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Figure 5. The intrinsic potential of coho salmomitet was predicted using the habitat creator tool
following the approach of Burnett et al. (2003, 2P0



Figure 6. The intrinsic potential of coho salmoibitet was classified according to HUE Beld
subbasins using the Sort&Rank tool.



Figure 7. The intrinsic potential of steelhead trisabitat was predicted using the habitat creatolr t
following the approach of Burnett et al. (2003, 20



Figure 8. The intrinsic potential of steelhead trioabitat was classified according to HUEfeld
subbasins using the Sort&Rank tool.



Figure 9. Road drainage density is displayed adtesMattole watershed according to HUCfigld
subbasins.



Figure 10. Road density in NetMap was calculatati@tocal stream reach scale (average 100m, range
20-200m) and the predicted range of variation (0®/knt) is significantly greater than road density
calculated at larger basin scales (e.qg., Figure 9).



Figure 11. Predictions of stream segment scale deadity are evaluated within subbasins that hase t
highest intrinsic habitat quality for coho salmon.



Figure 12. The ‘Overlap’ tool in NetMap was useddentify individual stream segments that have both
the highest road densities (>10 kmAxmand the highest habitat quality (>0.5). The thadd values of 10
km/kn? and 0.5 IP were selected arbitrarily by the anays these can be changed in subsequent
investigations.



Figure 13. To aid in stratifying the road segmeatpiiring detailed field analysis to evaluate fish
migration blockages, NetMap predicts the total taraf habitat (specie specific) above all road snugs.
Average habitat (IP) quality above all road crogsinan also be calculated (but not shown).



Figure 14. Road drainage diversion potential wdsnased across the entire road network of the Matto
watershed. This analysis evaluates hydrologic ooty between stream locations. Other, non stream
drainage structures (cross drains, rolling dipssmtbrth) are not considered. Thus, this predictio
presents a ‘worst case’ scenario that may appiiynes of large storms or following fires when setary
drainage structures may be compromised.



Figure 15. Road surface erosion potential (using?®Eechnology) was estimated across the entire road
network of the Mattole watershed. This analysikzets hydrologic connectivity between stream lomagi
(Figure 14). Thus, this prediction presents a ‘Woase’ scenario that may apply to times of latgenss

or following fires when secondary drainage struetumay be compromised. In NetMap, the contributing
road length and thus road surface erosion carubeated near stream crossings by the analyst.



Figure 16. Predictions of road surface erosionyf&d.5) are delivered to streams in the focal af¢he
northwestern portion of the Mattole watershed. €ha®dictions could be overlaid with predictions of
habitat quality or sensitivity to identify poteritraad erosion hotspots.



Figure 17. In NetMap, road segments (approximéatéin scale, as broken at 10m grid cell boundaries)
were classified by a hillslope erosion index (chi&eneric Erosion Potential, based on a topographic
index that combines slope steepness with slopeatune). Thus road segments are classified by the
predicted stability rating of the underlying hidgle. The actual stability of the road prism area is
unknown. Thus, this prediction provides a coarseestto prioritize field surveys of road erosion or
instability potential. Refer to NetMap’s Techni¢f¢lp manuals for additional information and citago



Figure 18. Headwater stream segments that aretéisby roads were classified according to the
predicted debris flow potential (in channel). Innpareas, the Mattole River watershed has low debri
flow potential due to the widespread occurrencluafe deep seated landslides and earthflows thab ac
reduce hillslope and headwater channel gradiengsli®ions of road instability potential could be
combined with debris flow potential (and its inegon with fish habitat potential) to prioritizeelid
evaluation pertinent to road restoration activitteso inform normal road maintenance practiceseR®
NetMap’s Technical Help manuals for additional imfiation and citations.



