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WORKSHOP PLAN — DAY 2... (Afternoon)

= Q GCD Budget Segregation 13:30 to 14:30

" R. Budget Segregation Exercise 14:30 to 15:30

Break 15:30 — 15:45]

i S. Guided Examples with ACE’s 15:45 to 16:45
72 OWN Data

ﬁ T. Workshop Synthesis 16:45 to 17-00ish

i
A Plan.. Not a Contract /.’Cﬁ




CHANGE VS. BEHAVIOR

Braided river
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recurrent |
thalweg shift I
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river bahavior

shiftof channel
position

led to a meandering river

ior and river change. River behavior reflects adjustments that occur within the natu-
aent of a river such as those depicted for the braided river in sections A and B and for
ections C and D. River change reflects a wholesale shift in river type as depicted by

Chapter 5: Warking with Change 67

Meandering river

Iateral fioodplain
aceretion

wholesale shift
and cutoff formation

river behaviour

River Futures

Au Integuative Scientific Approach 1o River Repair

Edited by Gary . Brierley and Kirstie A, Fryirs
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SEDIMENT

BUDGET

Components:

e Areal/Volumetric

e Raw/Thresholded
e +/- Estimates

e Percentages

e ECDs

* Change in Storage

Change in
Storage

Bedload Flux Difference

AVpop = szeposi:inn - EVerosion

12006 3005 0D (1}

Attribute | Raw_| Thresholded DoD Estimate:

2RA: 0 30 60 90

120 150 Feet

Total Area of Erosion (ft?) | 30009 3,895

Total Area of Deposition (%) [ a6,330]  6.425]

VOLUMETRIC: ] [

Total Volume of Erosion (ft') 7,629 + 1,164 15%. "

Total Volume of Deposition (ft*) 11,462 ¢ 2,323 20% %

Total Volume of Difference (1t 19,091 + 3,488 18% £

Total Net Volume Difference (ft*) 3,834 £ 2,599 68% 3

PERCENTAGES (BY VOLUME) !

Percent Erosion 34%| 40%|

Percent Deposition 66%|  60%|

Percent Imbalance igeparture from 16%| 10%| e i Ve
equilibrium] e




THAT SUMMARY.XML FILE...

Attribute | Raw | Thresholded DoD Estimate: | | [ [ | ]
AREAL:

Total Area of Erosion (ft?) 30,009 3,895 0 30u 60 90 120 150 Feet
Total Area of Deposition (ft?) 46,330 6,425 I

VOLUMETRIC: Vnsnrxr:nre % Error '

Total Volume of Erosion (ft?) 25,108 7,629 + 1,164 15% S

Total Volume of Deposition (ft®) | 48,855 11,462 + 2,323 20% % |

Total Volume of Difference (ft?) 73,963 19,091 + 3,488 18% g N

Total Net Volume Difference (ft?) 23,747 3,834 £ 2,599 68% § \

PERCENTAGES (BY VOLUME)

Percent Erosion 34% 40% 2

Percent Deposition 66% 60%

Percent Imbalance (departure from 16% 10% ‘e
equilibrium)

Elevation Change

e What's here? Where did it come from?

A

/"\

Wa)) UtahStateUniversity
g ECOGEOMORPHOLOGY & TOPOGRAPHIC

ANALYSIS LABORATORY.

ACROSS MULTIPLE YEARS...

e |Is budget indeterminant, equilibrium,
degradational or aggradational?

EROSION DEPOSITION NET CHANGE
Vol Vol Vol +/- Vol %
Volume (m?) Error Volume (m?) Error Volume (m?) Error as | bol ?
EPOCH: asa % asa % ag |'Mmoalance
2004-2003 2,268 + 1,592 | 70% 1,156 + 700 | 61% | -1,112 &+ 1,739 | 51% -16%
2005-2004 5794 + 2,097 | 36% 4811 + 1,752 36% | -983 + 2,732 26% -5%
2006-2005 1,858 + 1,504 | 81% 1,289 + 765 | 59% | -569 + 1,687 [ 54% -9%
2007-2006 8581 + 2,978 | 35% 6,605 + 2,424 | 37% | -1976 + 3,840 | 25% -1%
TOTAL 18501 + 8,171 |44%| 13,861 + 5640 [41%|-4,640 = 9999 NA -1%
Average 4,625 + 2,043 | 56% 3,465 + 1,410 | 48% | -1,160 + 2,500 | 39% -9%

R
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WHAT MORE CAN WE SAY OR ASK?

003 DoD 2005-2004 DoD 2006-2005 DoD 2007-2006 DoD
. AL T, 2

7] o
47 .: ,,ﬂ’} Elevation Changs |

Best estimate
of gross
reach-scale
sediment
budget

uuuuu

Thresholded DoDs

|||||

" aason cunge
Volumetric Elevation Change Distributions

e.g. What is the dominant mechanism ot change?

