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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose 
This watershed planning tool is intended to help local communities, watershed organizations, and 
agencies operating within the Huntington Creek Watershed to develop and implement plans to meet 
water quality standards and protect water resources. In addition, the Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
(HCWP) will provide a cohesive strategy for implementing needed water quality improvements for the 
watershed such that state water quality standards are restored and maintained in the Huntington Creek 
and tributaries.  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations require that states develop Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDL) for those watersheds that have impaired beneficial uses.  The lower portion of 
Huntington Creek was included on the Utah 2000 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies for exceeding the 
total dissolved solids (TDS-a measure of substances contained in a liquid small enough to pass through a 
2 micrometer filter) water quality standard, impairing its agricultural beneficial use for irrigation and 
stock watering.  As a result of that listing, a TMDL study was completed by DWQ and approved by EPA in 
2004.  TDS concentrations measured in the upper reaches of the watershed meet the standard of 1,200 
mg/L, and therefore are considered to be fully supporting their agricultural beneficial use, while the 
lower reach of the river exceeds the standard.  Point source pollution loads originate from a specific 
point of origin, whereas non-point sources require a broader view at the watershed scale.  The intent in 
producing this plan is to address all of the significant sources of pollution that are causing water quality 
impairment in the watershed and identify sound practices that will restore and maintain water quality in 
the watershed once implemented. 

The TMDL states that most TDS loading is a result of surface and subsurface movement of water over 
the Mancos Shale geologic formation in the watershed.  Mancos Shale, known to be highly saline and 
soluble, dominates the middle portion of the watershed.  Ground water flows through the Mancos Shale 
and surface runoff and stream flow over soils derived from Mancos Shale results in substantial 
dissolution and transport of salts.  As a result of this unalterable and natural cause of impairment, 
Huntington Creek now has a site specific TDS criterion, recognizing that the state TDS standard of 1,200 
mg/L is unattainable.  Huntington Creek and tributaries from the confluence with Cottonwood Creek to 
the Highway 10 crossing now have a TDS standard of 4,800 mg/L. 

EPA requires that each State utilizing CWA section 319 funds develop watershed plans that include nine 
key elements. These elements can be found at:  
http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/nonpoint/9elements-WtrshdPlan-EpaHndbk.pdf. EPA must 
approve watershed plans prior to using 319 funds to address non-point source pollution and plans must 
include stakeholder and public input during their development.   

The HCWP covers the entire Huntington Creek Watershed (14060009) from its confluence with the 
Cottonwood Creek to the headwaters in the Wasatch Plateau. The area covered under the plan is large 
in scale but projects are based on a smaller sub-watershed scale (12 digit Hydrologic Unit code or HUC).  
Developing and implementing the HCWP is an interactive process and is managed as such. In the initial 

http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/nonpoint/9elements-WtrshdPlan-EpaHndbk.pdf
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phase of development, the plan only focuses on a few sub-watersheds; however as other sub-
watersheds become priorities, this plan will be updated to include them. 

1.2 Mission 
 

The mission of the Huntington Creek Watershed Plan is to establish and implement socially, 
environmentally, and economically sustainable watershed management standards and practices that 
will provide good water quality for the Huntington Creek Watershed. The goals of this plan are to 
develop a set of recommendations that will improve stream habitat, improve recreational opportunities, 
and help local stakeholders achieve water quality objectives in the Huntington Creek TMDL. 
Implementation of these recommendations will help foster activities that create a balance between the 
local community and its ecosystems. 

The San Rafael Conservation District hosted a meeting on October 30, 2014 to explain what a watershed 
plan is and the benefits derived from them.  A group of stakeholders were in attendance and a steering 
committee was organized to gather information, formulate and write the plan.  A technical committee 
was selected to provide their expertise to the steering committee.  The technical committee met from 
February 2015 to October 2015. Organizations represented include: 

Energy West/PacifiCorp  San Rafael Conservation District (SRCD) 
Emery County  Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
Trout Unlimited (TU) Skyline CWMA 
United States Forest Service (USFS)  Utah Association of Conservation Districts (UACD) 
Utah Department of Agriculture and Food (UDAF) Utah Division of Water Quality (UDWQ) 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) Utah Farm Bureau Federation (UFBF)  
Utah State University (USU) Extension Emery Water Conservancy District 
Miller’s Flat Area Homeowners Utah State University Extension  
Regional Conservation Coordinating Council Utah Division of Water Rights  
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Department of Oil, Gas and Mining (DOGM) 
Railroad, Mining, Oil and Gas Industries Ranchers/Grazers (sheep & cattle) 
Private Land Owners Forestry, Fire and State Lands (FFSL) 
Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Irrigation Companies Huntington City 
N Emery Water Users Utah State Parks and Recreation 
Utah Dept of Transportation (UDOT) Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
Cleveland Town Elmo Town 
Utah Division of Water Rights State Institutional Trust Lands (SITLA) 

Table 1.0.a Partners in Plan Development 
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Figure 1.a. Location of Huntington Creek Watershed  
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2.0 Watershed Characteristics 

 2.1 Watershed Boundaries 
 

The Huntington Creek Watershed covers approximately 221,280 acres (346 square miles) located in 
Emery and Sanpete counties. The water in the Huntington Creek watershed comes from Huntington 
creek, with the majority coming from the left fork.  It originates as snowmelt on the Wasatch plateau to 
the west.  Huntington creek combines with Cottonwood and Ferron creek at the lower (east) end of the 
watershed to form the San Rafael river.  The watershed encompasses 5552 acres of cropland, 2229 acres 
of pastureland, 114,453 acres of rangeland and 99,046 acres of forest land. 

2.2 Hydrology of the Huntington Creek Watershed 
 

The Huntington Creek Watershed is a tributary to the greater Colorado River basin.  The largest 
municipality within the watershed is the town of Huntington.  The watershed is a northwest-southeast 
trending basin beginning in the Wasatch Plateau and is drained by the southeast flowing Huntington 
Creek.  The creek begins at the head of Upper Huntington Creek (elev. 9,500 ft) and flows roughly 50 
miles to join with Cottonwood and Ferron Creeks (elev. 5,300 ft) forming the San Rafael River.  The 
primary tributary to Huntington Creek is the Left Fork of Huntington Creek.   

2.3 Climate and Precipitation 
 

The Huntington Creek Watershed receives the majority of precipitation high on the Wasatch Plateau.  
The Plateau at the top of the Huntington Creek Watershed receives on average 31.5 inches of 
precipitation per year (Table 1).   About half the precipitation, 15.9 inches, falls as snow during the 
months of November through May.  The mountain snowpack accumulation peaks in late March/early 
April and is mostly melted off by mid-May.  Precipitation is much lower at the base of the watershed 
with the town of Huntington only receiving an average of 8 inches/year. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.0a Average monthly precipitation at the top of the Huntington Watershed/Wasatch Plateau 

Water years: 
1979-2014 Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep 

Average 
Precipitation 
Monthly (in) 

2.5 3.3 3.6 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 2.3 1.2 1.5 1.9 2.2 

Average 
Precipitation 

Accumulation (in) 
2.5 5.8 9.4 12.7 16.0 19.3 22.4 24.7 25.9 27.4 29.3 31.5 

Mammoth-Cottonwood Snotel site: 
http://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/reportGenerator/view/customChartReport/daily/714:UT:SNTL%7Cid=%22%22%7Cname/Current
WY,CurrentWYEnd/WTEQ::value,WTEQ::median_1981,PREC::value,PREC::average_1981 

 

http://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/reportGenerator/view/customChartReport/daily/714:UT:SNTL%7Cid=%22%22%7Cname/CurrentWY,CurrentWYEnd/WTEQ::value,WTEQ::median_1981,PREC::value,PREC::average_1981
http://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/reportGenerator/view/customChartReport/daily/714:UT:SNTL%7Cid=%22%22%7Cname/CurrentWY,CurrentWYEnd/WTEQ::value,WTEQ::median_1981,PREC::value,PREC::average_1981
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Figure 2.3.a Precipitation Zones 
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2.4 Surface Water Resources 
 

Surface water resources in the Huntington Creek Watershed includes all rivers, drainages and lakes 
located within the watershed. There are approximately 406 river miles both perennial and intermittent 
flow channels. The flow in Huntington Creek is diverted for agriculture, municipal and industrial use.  
Major water users in the drainage are Huntington Cleveland Irrigation Company (HCIC) and PacifiCorp. 
HCIC is currently in the process of installing a pressurized irrigation system funded in large by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Natural Resource Conservation Service. The following is a list of active and not 
active diversions in the Huntington Drainage. 

Table 2.4a Diversions in the Huntington Drainage 

Name Owner Active Water Right Number 
Electric Lake PacifiCorp Yes 93-1116 
Huntington Reservoir HCIC Yes 93-928, 93-955, 93-

1136 
Cleveland Reservoir HCIC Yes 93-1137, 93-1138, 93-

1139, 93-3195 
Rolfson Reservoir HCIC Yes 93-950 
Miller Flat Reservoir HCIC Yes 93-951 
Huntington Power 
Plant 

PacifiCorp Yes 93-1115 

Seeley HCIC Yes 93-240 
Cleveland Canal  HCIC Yes 93-240 
Huntington Canal HCIC Yes 93-272 
North Ditch HCIC Yes 93-228 
Huntington North Bureau of Reclamation Yes 93-953 
Avery Ditch Avery Ditch Users Yes 93-269,270,etal 
UP&L Brasher PacifiCorp Yes 93-268 
Jeffs Ditch Johansen Yes 93-294 

 

Water is “imported” into the Huntington Creek drainage from the Cottonwood Drainage via the 
Cottonwood Creek Huntington Canal.  Water from the Candland Ditch, water right 93-2924 owned by 
the Pleasant Creek Irrigation Company, is “exported” from the drainage into the San Pitch River 
Drainage. Water is also “exported” in the Fairview Lakes Trans-Basin Diversion, water right 93-938, 
owned by Cottonwood Gooseberry Irrigation Company. Other exported water is carried by the 
Cleveland Canal to the Price River drainage including Desert Lake.  

There are approximately 33,000 adjudicated acres located in the Huntington drainage, however 
approximately 17,500 of those acres are located in the Price River drainage and watered from the HCIC 
canal system. Priority dates of the water rights in the drainage range from 1869 to 1968 which comprise 
229,975 acre-feet of water.  There are eight real time measuring devices managed by the Emery Water 
Conservancy District that monitor flows into and out of the Huntington Creek drainage along with lake 
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storage real time meters.  Emery Water Conservancy District maintains several other measuring devices 
downstream of creek diversions on various ditches. 

Average annual use from canals and pipelines in this drainage from 2009 to 2013 is approximately 
64,000 acre-feet.  Approximately 100 miles of open canals and ditches exist.  Approximately 100 miles 
are under pressure pipe.  As mentioned above the Huntington area is currently under construction of 
new pipelines therefore some of the open channel ditches will be removed when pipelines are 
completed. 

There is one coal fired power plant in the Huntington drainage. The Huntington Plant owned by 
PacifiCorp, surface water usage is approximately 10,000 acre-feet.  

The towns of Huntington, Cleveland and Elmo used an average of approximately 536 acre-feet for 
culinary purposes during the period of 1994-2014. 

The North Emery Water Users Association delivers approximately 100 acre-feet to homes annually. 

Table 2.4b Reservoir Storage in the Huntington Drainage  

Name Elevation 
(MSL) 

Storage (AF) Owned Operated Type Use 

Millers Flat 8475 5560 HCIC HCIC Earth Storage 
Rolfson 8843 900 HCIC HCIC Earth Storage 
Cleveland 8325.7 5340 HCIC HCIC Earth Storage 
Huntington 9040 5616 HCIC HCIC Earth Storage 
Electric Lake 8586 31500 Pacificorp Pacificorp Earth Storage 
Huntington 
North 

5480 5420 Bureau of Rec EWCD Earth Storage 

Huntington 
Settling Pond 

6479 360 Pacificorp Pacificorp Earth Storage 

Huntington Plant 
Irrigation Pond 

6305 463 Pacificorp Pacificorp Earth Storage 

Upper Pond 5980 408 HCIC HCIC Earth Regulating 
Nielson (John) ~5880 140 Wayne Nielson Designee Earth Storage 
Snowball Pond 5846 113 HCIC HCIC Earth Regulating 
Jethro Pond 5874 19.2 HCIC HCIC Earth Regulating 
CVSSD 
Huntington 
Secondary Water 
Ponds 

5800 38 CVSSD CVSSD Earth Regulating 

Cleveland 
Secondary Water 
Pond 

5856 16 CVSSD CVSSD Earth Regulating  

Elmo Secondary 
Pond 

5806 16 CVSSD CVSSD Earth Regulating 

1 The use of cubic feet per second was standard with the Utah State Engineer during the time period noted. The 
Engineer has since begun to use the acre-feet measuring system referred to elsewhere in this plan.  
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Figure 2.4.a  Approximate Ditch and Pipeline Locations Huntington Creek Watershed 

 

Stream flow 

Average flow in Huntington Creek near the town of Huntington ranged from 32 cfs (cubic feet per 
second) in December to 249 cfs in June during the recording period of 1979 to 1989 (Table 2).   

