to Table 3 for further photo comments.
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Cattle grazing absent at Hudner Culvert

This study reach shows no evidence of cattle activity. The bank slopes leading into the stream
channel are vegetated and cohesive, with gradual, no extreme bank slope angles. Vegetation
surrounding and within the stream itself is unbroken, and there is new growth visible. Channel
material grain size is noticeably larger than at Hudner (compare D84 values in Figures 17 and
18), contributing to the overall clarity of the water in this reach of stream.

Table 4. Letters in the Position column denote cross-section where the photo was taken.

Photo # Position Comments

Photo 1 Right Bank (2) Untrammeled bank slopes

Photo 2 Left Bank (1) Strong, dense bank walls resistant to erosion
Photo 3 Channel (6) Undisturbed vegetation, clear water

Photo 4 Channel (3) Clear water and large-particle substrate on bottom

Figure 21. Approximate spatial location where each photo was taken.
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Figure 22. Refer to Table 4 for further photo comments.
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Shear strength as a determinate of stream bank susceptibility to cattle induced erosion

This study established a framework to analyze shear strength along Bird Creek. Cows can
actively shear hoof-sized chunks of sediment from banks and reduce overall bank stability
(Trimble and Mendel 1995). Therefore, weak and unstable stream banks are more susceptible
to cattle induced erosion. Stronger stream banks can better withstand larger applications of
pressure, including pressure from cattle hooves.

A graphical illustration of shear strength along Bird Creek at Hudner shows variation in shear

strength (Figure 23). Variation in shear strength along Bird Creek is also reflected in the shear
strength readings (values) in Table 5.
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Figure 23. The penetrometer records the bank strength in tons per cubic foot and kilograms per square
centimeter. The graph shows the measurements beginning at the farthest cross section downstream, A.
Right and left banks are labeled as Rb and Lb respectively.
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Table 5. Results of the shear strength measurements along Bird Creek at Hudner (cattle impacts).

Shot Reading Location (Between Cross Note
Section and Bank Side)

2 3.5 ARb

4 1 Alb Terrace

6 0.5 B Rb Floodplain

8 1 B Lb Bank

10 0.25 B Lb Bank

12 3.75 CRb Floodplain

14 0.5 CRb Bank Wall

16 0.5 ClLb Bank

18 0.5 D Lb Bank

20 1.25 D Rb Bank

22 0.75 ERDb Wall Down Stream of Culvert

24 1.5 ELb Bank

26 2.5 FLb Wall

28 0.75 F Rb Bar

30 0.25 GLb Bank

Average 1.39
Strength

3.4 Stream banks

Bird Creek cross sections were compared to assess any changes that have occurred in stream
channel morphology. The cross section benchmark positions are shown in Figure 7. Bankfull
geometry is included for cross sections that show morphologic changes. Cross sections with
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little to no change are included at the end of the section without bankfull geometry. Cross
section B was not assessed because there are no comparable surveys.

Bird Creek Cross Section C

Cross Section C Comparison —+March 2012 -=-October 2011

o
=
n

=

o
=
=
=

E
-E- 95
- Bankfull
E 9
("}
85
8
1] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Distance (m)
Bankfull Geometry
Width Dbkf WP Wip Area
Survey E.R.
() (m) (m) (m) (m?)

Figure Above Right: Bird Creek Cross Section C
October 2011 2 0.2 23 8.8 4.4 0.5 during March 2012 survey. This picture was taken
looking downstream

Table Left: Bankfull geometry calculated using
bankfull points estimated post survey

Figure Above Left: Comparison of Cross section C
surveys of October 2011 and March 2012

March 2012 2.7 0.2 29 8.8 I 0.6

Figure 24. March 2012 survey shows degradation on the left bank and aggradation on the right bank. The
right bench-marks of these surveys do not line up signifying horizontal error between surveys.
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Bird Cross Section D

Cross Section D Comparison -B-January 2012

—+—0October 2011
= 10
£ Bankfull -
s
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>
-
0 1 2 3 4 L3 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Distance (m)

Bankfull Geometry

Survey Width Dbkf WP Wip E.R. Area

(m) (m) (m) (m) (m?)

October2011 0.3 21 | 59 | 29 | 03
lanuary 2012

22 0.3 23 5.4 2.5 0.3

Figure Above: Comparison of Cross section C surveys of
January 2012 and October 2011.

Table: Bankfull Geometry calculated using bankfull points
estimated post survey.

Figure Right: Looking downstream at cross section D in
March 2012.

Figure 25. The bench marks in these cross sections line up, suggesting low survey erro5. There was no
significant change in cross section D between January and October 2011.
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Bird Creek Cross Section E

Cross Section E Comparison -=-January 2012  —+=October 2011
10
-g' 9.5 \ Bankfull
=
S 9
®
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w
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
Distance (m)
Bankfull Geometry
i Width Dbkf WP Wip w5 Area
b/ (m) (m) (m) (m) R (m?)
October2011 | 2.8 0.3 3.1 12.3 5 0.9
January2012 | 2.8 0.4 2.5 14 5.6 0.9

Figure Above: Comparison of January 2012 and October 2011 surveys of
Bird Creek cross section E.

Table: Bankfull geometry calculated from post survey estimated bankfull
points.

Figure Right: Bird Creek cross section E during March 2012 Survey. Note
access to floodplain.

