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STREAM:  Jim George Creek


SUBBASIN:  Upper Nehalem River

DATES:   March 22, 2005

SURVEY CREW:  Todd Boswell, Mark McLaughlin

REPORT PREPARED BY:  Todd Boswell

GENE CONSERVATION GROUP:
1-NC

UTM COORDINATES:
Start – 0491951 E & 5076768 N





End – 04922422 E & 5074048 N

USGS MAPS:  Bacona Quad

GENERAL DESCRIPTION:


The Jim George Creek winter habitat survey begins at its confluence with the East Fork of the Nehalem River and extends 2,853 meters.  Two reaches were designated based on: Valley width and gradient.  In reach 1, dammed/beaver pools (36%) and riffles (27%) were the dominant habitat types, while gravel (29%) and sand (28%) were the dominant substrate types.  In reach 2, rapids (73%) were the dominant habitat types, while gravel (27%), sand (24%), cobble (20%) were the dominant substrate types.

The survey began on private forested land with a wildlife fence across the creek near the start point.  This fence appears to be used to keep elk within the property for possibly private hunting.  The stream meanders along with good spawning gravel throughout.  Reach ends due to land use change from private second growth forest to commercial clearcuts.

Reach 2 with clearcuts on both sides of the creek ranging from < 5yrs to < 20 yrs old.  This reach is dominated by scour to bedrock conditions.  There is a lack of LWD to trap gravel, create complex pools, and off channel habitat.  The best pools are several beaver dam/pool complexes.  The beaver dams are currently blocking fish passage, but since no beavers are active these dams will eventually blow out.  The survey ends due to gradient increase.

REACH DESCRIPTIONS:

REACH 1:


Length – 2,541 meters.  The channel is constrained by terraces in a broad valley.  The average valley width index is 3.3.  Land use for the reach is second growth timber with young trees.  The average unit gradient is 1.5%.  The channel characteristics include: primary 2,541m and secondary 165m.  Five pools were greater than 1 meter deep, which averages to 2.0 deep pools per 1 km.  There was a small amount of LWD with 5 logs greater or equal to 10m x .6m, which averages to 2.0 key pieces per 100m.  The vegetation is based on 4 riparian transects.  The trees found most frequently in the riparian zone were mixed deciduous and conifers 30 – 50cm dbh, with some mixed larger conifers throughout.

Reach 1 is comprised of the best coho habitat in this survey.  There is a good mix of pools and riffles.  The stream substrate is comprised of good spawning gravel throughout.  The private landowner is keeping the property well forested with some large conifers mixed into a mixed 30 cm dbh trees.  There is a lack of LWD and some of the stream banks have moderate erosion.  

This reach has good LWD project potential with good access for industrial equipment.   There is poor riparian enhancement potential with mostly good large wood recruitment throughout.  The best opportunity for a restoration project would be an LWD placement, which could be access with coordinating with the private landowner.  An old spur road travels right down to the creek terrace for easy access.

REACH 2:


Length –1,312 meters.  The channel is constrained by hillslopes in a moderately narrow valley.  The average valley width index is 2.0.  Land use for the reach is industrial forest land, with mixed clearcuts.  The average unit gradient is 3.1%.  The channel characteristics include: primary 1,312m and secondary 110m.  One pool was greater than 1 meter deep, which averages to 0.8 deep pools per 1 km.  There was a poor  amount of LWD with 5 logs greater or equal to 10m x .6m, which averages to 0.4 key pieces per 100m.  The vegetation was based on 2 riparian transects.  The trees found most frequently in the riparian zone were deciduous 30 cm dbh and young conifers.

Reach 2 begins with bedrock scoured pools to beaver dam complexes.  The old beaver ponds are large, but appear to impede fish passage.  Once the beaver ponds diminish the habitat returns to scour to bedrock conditions with a lack of pools and LWD.  The clearcuts are located on both sides of the creeks.  The trees left in the riparian zone after the harvests are most deciduous.  No LWD recruitment within the riparian areas on both sides throughout the entire reach.   

This reach has poor LWD project potential and access for industrial equipment is poor compared to reach 1.  The valley is too narrow for an LWD project. The old beaver dams are blocking fish passage, but no active building was observed.  The lack of beavers may help these dams blow out in future years.  There is good riparian enhancement potential.  The clearcuts have removed all possible LWD recruitment.  The conifer planting conducted on the hillsides of the clearcuts may not be providing adequate LWD recruitment.  So, a planting project may be necessary.

