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Asan Watershed
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Asan River Stage Discharge Curve
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Field Observations - Geus

Geus River before Tropical Same location after Tropical
Storm Halong (7/18/2014). Storm Halong (7/30/2014).
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Geus Stream Level vs. Rainfall Data
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Geus Turbidity vs. Geus Stream Level
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Conclusion

These 3 Watersheds are very dynamic
Soll type Is very erodible
Common ISsues:

§ Natural occurrence
§ Badlands
§ Bank erosion
§ Earthquake
§ Typhoon

§ Human activities
§ Off-Road activities
§ Fire



Recommendations

Continued monitoring

Outreach and public education
Enforcement of erosion control practices
Management plan may implement certain
vegetation and Hydro seeding

Watershed management and restoration

should be continued for other watersheds
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