Figure 26. The right benchmarks of both surveys line up precisely suggesting that between survey error is
minimal. Aggradation of the left bank and an eroded and shifted right bank can be seen. The

entrenchment ratios are high above 2.2. As the graph and photo above show, this section of Bird Creek
has an accessible floodplain.
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Bird Creek X-Section F -=-Mar-12  —+Feb-12
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Figure a: Comparison of cross Section F

o 2 4 [ 8 10 surveys from March 2012 and February 2012.
Distance {m)
Bird Creek X-Section H -8-March 2012 —-October 2011 Figure b : Comparison of February 2012 and

October 2011 surveys of Cross Section G.

RBM

Figure c: : Comparison of March 2012 and

Bankfull October 2011 surveys of cross section H.

Elevation (m)
w E
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Distance (m)

Figure 27. Lower Bird Creek Cross sections that had minimal change or survey error. The degradation seen
in cross section F is possible error because the compared time periods are February and March of the
same year (2012). Cross sections H and G had well aligned right benchmarks and do not show large
changes between surveys.
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Bird Creek Cross Section |

Cross Section | Comparison -s-February 2012 —e=October 2011
11
105
T 10 Bankfull RBM
=
2 g5
®
3 .
w 9 |
85
g 1
(8] 1. 2 4 (5] 7 8
Distance (m)
Bankfull Geometry
Width Dbkf WP Wtp Area
IS E.R.
g (m) (m) (m) (m) (m?)
October2011 | 3.1 0.5 4 5.8 1.9 1.6
February2012 | 2.9 0.4 3.4 5.8 2 11

Figure Above: Comparison of February 2012 and October
2011 surveys of Bird Cross section I.

Table: Bankfull geometry calculated from estimated bankfull
as seen in figure _ above.

Figure Right: Looking downstream at Bird Creek Cross Section
| during the March 2012 survey.

Figure 28. Cross section I. The right bench marks are well aligned allowing for between survey
comparison. The right bank and the thalweg show aggradation. Both of the entrenchment ratios are below
2.2. As seen in the above photo the banks are nearly bare of vegetation in March of 2012.
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Walnut Cross Section 1

Walnut Cross Section 1 Comparison -&March 2012 —+=November 2011
105
10
" 95
E 9 ‘iam
5 8BS
g ?&: Bankfult e
s —
65
[
] 1 2 3 4 5 B 3 8 g 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Distance (m)
Bankfull Geometry
Width Dbkt WP Wip E.R. Area
purvey (m) (m) (m) (m) (m?)

November 2011 1.95 0.06 1.96 3.08 1.58 0.12

March 2012 2.50 0.07 2,51 410 | 1.64 0.18

Figure Above: Comparison of survey data from March 2012 and
November 2011.

Table: Bankfull geometry calculated from bankfull points that were
chosen post survey for use as a comparison tool.

Figure Right: Yellow dotted line shows location of Walnut Cross
section 1. Photo taken in March 2012.

Figure 29: Although the right bench marks are not alligned these surveys are still comparable. The
allignment of many of the other survey points allows for this exception. There is minimal change between
the November 2011 and March 2012 surveys.
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Walnut Cross Section 2

Walnut Cross Section 2 Comparison -®-March 2012 —#August 2011
— 10
.§, 9
§ o1 o Bankfull
- \
2 7
w |
2 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26
Distance (m)
Bankfull Geometry
Width Dbkf WP Wip Area
Su E.R.
S m | (m) | (m) | (m) (m?)
August2011| 560 | 0.32 | 572 | 7.46 | 1.33 | 1.78
March2012 | 5.60 | 0.38 | 6.15 | 7.50 | 1.34 | 2.10

Figure Above: Comparison of survey data from March
2012 and August 2011.

Table: Bankfull geometry calculated from bankfull
points chosen post survey.

Figure Right: Yellow dotted line shows location of
Walnut Cross section 2. Photo taken in March 2012.

Figure 30. The right benchmarks are aligned in both surveys of Walnut cross-section 2. The entrenchment
ratios are above 2.2. The August 2011 photo (above on right) shows vegetation growing within the
channel the March 2012 photo (above on left) show witing channel leaf litter and well vegetated banks.
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Walnut Cross Section 3

Walnut Cross Section 3 Comparison -m-February 2012
10
=+=August 2011
95
k]
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Distance (m)
Bankfull Geometry
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i/ (m) | (m) (m) (m) (m?)
February 2012 |3.20| 0.22 3.05 4.90 1.53 0.71
August2011 |1.30| 0.20 1.51 3.43 2.64 0.26

Figure Above: Cross section comparison between the February
2012 and August 2011 surveys.

Table: Post survey calculated bankfull geometry.

Figure Right: March 2012 view looking upstream at cross
sections 3, and Knick Point.

Figure 31. In Walnut creek cross section 3 there was some vertical error. Overall there was no significant
change from August 2011 to February 2012.
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Walnut Knick Point

Walnut Knick Point Cross Section Comparison

——August 2012 —=—March 2012

RBM

/

Elevation (m)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Distance (m)

Bankfull Geometry

¥ Width| Dblkf WP Wip E.R. Area
j ey (m) | (m) (m) (m) (m?)

August2011 |2.08| 0.06 2.10 7.46 3.59 0.12

4 March2012 1.98| 0.09 2.05 7.63 3.85 0.18

Figure Above: Comparison of Walnut Knick point cross section
surveys from August 2011 and March 2012

Table: Bankfull geometry calculated from bankfull points chosen
post survey.

Figure Left: March 2012 looking across the channel.

Figure 32. Although the right benchmarks are not aligned the remaining points do match up, allowing for
comparison. The March 2012 survey shows slight aggradation on the left bank.