HUNTINGTON CREEK RIVER FLOW RECORDS BELOW HUNTINGTON PLANT   
Average Monthly Flow (cfs)  
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YEAR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP 
1979-80 60 30 27 30 31 34 64 242 557 126 114 73 
1980-81 72 40 30 27 28 28 62 100 86 135 88 57 
1981-82 35 19 31 21 21 28 42 270 374 173 98 92 
1982-83 95 71 47 45 26 39 55 315 1003 324 138 105 
1983-84 86 73 52 54 61 65 143 853 823 292 173 175 
1984-85 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1985-86 61 36 35 39 47 84 139 442 493 155 135 115 
1986-87 61 43 43 43 49 46 97 171 125 86 74 83 
1987-88 69 46 40 30 28 26 48 157 149 98 73 62 
1988-89 49 36 15 30 26 33 72 78 84 103 92 88 
1989-90 19 19 17 18 20 23 48 81 84 67 59 57 
1990-91 45 23 17 14 11 17 32 115 188 92 66 66 
1991-92 115 22 19 20 17 18 42 121 68 54 52 30 
1992-93 18 15 14 15 14 19 35 244 195 119 86 86 
1993-94 48 25 21 17 17 19 32 100 81 88 67 46 
1994-95 30 16 17 16 18 22 28 138 378 218 102 98 
1995-96 66 37 30 28 23 19 71 304 273 122 104 66 
1996-97 91 37 35 36 37 116 133 340 303 154 115 97 
1997-98 102 61 27 24 27 37 56 223 350 162 89 82 
1998-99 99 85 35 31 25 25 43 168 301 131 72 113 
1999-00 69 28 24 22 28 29 60 162 121 108 135 97 
2000-01 53 22 15 19 19 21 43 134 106 86 69 76 
2001-02 43 20 18 13 15 24 40 69 58 58 69 19 
2002-03 34 13 23 23 25 13 27 88 71 52 26 21 
2003-04 28 26 17 11 13 16 45 101 59 68 50 69 
2004-05 46 20 17 11 18 19 36 216 200 133 69 75 
2005-06 51 26 18 16 20 21 52 355 264 94 75 79 
2006-07 58 27 20 18 19 27 45 100 104 80 57 81 
2007-08 27 24 20 20 25 18 37 173 266 123 97 71 
2008-09 51 22 23 19 24 19 36 246 200 96 85 75 
2009-10 48 18 14 17 16 16 27 80 140 87 67 76 
2010-11 46 27 22 21 20 39 76 192 675 338 171 102 
2011-12 84 36 24 17 14 21 55 110 91 86 n/a 64 
2012-13 46 14 12 7 8 7 25 75 90 88 71 83 
2013-14 34 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 41 136 117 105 62 51 

             

Average 57 32 25 23 24 30 55 197 249 126 88 77 



Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

13 
 

             
             

             

WATER 
YEARS 

1979-2014 OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP 

Mean 
Monthly 
Flow (cfs) 

57 32 25 23 24 30 55 197 249 126 88 77 

 
Table 2.4c Huntington Creek Monthly Flow Figures from 1979-2014 

 

Reservoirs  

There are six major reservoirs within the watershed, with five of these sitting on the Wasatch Plateau at 
mid-elevation.  Electric Lake (elev. 8,600 ft) on Huntington Creek is the largest reservoir in the 
watershed, whose water supply is primarily used for power generation and is used as a supplement for 
irrigation (http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/watersheds/lakes/ELECTRIC.pdf).  The Left Fork of 
Huntington Creek holds four reservoirs: Cleveland Reservoir (elev. 8,830), Huntington Reservoir (elev. 
9030 ft), Rolfson Reservoir (elev. 8860 ft) and Miller Flat Reservoir (elev. 8480 ft).  The off-stream 
Huntington North Reservoir (elev. 5,800 ft) sits low in the watershed and is located on the northern 
outskirt of the town of Huntington.  The Huntington Drainage Teacup diagram (Figure 1) shows the 
relative locations of each reservoir, potential reservoir capacities, historic storage levels, and flow within 
Huntington Creek. Current data can be found at http://www.ewcd.org/reservoirs/upper-huntington-
drainage-teacups/.     

The San Rafael Muddy Creek Watershed Study lists proposed sites, scenarios and costs for additional 
reservoirs and increasing capacity of existing reservoirs.  

 

http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/watersheds/lakes/ELECTRIC.pdf
http://www.ewcd.org/reservoirs/upper-huntington-drainage-teacups/
http://www.ewcd.org/reservoirs/upper-huntington-drainage-teacups/


Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

14 
 

 

Figure 2.4.b.  This is an example of data available for real-time reservoir storage levels vs. potential storage 
capacity, reservoir location in watershed, and cubic feet per second (cfs 1) flow within Huntington Creek (Data 
represented - December 2014). Reservoir capacities are listed under each reservoir as current/potential.   

2.5 Soils  
The NRCS has broken the landscape of Utah into Major land resource areas (MLRAs). These 
MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units. They were delineated to group 
lands that have similar soils, ecology and uses. MLRAs are basic units for NRCS’ state land 
resource maps. MLRA divisions help guide finer-scale soil maps and ecological site descriptions. 
 
There are two Major Land Resource Areas (MLRA’s) found in the Huntington Creek Watershed 
(see Figure 2.5a). The Warm Central Desertic Basins and Plateaus (MLRA 34), which is in the 
lower elevations of the watershed. This MLRA stretches across the lower elevations throughout 
much of northeastern and central-eastern Utah.  The Wasatch and Uinta Mountains (MLRA 47), 
stretches across the upper elevations throughout central and northern Utah. It includes all of 
Utah’s higher-elevation mountain ranges, including the mountains on the west side of the 
Huntington Creek watershed. These two MLRAs have differing soils, geology and vegetation 
(USDA-NRCS, 2006.). 
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Figure 2.5a. Major Land Resource Area Map of the Huntington Creek Watershed. 

Warm Central Desertic Basins and Plateaus, MLRA 34 
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The soils within the Warm Central Desertic Basins and Plateaus MLRA formed in arid or semi-
arid conditions, are young soils with little development, or are slightly more developed. In 
higher elevations of the MLRA within the watershed, the soils may be more well-developed and 
fertile.   
 
The dominant soil temperature regime is mesic, meaning the mean annual soil temperature is 
above 8°C (46°F) and less than 15°C (59°F).   
 
The soil moisture regime is aridic. This means that these soils have to be irrigated, either 
naturally or artificially, to be used for agriculture. Winters are relatively moist and cool, and 
summers are relatively hot and dry. 
 
Most of these soils formed as parent material that was washed down slope by water, or 
developed as parent material decayed in place. They are derived from shale or sandstone. 
 
These soils have a wide range of characteristics, from shallow to very deep, from poorly drained 
to well-drained. They have many variations on the composition of rock, gravel, and finer soil 
particles within the soil profile. Due to parent material, many of these soils have concentrations 
of salts and other minerals. 
 
Wasatch and Uinta Mountains, MLRA 47 
The soils within the Wasatch and Uinta Mountains MLRA formed in arid or semi-arid conditions, 
are young soils with little development, are slightly more developed, or are more well-
developed and fertile.  
 
The soils in this MLRA have a frigid soil temperature regime on plateaus and the lower 
mountain slopes, and have a cryic soil temperature regime at the higher elevations. This means 
the mean annual soil temperature is above 0°C (32°F) and less than 8°C (46°F). Frigid and cryic 
soils have the same mean annual soil temperature range, but frigid soils are warmer than cryic 
soils in the summer.  
 
The soil moisture regime has moist, cool winters and warm, dry summers at the higher 
elevations and grades to a semiarid climate in the lower elevations. These soils may or may not 
need to be irrigated for agricultural production. Since they are mostly located at elevations 
where the temperature limits the growing season or are too steep for cropping, they are not 
usually used for developed agriculture other than for pasture, rangeland, and forestry. 
 
The soils are typically formed as parent material that was washed down slope by water or 
gravity, or developed as parent material decayed in place. They are derived from sedimentary 
and igneous rocks. 
 
These soils can be very shallow to very deep. They are generally well drained, and loamy or 
loamy skeletal (rocky).  
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The soils in the Huntington Creek Watershed are similar to most soils found on the Colorado 
Plateau, in that they are directly tied to their geology of origin and the elevation, aspect, and 
slope upon which they have developed. The varying soil conditions of the area produce various 
challenges. 
 
The majority of the cities and towns as well as the farming operations in the Huntington Creek 
Watershed are located on the Mancos Shale soil type found in the Warm Central Desertic 
Basins and Plateaus. The Mancos shale soils have been overlaid with layers of sediment 
deposited by erosion from the Wasatch Plateau that make the soils more fertile to make 
farming possible. These soils are primarily silty clay loams, loams, and clay loams. 
 
The NRCS’ Web Soil survey site (USDA, NRCS 2014) was used to gather further information 
about the dominant soils on irrigated lands within the Huntington Creek watershed. The 
following information was taken from that web site. The primary soil map units (those with 
greater than 1,000 acres within the watershed) on irrigated agricultural lands are listed in 
alphabetical order below as well as the Irrigation Capability Class and Farmland 
Classification for each soil map unit. These terms are described in the following narrative. 
 

Table 2.5a Primary Soil Map Units on Irrigated Agricultural Lands, Soil Survey UT623 (USDA-NRCS, 2014). 
Soil Map Unit Name  Irrigation 

Capability 
Class 

Farmland Classification 

Billings silty clay loam, 1 to 3% slopes 2 Prime Farmland if irrigated 
Briny silty clay loam, 0 to 3% slopes Not rated Not Prime Farmland 
Chipeta-Killpack-Persayo complex, 0 to 3% slopes 6 Not Prime Farmland 
Hunting loam, strongly saline, 1 to 3% slopes 7 Not Prime Farmland 
Killpack clay loam, 1 to 3% slopes 3 Not Prime Farmland 
Penner loam, 1 to 3% slopes 3 Prime Farmland if irrigated 
Ravola loam, 1 to 3% slopes 2 Prime Farmland if irrigated and it meets 

additional factors1 
1If the product of soil erodibility and a climate factor are less than 60. This can be calculated by NRCS personnel 
on a case-by-case basis. 

 
Irrigation capability class  
Irrigation capability class shows the suitability of soils for most kinds of field crops. Crops that 
require special management are excluded. The soils are grouped according to their limitations 
for field crops, the risk of damage if they are used for crops, and the way they respond to 
management. The criteria used in grouping the soils do not include major and generally 
expensive land-forming that would change slope, depth, or other characteristics of the soils, 
nor do they include possible but unlikely major reclamation projects. Capability classification is 
not a substitute for interpretations that show suitability and limitations of groups of soils for 
rangeland, for woodland, or for engineering purposes. 
 
Capability classes are designated by the numbers 1 through 8. The class numbers indicate 
progressively greater limitations and narrower choices for practical use. The relevant classes for 
the Huntington Creek watershed are defined as follows: 
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Class 2 soils have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that require 
moderate conservation practices. 
Class 3 soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that require 
special conservation practices, or both. 
Class 6 soils have severe limitations that make them generally unsuitable for cultivation 
and that restrict their use mainly to pasture, rangeland, forestland, or wildlife habitat. 
Class 7 soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuitable for cultivation and 
that restrict their use mainly to grazing, forestland, or wildlife habitat. 

 
The Chipeta Killpack-Persayo complex is not commonly mapped on irrigated cropland as 
indicated by land capability class 6. In some cases, it is located in irrigated lands.  
The Hunting loam, strongly saline map unit is located on irrigated lands, mapped adjacent to 
soils of lower irrigation classes, contrary to the indication of land capability class 7. 
 
The irrigated capability subclasses in the Huntington Creek Watershed are shown in Figure 2.5b. 
Erosion is the dominant limiting factor, followed by excess water. As expected, the excess water 
rating is found along drainages. 
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Figure 2.5b. Huntington Creek Watershed Irrigated Capability Subclasses 
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Farmland classification  
Farmland classification identifies soil map units that have special importance for agriculture, 
such as prime farmland. NRCS policy and procedures on prime farmlands are published in the 
“Federal Register,” Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978 (C.F.R 1978). 
 
Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics 
for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these uses. 
The land could be cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forestland, or other land, but not urban 
built-up land or water. Prime farmland has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture 
supply needed to economically produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and 
managed according to modern farming methods. Some soils need to be irrigated or meet 
erodibility requirements to be classified as prime farmland (see Figure 2.5b).  
 
All of the prime farmland in the watershed is dependent on irrigation and/or additional factors 
to be classified as prime farmland. These factors include a soil erodibility factor and a climate 
factor. Figure 2.5c shows these areas in the watershed.  

 
Figure 2.5c. Huntington Creek Watershed Farmland Classifications. 
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The soils from the upper elevations of the watershed are derived from various sedimentary layers. Many 
of the soils within the Seely fire are located on slopes of 40-60%, and are therefore very erosive.  

Soil erosion and salinity present possibly the greatest challenges to maintaining water quality in 
the watershed. Soils in the watershed can contribute significant amounts of selenium and other 
contaminants to watercourses through natural erosion.  
 
Maps showing individual soil map units are available on the Web Soil Survey site (USDA, 2014). 
They are too complex to display at a watershed scale for this document. 
 
C.F.R. 1978. Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978. 

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2007. 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/nra/nri/?cid=stelp
rdb1041925 

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2006. Land 
Resource Regions and Major Land Resource Areas of the United States, the Caribbean, 
and the Pacific Basin. U.S. Department of Agriculture Handbook 296. 

United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2014. Web 
Soil Survey. http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/ 

  

2.6 Huntington Creek Watershed Geology 
 

The watershed lies in the Wasatch Plateau, the furthest west subset of the Colorado Plateau; however, 
many consider it transitory to the Basin and Range Provence. The plateau is rugged, mountainous, and 
dissected by several north-south trending faults and grabens (a depressed block of land that is bordered 
by parallel faults). The steep eastern front is not related to faulting but is an erosional continuation of 
the Book Cliffs. The western edge coincides with an abrupt decent of beds along the Wasatch Monocline 
(Stokes1986). The long, straight, and narrow Joes Valley is a graben that splits the plateau roughly in 
two. The regional dip, or slope of the geologic strata, is approximately 3-degrees to the west but varies 2 
to 10-degrees locally.  

 

 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/nra/nri/?cid=stelprdb1041925
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/nra/nri/?cid=stelprdb1041925
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
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The rocks are all 
sedimentary: gravel, sand, 
silt, coal, clay, and limestone 
with the upper regions 
generally coarser grained. 
The area is faulted, with the 
largest faults trending north-
south.  These normal faults 
produce horsts (opposite of a 
graben; a raised block of land 
pushed up between parallel 
faults) and grabens, with the 
larger grabens holding lakes 
like Joe’s Valley Reservoir.  A 
less apparent set of faults 
trend northwest-southeast.  

Stratigraphy Starting at 
the Castle Valley floor, in 
ascending order, the 
formations are: Mancos 
Shale, Star Point, Blackhawk, 
Castlegate, Price River, and 
North Horn. These 
formations are marine and 
deltaic in origin, coarsen  

   
   
   
   Figure 2.6a Geologic Cross-Section 

upward into the lacustrine (formed in the bottom of a lake) North Horn and Flagstaff Formations, and are 
part of the Mesaverde Group (Gloyn, 2003). These formations represent one regressive depositional 
sequence from sea floor to inland lakes. The figure shown depicts the stratigraphy of the Wasatch Plateau 
and Huntington Canyon watershed.  

