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Program components

• Streams, lakes, coastal
waters

• Intro programs

– Watershed Assessment

– Visual Stream Survey

• QA/QC Monitoring

– Chemical

– Macroinvertebrate

– Bacterial





Started in 1992
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Visual Stream Monitoring

 Visual & physical
evaluation of stream
conditions

 Monitoring: 4 x/yr

 Workshop: 3-4 hrs

 Supplies: $100

 No QA/QC



Visual Stream Monitoring

• Why is it important?

– Quickly assess stream conditions

– Quickly identify problems

• Can indicate erosion, sewage spills,
sedimentation, algae, etc.

• Who should do it? Everyone



• Basic Visual Form

– Photo points

• Stream Habitat Survey

• Stream Flow

• Channel Cross-section

• Wentworth Pebble Count

• Site Sketch

Visual Stream Survey



FLOW= Area x Velocity/Speed



Channel Cross Section



Channel Cross Section Setup



Wentworth Pebble Count
 Characterize particle size



Size Class Size Range (mm) Description

Silt/Clay < 0.062
Smooth when rubbed between fingers

Sand 0.062 – 2.0

May have some clay in it but you will
feel the gritty texture.

Gravel 2.0 – 64.0
This line is just over 2 mm

Cobble 64.0 – 256.0
This line is about 64 mm. This page is
just over 256 mm long.

Boulder 256.0 – 4096.0
These are big!

Bedrock
Bare/exposed rock.



Sketch your site





Habitat Survey

• 1990s had a method for scoring habitat

– overly simplistic

• 2000’s had a qualitative assessment

– Not popular, not fun to teach, not sure what to do
with the assessments

• So, we embarked on a new scoring system…



Design Considerations

• Research of existing
surveys

– Georgia EPD - Habitat
Assessment Field Data Sheet –
High & Low Gradient Streams

– USDA Stream Visual
Assessment Protocol

– Michigan Survey

• Standardized method

• What can a volunteer
handle



Design Considerations

• Fall line



Design Considerations

• Finding a scientific artist



Contributing Parties

Federal, state, and local
government, academic

and professional
scientist provided

feedback and guidance

Local trainers &
educators & citizens

field tested suitability

Scientist

Regular
Folk



• Decided on 3 images

• Scoring 10 to 0

• 10 parameters
– 9 for low gradient

– 9 for high gradient

• What did you see?

Stream
Habitat
Survey



• Language was
important

– Abundant,
adequate, little

– Slightly, partially,
completely

– Little, some, heavy

– 3 times channel
width, 2 times…

• Scoring matches
macroinvertebrate
index/rating



Stream Habitat Survey



Results

• Habitat assessment should
indicate suitability of stream to
support aquatic life.

• Early data indicates that on a
scale of 1 to 4, habitat scores
average .5 to 1 point higher
than macroinvertebrate
assessments.

Stone Mt

– Macros average 13.67

– Habitat average 49.5

Druid Hills

– Macros average 9.75

– Habitat average 45

Clayton State

– Macros average 16.5

– Habitat average 63.5



Conclusion

• Many uses

– Excellent education
tool on how streams
work

• Overtime, data
interpretation will
prove valuable
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