Bulk Density Analysis Results

In 2012, 20 soil cores were taken with means to calculate average bulk density for streambanks
at Walnut Camp and Lower Bird Creek. The bulk density for Lower Bird Creek was calculated to
be 0.93 g/cm3 while the bulk density for Walnut Camp came out a little higher at 0.98 g/cms3
(Appendix C). The analysis for bulk densities obtained in Walnut Camp suggests that the true
mean lies within 0.93 (+ 0.06). The analysis for bulk densities taken in Lower Bird Creek
suggests that the true mean lies within 0.98 (+ 0.05).

50



Bank Pin Analysis Results

Bank pin exposure measurements were used to calculate the mass of sediment eroded from the
banks of Bird Creek between Hudner and the San Andreas Fault in water years 2011 and 2012.
The volume of banks eroded is the product of average bank pin exposure, average erodible
bank height, and the length of erodible bank measured from Hudner to the SAF. The mass was
calculated as the product of eroded bank volume and bank material density. The bank density
was estimated as the average of 20 bank samples (Appendix C). The density for each sample
was determined by finding the dry sample mass and dividing by the sample volume. The
samples were cylinders of various length and a 14 mm radius. The resulting mass for 2011 is

93,662kg (Table 5) and 24,461kg for 2012 (as of April 25th) (Table 5).

Table 5. Total Mass of stream bank erosion calculated from 2011 water year bank pin exposure.

Water Year 2011 Bank Pin Exposure

2800 m Stream Length from San Andreas Fault (SAF) to below pin 8
1.2 m Average bank height

0.028 m Average pin exposure

95.57 m? Calculated bank erosion

0.98 g*cm® | Average soil density

980 kg*m3 Average soil density--unit conversion

93662 kg Total MASS of stream bank erosion

Table 5. Mass of stream bank erosion calculated from 2012 water year as of 2012 bank pin erosion.

Water Year 2012 Bank Pin Exposure as of April 2012

2800 m Stream Length from San Andreas Fault (SAF) to below pin 8
1.2 m Average bank height

0.007 m Average pin exposure

24.96 m? Calculated bank erosion

0.98 g*cm® | Average soil density

980 kg*m? Average soil density--unit conversion

24461 kg Total MASS of stream bank erosion
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3.5 Landslides

Landslide causes and triggers

In the past 20 years there were 15 earthquakes with a magnitude of >4.0 within 20km of the
Colluvial Creek landslide system (Figure 33), and there were five 10-year 24-hour rainfall
events. Major earthquake(s) and storm(s) co-occurred in 1995, 1998, and 2001 (Table 6). The
magnitude 5.0 earthquake located closest to the park (~3km away) occurred in the same year
as the 1998 El Nifio event. Other years that contained potential landslide triggering conditions
were 1995, when there was one ten-year rain event and three earthquakes, and 2001 when
there were three ten-year rain events and six earthquakes.

Figure 33. Earthquakes within 20 km of Hollister Hills SVRA between 1992 and 2012 with a magnitude of
4.0 or greater.
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Table 6. Rainfall events that met the criteria for a 10-year 24-hour rain event (from 1994-2011)
compared with earthquakes of magnitude >4.0 within a 20km radius of Hollister Hills SVRA.

Number of Extreme

Year Rainfall Events Magnitude of Earthquake Events
1994 1 -

1995 1 4.2,4.0,4.2

1996 0 -

1997 0 =

1998 0 4.3,5.1

1999 0 4.2,4.0

2000 0 -

2001 3 4.01,4.1,4.1, 4.0, 4.0, 4.6
2002 0 -

2003 0 4.3

2004 0 4.25

2005 0 =

2006 0 4.34

2007 0 =

2008 0 4.0

2009 0 4.34

2010 0 4.0

2011 0 -

Major differences in geology on either side of the San Andreas Fault were identified using the
geologic units map displayed in Google Earth (Figure 34). The east side of the SAF is
predominantly weak sedimentary rock, and the west side of the SAF is predominantly
metamorphic and plutonic rock.
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Figure 34. Differences in geologic formations of both sides of the San Andreas Fault.

Rate of landslide movement

Historic Google Earth imagery of a landslide located about 40 meters to the southeast of the
Colluvial Creek watershed divide were analyzed to determine the relative age of the Colluvial
Creek landslides. The headwall scarp length of this landslide increased between 2007 and 2009
(Figure 36).

Landslide movement was monitored by using RTK GPS to measure the change in elevation of
the wooden pegs in the landslide bodies (Table 7). Three of the five landslide peg groups were
excluded from our analysis because the pegs were displaced by cattle. The remaining two peg
groups (one and two) moved downhill slightly (Table 7).
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Figure 35. Photo of the landslide located near the Colluvial Creek watershed divide, but outside the
Colluvial Creek watershed. Photo date March 12, 2012.
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Figure 36. Historical Google Earth imagery of the landslide seen in Figure 35.

The morphology of Colluvial Creek changed very little between October 2011 and March 2012
(Appendix A).

Hydrologic connection from landslides to Bird Creek

GIS software was used to create a map of the landslide system in conjunction with topographic
lines to determine if the landslide body has the potential to meet Bird Creek (Figure 37). The
slope of 0.228 can be derived from Figure 37, which shows contours lines angling down
towards Bird Creek from Colluvial Creek.

Figure 37. Digital terrain of landslides above Colluvial Creek cross-sections, leading to Bird Creek.
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Table 7. RTK GPS data displaying movement in the landslide pegs.