The Mancos Shale underlies and inter-tongues with the Blackhawk Formation and ranges in thickness 
from 3,000 to 4,000 feet. This unit consists of dark gray marine shale with some thin sandstone and 
concretionary zones near the base. The Mancos Formation is very saline and thus problematic. Its salts 
weather out easily and are transported into the Green River increasing its salinity and total dissolved solid 
(TDS) content. The Star Point Formation is made up of several members or tongues. They are fine grained 
quartz rich sandstones, are well cemented, and they form cliffs where exposed. The Blackhawk Formation 
is the lowermost and most important coal-bearing member of the Mesaverde Group and is characterized 
by rock face changes associated with delta-plain depositional environments. It ranges in thickness from 
550 to 600 feet and consists of five to six members.   
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The Castlegate Sandstone overlies the Blackhawk Formation, consists of clayey to slightly calcareous 
sandstones, and ranges from 120 to 160 feet thick. 

The Price River Formation overlies the Castlegate, consists of interbedded sandstone and shale deposits, 
is 500 to 1500 feet thick, and in places resembles the Castlegate Formation having 100-foot thick, 
massive sandstone beds.  

The North Horn Formation unconformably, or unevenly, rests upon the Price River Formation with 
angular beds. It is prone to slumping where exposed. The unit begins with gravel but fines upwards to 
calcareous silts.  

 

 

Figure 2.6b General Geology 
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Figure 2.6c Land Cover and Use 
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2.7 Vegetation 
 
 
The plant communities of the Huntington Creek Watershed are determined in large part by 
elevation, precipitation and by the soils on which they grow. The Huntington Creek Watershed 
is part of the Colorado Plateau geological region. The soils of the watershed are almost entirely 
sedimentary, derived from deposition in marine (salt sea, limestone, etc), fluvial (river flood 
plains), and Eolian (wind-blown) environments at various time periods in the past. The soils that 
weathered from these formations retain the characteristics of the original environment in 
which they were laid down.  The Mancos Shale on the valley bottom was laid down by a shallow 
salty sea, and weathers into the heavy clay soils that are high in salt, and produce the Salt 
Desert Shrub plant community.  The majority of vegetation grown on agricultural land is a result 
of eroded soils from the Wasatch Plateau being laid down over the Mancos Shale. The Emery 
sandstone on the benches and Mesa Verde sandstones of the mountain cliffs weather into 
stony and gravely loam soils on the bench tops and canyons that support the Pinyon / Juniper 
woodlands.  The conglomerate, sandstone and shales of the North Horn formation weather into 
stony, gravely and clay loams soils, which produce the Mountain Brush plant community above 
the mountain rim, and up to the Aspen and Spruce Fir communities at higher elevation. The 
Flagstaff limestone formation caps the mountain, weathering into a heavy clay loam soil that 
supports the subalpine grasslands and tall forb plant communities on the top of the mountain 
 

Figure 2.7a Vegetation Type/Precipitation Zone 

Vegetation Type / Precipitation Zone

Salt desert shrub
4000-5800 ‘

Sagebrush
4500-6000’

Juniper – Pinyon
5000-8000’

Mountain Brush
5500-8000’

Aspen
7000-9000’

Spruce – Fir
7500-11,000’

Alpine
above 11,000’

Desert < 8”

Semi desert 9-12”

Upland 13-16”

Mountain 17-22”

High Mountain 23-30”

Sub alpine
31-40”
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Table 2.7b  Climatic Zones, Geological Formations,  Soils,  Major Ecological Sites and 
Dominant Plants in the Huntington Creek Watershed 

 
Climatic 
Zone/Precipitation 

Geological 
Formation 

Ecological 
Site  

Dominant trees, shrubs, grass, forbs 

Desert < 8” Mancos shale Desert 
shallow clay 

Mat saltbush 

  Desert clay  Castle Valley saltbush,  Galletta grass 
  Desert loam Shadscale, winterfat, Indian ricegrass, squirreltail, 

scarlet globemallow 
Semidesert 9-12” Ferron, Emery 

sandstone 
Semidesert 
sandy loam 

Fourwing saltbush, Brigham tea, Needle and 
thread grass 

Upland 13-16” Mesa Verde 
sandstone 

Upland 
stony loam 

Utah juniper, pinyon, black sagebrush, Salina 
wildrye, 

Mountain 17-22” North Horn - 
sandstone,  
conglomerate, shale 

Mountain 
loam 
deep soils, 
swales 

Gamble oak, snowberry, serviceberry, bluebunch 
wheatgrass, slender wheatgrass 

  Mountain 
stony loam 
north facing 
slopes 

Big sagebrush, antelope bitterbrush, sandberg 
bluegrass, Letterman’s needlegrass. 

  Mountain 
shallow 
loam 
south facing 
slopes 

Curl-leaf mountain mahogany, low sagebrush, 
muttongrass, western wheatgrass 

High mountain 
22-30” 

North Horn High 
mountain 
loam 

Quaking aspen, snowberry, wild rose, California 
brome, blue wildrye, bearded wheatgrass, nodding 
bluegrass, sweetanice, meadowrue, edible 
valerian. 

Sub alpine 
31-40” 

Flagstaff limestone Subalpine 
loam / tall 
forb 

Sticky geranium, common sneezeweed, Nevada 
peavine, Fendler’s meadow-rue, alpine leafybract 
aster, showy goldeneye, tall bluebell, tailcup 
lupine, tall larkspur, Columbia needlegrass, 
nodding bluegrass. 

  Spruce / fir 
forest 

Engleman spruce, Douglas fir, white fir, subalpine 
fir 
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Figure 2.7b Vegetation in watershed boundary  
 

 
 

2.8 Noxious and Invasive Plant Species 
 

“Weeds often reduce crop yields and rangeland vegetation, and can damage watersheds, increase soil 
erosion, negatively impact wildland plant and animal communities, and adversely affect outdoor 
recreation. Ecological damage from uncontrolled noxious weed infestations can be permanent, leaving 
lands unable to return naturally to their pre-invasion condition.  

Prevention, preserving and protecting lands not presently infested, is the first line of defense against 
aggressive noxious weeds. Prevention requires awareness and action by land managers as well as the 
general public, to recognize, report, and control new infestations before they have a chance to expand 
and spread.” (Steve Dewey; http://www.utahweed.org/laws.htm)  

The following noxious weeds are currently found in the Huntington Creek Watershed; Purple 
Loosestrife, Spotted Knapweed, Yellow Toadflax, Broad-leaved Peppergrass, Dalmation Toadflax,  Hoary 
cress, Musk Thistle, Russian Knapweed, Scotch Thistle, Field Bindweed, Canada Thistle, Houndstounge, 
Tamarisk/Saltcedar, Quackgrass,  and Russian olive. Cheatgrass and  Halogeton are also weeds of 
concern. These weeds reduce yields of cultivated crops in the farming areas of the valley and deteriorate 
rangelands in the upland areas.  

The code for Utah noxious weeds can be found at: http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r068/r068-
009.htm.   The following is a list of weeds that are declared noxious in Emery County. 

Grassland 7%

Wetland/Riparian 1%

Forbland 1%

Sagebrush 11%

Shrubland 13%

Douglas-fir 16%

Spruce/Fir 9%

Limber/Bristlecone Pine 1%

Stable Aspen 14%

Seral Aspen 17%

Pinyon-Juniper 7%

Barren 3%



Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

28 
 

Class A—Early detection rapid response (EDRR) Declared noxious weeds not native to the state of Utah 
that pose a serious threat to the state and should be considered as a very high priority.  

Blackhenbane Hyoseyamus niger (L.)  

Diffuse Knapweed Centaurea diffusa (Lam.)  

Leafy Spurge Euphorbia esula L.  

Medusahead Taeniatherum caput-medusae  

Oxeye daisy Chrysanthemum leucanthemum L.  

Perennial Sorghum spp. including but not limited to Johnson Grass (Sorghum halepense (L.) Pers. 
and Sorghum Almum (Sorghum Almum, Parodi).  

*Purple Loosestrife Lythrum salicaria L.  

*Spotted Knapweed Centaurea maculosa Lam.  

Squarrose Knapweed Centaurea Squarrosa Gugle.  

St. Johnsworts Hypericum perforatum L.  

Sulfur cinquefoil Potentilla recta L.  

Yellow Starthistle Centaurea solstitialis L.  

*Yellow Toadflax Linaria vulgaris Mill.  

Class B—High priority for control-- Declared noxious weeds not native to the state of Utah, that pose a 
threat to the state and should be considered a high priority for control.  

Bermudagrass Cynodon dactylon (L.) Pers.  

*Broad-leaved Peppergrass Lepidium latifolium L. (Tall Whitetop)  

*Dalmation Toadflax Linaria dalmatica (L.) Mill  

Dyers Woad Isatis tinctoria L.  

*Hoary cress (Whitetop) Cardaria spp.  

*Musk Thistle Carduus nutans L.  

Poison Hemlock Conium maculatum L.  

*Russian Knapweed Centaurea repens L.  

*Scotch Thistle Onopordium acanthium L. (Cotton Thistle)  
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Squarrose Knapweed Centaurea virgata Lam. ssp  

*Russian olive Elaeagnus angustifolia  

Class C—Containment – Declared noxious weeds not native to the state of Utah that are widely spread 
but pose a threat to the agriculture industry and agricultural products with a focus on stopping 
expansion.  

*Field Bindweed Convolvulus spp. (Wild Morning-glory)  

*Canada Thistle Cirsium arvense (L.) Scop.  

*Houndstounge Cynoglossum officianale L.  

*Saltcedar Tamarix ramosissima Ledeb.  

*Quackgrass Agropyron repens (L.) Beauv.  

*Known to be present in the Huntington Creek Watershed. 

Weed control efforts in the Huntington Creek Watershed are assisted by the Skyline Cooperative Weed 
Management Area (CWMA) Board. The CWMA coordinates efforts between federal and local agencies 
as well as private landowners to target noxious and invasive species. 

 

3.0 Population Characteristics   
 

3.1 Communities within the Watershed 
 

The population in the Huntington Creek Watershed consist of the majority of the population in the City 
of Huntington, Utah.  In 2013 the population was 2,188 and the median household income of residents 
of Huntington was $52,536.  In 2013, the racial makeup of the population in Huntington City was 91.8% 
White and 8.2% Hispanic.  There are other small communities within the watershed.  Lawrence, Utah, an 
unincorporated community southeast of Huntington has an approximate population of 175.  

www.utah-demographics.com 

utah.hometownlocator.com/zip-codes/data,zipcode,84528.cfm 

Huntington, UT 84528 Data & Demographics (As of July 1, 2014) 

http://www.utah-demographics.com/
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HUNTINGTON  POPULATION 
Total Population 2,127 
Population in Households 2,127 
Population in Families 1,920 
Population in Group Qtrs. 0 
Population Density1 1,044 
Diversity Index2 31 

HUNTINGTON HOUSEHOLDS 
Total Households 735 
Average Household Size 2.89 
Family Households 576 
Average Family Size 3 

HUNTINGTON HOUSING 
Total Housing Units 884 (100%) 
Owner Occupied HU 550 (62.2%) 
Renter Occupied HU 185 (20.9%) 
Vacant Housing Units 149 (16.9%) 
Median Home Value $112,644 
Average Home Value $146,591 

HUNTINGTON INCOME 
Median Household Income $46,461 
Average Household Income $49,836 
Per Capita Income $17,117 

  (Compound Annual Growth Rates) 

HUNTINGTON GROWTH RATES 2010-2014 2014-2019 
Population -0.02% -0.19% 
Households 0.29% -0.05% 
Families 0.41% -0.14% 
Median Household Income   2.65% 
Per Capita Income   1.89% 

1) Population Density = Total Population per square mile.  
2) The Diversity Index is a scale of 0 to 100 that represents the likelihood that two persons, chosen at random from 
the same area, belong to different race or ethnic groups. If an area's entire population belongs to one race AND 
one ethnic group, then the area has zero diversity. An area's diversity index increases to 100 when the population 
is evenly divided into two or more race/ethnic groups.  
Based on Census 2010 counts, the Diversity Index for the United States was 60.6 and it is expected to increase to 
64.8 by July 1, 2018. 

3.2 Communities Served by the Huntington Creek Watershed 
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Although the communities of Cleveland and Elmo are not located within the boundaries of the 
Huntington Creek Watershed, they are served by water from the Huntington Creek.  
The town of Cleveland is located approximately 7 miles northeast of Huntington and the town of Elmo is 
an additional 4 miles north of Cleveland.  

CLEVELAND POPULATION 
Total Population 463 
Population in Households 463 
Population in Families 424 
Population in Group Qtrs. 0 
Population Density1 548 
Diversity Index2 4 

CLEVELAND HOUSEHOLDS 
Total Households 174 
Average Household Size 2.66 
Family Households 140 
Average Family Size 3 

CLEVELAND HOUSING 
Total Housing Units 189 (100%) 
Owner Occupied HU 150 (79.4%) 
Renter Occupied HU 24 (12.7%) 
Vacant Housing Units 15 ( 7.9%) 
Median Home Value $112,500 
Average Home Value $148,333 

CLEVELAND INCOME 
Median Household Income $51,610 
Average Household Income $57,525 
Per Capita Income $20,910 

  (Compound Annual Growth Rates) 

CLEVELAND GROWTH RATES 2010-2014 2014-2019 

Population -0.05% -0.17% 
Households 0.41% 0.0% 
Families 0.68% 0.0% 
Median Household Income   1.62% 
Per Capita Income   1.74% 

3.3 Municipal Services within the Huntington Creek Watershed 
 

Castle Valley Special Service District (District) includes eight communities that are located in Western 
Emery County with a population of approximately 10,000 people.  The communities are Elmo, Cleveland, 
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Huntington, Castle Dale, Orangeville, Clawson, Ferron and Emery.  These communities, through the 
District, have been steadily improving their infrastructure for many years.  The District provides 
operation and maintenance for culinary water, secondary water, sewer collection, and sewer treatment 
systems for each of the communities.  The District also provides curb, gutter and surface and sub-
surface drainage systems and maintenance as well as street construction and maintenance services for 
these communities.  The District is funded by user fees, property tax and mineral lease revenues 
generated in the County.   

In addition to operation and maintenance services, the District annually constructs capital improvement 
projects within each of the communities.  The result is a steady improvement and replacement of 
infrastructure in each of the cities and towns.  Each year district management works together with the 
Mayor and Council of each of the communities to identify and prioritize capital improvement projects 
that are needed.   Many of the projects are identified in the District’s 2009 Capital Facilities Plan.  Other 
improvement needs are identified as a result of unforeseen circumstances, such as heavy flooding that 
has occurred in the County over recent years.  

Capital improvement projects are funded through use of a voter approved General Obligation Bond.  
Typically the District uses the G.O. Bond to seek funding from the Community Impact Board (CIB) where 
it has been successful in acquiring significant grant money in addition to the bonds.  Projects 
constructed with these funds include culinary waterline replacement and extension, sewer line 
replacement and extension, curb, gutter and drainage systems and new street construction.  