Anabranch
Confluence. « «

Inset Floodplain

Point Bar




THREE TYPES OF MASKS

Segregates both DoD

Just a way of spatially & its Elevation Change

Segregating budget to Distribution...
ask questions and query e
budget results. =
1. Standard Classification Dmm”"‘" i
2. Classification of é o ‘ ]
Difference T ﬁ
3.Geomorphic Qg\;
Interpretation D N &

Just polygons...

S
|I| ),n UtahStateUniversity
iy ECOGEOMORPHOLOGY & TOPOGRAPHIC
ANALYSIS LABORATORY.

1. STANDARD CLASSIFCATION

sk Thresholded

- Any classification that
is of:

HS Yard to Varossa Bridge

— The pre-survey n
— The post-survey

. c’ adon
— Or Time Independent R

e Examples:

— Morphological Units e
— Habitat Classification =] uﬂ
— Administrative Bndys 1 e dumn
— Reaches e

E EL A (m)




2. CLASSIFICATION OF DIFFERENCE

2005 —» 2006 = CoD

e The difference is defined
by all possible
combinations of class
change or stability

e Same classification used
for earlier and later
surveys

e Good for looking at
correlation between
geomorphic change and
categorical change

e The N2 problem

Legend

Analysis Extent
Geomorphic 3 Category
Classification

[ channel
ek
Bar

Classification of
Difference (CoD)

I channel to Channel
Bank to Channel
[ Bar to Channel
[] channel to Bank
[ ] Bank to Bank
[ Bar to Bank

[ channel to Bar
I Bank to Bar

I car to Bar

CoD APPLIED...

« The largest class was il et

Difference (CoD)
B channel to Channel < 75

Bank to Channel E
[ Bar to channet
[ Channel to Bank
¢ 2 1 o 1 2
€14 i
o Bar
‘

in a stable class (bar
to bar)

e Inferences about
processes can be
made (i.e. bar to
channel erosional)

Bank to Bank

Percentages by CoD of
Total Volume of Sediment Moved
7% 11%




e Instead of mask being based
on one point in time, this is
based on the change surface
itself (i.e. the DoD)

Multiple lines of evidence
can be used beyond DoD

You define geomorphic
processes of interest

3. GEOMORPHIC INTERPRETATION

Legend
Analysis Extent

Classification of
Difference (CoD)

I 52k Erosion

I e Sculpting

I channel Scour

[ eddie Scour

/7, Questionable Edge Effect
| Eddie Deposition

[ | Lateral Bar Development
[ central Bar Development
I channel Filling

I ool Filing

Percentages by Mask Classes of
Total Volume of Sediment Moved

@ 3% M0% g 39

- 0%
00% - 3%
-12% >
m8%
5%
|
|
\
o 66%|
B —
——— oS
0 10 20 30 40 SO

150

150,

DOMINANT OR UNIQUE SIGNATURES?
Channel Scour Eddie Scour
150+ 150
TotatVolums of Eroion'ss § m* TotaiVetume of Erceion 00 m*
TotaiVolums of Depositon 0 m? TotwiVoiums of Depasiton.4 m*
Net Vo656 m* et Volume 0.3 m*
E E
= 75 =
o 3
s s
ol . o - "
2 1 2 2 0 2
EL A(m)
Central Lateral Bar Development
150 150
TotalVolume of Erosion 0 m® TotalVelume of Erosion 00 m*
TotalVolume of Geposiion 177 7 m* TotahVolume of Depasiton: 1386 2 m*
NetVorume: 177.7 [r——p—)
o P
E E
= 7 =
] 3
] =
0 AJ' 0
z 0 1 2 2 0 2
El. A (m) El A (m)
Channel Filling Eddie Deposition
150 150
TotalVolums of Erason 0 m’ Toral Viiumo of Eroson -4 m*
TotalVolume of Gepostion 262 6. TotatVolume of Depasiton7. m*
Nt Vonme:262.0 m® Netvoumers s m*
75 £
3
H
= 1 0 1 2 = 1 0 1 2
El i) Elaim)

Bar Sculpting

Total Vatuma of Eroion 739 m
Total Yolume of Depostion0 0 m*

Het Volume -73.8 m

Tatal Valume of Erctien 0.0
Total Volume of Deposiion 9.3 m*

Het olme $9.3 m*

R et

0
EL A(m)
Questionable Area

2

Tatal Valume of Erosien:2.1 m"
Total Valume of Deposiion 55.7 m”

Net Veume £7.8 mi*




THREE DIFFERENT WAYS OF
INTERPRETING SAME DoD

e Are the conclusions contradictory?

e Does the spatial
masking/segregation tell us gl
something that the gross analysis
can not?

e Does this allow for more explicit and
guantitative hypothesis testing?