Landslide 1 z Notes Landslide 4 z Notes
pegla 0.005 LSTA peg4a* 0.167 LS4A - loose
peglb 0.011 LS1B peg4a.l -0.002 New LS4A
peglc -0.009 LS1C peg4b* -0.016 LS4B - reset
pegld 0.009 LS1D peg4c -0.007 LS4C

0.004 average change peg4d 0.001 LS4D

-0.001 average change

Landslide 2 z Notes
peg2a 0.039 LS2A Landslide 5 z Notes
peg2b 0.003 LS2B peg5a -0.010 LS5A
peg2c 0.009 LS2C peg5b* 0.024 LS5B - tilted 45°
peg2d 0.020 LS2D peg5c -0.007 LS5C

0.018 average change peg5d -0.006 LS5D

-0.003 average change

Landslide 3 z Notes
peg3a* 0.302 LS3A - reset *Excluded from average change calculation.
peg3b -0.008 LS3B
peg3c -0.010 LS3C NOTE: Positive z implies a decrease in elevation.
peg3d -0.013 LS3D

-0.010 average change

4 Discussion

4.1 Erosion from OHV use

There are several management solutions that can be implemented to reduce the amount of
excess sediment that enters stream systems. Each road site is different and can require a
variety of mitigating treatments based on its proximity to a stream or river system, the amount
of sediment it contributes in runoff, how easily treatments can be applied to the road, and how
much money can be allocated toward managing the roadway (Amador et al. 2012).
Management options can vary in cost and complexity, and can include digging inside ditches to
provide a specific path for sediment to travel, installing check damns to catch sediment along
ditch paths, and digging out energy dissipaters like catchment basins to let sediment settle to
pouring paved gutters and laying down wire mesh pavement (Amador et al. 2012).

Hollister Hills SVRA is already using sediment basins to catch as much of the sediment coming
downhill from the trails as possible to keep it from getting into Bird Creek and its tributaries. In
addition to the sediment basins, HH SVRA also uses techniques like sediment nets, hydro
seeding, and re-vegetation as ways to reduce the erosion on the trails (California State Parks,
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2012). Using data that was provided to us by the park, we determined that the sediment basins
caught over twenty thousand m3/yr of sediment coming down from the trails, using or
exponential graph with the sediment basin and trail length data, we determined that there
would be about 160 m3/yr sediment per square kilometer of park coming off of the hillsides if
there were no trials. It also means that with one hundred and twelve kilometers of trails there
is almost 26,000 m3/yr of sediment coming off of the trails. Since we do not yet know the total
amount of sediment reaching Bird Creek, we cannot determine if the sediment basins and other
management practices are successful at stopping sediment from the trails.

We recommend that since we have not determined the total amount of sediment reaching Bird
Creek, or even the amount of sediment coming off of the trails, that Hollister Hills SVRA
continue to use the management practices currently in place. We also recommend that HH SVRA
update their Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data, because, while in theory the
techniques we used to create our exponential graph with the sediment basin data, are good,
without up to date, relevant data, we were only able to make of chart with fifty six percent of
the sediment yield data. Because of our inability to answer our questions about the amount of
sediment reaching Bird Creek from the trails, we also recommend that further study needs to be
done on the trails and hillsides in the park to determine the amount of sediment that is eroding
off of the trails.

4.2 Runoff from unpaved campgrounds and parking lots

We suggest that erosion control measures be implemented to mitigate each sites sediment
contribution to Bird creek. Erosion control measures slow overland flow and trap small amounts
of sediment from disturbed areas (USDA-NRCS [updated 2009]). Some erosion control
treatments include hill slope management techniques designed to stabilize soils, such as
vegetation manipulation, water spreading, pitting, and terracing, as well as structures such as
detention dams designed to reduce sediment loads (Wohl 2003). One other option includes
using permeable mulches such as straw and wood chips with gravel to protect bare soil (USDA-
NRCS [updated 2009]). Low impact development (LID) practices involving pervious pavement
and pervious asphalt have also shown to be effective in reducing the cumulative impact of
runoff on down-stream water bodies (Dietz 2007). Since campsites and parking lots feature
substantial vehicular traffic, water quality inlets and catch basins may be an effective Best
Management Practice solution (Kent 2001). Directing remedial measures to these specific areas,
as opposed to a more general aerial application of erosion control has been found to be
effective and efficient in the past for both soil erosion, and nonpoint source pollution problems
in watersheds with more rolling terrain (Wall et al. 1990).

Due to the variable topography at each of the recreational sites in the Hollister Hills SVRA, the
following recommendations for Madrone, Lodge, Bee, and Walnut camps are suggested. Due to
Madrone and Walnut being moderately sloped relative to the other sites, applying pervious
pavement to the areas most incised is proposed. Alternatively, Lodge and Bee camps feature
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less inclined landscapes and will benefit more from sediment basins and re-vegetation of their
outer perimeters. More research will be needed to properly assess whether or not LID use is
appropriate for these sites, as conditions such as steep slopes, shallow depth to bedrock, and
seasonal high water tables are unfavorable for LID use (Dietz 2007).

Currently there are no previous studies that have quantified the amount of sediment from these
areas within the Hollister Hills SVRA. Some research could include conducting a soil analysis on
the campgrounds and parking lots, measuring the total volume of suspended sediment
concentrations downstream from the sites and comparing them to locations upstream without
OHV recreation, examining bulk density and porosity at each parking lot and campsite,
estimating the slopes of each site as well as their distance from Bird Creek, measuring the area
of the campsites and parking lots in comparison to the rest of the park, and taking cross
sections of the areas to monitor their change through time.