The District and the communities it serves have a great partnership and are constantly working together 
to improve the quality of service provided.  The District will continue to assist and advise the cities and 
towns on any public works infrastructure needs they have and will continue to be the vehicle through 
which these needs are met.  

North Emery Water Users Association (NEWUA) is a locally owned, public water entity that provides a 
culinary water supply for selected unincorporated areas near Huntington, Elmo, and Cleveland.  The 
NEWUA provides water to 443 connections of which, 356 are domestic, 12 are commercial, one is 
industrial, two are for irrigation, and 72 are for other uses.  The water provided by NEWUA comes from 
seven fresh-water springs located nine miles west of Huntington City. 

North Emery water protection plan is also available by contact with their office.  (Appendix B) 

 

4.0 Historic and Current Land Use 

4.1 Grazing 
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 Grazing occurs on the majority of lands within the watershed boundaries.  Rangeland, which is the 
largest type in area within the watershed, is defined as “uncultivated land that will provide the 
necessities of life for grazing and browsing animals, most [of which] will not sustain cultivation, due to 
low precipitation, thin soils, rugged topography, and/or cold temperatures”.   Pastureland is the second 
largest land type in the area is defined as “[being] maintained with periodic cultivation and agronomic 
inputs such as irrigation and fertilization annually and often contain introduced (nonnative) forage 
species”. (“Range Management Principles and Practices Third Edition, Jerry L. Holechek, Rex D. Pieper, 
Carlton H. Herbel)  

Grazing within the Huntington Creek Watershed area has always been and continues to be a highly 
valued use and very important part of the history of the area from all stand points, social/cultural, 
economic, and ecological. Whether the forage value is for domestic livestock or wildlife, grazing is one of 
the major uses of the watershed and has an important role in current condition, management, ecology, 
economy, and future of the watershed and its users. For much of the area within the watershed grazing 
of domestic livestock is the only viable option to harvest the renewable resource, forage, and convert it 
to useable bi-products for human use, food and fiber. It has been part of the culture of the area since 
before the first settlers entered the Huntington Creek valley and continues to be an important part of 
the current culture. The watershed currently supports over 33,577 livestock AUMs of both cattle and 
sheep mostly on public lands with about 70% of those coming from the higher elevation/precipitation 
areas resulting in higher forage production but shorter growing season, under USFS management.  

Grazing within the Huntington Creek Watershed also contributes greatly to the local rural economy. The 
above AUMs equals forage enough to support 2798 head of cattle. A recent USU study states that “one 
cow put about $600 per year into the local economy with no multiplying factors” just direct dollars. This 
would mean that the AUMs produced annually in the Huntington Creek Watershed pumps about 1.7 
million dollars per year into the local economy not including multiplying factors.    

Grazing also plays a role in the ecological condition of the watershed. Grazing of domestic animals 
influences fire frequency/intensity, vegetative community types condition and age class, species 
diversity, wildlife movement and use patterns, as well as influencing human use/influence. Grazing 
management practices have been used to manipulate all of the above in some way throughout the 
history of the watershed and continues to be used as a management tool.  

Grazing management practices within the watershed have improved over the years, as they have 
throughout the west, decreasing the “negative” impacts of grazing on the natural resources as science 
and education has evolved. Numbers and seasons-of-use have fluctuated since the 1930s but overall 
both have decreased as the main management tool. Vegetative treatments and manipulations were also 
used to increase or maintain carrying capacities of the lands both in the high and low elevation zones of 
the watershed. In the past 20 years the focus of these treatments has shifted in purpose from increasing 
carrying capacity, AUMs, to ecological health and manipulation of seral stages to improve vegetative 
species/age class diversity, and restoration of healthy fire regimes by adding fire as a tool in an attempt 
to improve ecological condition and sustainability. 
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With improved and increased grazing management through science and education, carrying capacities 
within the watershed should maintain and potentially increase as conditions improve and water sources 
are developed to improve distribution and facilitate rotational grazing. 

The watershed provides habitat to many grazing species of wildlife.  For a list and more information 
refer to the wildlife section of this document. 

  

Table 4.1.a. Current Livestock Grazing AUM’s on Forest Service listed by Allotment 

Allotment 
Permitted 
AUM's 

County/Species 

Gentry 6083 Emery/Cattle 
TSR 920 Emery/Cattle 
Monument Peak 920 Emery/Cattle 
CVR 803 Emery/Cattle 
Bob Wright 932 Emery/Cattle 
Burnout 820 Emery/Cattle 
Eccles 687 Emery/Cattle 
Granger Ridge 977 Emery/Cattle 
East Gooseberry 274 Emery/Cattle 
Beaver Dam/Boulger 1089 Sanpete/Sheep 
Birch Creek/Bear Cyn 1012 Sanpete/Sheep 
Spring Lake 680 Emery/Cattle 
South Skyline 815 Emery/Cattle 
Candland Closed Emery/Cattle 
Booth Cyn 544 Emery/Cattle 
Joes Valley 1429 Emery/Cattle 
Horse Creek 608 Emery/Cattle 
Crandall 
ridge/Crandall Cyn 389 

 
Emery/Cattle 

Trail Mountain 3646 Emery/Cattle 
East Mountain 1230 Emery/Cattle 
 TOTAL 24,835   
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Figure 4.1a Manti-LaSal Forest Grazing Allotments  

Huntington Creek Watershed Allotments Map 
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Table 4.1b Current Livestock Grazing AUM’s by Allotment on BLM 

Allotment AUM’S 
Permitted 

Species 

West Huntington 42 Cows 

Buckhorn 2867 Cows 

Buckhorn 757 Sheep 

Red Seeps  15 Cows 

O.E.J 15 Cows 

Oil Dome 36 Cows 

TOTAL 3732  

4.2 Recreation 
 

Recreational opportunities are many within the Huntington Creek watershed. From the forested lands in 
the higher elevations to the desert landscapes of the lower elevations, opportunities vary from snow 
kiting to bouldering to horseback riding and camping. The BLM area south and east of Huntington 
contains dispersed camping, driving for pleasure, seasonal hunting, fishing and sightseeing.  Currently 
there are no defined recreation areas or designated campsites in the BLM area. The majority of visitor 
use is fishing or dispersed camping along the roadway. 

Huntington North Reservoir is located within the watershed, it was completed in 1966 as part of an 
Emery County Project. Largemouth bass and bluegill are the most noteworthy fish in this warm-water 
lake. It is also a popular place to catch crawdads. Many migratory birds, specifically waterfowl, are 
sighted in this area. Water skiers and other recreationists love the warm water, too.  

Adjacent to the reservoir, Huntington State Park was opened to the public as a state park in 1966. In 
2014, 32,276 visited the park and the park generated $59,305 in revenue. In 2013, 30,504 people visited 
and $53,203 was generated. The park features full service campsites, boat ramps, boat cleaning station, 
day use pavilions and lawn.  

Huntington Canyon has long been a recreation destination for local residents and for many visitors from 
elsewhere in Utah.  Emery County operates Little Bear Campground in the mouth of Huntington Canyon. 
The Boy Scouts of America own and operate a camp ground. Also numerous recreation sites, reservoirs, 
roads, and trails are administered by the Forest Service. These sites are found from the forest boundary 
along Utah Highway 31 (milepost 37.3) to the headwaters of the drainage above Electric Lake and up the 
Left Fork drainage to Scad Valley divide and South Skyline Drive.  
 



Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

37 
 

Popular summer/fall recreation activities include hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, horseback riding, 
OHV riding, and family gatherings.   In addition to the drainages themselves, popular fisheries include 
Electric Lake, Boulger Reservoir, Cleveland Reservoir, Huntington Reservoir, Rolfson, and Miller Flat 
Reservoir.   
 
Recreation use occurs predominantly from May to October each season, but significant winter 
recreation use (snowmobiles, snow-kiting, snowshoeing, cross-country skiing) occurs in the Miller Flat 
and South Skyline area each season.   
 
The Emery County Travel Council reported that hotel occupancy rates have increased 3.5% from 2013 to 
2014.  The average dollars spent in the Huntington Creek area by visitors ranges from $100-$150/day 
per person.  The average stay is 3-5 days. 
 
Recreation sites and site capacities include the following:   
 
Site Name        Capacity 
Big Rock   50*   * These campsites have been closed since   
Bridges    90*   the Seeley Fire began in 2012, and are  
Chute    50*   expected to be closed for the 2015 camping 
Cleveland Res.   64   season.  The 100 capacity South Hughes  
Forks of Huntington CG  65*   Group Site (not listed) has been totally  
Horse Canyon TH  12   decommissioned due to flooding.  
Lake Canyon Rec Area  940 
Miller Flat Res. CG  86 
Little Bear CG   80 
Little Rock   12* 
Lower Little Bear  52 
Old Folks Flat CG  262* 
River Bend    12 
    1775 
 
Several trails also provide access throughout the drainage.  Most are non-motorized trails with the 
exception of 16 miles of Arapeen OHV Trail System trails that loop through the Lake Canyon Recreation 
Area.  These trails provide access between Huntington Reservoir and South Skyline Drive.  The Gentry 
Hollow trail (6.2miles) is also open to single track motorized use.    
 
Forest System trails and mileages within the Huntington Watershed include: 
 
Trail Name    Mileage 
Seely Canyon    1.6   *Trails that sustained damage during  
Jordan Canyon    7.3   the Seeley Fire and/or from post-fire  
Mill Canyon     4.3*   flooding and debris flow events 
Short Canyon    1.6* 
Castle Valley Ridge   7.7* 
Bull Pasture    4.5* 
Pole Canyon    2.0* 
Horse Canyon    5.0 
East Mountain    4.3 
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Mill Fork Ridge    4.5 
Sawmill Canyon    3.4* 
Gentry Hollow    6.2 
James Canyon     1.8 
Bob Wright     0.9* 
Spring Creek    2.6 
South Fork Lake Canyon   1.2 
Rolfson Canyon    3.4 
Scad Valley    3.4 
 
 

4.3 Industry  
 

Coal Mining 

Coal mining operations are water rights holders, water managers and water users within the Watershed.  
Several operations discharge water from underground workings to the Watershed and meet the 
requirements of Utah (UPDES) discharge permits.  Currently, the total discharged to the Watershed 
excluding underground use is approximately 2,500 acre-feet per year.  This volume is subject to change 
depending on mining activity.  Some of the coal mining operations whose workings lie at least partially 
within the Watershed boundary are presently idle (Hiawatha Complex, Crandall Canyon, 
Cottonwood/Wilberg) or reclaimed (Huntington Canyon #4, White Oak, Star Point).  Active mines with 
workings at least partially within the Watershed boundary are Skyline, Rhino, and Deer Creek.  These 
mines have leased reserves for the next 3 to 15 years.  

Huntington Power Plant 

The Huntington Power Plant is located in the Huntington Creek basin, near the mouth of Huntington 
Canyon, approximately 8 miles northwest of Huntington, Utah.  Owned and operated by PacifiCorp, the 
Huntington plant can generate 895 megawatts of electricity, which is the amount of electricity needed 
to serve nearly 460,000 average sized homes.  The Huntington plant currently employs about 165 
people who are mostly residents of Carbon and Emery counties.  The Huntington Plant has been in 
operation since the 1970’s and has operated continuously since that time except for maintenance and 
unscheduled outages.  Each year, the Huntington plant burns approximately 3 million tons of sub-
bituminous coal that is supplied from a variety of local underground coal mines. 

Without an adequate water supply, the plant cannot operate continuously.  On average, the Huntington 
plant consumes approximately 11,000 acre-feet of water on an annual basis, which is nearly 3.5 billion 
gallons per year.  The highest annual water use occurred in 2003 and was 12,250 acre-feet.  All water 
used to operate the plant is diverted from the Huntington Creek. The Huntington plant water supply 
consists of share ownership in the Huntington Cleveland Irrigation Company, a private direct flow right 
in Huntington Creek and a private storage right in Electric Lake reservoir.  Collectively, these sources 
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supply the necessary amount of water to meet the plant’s needs. All the water needed for power 
production is consumed on site and the operation holds a zero discharge permit 

PacifiCorp also owns and operates Electric Lake reservoir in conjunction with its Huntington plant 
operations.  Electric Lake was constructed in the mid 1970’s and is located in the right fork of 
Huntington Canyon about 18 miles upstream of Huntington plant.  Electric Lake’s storage capacity is 
31,264 acre-feet. 

 

4.4 Historic Forest Land Use in the Huntington River Watershed 
 

Forest land use in the Huntington Creek Watershed can be divided roughly into three periods: Pre-
settlement up until approximately 1860, early settlement and use from the 1860s until the early 1900s, 
and the modern era of managed use from the early 1900s until present. In all of these periods three 
main factors played a role in shaping the forest: fire, active management, and grazing.  On a longer time 
scale climate was a factor in changing forest composition, and climate change may be playing a role 
currently. 

Pre-settlement: 

In the pre-settlement period naturally caused fires were allowed to burn because native Americans had 
neither the means nor a compelling reason to suppress fires. In addition, native Americans actively set 
fires to improve the landscape for game animals and as a tool of warfare. Fire was the chief tool of 
forest management in this period. Grazing by domestic livestock was largely absent in this period and 
herds of large game were likely lower than at present; so browse pressure was likely low and fine fuels 
(grasses and forbs) were generally available to carry fire.  This resulted in a regime of frequent fires of 
low to moderate extent.  Fire size was limited because a short fire return interval led to many young 
stands that were not susceptible to burning, and because prescribed fires were generally set late in the 
season when the conditions did not favor large fires.  The evidence suggests that in this period aspen 
was more widespread than at present, and that stands that are now a mix of aspen and conifer were 
likely dominated by aspen.   Conifer stands were more limited than today, and there was a great 
diversity of age and size classes between stands.  Pinyon-juniper forests were less extensive than now, 
and were most often found on rocky ground, where fine fuels to carry fires were limited. 

