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Figure 3. Schematic diagram illustrating the interaction of
the hillslope water table with the road cut and parameters
used in calculations. (Wemple and Jones, 2003)










(Logging) Roads in upland settings
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Context: Lake Champlain Basin
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Study sites and scales of investigation
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Sediment from roads
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Community-based WQ monitoring

Ward Access Area, VT
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Storm-based monitoring & sampling
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Road segment dynamics
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Mass Flux from roads
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Network connectivity
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Sediment flux (kg/km2fyr)
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Geomorphic Assessments,
Vermont River Management Program

Images courtesy of Vermont Rivers Program,
Agency of Natural Resources

http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterg/rivers.htm



http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterq/rivers.htm
http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterq/rivers.htm
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Scales and metrics of road impact
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Density metrics of channel
condition
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Proximity metrics of channel
condition
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