4.3 Riparian cattle grazing

We found that 1) cattle at Hudner are not currently causing stream channel widening but 2) the
sediment at Hudner consists of a greater proportion of fine-grained, suspended sediment.
Although this is a preliminary study, we believe that cattle grazing along lower Bird Creek at
Hudner Ranch is a significant sediment source for Bird Creek. Primary evidence for this
conclusion stems from sources such as photo documentation of cattle impacts at Hudner Ranch
and results from other studies reported in research journals.

Although stream widening from riparian cattle grazing has been well documented (Herbst et al.
2012; Trimble and Mendel, 1995) apparently the grazing at Hudner has not reached a
magnitude of impact detectable by repeated stream cross section surveys. Based on photos of
local stream bank retreat at Hudner (Photo 1, Figure 20), more general widening will clearly
result from more continuous grazing. Widening is commonly associated with reduced sediment
transport, loss of riparian vegetation, and increased siltation (Trimble and Mendel, 1995).

This study revealed a trend of fine-grained sediment at Bird Creek at Hudner and Hudner
Culvert. The presence of the sediment finer than 2mm at Hudner Culvert could be a natural
geologic manifestation, or a buildup of silt could have resulted from a drier than normal year
and therefore the inability to transport much sediment downstream. There was more mud-size
sediment at Hudner, likely because of the local cattle impact. The observation of fine-grained
sediment at Hudner is consistent with literature that states “grazed sites tend to be significantly
dominated by fine-grained sediment less than 2mm in diameter (Herbst et al. 2012). Future
studies in this area should include Wolman Pebble Counts at all sites, even when the substrate
is all mud. These counts will increase the statistical sample size, thereby allowing for more in
depth substrate analysis.

Shear strength at Hudner varied between geomorphic features along the reference reach at
Hudner. Several highly compacted areas such as floodplains and point bars had readings of
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3.5kg*cm? and higher, but other areas such as shorelines and bank walls returned readings as
low as 0.5kg*cm2. On average, the shear strength along the Bird Creek reach at Hudner was
determined to be 1.39kg*cmz2. Background research indicated that a 530kg cow (average size)
exerts 2.55kg*cm?2 of pressure (Trimble and Mendel, 1995). Since average cows can create
pressure far exceeding the average shear strength of stream bank substrate at Hudner, cattle
have the potential to displace sediment. Perhaps cattle can diminish shear strength over time,
and therefore it would be beneficial to reproduce this experiment in future studies to detect
changes to shear strength and/or compare shear strength results at Hudner to ungrazed study
areas such as Hudner Culvert.

Additional studies are needed to determine the significance of cattle induced erosion and
sediment deposition. This study did not examine impacts due to privately-grazed cattle, but
that may be another significant sediment source in the Bird Creek watershed. Future studies
should include a time log or record of cattle activity on a daily basis that would include
information such as when the cattle grazing (date, time), how many, where, etc. A general map
of where the cattle are taken during the grazing period would also be beneficial in order to
gage at the spatial extent of cattle grazing and where it is most concentrated.

Disturbed stream channels have demonstrated the ability to regrow riparian vegetation and
regain bank stability once cattle are excluded from riparian areas (Herbst et al. 2012). Complete
removal of cattle at the HH SVRA might not be favored because of the land management
services they provide. Here are options to reduce and mitigate cattle impacts along Bird Creek
that are being used in cattle impacted watersheds throughout California:

e Relocate the cattle further upland.

e Reduce or exclude grazing near streams during heavy precipitation (bankfull conditions)
when stream banks are most susceptible to erosion.

¢ Install permanent fencing or reinforce temporary fencing to prevent cattle from entering
Bird Creek.

e Provide water troughs to discourage cattle from drinking out of Bird Creek.

e Rotational grazing: reduce the concentration and impacts of cattle grazing at one
location such as Bird Creek at Hudner.

4.4 Streambank Erosion

If a stream is out of equilibrium is has the potential to be a significant sediment contributor.
This preliminary study conducted in the Lower and Upper reaches of Bird Creek has found that
1) the channel is not eroding but 2) the channel has aggraded. In general, the cross sectional
surveys in the Lower reaches of Bird Creek have shown aggradation. The Upper Bird Creek cross
sections near Walnut camp have shown no significant change between surveys. The aggradation
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could be caused by the abnormally dry winter. Low winter flows would have failed to wash out
the fine sediment deposited over the summer and fall. Since there are not enough time serial
surveys it is hard to determine what constitutes as “normal” net aggradation or degradation. To
further analyze stream bank erosion in the HHSVA, more time serial surveys are required.

Based on the bulk density analysis conducted along the stream channels at both sites, the
aggradation seen in Lower Bird creek is not surprising. Lower Bird creek and Walnut Camp
yielded relatively low average bulk densities (0.98 and 0.93 g/cm3). These results indicate high
porosity and low shear strength on the banks. Both cross section sites had average bulk
densities below the representative densities proposed by Keller et al. (1.0- 2.0 g/cm3). The low
bulk density at Walnut Camp and Lower Bird could be attributed to indirect tillage from cattle
disturbing compacted soil layers along the streambanks (USDA-NRCS, 2011).

This survey also measured bank pin exposure to determine how much sediment leaving Bird
Creek is a direct effect of stream bank erosion. In the 2011 water year a total of 1,000,000 kg
of sediment came out of the Bird Creek watershed (Nicol et al., 2011). The bank pin exposure
measure in this survey accounts for 93,662 kg, a 9% contribution of the total Bird Creek
sediment load for 2011. This small sediment contribution must be considered in the context of
a low precipitation year because bank erosion rates are largely dependent on frequency and
magnitude of storm events. This calculated contribution is representative of only the reach
between the Lower Bird creek study site and the San Andreas Fault. It is recommended that
more bank pins be set along Bird Creek to further refine the sediment load attributed to bank
erosion.

