


# Examine indicators in different
' gradients.

Does gradient make a difference with
respect to protocol execution?

b Sl iR Is there evidence in the data to support
| A stratification within a watershed by
R e gradients?




constrained reach with the remaining
random sites.

Does the data indicate a physical,
chemical, and/or biological difference
between these two types of reaches?

Are resultant indicator values different
between these two types of reaches?
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%I Average Bankfull Width
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».2 Average Bankfull Width:Depth
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B Creek = Site Residual Error
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B Creek = Site Residual Error
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H Creek = Site
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=2 Sinuosity
B Creek ™ Site Residual Error
<2%

>2% & < 4%

>4% & <10%

i >10%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

% of Variance




h.: Thalweg Length
' M Creek = Site Residual Error
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,;Wood Frequency

B Creek = Site Residual Error
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B Creek = Site Residual Error
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» 3 Crew Error Patterns
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2 Crew Error Patterns
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2 Crew Error Patterns
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Evidence for Stratification by
Gradient?
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MONTGOMERY AND BUFFINGTON



Average Bankfull Width
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,Substrate - % PTC Fines




Sensmwty to Change

fofencivion | o o @ | m
il raeorote @ | n e o

nnnn
Qi rercentFines | @ W & &
g oietunis | @ 0 @& =

" @ Very Responsive D ——
~. I Secondary Response High  Gradient  Low

Little Response
b N P Montgomery & McDonald 2002



Sensmwty to Change?
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o Lowest Site Comparison

Remaining random sites

Lowest non-
constrained reach




. Physical & Chemical Indicator
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o= Differences. ..

Lowest Non-Constrained Reach (n=8)  Remaining Random Sites (n=38)

Mean Variance Mean Variance
Site Length 283.0 18952.6 203.5 3048.7
Bankfull Width 11.9 32.3 8.5 5.9
Bankfull Width:Depth 234 65.6 208 28.0
Gradient 1.15 0.37 5.57 11.74
Sinuosity 1.48 0.11 1.30 0.01
Percent Fines 19.6 240.2 1.3 70.8
¢ DS 2.2 1334 5.8 1533.7
© . ¢ Pool Frequency 1.01 0.54 1.75 0.59
Wood Frequency 1.2 23.6 6.3 18.7
Dissolved Oxygen B.24 6.60
pH 711 1.03 7.30 0.61

Conductivity 68.7 2199.2 66.5 1972.9




> Aquatic Biota Indicator

T
= Differences..
&8 Creek Name Lowest Non-Constrained ~ Remaining Random Sites  Predicted # of Species
Reach (n=6) (n=31) (remaining random sites)
et Upper Cow Creek 5 T I
UL Stil Creek 4 b 7
(0 Summit Creek 0 1 1
 Hamma Hamma River 3 1 15
- Swauk Creek 2 4 4
Silver Creek 2 4 0
X =26 X=38 X =0.7
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