CHaMP Metric
House Keeping

2011-2013 Field Seasons
and beyond.




Metric and Indic OUSEKeEePINg

e CHaMP metric background
e Metric development process and timeline
e Review current list of cm.org metric outputs
e Potential list of new metrics for RBT 2014
e Calculation review
e Metadata documentation (cm.org, mm.org, client definitions)
e Standard metric diagnostics—tools for metric evaluation
e Review criteria for metric release to public
e Indicator Review
o Update list?
e Other considerations for February
e Update metric justification table?




Characterizing stream
habitat quality

o Measurements are the ‘fine scale’ descriptions of
the physical, chemical, hydrologic, geomorphic,
etc. characteristics of a stream, usually taken at

areach or habitat unit scale.
re derived by combining a set of
etevant measurements to characterize a stream

site (such as a reach), e.g., mean reach width or
depth; average pool tail fines, number of
pools/100m

o Indicators synthesize (or scale up) the site scale
metrics to describe habitat across the
spatial/temporal (S/T) domain of interest.
Indicators are quantitative summaries of a metric
across the target S/T domain of interest.
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1) Information Content: Habitat metrics and mdicators must provide mformation

directly related to salmonid productivity, including survival and growth, as
documented by peer reviewed literature, modeling, or existing data analysis.

Data Form: Habitat metrics and mdicators must provide statistical information with
robust data quality. The data generated for a prospective metric must be repeatable,
detect heterogeneity, and have adequate properties for modeling/statistics (e.g..
variance distributions must meet statistical assumptions for modeling or testing).

Feasibility: Habitat metrics and mdicators need to be generated by field tools or
software that are readily implementable as of the time field testmng m fall 2010 (1.e..
does not rely on future technological advances). Feasibility 1s also bounded by the
need to fit all survey work within a three-person-day field survey at 80-90 percent of
all sites likely to be encountered.




NEW METRIC FLOWCHART

Review F

_} In Fi

Review of Decide to a
calculatic CHaMP
Customi )
U
. " Evaluate
Evaluation o i Make
c reco

N

Decide




CHaMP Metric Annual QA

Metric development
and testing

Final list of proposed
RBT and Aux metrics

RBT metric

programming complete |
RBT metric
validation

-Metric metadata development
for mm.org, cm.org

Metric data dictionary
Review for C.M

Metrics available
on cm.org

Watershed and central
metric QA complete

CHaMP Metric
QA complete:

Metrics released
to public
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Review cm.org mefric lists )

- Develop list of ‘recommended’ metrics for
analysis

- Review internal list of metrics

. Client metrics

EXCEL FILE




Master Metric Documentation

o Monitoring Methods

o RBT Technical Documentation
o CHaMP Monitoring

o Access Database

o GCD HTML report

We need consistency in terminology, units,
calculations, display, descriptions and
structure!




Metric

Diagnostics

Pool Area

Pool Frequency
a0

0B84

Wetted Volume

Metric
Site Water Surface Gradient
Paricles Less. ThanGémm
Coarse And Fine Gravel
Boulder And Cobbles
Sinuosity Via.Centerline

Fish.Cover.Composition.Total

Wetted Large Wood Volume By Site
Bankfull. Width.Profile Filtered. Mean
Thalweg.Depth_Profile Filtered Mean

Avg Fast Water. Cobble Embeddedness
Standard Deviation Of The Detrended DEM
Site Length Thalweg

Mean Var Visit.Corr RMSE CV S.N
1.78 268 097 039 2187 17.31
22 65 498 .84 047 1342 5924 199
4082 23545 052 943 2323 1.71
39.45 405.40 084 745 1889 660
152 19.84 084 026 17.08 365.10

812.39 424043522 071 141170 17377 1.19
4750 1103543 046 79.98 16837 1.10
5715 207015 079 1046 1831 1888