In some areas of Lower Bird there is little to no vegetation on the stream banks. A passive
restoration method is suggested to protect stream banks from future erosion. Passive
restoration uses the principle that over time the river will heal itself and stream banks will
stabilize (Wissmar and Bisson 2003). Limited stream access and the facilitation of a riparian
buffer zone are also recommended.

4.5 Landslides

It is clear that the region near Colluvial Creek is seismically active. Some of these seismic events
stand out because they correlate with major rain events. Together, the close proximity (in time)
of the earthquakes and the heavy precipitation could have caused landslides or created minor
scarps within larger, historical landslides. Along with heavy precipitation and earthquake
magnitude, soil composition plays a role in landslides by providing a medium for earthquake
energy to travel. The difference in geologic formations on the east and west side of the fault
(sedimentary and metamorphic/plutonic respectively) is clearly a first-order control on
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landslide location, given the great number of landslides on the east side of the fault and the
absence of detectable landslides on the west side.

Based on the historical images we can date one of the landslides in the area adjacent to the
Colluvial Creek landslides. From the slight increase in headwall scarp length from 2007 to
2009, we can conclude that the landslides are somewhat active on a decadal timescale and can
be a possible source of sediment. However, a more precise analysis of the landslides present
on the east side of the San Andreas fault (which would require better quality imagery) would
benefit future research.

The Colluvial Creek cross sections revealed that there is little geomorphic change in the channel
from October 2011 to March 2012, possibly due to the lack of rain during those winter months.
However, the channel geometry downstream indicates local incision by an active gully system,
followed by net aggradation down valley where the slope is less severe. Therefore, the bottom
of Colluvial Creek has the potential to transport the large amount of sediment stored via an
extreme rainfall event. This hypothesis is supported by the topographic map that clearly
displays a hydrologic connection from Colluvial Creek to Bird Creek (Figure 37). Therefore, it
can be inferred that the landslide bodies are a possible source of sediment to Bird Creek in the
event of major rainfall. However, continuing the monitoring of Colluvial Creek is recommended
to provide additional data that could support this inference. Also, establishing cross sections
downstream of where Colluvial Creek meets Bird Creek could provide more evidence for the
hypothesis that Colluvial Creek (and therefore the landslide bodies) are contributing sediment
to Bird Creek.

Only two of the average change in elevation (z) values were used for the analysis. However,
given the very small scale of change, we can assume that no significant movement occurred in
the landslide bodies. Recommendations for future research include a more sophisticated
monitoring method including rebar instead of wooden pegs (so that they stay in place) and of
course more years of data are needed to make decadal scale comparisons.

62



5 References

[CDPR] State of California Department of Parks and Recreation (United States) Hollister Hills
State Vehicular Recreation Area. Non-Motorized Buffer Trails Project. Sacramento (CA):
State of California- Department of Parks and Recreation Off-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation Divison; 2012 Jan. 127 p. Available from: Department of Parks and
Recreation Sacramento, CA. [Internet]. [cited 2012 Jan 25]; 56(4): 356-374. Available
from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/27828327

[USDA-NRCS] United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service.
2009 June 14. Web Soils Survey. [Cited 2012 Apr 15]; Available from:
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/HomePage.htm.

[USDA-NRCS] [Internet]. Greensboro (NC): United States Department of Agriculture; [updated
2011 Sep 19; cited 2012 May 7]. Available
from:http://soilquality.org/partners/contact.html

[USEPA] United States Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Channel Processes: Streambank

Amador JM, Hernandez-Delgado E, Ramos-Scharron CE. 2012. An Interdisciplinary Erosion
Mitigation Approach for Coral Reef Protection- A Case Study form the Eastern
Carribbean. PDF

Bedrossian T, Reynolds S. 2007. Development of a Soil Conservation Standard and Guidelines
for OHV Recreation Management in California. Environmental & Engineering
Geoscience [Internet]. [2007 August; cited 2012 March 12]; 13 (3). Available
from: http://eeg.geoscienceworld.org/content/13/3/241.abstract

Bengeyfield P. [date unknown]. Using stream channel reference data to guide land management
decisions. [Internet]. [cited 2012 April 25]. Available from:
http://stream.fs.fed.us/afsc/pdfs/Bengeyfield.pdf

Brattebo BO, Booth DB. 2003. Long-term stormwater quantity and quality performance of
permeable pavement systems. 37(18): 4369-4376.

Bullard WE. 1966. Effects of Land Use on Water Resources. Water Pollution Control Federation.
38: 645-659.

California State Parks. 2009. California State Parks Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation

Division Strategic Plan. Available from:
http://ohv.parks.ca.gov/pages/25010/files/ohmvr%20strategic%20plan.pdf

63


http://www.jstor.org/stable/27828327�
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/HomePage.htm�
http://soilquality.org/partners/contact.html�
http://eeg.geoscienceworld.org/content/13/3/241.abstract�
http://stream.fs.fed.us/afsc/pdfs/Bengeyfield.pdf�

California State Parks Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation (CSP OHMVR). State of California.
2012. Accessed 23 April 2012. Available from: http://ohv.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1179

Carter MR, Gregorich EG. 2008. Soil Sampling and Methods of Analysis. 2nd Edition. Florida:

Couper P, Maddock I. 2001. Subaerial river bank erosion processes and their interaction with
other bank erosion mechanisms on the River Arrow Warwickshire, U.K. Surface Processes
and Landforms 26: 631-646.