Early Settlement: 

During the early settlement period both grazers and woodcutters moved into the forested lands.  Large 
herds of both cattle and sheep grazed the mountain lands (with the headwaters of the Huntington river 
known primarily as sheep ground) and had dramatic effects on fire regimes and vegetation composition. 
Fine fuel was greatly reduced at all elevations, especially during the peak burning period of midsummer 
into early autumn.  This greatly reduced the ability of fires to spread and allowed more sustained growth 
of trees.  Pinyon-juniper began to expand onto deeper soils during this period, aided by a prolonged wet 
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period in the second half of the 19th century.  Mature conifer stands were heavily cut over in this period, 
supplying lumber and firewood and poles to settlers, props to the mines, and ties for the railroads. Place 
names around the area reflect this use: Tie Fork, Mill Canyon, Stump Flat, Pole Canyon, and Sawmill 
Canyon are just a few. When Albert Potter rode the area in 1902 surveying the land for the creation of 
Forest Reserves (later renamed National Forests) he reported numerous sawmills throughout the 
mountains, including several in Flat Canyon. Tie Fork had been extensively cut over. In some areas 
loggers were making a second cutting of timber released when the original large trees were removed. 
The high elevation stands around Lake Canyon had been cut and regrown to 4-10” trees by the time 
Potter visited.  The uncontrolled logging and grazing helped to suppress fire, but also led to problems 
with erosion and flooding and was the major factor in the establishment of Forest Reserves in 1903. In 
this area, National Forests were established primarily to protect the watersheds. 

The Modern Period: 

The modern period is characterized by the imposition of managed grazing and logging on both public 
and private lands, and the beginning of active fire management.  The National Forests actively replanted 
trees, and many stands recovered on their own. Forest Service and State policy treated fire as a 
nuisance and most fires were quickly extinguished.  Gradually the forests started to mature until by the 
1980s mature forests were common on both private and public lands.  A small local timber industry 
harvested timber and most major towns around the area had a small sawmill or two. In the high 
elevations spruce forests were largely mature, with an understory of fir.  Aspen stands were also 
mature, with extensive invasion of conifers into many stands.  In the mid elevations, cutting was more 
continuous and Douglas-fir / white fir forests were maturing. At lower elevations, pinyon-juniper 
continued to expand and increase in size and density.   

With the maturing of the forests fire began to become more common and harder to control.  At the 
same time policy changes in Washington led to an increase in Federal Forest lands reserved from timber 
harvesting and a dramatic decrease in timber harvests from National Forests across the nation as well as 
locally, even on lands designated for timber production.  In 1986 a spruce beetle epidemic began on the 
southern Wasatch Plateau, and spread north. The epidemic peaked around 1992, killing virtually all 
Engelmann spruce above the sapling stage in many stands.  The decrease in timber harvesting on the 
National Forests continued and the local timber industry declined with it.  The spruce beetle epidemic 
and the housing boom brought some loggers back to harvest dead and dying spruce from the private 
lands. The State has assisted landowners in setting up timber sales, and have even subsidized some 
harvests to reduce fire threat near homes.  The Forest Service recognized the problems with their 
forests and tried to implement increased management of their forested lands.  The Healthy Forest 
Restoration Act of 2003 allowed some limited logging to occur in the late 2000s. The Forest Service and 
the State have also reintroduced fire as a management tool & several prescribed fires have been set, 
and other fires were allowed to burn in order to reduce fuel loads and regenerate younger, healthier 
forest. The Forest Service has recently approved two projects within the Huntington watershed in the 
Millers Flat and Shalom area, aimed at reducing hazardous fuels. 
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4.5 Current Forest Conditions 
 

Currently spruce stands on Federal lands are recovering from the beetle epidemic. Subalpine fir now 
dominate these stands with high loads of standing and fallen spruce trees.  On the private lands most of 
the spruce stands have been logged and are dominated by young fir with spruce beginning to reestablish 
itself in the open areas.  Aspen stands are mature to over mature and are starting to decline on all 
ownerships.  Many aspen stands are choked with conifers. Pinyon-juniper continues to increase in 
density, though fire and active fuels management by the BLM and others is reducing PJ in some areas. 
The timber industry is nearly absent, a victim of an unreliable timber supply combined with low lumber 
prices from the housing bust and lumber imports from Canada. This makes active management difficult, 
even when regulations allow harvests. 

 In June 2012 a fire started in the Left Hand Fork of Huntington Canyon and spread rapidly to the north 
and east.  Although the Forest Service chose to fight the Seeley fire actively, firefighting was difficult 
because of long-range spotting out of thick stands of subalpine fir and dead spruce. Where the fire 
spread into recently logged private lands control was more successful, and the coming of monsoonal 
rains finally allowed the fire to be contained at approximately 47,000 acres.  

 

Figure 4.5a Seely Fire Burn Area 
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The wildfire primarily burned below the five upper reservoirs.  Cox Canyon, on the east shore of Electric 
Lake, was the only area upstream of these reservoirs to burn.  This benefited the reservoirs because 
they were for the most part not subject to post-fire sedimentation pulses that could have reduced 
storage capacities.  After the fire, portions of the burned area were aerially broadcast seeded with 
winter wheat on approximately 4160 acres within the Huntington Creek watershed.  The fire had 
dramatic effects on the watershed with debris flows scouring many drainages down to bedrock.  
Elevated runoff rates in Huntington Canyon have devastated infrastructure such as State Highway 31, 
and water resources.  The watershed’s hydrologic response to rain storms is temporarily and drastically 
altered and is now dominated by flash floods. 

 

Figure 4.5b Seely Fire Area Seeding 
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The final impact on the watershed is yet to be seen. Aspen will almost certainly benefit, and active 
sprouting of aspen can be seen, even in stands formerly dominated by conifers. Because of the extent of 
the fire and the many areas of high-intensity burning, conifer forests will take decades longer to recover. 

As a result of post-fire precipitation events, elevated sediment (including ash) and woody debris loads 
were deposited in the drainage during July 2012 and threatened the operation of the PacifiCorp Power 
Plant, irrigation systems, Huntington City water systems and other downstream infrastructure. 

Emery County received funding from the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) program to implement a project 
that would address the post-fire effects in the Huntington Creek Watershed. 

An earthen berm was constructed in the lower elevation BLM lands in order to slow and disperse 
floodwater during future high flow events.   

Box culverts with trash racks were installed on Huntington Creek in order to prevent the downstream 
passage of large logs and boulders during high flow events. Rip-rap material, including grouted rip-rap 
immediately downstream of the structure, was installed to provide stability and reduce scouring. 

Two separate settlement basins were constructed in an area upstream from the berm. Since 
construction the basins have functioned as designed, capturing elevated loads of sediment and woody 
debris that have occurred in Huntington Creek following the fire. 

The project was completed in the spring of 2015, total project cost was over $4 million.  75% of the cost 
came from the NRCS EWP program.  Emery County and the State of Utah provided 25% of the cost as 
project sponsors. 
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5.0 Biology of Watershed 
 

 

5.1 Fisheries 
 

The Huntington Creek Watershed can be delineated into two distinct sections regarding fisheries 
management and its respective fish assemblages.  Several diversion structures are present on 
Huntington Creek north of Huntington, Utah.  These structures limit fish immigration into the upper 
stream reaches.   Chemical and physical attributes of the watershed also change in this area and are 
influenced primarily by elevation and diversion of stream flow.  Therefore, fisheries upstream from 
Huntington, Utah can be characterized as cold water fisheries and fisheries below Huntington, Utah can 
be characterized as warm water fisheries.  Species common to the areas upstream and downstream of 
Huntington, Utah are located in Tables 5.1.a and 5.1.b, respectively. 
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Table 5.1a.  Fish species found in the Huntington Creek Watershed above Huntington, Utah. 

Category Common Name Scientific Name
Native Game Fish Colorado River cutthroat trout Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus
Nonnative Game Fish Bonneville cutthroat trout Oncorhynchus clarki utah

Brown trout Salmo trutta
Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss
Kokanee salmon Oncorhynchus nerka
Tiger trout Salmo trutta X Salvelinus fontinalis

Native Nongame Fish Mottled sculpin Cottus bairdii
Mountain sucker Catostomus platyrhynchus

Nonnative NonGame Fish Common carp Cyprinus carpio
Redside Shiner Richardsonius balteatus
Speckled Dace Rhinichthys osculus
Utah chub Gila atraria

 

Table 5.1.b.  Fish species found in the Huntington Creek Watershed below Huntington, Utah. 

Category Common Name Scientific Name
Native Game Fish Colorado River cutthroat trout Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus
Nonnative Game Fish Bonneville cutthroat trout Oncorhynchus clarki utah

Brown trout Salmo trutta
Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss
Kokanee salmon Oncorhynchus nerka
Tiger trout Salmo trutta X Salvelinus fontinalis

Native Nongame Fish Mottled sculpin Cottus bairdii
Mountain sucker Catostomus platyrhynchus

Nonnative NonGame Fish Common carp Cyprinus carpio
Redside Shiner Richardsonius balteatus
Speckled Dace Rhinichthys osculus

 

Several fisheries of notable social, economic, and/or biological importance exist in the Huntington Creek 
Watershed.  The watershed contains two Blue Ribbon Fisheries.  Huntington (Mammoth) Reservoir 
contains a high quality tiger trout fishery and Huntington Creek (and its forks) contains a high quality 
brown trout fishery.  The upper portion of the Right Fork of Huntington Creek contains the only “fly 
fishing” only zone in Utah, and attracts a diverse array of fisherman every year.  Unfortunately, a large 
portion of Huntington Creek was negatively impacted by the Seely Fire in 2012 and wide scale fish kills 
occurred.  Stream segments not impacted by the fire include a large portion of the Left Fork of 
Huntington Creek, and the upper portion of the Right Fork, including the “fly only” zone.  Several other 
high quality flat water fisheries are also present in the drainage and include Electric Lake and Huntington 
North Reservoirs.  Family oriented trout fisheries also exist at Miller’s Flat, Cleveland, and Boulger 
Reservoirs.  A wide variety of angling opportunities are available in this drainage. 
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In the late 1990’s, Conservation Agreements for preserving and enhancing Colorado River cutthroat 
trout (CRCT) populations within Utah were finalized.  Signatories of the statewide agreement include the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U. S. Forest Service 
(USFS), U. S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, and the Utah 
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission (Lentsch and Converse 1997).  Additional 
signatories of the range-wide agreement (commonly known as the Tri-State Agreement) include 
Colorado and Wyoming, incorporating the efforts of the Colorado Division of Wildlife and Wyoming 
Game and Fish (CRCT Task Force 1999). 

The Conservation Agreements include an appendage called the Conservation Strategy, which is an 
annually-updated plan outlining conservation actions to be taken over the next several years.  Early 
conservation objectives focus primarily on identifying populations of CRCT, determining genetic purity, 
and identifying suitable introduction and reintroduction locations.  Later objectives include habitat 
enhancement, nonnative fish control, introductions/reintroductions, and monitoring. 

 
The Huntington Creek drainage contains several small isolated populations of Colorado River cutthroat 
trout.  Native cutthroat are found in Tie Fork, Crandall, and Scad Valley Creeks.  These populations are 
protected by barriers that limit immigration of nonnative trout from Huntington Creek and also limit the 
potential of whirling disease invasion.  These native cutthroat trout populations play a critical role for in 
the UDWR Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Conservation and Management Strategy.  A population of 
Colorado River cutthroat trout in Nuck Woodward Creek has been extirpated by the Seely Fire and its 
after effects. 

The main stem of the Huntington Creek below Huntington, Utah provides an important role in the 
recovery of state conservation species and endangered fish.  Lower Huntington Creek provides seasonal 
habitat for all life stages of four native species of Colorado River fish (flannelmouth sucker, bluehead 
sucker, roundtail chub, and speckled dace). Flannelmouth sucker, roundtail chub, and bluehead sucker 
are themselves the subject of a Range-wide Conservation Agreement for the Three Species.  Flows from 
Huntington Creek help provide and maintain critical habitat for the endangered fishes of the Green and 
Colorado Rivers. 

5.2 Wildlife 
 

The Huntington Creek drainage has several game and nongame wildlife species that are socially, 
economically, and biological important. Native big game species include: mule deer, Rocky 
Mountain elk, pronghorn, and moose. Other harvestable species include: black bear, cougar, 
coyote, bobcat, cottontail rabbit, snowshoe hare, jack rabbit, beaver, wild turkey, chukar 
partridge, California quail, ring-neck pheasant, prairie dog, and waterfowl.  

A wide variety of nongame birds and mammals occur within this drainage where ecosystems 
range from subalpine grasslands to desert scrub. The highest diversity of birds occurs in riparian 
zones near permanent water.  The abundance of nesting cliffs makes this watershed 
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remarkable for the number of nesting raptors, notably golden eagles and peregrine falcons.  
White-tailed prairie dogs, common in deeper-soiled lowlands, serve as prey for many species 
and dig burrows that create habitat for other birds, mammals, and reptiles.  Bat species 
diversity is fairly high, particularly where cliff crevices and abandoned mines provide shelter for 
roosting, hibernation, and rearing of young.  Lizards and snakes are common but amphibians 
are limited to a few species in areas where open water is at least seasonably available. There 
are no native turtle species. 

Mule deer and Rocky Mountain elk both have crucial summer and winter habitat within the 
Huntington Creek Watershed. The two main herd units are the Central Mountain-North Manti 
herd unit # 16B, and the San Rafael herd unit #12 (only a small population of deer and elk). 
Mule deer populations have fluctuated year to year and are currently below the population 
objective. Elk are at their population objectives for both units (Utah Big Game Annual Report 
2011). The northeast Manti subunit experienced a substantial die-off of Wyoming big sagebrush 
at elevations below 6,500 feet in 2002-2003, which are crucial for mule deer surviving the harsh 
winter conditions. Many of these ranges are still recovering from those effects. The vast 
majority of the mule deer and elk winter range has had considerable oil and gas development. 
Other threats to their habitat include: highway mortality, drought, invasive weeds, illegal 
harvest, overgrazing, and predation (Utah Division of Wildlife 2006).  Several habitat projects 
have been completed since 2004 to improve habitat quality primarily in the winter and 
transitional habitats (Utah’s Watershed Restoration Initiative 2013).  

Pronghorn have yearlong crucial habitat in the watershed from the town of Huntington to the 
south end of the watershed boundary. The herd is located in the San Rafael-North unit.  This 
population is below its population objective. However, the San Rafael-North unit has an upward 
trend (Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 2009). 

Moose are present in the northern portion of the Huntington Creek Watershed. The herd 
belongs to the Central Mountain-North Manti herd unit. This population is in marginal habitat 
and has a very limited population. It is unlikely to grow into a viable population (Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources 2009). 

Waterfowl areas are limited within the watershed boundary to reservoirs and river systems.  

Table 5.2a.  Wildlife species found in the Huntington Creek Watershed. 

