Similar Aspects Between
Protocols
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Site Information

» Majority of parameters shared between protocols
 Date, time, GPS, road name, location description when needed
« Stream name and road type collected in some protocols

« Parameters specific to certain protocols
 Last rainfall (Hunter-Clyde)
« Road kill information (New Hampshire’s FW Culvert Asses. Protocol)
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Photo Log

* All protocols call for
photo log of the site
being assessed

« All groups have
iInflow/outflow pictures

e Upstream and
downstream (3/6
protocols)
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Water Quality Testing

* Included In NSLC AdeptSt r e a m, PWA' s Broken
protocol

« PWA Air temp, water temp, DO, pH, conductivity, TDS and salinity
« Adopt-a-stream: Air temp, water temp, DO, pH, conductivity, and TDS
« KWRCAIr temp, water temp and DO

www.petitcodiacwatershed.org @/



Riparian Health Measurements

* Varies widely amongst different protocols
« Main focus for some groups,; little consideration in others

* HunterClyde group has a large focus on riparian health

* Invasive species, disturbance caused vegetation, average width of riparian
zone, vegetation cover etc. (rating systen3)0

 New Hampshire FW Culvert Asses. Protocol
« Dominant vegetation type, wildlife signs

www.petitcodiacwatershed.org



Channel Measurements

« Bankfull width measured in all protocols

« Differing methodology (ex. AdojgtStream and PWA take an average width
after measuring 3 points)

« Some protocols only measure upstream whereas some do downstream as
well.

* Wetted width in (4/6) protocols
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Culvert Information

« Material and condition of culvert
« Common to all but one protocol

 Classifying the condition or degree of damage differs per protocol

« Ex—NAACC classifies as either OK, poor, new vs. HG@hde rates crossing condition
(0-3)

« Shape of culvert
« Slight wording changes but overall similar to all protocols
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Culvert Measurements

* Length is measured by all groups
* Width and height included in 3/6 protocols

« Water depth and velocity considering in all protocols

« 4 groups take guantitative data
* Methods varied here as well; flow meter, meter stick, ping pong ball

* NAACC and New Hampshire’ s FW Culvert Ass
comparing to the natural river system.
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Slope Measurements

« Surveying equipment used in 4/&
protocols to measure culvert
slope

*New Hampshire’s

Protocol visually compares culvert
and stream slope

« Upstream and downstream
slopes measured in 2/6 protocol
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Substrate Information

« Adopt-a-stream and PWA look at percent composition
« Substrate sizes: fines, gravel, cobble, boulder

* NAACC considers Is the substrate matches the stream
* Type and coverage are also considered

 New Hampshire FW Culvert Asses. Protocol
 Dominant bed material (ranking systerr6]
« Measures upstream, downstream and within the culvert
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Ranking System

* The greatest difference between protocols
 Varying parameters and scoring systems
 All seem to generate accurate results

* For example, NAACC and KWRC have weighted scoring
* However, different parameters are included.
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Conclusion

« Many areas of overlap but more differences

« Advantages- more parameters to possibly include, wider knowledge of what
Impacts culvert assessments

« Disadvantages- Streamlining of all protocols might come with hiccups
(parameters potentially added to or left out of protocols currently being used)

* Collaboration with all groups will require compromise and continued
open communication.
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