Darby S, Sear D, editors. 2008. River Restoration: Managing the uncertainty in restoring physical
habitat. England: John Wiley & Son Ltd

Dietz ME. 2007. Low impact development practices: a review of current research and
recommendations for future directions. Water Air Soil Pollut. 186: 351-363.

Erosion [Internet]. [Cited 2012 April 29]. Available from:
http://water.epa.gov/scitech/datait/tools/warsss/streamero.cfm.

[ESRI] Environmental Systems Research Institute. 2012. ArcGIS Desktop: Release 10.1.
Redlands, CA.

[EPA 2009] United States Environmental Protection Agency. 2009. Polluted Runoff: Nonpoint
Source Pollution. Accessed 2012 April. http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/

[EPA 2011] Environmental Protection Agency. 2011. Summary of the Clean Water Act
[Internet]. [Cited 2012 April 21] Available from
http://www.epa.gov/lawsregs/laws/cwa.html

Fischenich, J.C., and Morrow, J.V., 2000. Reconnection of floodplains with incised channels.
EMRRP Technical Notes Collection (ERDC TN-EMRRP-SR-09), U.S. Army Engineer
Research and Development Center, Vicksburg, MS. www.wes.army.mil/el/emrrp

Frissel C, Liss W, Warren C, Hurley M. 1986. A hierarchical framework for stream habitat
classification: viewing streams in a watershed context. Environmental Management
10(2):199-214.

Hanson, G.J. and K.M. Robinson, 1993. The Influence of Soil Moisture and Compaction on

Harrelson C, Potyonty J, Rawlins C. Apr 1994. Stream Channel Reference Guides: An lllustrated

Guide to Field Techique. General Technical Report RM-245. Fort Collins, CO: United
States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 61 p.

64


http://water.epa.gov/scitech/datait/tools/warsss/streamero.cfm�
http://www.epa.gov/lawsregs/laws/cwa.html�
http://www.wes.army.mil/el/emrrp�

Hayakawa YS and Oguchi T. 2006. DEM-based identification of fluvial knickzones and its
application to Japanese mountain rivers. Geomorphology: (78)90-106, doi:
10.1016/j.geomorph.2006.01.018.

Herbst DB, Bogan MT, Roll SK, Saffor HG. 2012. Effects of livestock exclusion on in-stream
habitat and benthic invertebrate assemblages in montane streams. Freshwater Biology.
57:204-217.

Hollister Hills SVRA. [date unknown]. [Internet] [cited 2012 April 1]. Available from:
http://ohv.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1179

Judson S. 1968. Erosion of the land, or what's happening to our continents? American Scientist
Keller, Thomas, Inge, Hakansson. 2010. Estimation of reference bulk density from soil particle
Kent D. 2001. Applied wetlands science and technology. 2nd Edition. Boca Raton: CRC Press.

MacDonald LH, Ramos-Scharron CE. 2006. Development and application of a GIS based
sediment budget model. Journal of Environmental Management. 84: 157-172.

McDowell PF, Magilligan FJ. 1997. Response of Stream Channels to removal of cattle grazing
disturbance: overview of western U.S enclosure studies. Management of Landscapes
Disturbed by Channel Incision, University of Mississippi, Oxford, Miss. P. 469-475.

Meehan WR. Platts WS. 1978. Livestock grazing and the aquatic environment. Journal of Soil and
Water Conservation. 33(6): 274-278.

Monz CA, Cole DN. 2004. Spatial patterns of recreation impact on experimental campsites.
Journal of Environmental Management. 70(1): 73-84.

[NCEDC] Northern California Earthquake Data Center. [date unknown]. Earthquake Catalog
Search and Map. [cited 2012 April 19] Available from: http://www.ncedc.org/maps/.

Nicol C, Smith D, Nitayangkul K, Williams C, Moreland S. 2011. Hollister Hills SVRA Sediment
Budget: Water year 2010-2011. The Watershed Institute, California State Monterey Bay,
Publication No. WI-2011-04b, 25 pp.

[NOAA] National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. [date unknown]. Atlas 2; Volume
11C

Prosser I.P., Hughes A.O., Rutherfurd I.D. 2000. Bank erosion of an incised upland channel by
sub aerial processes: Tasmania, Australia. Earth Surface Processes and Landforms; 25:
1085-1101.

65


http://ohv.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1179�

Ramos-Scharron CE. 2010. Sediment production from unpaved roads in a sub-tropical dry
setting- Southwestern Puerto Rico. [Internet]. (cited on 4/4/12). Available from:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0341816210000858

Ritter L, Solomon K, Sibley P, Hall K, Keen P, Mattu G, Linton B. (2002). Sources, Pathways, and
Relative Risks of Contaminants in Surface Water and Groundwater: A Perspective
Prepared for the Walkerton Inquiry. Journal of Toxicology and Environmental Health, Part
A, 65: 1-142

Rosgen DL 2001. A Practical Method of computing streambank erosion rate. In: Proceedings of
the Seventh Federal Interagency Sedimentation Conference; 2001 March 25-29; Reno,
NV. Vol. 2, pp. Il - 9-15.

Size distribution and soil organic matter content. Geoderma 154, no. 3-4 (January 15, 2010):
398-406.GeoRef, EBSCOhost (accessed Apr 26, 2012).

Stade K. 2009 September 23. State ORV Park Violating California Water Quality Law. Public
Employees for Environmental Responsibility. Available from:
http://www.peer.org/news/news_id.php?row_id=1251

Trimble SW, Mendel AC. 1995. The cow as a geomorphic agent - A critical review.
Geomorphology. 13: 233-253.