 

Category Common Name Scientific Name 

Native Big Game Moose Alces alces 
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  Mule deer Odocoileus hemionus 

  Pronghorn Antilocapra americana 

  Rocky Mountain elk Cervus canadensis 

Native Upland Game Dusty Grouse Dendragapus obscurus 

  Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 

  Ruffed Grouse Bonasa umbellus 

  Wild Turkey Meleagris gallopavo 

Nonnative Upland Game California Quail Callipepla californica 

  Chukar Partridge Alectoris chukar 

  Ring-necked Pheasant Phasianus colchicus 

Small Game Cottontail rabbit Sylvilagus audubonii 

  Snowshoe hare Lepus americanus, 

  White-tailed prairie dog Cynomys leucurus 

  White-tailed Jackrabbit Lepus townsendii 

Native Furbearers Badger Taxidea taxus 

  Beaver Castor canadensis 

  Bobcat Lynx rufus 

 Ringtail Bassariscus astutus 

  Coyote Canis latrans 

  Kit Fox Vulpes macrotis 

  Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus 

  Striped Skunk Mephitis mephitis 

Nonnative Furbearers Red Fox Vulpes vulpes 

  Raccoon Procyon lotor 

Native Predators Black Bear Ursus americanus 

  Cougar Puma concolor 



Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

49 
 

 

5.3 Protected Species 
  

The Huntington Creek drainage has numerous species of plants and wildlife that are protected 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  These species occur within two Utah Counties (Emery 
and Sanpete) that both include lands within the Huntington Creek drainage.  Sanpete County 
contains a very small portion of land within the Huntington Creek watershed.  It is unlikely that 
all listed species (for either County) have occurrences and habitat within the Huntington Creek 
drainage.   

Notable exceptions include the bonytail, Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, and razorback 
sucker.  These fish species do not occur in the Huntington Creek drainage, but water depletions 
in the headwater portions of the drainage could adversely affect these species and their 
downstream critical habitats and must be evaluated with regard to these species respective 
recovery programs.  The California condor in Emery County is considered an experimental 
population and thus non-essential.   

Greater Sage Grouse have limited brood and winter habitat within the Huntington Creek 
watershed boundary (Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 2009). The population is located 
within the Carbon Sage Grouse Management Area (Greater Sage-Grouse Working Group 2013). 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service made a determination not to list the species as threatened or 
endangered under the Endangered Species Act in September, 2015. 

More information can be found at: http://www.fws.gov/utahfieldoffice/endspp.html 

Table 5.3a  Federally protected Species in Emery County  

Federal Status Common Name Scientific Name 
Threatened Jones Cycladenia Cycladenia humilis var jonesii 
 Maguire Daisy Erigeron maguirei 
 Last Chance Townsendia  Townsendia aprica 
 Winkler Pincushion Cactus Pediocactus winkleri 

 
 Bald Eagle Breeding Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
 Mexican Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis lucida T 

 
Candidate Yellow-billed Cuckoo Possibly Coccyzus americanus 
Extirpated Black-footed Ferret Unconfirmed Mustela nigripes 
Endangered Barneby Reed-mustard Schoenocrambe barnebyi 
 San Rafael Cactus Pediocactus despainii 
 Wright Fishhook Cactus Sclerocactus wrightiae 
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 Humpback Chub Gila cypha 
 Bonytail Gila elegans 
 Colorado Pikeminnow Ptychocheilus lucius E 

 
 Razorback Sucker Xyrauchen texanus E 

 
 Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus E 

 
 

 5.4 Invasive Species 
 

Only two non-commensal mammals are established in Utah that could be considered invasive, 
the raccoon and the red fox.  Both these species greatly increased their distribution and 
abundance in the state during the late 20th century.  Changes in habitat plus suppression of 
populations of larger predators, such as coyotes and cougars, may have played a role in this 
expansion.  Very rarely, fox squirrels and opossums are reported, but there is no evidence they 
are established. 

The most significant non-native birds are the Eurasian Collared Dove, English Sparrow, and 
European Starling.  These are abundant enough to compete significantly with native birds.  
Chukars are also established, but not abundant enough to be considered invasive.  Brown-
headed cowbirds may not have been present in the area as breeders before the introduction of 
cattle.  They are currently abundant and have significant negative impacts on native breeding 
birds. 

There are several species of aquatic life that can be considered invasive species in the 
Huntington Creek watershed.  Dreissenid mussels (i.e., quagga and zebra mussels) are currently 
found in Lake Powell and also in headwater lakes of the Colorado and Green Rivers in the State 
of Colorado.  These species have not been found in the Huntington Creek watershed, but are a 
species of concern.  Several species of nonnative game and nongame fish occur in the 
Huntington Creek watershed and are considered invasive species.  Utah chub and redside 
shiners are both large minnow species common in Mammoth and Huntington North Reservoirs.  
Redside shiners are also present in Electric Lake.  These species are abundant and likely spread 
as the result of illegal stocking. 
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6.0 WATERSHED WATER QUALITY CONDITION 

6.1 Water Quality Assessment Background 
 

 

Utah’s designated beneficial uses for surface waters define the vital services they provide to 
society and include domestic use, recreational uses, aquatic life uses and agricultural uses 
(Table 6.1a) One or more designated uses have been assigned to every waterbody throughout 
Utah as described in UAC R317-2-6.   Quantitative and qualitative water quality standards are 
established to protect these uses.  Quantitative, or numeric, criteria set the maximum 
concentration of a pollutant that can be in a waterbody and still support its designated use(s). 
Narrative criteria apply to all surface waters and state that it is unlawful to discharge or place 
any offensive wastes in them, cause conditions that result in excess algae growth, and harm 
desirable aquatic life or human health. 

 

 

 

Table 6.1a List of Designated Uses for Surface Waters of Utah 

Designated  Use 
Class 

Use Description 

1C 
Protected for domestic purposes with prior treatment processes as required by Utah 
Division of Drinking Water 

2A Protected for frequent primary contact recreation such as swimming 

2B 
Protected for infrequent primary contact and secondary contact recreation such as boating 
or wading 

3A 
Protected for cold water species of game fish and other cold water aquatic life, including 
aquatic organisms in their food chain 

3B 
Protected for warm water species of game fish and other warm water aquatic life, including 
aquatic organisms in their food chain 

http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r317/r317-002.htm#T8
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3C 
Protected for nongame fish and other aquatic life, including aquatic organisms in their food 
chain 

3D 
Protected for waterfowl, shore birds, and other water oriented wildlife not included in 
Classes 3A, 3B, or 3C, , including aquatic organisms in their food chain 

3E 
Severely habitat-limited waters. Narrative standards will be applied to protect these waters 
for aquatic wildlife. 

4 Protected for agricultural uses including irrigation of crops and stock watering. 

5 
Great Salt Lake specific. Protected for primary and secondary contact recreation, aquatic 
wildlife, and mineral extraction. 

 

 

Table 6.1b List of Designated Uses for the Huntington Creek Watershed 

Reach Description Designated Uses 
Huntington Creek and tributaries from the confluence 
with Cottonwood Creek  to the Highway 10 crossing 

Infrequent primary contact (2B) 
Nongame fishery and other aquatic life (3C) 
Agricultural uses (4) 
Protected for primary and secondary contact 
recreation, aquatic wildlife, and mineral extraction (5) 

Huntington Creek and tributaries from the Highway 10 
crossing to the headwaters 

Drinking Water (1C) 
Infrequent primary contact (2B) 
Cold water fishery and other aquatic life (3A) 
Agricultural uses (4) 
Protected for primary and secondary contact 
recreation, aquatic wildlife, and mineral extraction (5) 

Left Fork Huntington Creek and tributaries from 
confluence with Huntington Creek to headwaters 

Cold Water Fishery (3a) 

 

DWQ segments waters into relatively homogenous units called Assessment Units (AUs).  The 
physical, chemical, and biological conditions of the waters within an AU are more similar to 
each other than adjacent AUs.  Environmental factors such as flow, channel morphology, 
substrate, riparian condition, adjoining land uses, confluence with other waterbodies, and 
potential sources of pollutant loading are considered when delineating AUs.  Lakes and 
reservoirs are typically a distinct AU. There are 10 AUs within the Huntington Creek Watershed.   

 

The Clean Water Act requires DWQ to report on the health of all surface waters to Congress 
every other year, known as the Integrated Report (IR).  Waterbodies that are not meeting their 
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designated uses are assessed as impaired in this report.  After a waterbody is listed, a 
restoration plan or Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is then developed for each pollutant 
causing the impairment in that waterbody.  A TMDL defines the total amount of pollutant that 
can be contained in the waterbody and still meet water quality standards. A TMDL includes the 
sum of pollutant loads from point sources (waste load allocations), non-point sources (load 
allocations), and a margin of safety (MOS) that accounts for uncertainty in the dataset and its 
analysis.  

For more information on the Utah 303(d) list, visit 
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/currentIR.htm.   

A complete list of EPA approved TMDLs for Utah can be found online: 
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/TMDL/index.htm#approved.  

An online map of beneficial uses, assessment status and impairments can also be found at 
http://wq.deq.utah.gov. 

6.2 Benthic Macroinvertebrates 
 

Biological data are important in interpreting aquatic life beneficial use support. DWQ has 
developed a model that assesses biological beneficial uses by quantifying the health of aquatic 
insect populations (benthic macroinvertebrates). Benthic macroinvertebrates are small animals 
living among the sediments and rocks on the bottom of streams, rivers and lakes. Insects 
comprise the largest diversity of these organisms and include mayflies, stoneflies, caddisflies, 
beetles, midges, crane flies, and dragonflies. Other members of the benthic macroinvertebrate 
community are snails, clams, aquatic worms, and crayfish. They are extremely important in the 
food chain of aquatic environments for fish and waterfowl.  

Biological assessments compare the macroinvertebrates collected at a site with a reference list 
of species expected in that type of waterbody. UDWQ employs the RIVPACS model (River 
Invertebrate Prediction and Classification System) to assess biological integrity. To quantify the 
biological condition of a certain waterbody, the model compares the list of observed species (O) 
at a site to a list of expected species (E) that would be present in the absence of pollutant or 
habitat impairments. An O/E score of 0.7 means that 7 out of 10 taxa were discovered at the 
site or 30% of the taxa have died out as a result of human-caused impacts to the stream.  

The complete assessment methodology for biological beneficial use support can be found 
online at: http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/documents/IR2010/Part1/2010_Part-
1-IR-Final_10Nov2010.pdf 

 

http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/currentIR.htm
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/TMDL/index.htm#approved
http://wq.deq.utah.gov/
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/documents/IR2010/Part1/2010_Part-1-IR-Final_10Nov2010.pdf
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/WQAssess/documents/IR2010/Part1/2010_Part-1-IR-Final_10Nov2010.pdf
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Table 6.2a Macroinvertebrate sampling locations and assessment status for the Huntington Creek watershed  

Site Description Date Sampled O/E Score Assessment Status 
Huntington Creek 9/17/2008 0.964920 GOOD 
Huntington Creek ~ 0.5 mile below Trail 
Canyon Creek 7/28/2010 1.015030 GOOD 

Huntington Creek above UP&L 
Diversion 10/5/2008 0.961641 GOOD 

Huntington Creek (EMAP) 9/28/2002 1.072491 GOOD 
Huntington Creek (EMAP) 9/28/2002 1.179741 GOOD 
Huntington Creek above Electric Lake 9/26/2011 0.889280 GOOD 
Huntington Creek 0.5 mile below Stuart 
Guard Station 10/4/2007 1.004562 GOOD 

Spring Creek above Huntington 
Reservoir 8/3/2000 0.838659 GOOD 

Rolfson Canyon Creek ~3/4 mi above 
Rolfson Reservoir 7/20/2010 0.965253 GOOD 

Left Fork Huntington Creek above 
Huntington Creek 10/16/2007 1.028523 GOOD 

Left Fork Huntington Creek above 
Huntington Creek 10/27/2002 1.142804 GOOD 

Left Fork Huntington Creek above 
Huntington Creek (Duplicate) 10/27/2002 1.028523 GOOD 

6.3. Huntington Creek Watershed TMDLs  
 

The lower portion of Huntington Creek was included on the Utah 2000 303(d) list of impaired 
waterbodies for exceeding the total dissolved solids (TDS) water quality standard, impairing its 
agricultural beneficial use for irrigation and stock watering.  As a result of that listing, a TMDL 
study was completed by DWQ and approved by EPA in 2004.  TDS concentrations measured in 
the upper reaches of the watershed meet the standard of 1,200 mg/L, and therefore are 
considered to be fully supporting their agricultural beneficial use, while the lower reach of the 
river exceeds the standard.  

The TMDL states that most TDS loading is a result of surface and subsurface movement of 
water over the Mancos Shale geologic formation in the watershed.  Mancos Shale, known to be 
highly saline and soluble, dominates the middle portion of the watershed.  Ground water flows 
through the Mancos Shale and surface runoff and stream flow over soils derived from Mancos 
Shale results in substantial dissolution and transport of salts.  As a result of this unalterable and 
natural cause of impairment, Huntington Creek now has a site specific TDS criterion, 
recognizing that the state TDS standard of 1,200 mg/L is unattainable.  Huntington Creek and 
tributaries from the confluence with Cottonwood Creek to the Highway 10 crossing now have a 
TDS standard of 4,800 mg/L.   
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The TMDL identified other potential anthropogenic (human caused) sources of TDS to 
Huntington Creek including irrigation return flows, streambank erosion resulting from season-
long grazing in riparian areas, forestry related activities, urban runoff, overland and gully 
erosion from disturbed areas, stock pond seepage and recreational activities.  The following list 
of options taken from the TMDL provides potential management activities that can reduce TDS 
loading to the Huntington Creek: 

• Increase irrigation efficiency thereby reducing return flows   
 

• Control canal and ditch seepage by limiting infiltration losses  
 

• Install membrane liners on stockwater ponds to prevent seepage  
 

• Create vegetated buffer strips along streams and ditches to reduce erosion  
 

• Revegetate stream banks with soil holding species, use rock barbs to divert flow from 
banks, and re-slope steep streambanks to allow for vegetation establishment  

 
• Maintain plant cover with proper grazing strategies  

 
• Identify areas where, due to erodible soils, grazing may not be sustainable  

 
• Improve riparian condition through grazing management and establishment of wetland 

species  
 

• Limit recreational vehicle usage to non-sensitive areas away from streams  
  

• Identify and improve roads and trails that don’t meet standards and best practices  
 

• Revegetate coal mine spoil to prevent erosion and deep percolation  
 

• Plug abandoned wells to prevent saline discharge into streams  
 

• Construct stormwater retention ponds in urban areas 
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Table 6.3a Load Reductions necessary for TMDL target attainment 

Stream Segment 

Load reduction required 
to meet Loading 

Capacity Based on 
1,200 mg/l TDS 

standard 
(tons/year) 

New TDS Site 
Specific Criterion for 

segment 
(mg/L) 

Load reduction required 
to meet Loading 

Capacity Based on new 
site specific standard 

for segment 
(tons/year) 

Confluence with 
Cottonwood Creek to 
Hwy 10 Crossing 

32,152 4,800 8038 

 

There has been a significant investment on upgrades to irrigation systems within the 
Huntington Creek watershed, converting flood irrigation methods to more efficient sprinkler 
systems.  The Huntington Cleveland Irrigation Company, working with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, converted its antiquated open ditch/flood irrigated system to a modernized 
pressurized distribution system that included over 150 miles of pipeline and the conversion of 
approximately 20,000 acres of flood irrigated farm ground to sprinkling systems.  This results in 
a decrease of high TDS return flows entering receiving streams.  Ongoing monitoring will be 
conducted to determine the effectiveness of these management practices.  