= Are unique or distinctive signatures
of change (in ECDs) present?

e Sensitivity to single interpretation..

Understanding of
DoD Budget

ahStateUnivers

2007 - 2005 DoD (ft)

SIMPLE AREA =

MASK

e How much of
change is in
sandbar, or

outside sandbar?

Total Volume of Difference (ft*)

52%

Sandoar I e e
[ Outside Sandbar 0 40 80 120 160 200 Feet




2007 - 2005 DoD (ft)
- [o-o01
[Jo1-02s
[oazs-os
Ees-o7s
[}

FLOW STAGE

e What discharge
flows are
responsible for
the most change?

Vol 18]
]

:
I

Total Volume of Difference (ft3)
11.0%

221%

6.5%
2.5%
54.6% 3.1%

Elevation (ft) & Flow (cfs)
I <e51f. up to 10,000cfs
[ 591-995R. up to 20,000cfs.
I 595-5991. up to 30,000cfs
I 5999021t up to 40,000cts
[ 902-907#t. up 60.000cts
[ 907-915. up to 100,000cis A
>@15ft. >100,000¢fs o 40 80 120 160 200 Feet ~

2007 - 2005 DoD (ft)

ROUGHNESS = %ifj;zs

e How much

[EORESSEN  ER

change in o -

different
roughness
areas? o[-

Tota Ares of Erosion (71
Total Area of Deposition (]

1 Trwesholded DD ] [P r—
Estimate: smooth % |ougn % |v.Rough %

vouumeTmc:

Total Volume of Difference (ft?)
124%
30.5%

Roughness (ft)
Smooth 0 - .15

- Rough 15 -2 I T ]

I very Rough >2 0 40 80 120 160 200 Feet




Aerial Photos

MULTI-TIER T

.
Start with DoD, and using aerial photos,
DEMSs and field evidence, convert all erosion
and deposition units into mutually exclusive

: polygons, and then classify into Tier 1
* You can have one -
. Tier 1 Geomorphic
shape file.. Many . PE ) renmtaion
attributes N

@ Looking closer at each individual unit, reclassify into Tier
2 Categories. Combining with evidence above (1) plus

the bar classifications between the input years, deter-

mine more specific mechanisms of change.

For example, is this Tier 1 bar development, forming

a diagonal bar, a lateral bar, a lobate bar or @

longitudinal bar? Is the odjacent channel deepening

the result of channel incision, confluence pool scour,

or canvergent flow pool scour?

Tier 2 Geomorphic

T ———
BB e

TIER 1 CLASSIFICATION

2004-2003 DoD 2005-2004 DoD 2006-2005 DoD

2007-2006 DoD

LEGEND

Tier 1 Glassificaiton

- P -

DD DO~ P

Relative Percentages of Volumetric Change

10



ARE SIGNATURES CONSISTENT?

2004-2003

BAR DEVELOPMENT
Volume (m3)

H . H :
Elevation Change {m)

2005-2004 2006-2005 ' 2007-2007

s e w om
Elevation Change (m)

w1

E 2005-2004

BAR SCULPTING
Volume (m3)

a o x 1 a 3
Elevation Change (m) Elevation Change (m)

0 P o
Elevation Change (m)

C 2007-2007

Elevation Change (m)

/8

2004-2003
o ‘119(. w

Volume (m3)

)

OVERBANK CHANGES

17% 83%
b .

*Elevation Change (m)

-
20052004 2006-2005 |
I o0

_ 2007-2007

USE BAR TYPES TO HELP

Legend M T T T T
Bar Classification

0 200 300 400
De!r:r?ded Elevation (m) % Island &5 Mid Channel Bar - Longitudinal
High : 354.698 N
% Lateral Bar % Mid Channel Bar -Lobate
N Low : 351.355 % Lateral Point Bar 75 Overbank Bars

* Mid Channel Bar - Diagonal

1
500 Meters

11



TIER 2 CLASSIFICATION

2004-2003 DoD 2005-2004 DoD 2006-2005 DoD 2007-2006 DoD
A

LEGEND

Tier 2 Geomorphic Interpretation of DoDs

2003 to 2007 Total

Longitudina ar B0k Eoion Forced by
Derelopment iagoral

Relative Percentages of Volumetric Change

TRANSIENT STORAGE

Transient Storage From Low Flow Masks

A 2007-to.200 B 2007102003 e Max DEM — Min DEM

e Transient storage
thickness

e Use simple low flow
masks to segregate...