Tuttle M, Griggs G. 1987. Soil erosion and management recommendations at three State
Vehicular Recreation Areas, California. Environmental Geology and Water Sciences
[Internet]. [cited 2012 Feb 22]; 10(2): 111-123. Available from:
http://nohvcclibrary.forestry.uga.edu/SCANNED%20FILES/S-0010-5s0il%20erosion.pdf

[USGS] Jennings, C.W., Strand, R.G., and Rogers, T.H., 1977, Geologic map of California:
California Division of Mines and Geology, scale 1:750,000.

Wall GJ, Rudra RP, Dickinson WT. 1990. Targeting remdial measures to control nonpoint source
pollution. Water Resources Bulletin. 26(3): 499-507.

Wissmar RC, Bisson PA, editors. 2003. Strategies for Restoring River Ecosystems: Sources of
Variability and Uncertainty in Natural and Managed Systems. Maryland, Bethseda.
American Fisheries Society

Wohl E, Phippen SJ. 2003. An assessment of land use and other factors affecting sediment loads
in the Rio Puerco watershed, New Mexico. Geomorphology. 52: 269-287.

66


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0341816210000858�
http://nohvcclibrary.forestry.uga.edu/SCANNED%20FILES/S-0010-soil%20erosion.pdf�

Writ of Mandate for Carnegie SVRA. 2009. Available from:
http://www.peer.org/docs/ca/09_17_9_California_Carnegie_SVRA.pdf

Wynn, T. and Mostaghimi, S. (2006), The Effects of Vegetation and Soil Type on Streambank
Subaerial Processes in Southwestern Virginia, USA. Earth Surface Processes and
Landforms. 31: 399-413.

67


http://www.peer.org/docs/ca/09_17_9_California_Carnegie_SVRA.pdf�

Appendix A - Colluvial Creek Cross Sections
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Colluvial Creek Cross Section 7
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7 Appendix B- Bulk Density

Bank Material Density
Lower Bird Creek

Tin Mass (g)
A B C D=C-A E F=E*m*(14mm)2 | G=F/1000 H=D/G
Core
Soil  Mass | Length Density
Empty | Full (wet) | Full (dry) | (9) (mm) Volume (mm3) Volume (cm3) (g/cm3)
16.0 50.0 34.0 79.0 48644.4 48.6 0.70
15.6 50.9 35.3 57.0 35097.9 35.1 1.01
15.4 94.1 78.7 120.0 73890.3 73.9 1.07
13.5 69.5 56.0 80.0 49260.2 49.3 1.14
13.6 78.1 64.5 90.0 55417.7 55.4 1.16
13.6 73.5 59.9 116.0 71427.3 71.4 0.84
13.6 85.5 71.9 119.0 73274.5 73.3 0.98
15.6 73.9 58.3 100.0 61575.2 61.6 0.95
15.6 93.0 77.4 118.0 72658.8 72.7 1.07
16.1 111.6 95.5 138.0 84973.8 85.0 1.12
16.0 99.3 83.3 140.0 86205.3 86.2 0.97
16.0 83.7 67.7 114.0 70195.7 70.2 0.96
16.1 73.2 57.1 108.0 66501.2 66.5 0.86
16.1 98.3 82.2 130.0 80047.8 80.0 1.03
16.0 83.3 67.3 130.0 80047.8 80.0 0.84
16.0 89.8 73.8 150.0 92362.8 92.4 0.80
15.9 106.2 90.3 146.0 89899.8 89.9 1.00
16.1 66.0 61.5 45.4 75.0 46181.4 46.2 0.98
13.6 107.1 86.7 73.1 130.0 80047.8 80.0 0.91
16.0 157.4 135.2 119.2 170.0 104677.9 104.7 1.14
average: 0.98
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Bank Material Density

Walnut Camp
Tin Mass (g)
A B C D=C-A E F=E*m*(14mm)2 | G=F/1000 H=D/G
Soil  Mass | Length Density
Empty | Full (wet) | Full (dry) | (9) (mm) volume (mm3) volume (cm3) | (g/cm3)
15.9 111.2 91.6 75.7 128 78816.3 78.8 0.96
13.6 120.7 86.0 72.4 141 86821.1 86.8 0.83
13.6 118.7 105.6 92.0 146 89899.8 89.9 1.02
13.6 143.6 110.4 96.8 156 96057.3 96.1 1.01
13.5 79.3 63.7 50.2 106 65269.7 65.3 0.77
15.4 86.5 72.9 57.5 139 85589.6 85.6 0.67
15.6 130.7 101.4 85.8 151 92978.6 93.0 0.92
16.0 154.2 124.0 108.0 162 99751.8 99.8 1.08
16.0 169.5 139.7 123.7 172 105909.4 105.9 1.17
16.1 79.5 69.2 53.1 105 64654.0 64.7 0.82
15.6 106.2 79.6 64.0 116 71427.3 71.4 0.90
15.6 100.7 77.6 62.0 127 78200.5 78.2 0.79
15.9 111.7 98.8 82.9 125 76969.0 77.0 1.08
16.0 102.9 95.7 79.7 140 86205.3 86.2 0.92
16.0 | 68.9 57.3 41.3 105 64654.0 64.7 0.64
16.1 116.9 110.8 94.7 153 94210.1 94.2 1.01
16.1 109.9 89.0 72.9 120 73890.3 73.9 0.99
13.5 127.8 109.3 95.8 163 100367.6 100.4 0.95
13.6 116.9 99.6 86.0 143 88052.6 88.1 0.98
13.6 117.3 96.9 83.3 129 79432.0 79.4 1.05
average: 0.93
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