 

7.0 Watershed Implementation Strategy 
Specific resource concerns were identified by the Watershed Council. These resource concerns 
were categorized by Soil, Water, Air, Plant, Animal, Human and Energy Concerns. Objectives 
and recommended practices for each of the resource concerns were identified. For each 
resource concern, project areas were recommended that would meet the objective recognized 
and assist in obtaining the goal of treating and/or reducing the concern. (See Appendix).  

The Steering committee met on several occasions to solicit suggestions for any potential 
projects to include that are within the watershed. The technical committee met before and 
after the steering committee to review their project ideas, recommend best management 
practices (BMP) for the projects.  Though many of those suggested projects have not been 
fleshed out at this point in time, they are mentioned in this plan in the following table.  Those 
that are highlighted are the ones detailed later in the implementation plan.  If/when the others 
become a priority for the stakeholders, this document can be revised to include the specifics of 
those projects including the 9 elements that EPA requires related to watershed planning work. 
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The ultimate goal of the Huntington Creek Watershed Steering committee is to address each of 
the resource concerns identified, but this will be a phased approach and currently there are 5 
specific projects that are spelled out in detail in Section 7.1 

Table 7.1 Resource Concerns and Project Recommendations 

 
 
RESOURCE 
 

CONCERN PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS 

SOIL Post Fire 
Erosion/Vegetation 
Cover and Seeding 

1) Reseed poorly vegetated areas in Seely Burn area. 
2)  Remove beetle killed trees. 
3)   Construct debris racks/check dam structures in Cabin Canyon.  

Cabin Canyon is located just above Pole Canyon along Utah 
Highway 31.  An old closed road extended up canyon from U31 
approximately ¼ mile.  Post Seeley Fire flooding resulted in deep 
trenching and erosion of the closed road contributing significant 
sediment into Huntington Creek.   Debris racks and check 
structures could be constructed with a backhoe assisted by hand 
labor using large rock and dead timber on site. 
    

Estimated cost:   
• One week of backhoe crew time @ $65/hr. X 40 hours  

                                                                                                    $2600                                            
• Two laborers to assist with construction  

@ $15.00/hr. X 80 hours                        $2400 
                                                        TOTAL                                 $5000                                      

 
4) Construct check dam structures and trail drain dips along segments 

of the old closed logging road/non-motorized trail which extends 
up Flood Canyon from U31 for approximately 1.5 miles. Flood 
Canyon is located just across U31 from Engineer Canyon and also 
experienced extensive flooding and erosion after the Seeley fire.  
Check dam and drain dip construction would need to completed 
with hand labor.   
 

Estimated cost:   
• Two weeks of American Conservation Experience (ACE) 8-person 

crew time                                                                      $11,500 
 

WATER: 
Quality 

Water quality; 
non-point source 
pollution 

1) Treat identified non-point source problems. 
2)  Provide water in the creek and Huntington North reservoir year-

long so water does not become stagnant.  
3) Salinity: Complete irrigation improvement projects in the 

watershed area. 
WATER: 
Quantity 

Retaining water in 
the watershed, 
lack of storage 
capacity, flood 
water capture, 
protect rights of 

1) Line canal from Cottonwood to reduce water loss. 
• Cost Estimates from Emery Water Conservancy District: 
       53,000 linear feet/11 miles of canal ($150/ft)                         
                                                                                                                $7.95M 
  
2) Create catch basins. 
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local water 
users/irrigation 
companies, O & M 
& monitoring of 
water 
infrastructure, log 
jams 

3) Expand storage capacities of existing reservoirs/add new 
reservoirs. 

4) Maintain river channel to handle historic flow. 
5) Remove sediment during non-irrigation season. 
6) Mitigate impacts of EWP debris basin on Big Bend Spring. 
7) Improve water measurement technology, install monitoring 

devices on Cleveland Diversion and other areas as needed. 
8) Maintain flood control structures on the main channel. (i.e. EWP 

structures on BLM land below forest boundary) 
AIR NONE; Huntington 

has highest air 
quality rating 

 

PLANT Noxious & Invasive 
Species/Thistle 
infestations, 
timber 
management, 
pinyon and juniper 
(PJ) encroachment, 
losing ag 
production, 
riparian health 
degredation, lack 
of age class 
diversity of 
sagebrush 

1) Remove musk thistle in Seely burn area. 
2) Implement Russian Olive removal program of Emery County & 

NRCS.  
3) Educate public on noxious weeds, multiple uses. 
4) Harvest trees in heavy fire fuel area above reservoirs in the 

watershed. 
5) Remove PJ and reseed on BLM & SITLA property (lower watershed 

area) 
6) Initiate annual Ag tour of public and private lands. 
7) Develop process to hold agency and other personnel accountable 

for management decisions that impact local economy 
8) Remove tamarisk and Russian Olive E of forest boundary. 
9) Thin sagebrush stands that are decadent and seed with grass & 

forbs. 
10) Plant riparian herbaceous cover species to stabilize stream banks. 

ANIMAL Increased elk 
population in 
upper watershed 
and increased 
competition for 
forage for private 
livestock, 
increased deer 
populations in 
urban and farm 
environments, lack 
of predator 
control, threat of 
disease, noxious 
weeds spread by 
animals, T & E and 
state sensitive 
species habitat, 
introduction of 
Quagga & zebra 
mussels, poor 
condition of sport 
fisheries, need for 
available forage for 
livestock 

1) Monitor and improve aspen regeneration, support depredation 
programs and bounty programs. 

2) Educate & support animal health laws and testing requirements. 
3) Maintain Utah as a wolf free area. 
4) Find funding for biological control of noxious weeds. 
5) Create no negative impacts to T&E and sensitive species. 
6) Leave enough water in the creek and Huntington North reservoir 

year-long to improve fisheries in watershed. 
7) Open areas for rotational grazing and improve livestock 

distribution with increased grazing management. 
8) Allocate forage for livestock and big game to determine herd unit 

numbers. 
9) Provide boat washing stations at reservoirs. 
10) Improve Sage Grouse habitat. 



Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

59 
 

ENERGY Harmful industrial 
effects on water 
supply, lack of 
additional energy 
resources, 
insufficient 
distribution lines 
for industry needs, 
mining energy 
input costs, 
retaining 
industries, absence 
of industry 
development 

1) Re-adjudicate water back to Ag after industrial use. 
2) Partner with local irrigation companies to implement hydropower 

projects in pipeline systems. 
3) Promote a feasibility study for: 1) The development of feed lots 2) 

Cubing/pelloting plants 3) Other agribusinesses/manufacturing 
plants. 

HUMAN Rising costs to 
county 
government for 
emergency/search 
& rescue 
operations, loss of 
PILT funds, over 
reaching 
government 
regulations, lack of 
cooperation 
between multiple 
users/entities on 
public lands, need 
for job creation & 
economic 
development, 
need for 
coordination 
between all levels 
of government on 
public land policy, 
recreational 
impacts on the 
watershed 

1) Implement user fees for non-county residents, funding from state 
and/or federal level. 

2) Support efforts to continue payment of PILT. 
3) Make this watershed plan part of the county master plan. 
4) Provide signage for education on grazing allotments. 
5) Provide an education program regarding the dangers of 

catastrophic fire and watershed health. 
6) Replace some of the single family unit camping capacity lost along 

Huntington Canyon during post-fire flooding.  Construct three 
single family campsites along Nuck Woodard Canyon road 
between U31 and the lower Castle Valley Ridge Trail System 
trailhead.  Work would include construction of graveled spur roads 
accessing each campsite, leveling and gravelling at each site, 
installation of a pre-cast concrete fire ring at each site, and post-
construction landscaping/seeding.    

Estimated cost:   
• Excavation and gravelling of three spur roads totaling 

approximately 300 feet                                      $4800  
• Leveling, gravelling, landscaping at each campsite  

                                                                      $1000  
• Purchase of three family fire rings @ $550/ea + 150 labor per 

each                                                          $2100 
                                                                 TOTAL        $7900 
 

7) Replace some of the group site camping capacity lost along 
Huntington Canyon (South Hughes and Bridges Group A sites) 
during post-fire flooding, by adding capacity and amenities to 
existing campsites in the Lake Canyon Recreation Area.  Work 
would include gravelling the existing spur roads into campsites (25-
26), (39-40), 41, and 42, replacing small fire rings with group fire 
rings, installing four expanded metal picnic tables at each group 
site, and new single-unit vault toilet facilities at sites (39-40) and 
41. 
   

Estimated cost:   
• Gravelling of four spur roads, totaling approximately 700 feet 

                                                                               $10,600 
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• Replacement of four small fire rings with group rings @ $700/ea. 
+ $200 labor/ea.                                                                                

                                                                                                                         $3,600
  

• Purchase of 16 expanded metal tables @ $900/ea + $150 
labor/ea.                                                                                       $16,800                                                                                                                   

• Purchase and installation of two vault toilet facilities @ 
$17,000/ea.                                                          $34,000 

        
               TOTAL                                                          $65,000 
 

8) Assess Pole Canyon trail to determine the feasibility of re-
establishing this route. 

9) Provide recreation areas and schedule livestock movements along 
with other recreation use (i.e. Rock Canyon) 

7.2 Adaptive Watershed Planning 
This plan represents the watershed group’s consensus on concerns and priorities at this point in 
time.  There will undoubtedly be changes in watershed condition that will need to be noted in 
this document, and there will be new projects identified by stakeholders that will need to be 
incorporated.  Adaptive management of this plan will allow for flexibility and adaptation based 
on any new information obtained.  It’s an ongoing cycle, as illustrated below.  This document 
was the Committee’s first attempt to assess the problems and design a solution.  
Implementation, monitoring, evaluation and adjustments will be made as time goes on.   

Monitoring efforts will continue in the 
future.  The Utah Division of Water 
Quality will include Huntington Canyon 
watershed sampling locations on the 
Colorado River basin intensive 
monitoring run that will be conducted 
every six years.  The most recent 
monitoring was conducted in 2012-13.  
The next round will take place in 2018-
19.  That monitoring is done to assess 

current condition of stream and reservoir sites and those results will be used to determine the 
next areas to focus on.   

In addition to the intensive basin sampling, individual sampling and analysis plans will be 
developed and implemented for monitoring any best management practices that are 
implemented.  These sampling and analysis plans will outline project goals and expected 
pollutant load reductions and define the steps that will be taken to determine actual pollutant 
load reductions post implementation.   
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The Committee will keep a record of changes that need to be made to this plan and incorporate 
those changes after each round of intensive monitoring is complete.  The next revision will be 
done 5 years from now in 2021. At that point stakeholders will hopefully have recognized the 
benefits of having this document in place and will be helpful in offering suggested changes or 
additions to it. 

 

7.3 Implementation Plan 
 

The implementation strategy for this watershed plan will first be to address projects that are 
ready to be implemented now. Other projects will be added to this document as they come 
forward.  This plan will address, in a general manner, all anticipated aspects of the watershed. 
Specific projects will be added to this document once approved by the Steering Committee. 

The following projects will be actively coordinating efforts, building partnerships and seeking 
funding for implementation as quickly as possible: 

1) Line canal from Cottonwood Creek at Swasey diversion to Huntington in order to reduce 
water loss and control salt loading from canal seepage. Estimated Cost: $17,952,000 

2) Construct check dam structures and trail drain dips along segments of the old closed logging 
road/non-motorized trail which extends up Flood Canyon from U31 for approximately 1.5 miles.  
Estimated Cost: $11,500 

3) Replace lost group use camping capacity at South Hughes and Bridges Group Sites (150 
people) with two or three additional group sites in the Lake Canyon Recreation Area.  
Estimated Cost: $65,000 

4) Replace lost family site camping capacity (30 people) by improving two dispersed campsites 
below the lower trailhead in Nuck Woodard Canyon. Estimated Cost: $7900 

This document will address the goals and objectives of each of these projects, implementation 
strategies, funding and technical assistance needs and implementation schedule 

7.2a Measurable milestones for the proposed projects include: 
 

1. Develop specific project implementation plans. 
2. Obtain funding to support the project work.   
3. Perform pre project monitoring. 
4. Complete on-the-ground implementation. 
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5. Perform follow up monitoring.  
6. Complete any final reporting requirements associated with the funding sources. 

7.2b Criteria to determine project success: 
 

1) Line canal from Cottonwood Creek at Swasey diversion to Huntington 
a) Reduce canal seepage from 648 acre feet/year to <40 acre feet/year 
b) Reduce salt loading from 722 tons to < 50 tons 

2) Construct check dam structures and trail drain dips along segments of the old closed 
logging road/non-motorized trail which extends up Flood Canyon from U31 for 
approximately 1.5 miles 
a) Reduce current soil erosion rates on the trail by 50% by the end of 2016. 
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3) Replace lost group use camping capacity (150 people) at South Hughes and Bridges 
Group Sites 
a) Campground sites will be designed to reduce runoff to Huntington Creek 
b) Reduce current soil erosion rates by 50%. 
c) Construction of campgrounds will begin by June 2016 

 

  
4) Replace lost family site camping capacity (30 people) below the lower trailhead in Nuck 

Woodard Canyon 

a) Campsites will be designed to reduce runoff into Huntington Creek 

b) Construction of new campsites will begin by June 2016 
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5) Construct Debris Racks/check dam structures in Cabin Canyon 
a) Reduce sediment load into Huntington Creek from the Cabin Canyon road 50% 

 

7.3 Project Descriptions 
7.3a Lining of Cottonwood Creek Huntington Canal Project Description 

 

 

This project entails the lining of the Cottonwood Creek Huntington Canal, an approximately 17 mile, 48 
foot cross section, open earthen canal that originates in the Cottonwood Creek drainage at the Swasey 
Diversion and carries water from the Cottonwood Creek drainage to the Huntington Creek watershed 
for Agricultural use.  The Emery Water Conservancy District operates and maintains the canal.  Lining the 
canal would reduce the amount of seepage from the earthen structure and stop the transport of salts 
from the canal to the area below the canal.  A portion of the canal (11 miles) was lined forty-plus years 
ago and has since failed.  All 17 miles of the canal need to be lined to prevent the loss of water and the 
transport of salts due to seepage. 