14599 12831.03 089 2494 1708 2033

1088.85 424736512 091 609.96 5602 1060
18.24 209.40 025 601 3293 507
2615  3502.88 088 2638 10088 4.21
13.25 113.56 0.97 120 907 8040
0.38 0.05 079 011 2995 3.18
19.43 122 14 012 778 4004 121
0.70 0.22 084 028 4099 192

23303 16968.95 100 767 32928574




Metric diagnostics and evaluafion

« Developing the “standard” first round of review

Thalweg.Depth.Profile.Filtered.Mean
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Within Year Repeat VIsits

Average.Summer.Solar.Access
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Upper Grande Ronde
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Alkalinity Wetted Volume Abg Fast Water Cobble Embeddedness Pool Frequency
100 - 100 - 100 = 100 =
75 Th - 5= 75 =
50 - 50 = 50 - 50 -
25 = 25 - 25 25 -
0- 0- 0- 0-
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 100 200 0 500 1000 1500 0 20 40 60 00 25 50 75 100 125
Pool.Volume Pool Average.Residual Depth D16 D50
100 - 100 - 100 = 100 =
= 15" 75 - 75 o 75 - Year
§ — 2011
E 50 - 50 - 0 - 50 - 2012
26 - 26 - o5 25 - — 2013
0- 0= 0-
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 300 600 900 1200 02 04 06 0 20 40 60 0 50 100 150 200
D84 Fish.Caover.Composition. Total
100 - 100 -
75 75+
50 - 50 -
254 25 4
0= 0 -




2012
Alkalinity Wetted Volume A Water.Cobble. 55 Fish.Cover. Composition.Total
100 100 = 100 = 100 =
5 75 75— T5=
50 - 50 = 50 = 50 -
25 - 25 - 25 - 25
D - | | | ] [I B ] | ] | ] [I B ] | | | [I B ] | ] ]
50 100 150 200 0 500 1000 1500 2000 0 10 20 30 0 25 50 75
Pool Frequency Pool. Volume Pool.Average. Residual. Depth D16
100 = 100 = 100 = 100 =
= 75+ 75— 75— 75 - Subbasin
8 504 50 - 50 - 50 - — Lemhi
& __ Upper Grande
25 - 25 25 25 - Ronde
D T I | | I I [I B | | I | u - | | I | I | | I |
00 25 50 75 100 0 300 600 900 025 050 075 1.00 0 10 20 30 40 50
D50 DB4
100 = 100 =
75 - 75 =
50 - 50—
25 - 25—
0 1 1 0 | 1 1 1 1
0 50 100 0 100 200 300 400

Value




Bankfull Width

2012 Distribution of Bankfull Width values
(grey=focal watershed, white= all other watersheds)
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Criteria for recommended
metrics to release to public

o Common
o Crosswalk utility
o Not-redundant
o Reduces confusion
o Useful
o Potentially related to fish
o Model inputs (ours or others)




Metric Type and Audience

oMaster List- Big

oAnalyst- Useful
oClient- Recommended




Specific metric guestions

If protocol changed, are metrics interchangeable between
years?

« Pebble counts from 2012 to 2013

« Solar access methods between 2011 and 2012

 Inclusion of side channels vs. main channel metrics (?)

Metric relationships (not fish related)

« Riparian structure metrics to solar access

« Drift repeatability (Nick)

« Stream temperature to land surface temperature




Indicators

Spatially continuous
-predictive map of metrics (watershed)

Indicators
-watershed summaries

Do we need to revise our list of indicators to
consider spatially confinuous mapse




GRTS-based indicator

o Cdf example




Review core indicators )

o Excel file




Predictive map of metrics I

o femperature




Metric

Management
Team
. Boyd/Jeremiah/Andy
SFR/Logan il . (CRITFC,TQ)
Research !

Who Else Wants to Play?




ITems for discussion

o Indicators—where do we go from here?
o Review indicator list

o Review metrics related to the core
indicators




Temperature across the




