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How is water table affected by
the surface: dependence on
seismic line presence?

(D)
(®}
ko)
0]
(O]
>
J2
o 70.023) ||(0. .
. JVI Ecosite
§. ) "OUtuvU ° ¢ -~ | owland
N P o I, ~ Upland
) ** - 0 . 8
_-; ;*‘ & ; $ 3 ..
5 - — 0.05+ /
Z (-0.05,-0.025)" " (-0.05, -0.036)
;

S -0.10 -
O
> @
O | | | | 1
kS 010 -0.05 0.00 005 0.10

(0, -0.0009) (0, 0.0006) Surface Slope (m)

Surface topography matters more for water table

21

configuration than seismic line presence



22

March 2022

Depth on line,
natural

Weight
measured at key
locations



Ecosite

Line Width

Orientation

N
w

Snow Depth

Snow Density

SWE

Dif ference = Seismic line — Natural

Snow water

equivalent higher

on seismic lines

/




24







i

:-r"i"%

Key Ta keaways

» Soil properties and water table position are altered on seismic lines

* Meso-topography matters more for water table position than seismic
line presence

e Seismic lines alter snow accumulation
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Key Points

Soil and snow properties
impacted by line presence

Local topographic context is
important
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Future Studies

Hydrologic processes affected by
seismic lines
 Runoff spring freshet

Relate hydrologic properties to
seedling growth potential

Produce remote sensing tools to
increase sample size and spatial
scale
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