The canal delivers 12,000 acre feet of water per year, generally 100 acre feet per day, during the 
irrigation season of 120 days.   

The total canal loss from evaporation and seepage is 9 acre feet per day and seepage accounts for 60% 
of the total loss.  The total seepage loss is over 600 acre feet per year. 
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7.3a Cottonwood Creek Huntington Canal Lining Project Goals and Objectives 

Goal 1: Reduce salt loading by 700 tons/year, the current salt load from canal is estimated at 722 
tons/year from seepage through earthen canal.  An additional 33 tons/year of salt can also be saved by 
lining the canal after a proposed project to add 7900 acre feet of water to the canal capacity is achieved. 

* Salt loading figures derived from conversation with Ben Radcliffe @ BOR, February 2, 2016 

 Objective 1. Educate Agricultural sector and public on project benefits 

Objective 2. Seek project funding 

 Objective 3. Line Canal with impervious layer 

Goal 2: Reduce Water loss by 648 acre feet/year during irrigation season 

 Objective 1. Educate Agricultural sector and public on project benefits 

Objective 2. Seek project funding 

 Objective 3. Line Canal with impervious layer 

7.3a Cottonwood Creek Huntington Canal Lining Proposal Project funding needs:  

COST ESTIMATE: 

Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Cost 
Canal Liner 89760  Linear Feet  

(lnft) 
$200 $17,952,000 

   TOTAL: $17,952,000 
 

7.3a Proposal Technical assistance needs:  

The planning and application process has utilized the technical assistance of multiple agencies 
and organizations. The collaborative effort of the San Rafael Conservation District, Utah 
Association of Conservation Districts, Emery Water Conservancy District, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), Utah Department of Agriculture and Food, Bureau of Reclamation 
(BOR), Utah Division of Water Quality, and others have offered technical advice and planning 
assistance. These agencies will provide the oversight and administration for the duration of the 
project. 

7.3a Schedule for implementation: June 2016 to September 2017 

The project is scheduled to begin implementation _________. The project will be ongoing 
through 2017. 
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7.3b Flood Canyon Check Dam Structure Project Description 
 

This project entails the construction of check dam structures and trail drain dips to control 
erosion of trails along segments of the old closed logging road/non-motorized trail which 
extends up Flood Canyon from Highway U31 for approximately 1.5 miles.  Flood Canyon is located 
just across U31 from Engineer Canyon and also experienced extensive flooding and erosion after the 
Seeley fire. Check dam and drain dip construction will need to be completed with hand labor.   

7.3b Flood Canyon Check Dam Structure Project Goals and Objectives 

Goal 1: Reduce soil erosion from trails 

Objective 1: Stabilize soils on trails in Flood Canyon 
Objective 2: Maintain trails for recreationists 

7.3b Flood Canyon Check Dam Structure Project funding needs: 

COST ESTIMATE: 

Two weeks of American Conservation Experience (ACE) 8-person crew time:  

                    $11,500 

 

7.3b Proposal Technical assistance needs:  

The planning and application process has utilized the technical assistance of multiple agencies 
and organizations. The collaborative effort of the San Rafael Conservation District, Utah 
Association of Conservation Districts, Manti LaSal USFS, NRCS, Utah Division of Water Quality, 
and others have offered technical advice and planning assistance. These agencies will provide 
the oversight and administration for the duration of the project.  

7.3b Schedule for implementation: June 2016 to September 2017 

The project is scheduled to begin implementation _________. The project will be ongoing 
through 2017. 

7.3c Replace camping capacity (30people) at Nuck Woodard Canyon Project Description 
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This project entails the replacement of some of the single family unit camping capacity lost along 
Huntington Canyon during post-fire flooding.  Construct three single family campsites along Nuck 
Woodward Canyon road between U31 and the lower Castle Valley Ridge Trail System trailhead.  Work 
will include construction of graveled spur roads accessing each campsite, leveling and gravelling at each 
site, installation of a pre-cast concrete fire ring at each site, and post-construction landscaping/seeding. 

7.3c Project Goals and Objectives 

Goal 1: Reduce soil erosion from trails 

Objective 1: Stabilize soils on trails in Flood Canyon 
Objective 2: Maintain trails for recreationists 

7.3c Replace camping capacity at South Hughes and Bridges sites Project funding needs: 

Cost Estimate: 

Excavation and gravelling of 3 spur roads totaling approximately 300 feet  $4800 
 

Leveling, gravelling, landscaping at each campsite $1000 
 

Purchase of three family fire rings @ $550/ea + 150 labor per each $2100 
 

TOTAL: $7900 
 

  
 

7.3c Proposal Technical assistance needs: 

The planning and application process has utilized the technical assistance of multiple agencies 
and organizations. The collaborative effort of the San Rafael Conservation District, Utah 
Association of Conservation Districts, Manti LaSal USFS, NRCS, Utah Division of Water Quality, 
and others have offered technical advice and planning assistance. These agencies will provide 
the oversight and administration for the duration of the project. 

7.3c Schedule for implementation: June 2016 to September 2017 

The project is scheduled to begin implementation _________. The project will be ongoing 
through 2017. 

7.3d Replace camping capacity (150 people) at South Hughes and Bridges Group Sites 
Project Description 
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Replace some of the group site camping capacity lost along Huntington Canyon (South Hughes and 
Bridges Group A sites) during post-fire flooding, by adding capacity and amenities to existing campsites 
in the Lake Canyon Recreation Area.  Work would include gravelling the existing spur roads into 
campsites (25-26), (39-40), 41, and 42, replacing small fire rings with group fire rings, installing four 
expanded metal picnic tables at each group site, and new single-unit vault toilet facilities at sites (39-40) 
and 41. 

7.3d Project Goals and Objectives 

Goal 1: Reduce soil erosion from spur roads 

 Objective 1: Gravel existing spur roads into campsites 

Goal 2: Provide increased opportunities for campers in the area 

 Objective 1: Replace lost camping capacity 

Objective 2: Upgrade existing facilities and add larger fire rings, picnic tables and new 
toilet facilities 

7.3d Replace camping capacity in South Hughes and Bridges Group Camping sites Project 
funding needs: 

Cost Estimate: 

Gravelling of four spur roads,  approximately 700 feet  $10,600 
 

Replace four small fire rings with group rings @ $700/ea. + $200 labor/each $ 3,600 
 

Purchase of 16 expanded metal tables @ $900/ea + $150 labor/ea. $16,800 
 

Purchase and installation of two vault toilet facilities @ $17,000/ea. $34,000 
 

TOTAL: $65,000 
 

7.3d Proposal Technical assistance needs: 

The planning and application process has utilized the technical assistance of multiple agencies 
and organizations. The collaborative effort of the San Rafael Conservation District, Utah 
Association of Conservation Districts, Manti LaSal USFS, NRCS, Utah Division of Water Quality, 
and others have offered technical advice and planning assistance. These agencies will provide 
the oversight and administration for the duration of the project. 

7.3d Schedule for implementation: June 2016 to September 2017 



Huntington Creek Watershed Plan 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

69 
 

The project is scheduled to begin implementation _________. The project will be ongoing 
through 2017. 

 

7.3e Cabin Canyon Debris racks/check dam structures Project Description 
 

Cabin Canyon is located just above Pole Canyon along Utah Highway 31.  An old closed road extended 
up canyon from Highway U31 approximately ¼ mile.  Post Seeley Fire flooding resulted in deep 
trenching and erosion of the closed road contributing significant sediment into Huntington Creek.   
Debris racks and check structures could be constructed with a backhoe assisted by hand labor using 
large rock and dead timber on site. 

7.3e Project Goals and Objectives 

Goals 1: Reduce erosion from Cabin Canyon Road 

 Objective 1: Construct debris racks and check structures  

7.3e Cabin Canyon Check Dam Structure Project funding needs: 

Cost Estimate: 

 One week of backhoe crew time @ $65/hr. X 40 hours $2600 
 

Two laborers to assist with construction @ $15.00/hr. X 80 hours $2400 
 

TOTAL:  $5000 
 

 

 

 

7.3e Proposal Technical assistance needs: 

The planning and application process has utilized the technical assistance of multiple agencies 
and organizations. The collaborative effort of the San Rafael Conservation District, Utah 
Association of Conservation Districts, Manti LaSal USFS, NRCS, Utah Division of Water Quality, 
and others have offered technical advice and planning assistance. These agencies will provide 
the oversight and administration for the duration of the project. 
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7.3e Schedule for implementation: June 2016 to September 2017 

The project is scheduled to begin implementation _________. The project will be ongoing 
through 2017. 

7.5 Total Cost Estimates for Projects: 
 

Table 7.2 Total Cost Estimates for Projects 

PROJECT NAME LEAD ESTIMATED COST 
Cottonwood Huntington 
Canal Lining 

Emery Water Conservancy 
District 

17,562,000 
 

Cabin Canyon Debris 
racks/check dams 

Manti-LaSal Forest 5,000 
 

Flood Canyon Dams and trail 
drains 

Manti-LaSal Forest 11,500 
 

Nuck Woodard campsite 
replacement 

Manti-LaSal Forest 7,900 

South Hughes and Bridges 
campsite addition 

Manti-LaSal Forest 65,000 
 

   
TOTAL  17,541,400 
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9 Elements of a Watershed plan for impaired Waters Funded Using 
Incremental Section 319 Funds: 

7. Identification of causes of impairment & pollutant sources that need to 
be controlled to achieve needed load reductions and any other goals 
identified in the plan.  Sources that need to be controlled should be 
identified at the significant subcategory level along with estimates of the 
extent to which they are present in the watershed (e.g. X acres needing 
sprinklers) 

a) Include map(s) that locate the major causes & sources of impairment.  
Set goals to meet water quality standards for pollutants.  Account for 
significant point & non-point sources.  This element MAY be 
adequately addressed since a TMDL exists. 

8. An estimate of the load reductions expected from management 
measures. 

a) Determine the reductions needed to meet the water quality standards.  
Identify various mgt measures that will help to reduce the pollutant 
loads and estimate the load reductions expected. 

b) The plan should identify and incorporate the TMDLs.  The estimate 
should account for reductions in pollutant loads from point and 
nonpoint sources identified in the TMDL as necessary to attain the 
applicable water quality standards.   

9. A description of the nonpoint source management measures that will 
need to be implemented to achieve load reductions listed above, and a 
description of the critical areas in which those measures will be needed 
to implement this plan. 

10. Schedule for implementing the nonpoint source management 
measures identified in this plan that is reasonably expeditious. 
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a) Describe the management measures that need to be implemented to 
achieve the load reductions estimated under element 2, as well as to 
achieve any additional pollution prevention goals called out in the 
watershed plan 

 

 

 

West Colorado TMDL BMP’s for Huntington Creek 

Identified Non-Point Source Recommended BMP’s 
Irrigation Return Flows 1) Increase irrigation efficiency through the use 

of sprinkler type irrigation systems 
 
2) Improved surface irrigation techniques such 
as automated water control valves, water 
measuring devices, gated pipe, borders, water 
control structures, and tailwater recovery 
systems 

Canal seepage Line canals with concrete 
Stockwater pond seepage  Install membrane liners 

 Surface runoff  Plant vegetation buffer strips 
 
 
 Streambank erosion 

1) Construct fences and in-stream livestock 
watering stations to prevent streambank 
damage 
 
2)Stabilize streambanks with log abutments, 
cribs, rock diversion structures 
  
3)Restore/revegetate failing streambank areas 

 Urban runoff Install vegetation filter strips along roadsides, 
construct detention ponds 

 
 Forest 

Minimize access roads and stream crossings, 
install culverts, revegetate slopes 
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b) Identify the critical areas in which those measures will be needed to 
implement the plan.  Can be greatly enhanced by identifying on a map 
priority areas and practices. 
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11. Estimate of the amounts of technical and financial assistance 
needed, associated costs, and/or the sources and authorities that will be 
relied upon to implement this plan. 

a) This includes implementation and long-term operation and 
maintenance of management measures, I/E activities, monitoring, and 
evaluation activities. 

b) Plan sponsors should consider the use of federal, state, local, and 
private funds or resources that might be available to assist in 
implementing the plan. Shortfalls between needs and available 
resources should be identified and addressed in the plan. 

12. An information and education (I&E) component used to enhance 
public understanding of the project and encourage their early and 
continued participation in selecting, designing, and implementing the 
nonpoint source management measures that will be implemented. 

a) I&E plan should ID the actions that will be used to implement the plan. 

b) The schedule should reflect the milestones developed. 

13. A description of interim measurable milestones for determining 
whether nonpoint source management measures or other control 
actions are being implemented.  (Whether the measures on being 
implemented on schedule) 

14. A set of criteria that can be used to determine whether loading 
reductions are being achieved over time and substantial progress is 
being made toward attaining water quality standards. 

a.) Water quality benchmarks (e.g. fecal coliform concentrations) to 
measure through monitoring. 

15. A monitoring component to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
implementation efforts over time, measured against the criteria 
established under item 8 immediately above. 

c) The monitoring component should determine whether progress is 
being made toward attaining or maintaining water quality standards. 
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16. APPENDIX: 
 

d) Hydrologic Unit Assessment Codes: 
 

 

Table 6.1b List of Assessment Units (AU) and Hydrologic Unit Codes in the Huntington 
Creek Watershed. 

Description 12 Digit Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUC) 
Associated with AU 

Huntington Creek-1 140600090106, 140600090107, 140600090108 
Huntington Creek-2 140600090104, 140600090105, 140600090106, 

140600090107 
Huntington Creek-3 140600090102, 140600090103, 140600090104, 

140600090105 
Left Fork Huntington Creek 140600090101 
Huntington Lake North  140600090105 
Electric Lake Tributaries 140600090102 
Electric Lake 140600090102 
Huntington Reservoir 140600090101 
Cleveland Reservoir 140600090101 
Miller Flat Reservoir 140600090101 

 

 

 

e) N Emery water users water protection plan 
 

f) HCIC water conservation plan 
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