Transient Storage:
539 m

02D Sum Total Change:
32362 nanm*

12



LONGITUDINAL TRENDS

2006-2005 2007-2006

« Erosion
« Deposition
. « Net Difference

Summed Cross Sectional
Volumet ric Change (m’)

« Erosion
= Deposition

\ + Net Difference #;\5‘
iy . # 'v"'\
VIS

13 "‘ A %
Y 1 . .
i ,‘wuf.’ﬂ_:.,-;‘ ‘Wﬁ\gm

Summed Cross Sectional
Volumetric Change (m*)

Cuumlative Volumetric Change (m?)

Cuumlative Volumetric Change (m?)

Distance Downstream (m)

1000 . 5000 .
== =FErosion =~ = = = Erosion
o | — — Deposition e oo — —Deposition ~
Net Difference A Net Difference el
2000 5000 -
c 0 100 200 300 200 s00 700 D 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700

Distance Downstream (m)

COMPENSATION IDEA...

Areal Distributions

12000
Erosion:32060 m?

Deposition:24117 m?
9000 43%

6000 Imbalance:

2007- 2003
Area (m?)

7%
Erosion
2000 Dominated
0 - =
=2 -1 1] 1 2
A EL A (m)
a 12000 -
o Erosion:58304 m?
E [=] Deposition:53079 m
_5 g 9000°
- O'“E
© <
S~ m 6000 mbajance:
8% 29
(]
~
E 3000 Erosion
o E Dominated
=2
g = 0 2 1 0 1 2
= C El. A (m)

1050/ ey 5785 m? 36%
o
E
~, 700 Imbalance:
£ 14%
350
0
= E 0 1 2
B El. A (m)
1400

D El. A (m)

Volumetric Distributions
1400

Erosion: ~13009 m?

Deposition: +7224 m*

Erosion: ~-18501 m*
Deposition: +13861
|Net:-4640 m®

1050

Imbalance:

30 7%

-2 =1 0 I 2

fl ,lu UtahStateUniversity
EOMORPHOLO! TOPOGRAPHIC
LVSIS LABORA
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MOKELUMNE RIVER STUDY SITE

» Spring Snow-melt dominated flow regime

California » 28 large dams

i * Pre-Dam Q,,,=1200 curmnecs, Post-Dam Q,,,=300 curmecs
‘ « Over decade of SHR efforts

\\ L e Fall run chinook c. 12,000 annually (avg. 915 spawners)

‘&\ Study Site
b g Upper Mokelumne Catchment
\\\ » 1497 sq. km.

I Kilometers
0 250 500

Study Site :
5 W
ﬁ @jjgmanchmsewoﬁ

kLower Mokelumine
N W Kilometers

\// 0 10 20 30 40 50

Pardte Reservoir

SHR?

e Spawning habitat
rehabilitation 2P L s

= Placement of B ST e
optimally sized - —
spawning gravels
downstream of . _ 1
dams to recreate 2 dar Ml -
suitable spawning ] ket

habitat

14



ECOHYDRAULIC MODELS
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01
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Velocity (m/s)

Relate physical habitat
preferences (empirically through
observations) to abiotic variables
Habitat suitability curves specific
to species and life stage

MOKELUMNE FLOW REGIME

— | —
500 = g § §
w0 = N Gl
_. | Influence of high-flow dam 3 B
£ i 5 1 H
s - - ! 5 H
i releases on physical o3
£ a afs
4001 %, . .
habitat quality?
-
~ .
w
5 300 K5 e S o e B o T o e o 20
Q
2 e 0
£ g1 2 R
w ~ ~ Il
° 1 R [N A
00 $E S F A i @ AN
@ ] @ %
a & o &
TTTTTrTrrTrrER i n et B Maximum Controlled Retease || T T T T T T Ty T
100 i
|
0 ~ J‘i “L—ruj\j N ’ A.—L
Jan-2003 Jan-2004 Jan-2004 Jan-2006 77
Date

Jan-2007
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E Ele ﬂun Change (m)CJ0.00t0 010  Elevation (m)

2005 Post Project DEM

TS6 DoD: Thresholded at 95% C.I. using FIS & SC
e =

bkt

Legend

"mmH"‘\‘\m\“HH‘MIMW
01010025 High : 31,704 i gt
Sozues M
[} “Toual Vourme of Erowen

o 2000 o et
o oo

€
g o
A i
:
3

\:HJ 5010 -0.25

-0.2510-0.10 2001025

010100 e — Meters H
0 50 100 150 200

@5 0 08
Elevation Change (m)

DIFFERENT zZLEADS TO DIFFERENT HS/

' g =

»

2 o - 5‘,, 2005

GHSI Spawning Habitat Suitability
EZJ0: Non Habitat

0 - 0.1: Very Poor

0.1 - 0.4: Low

L mor i - 2006

Py g ) ¢§‘\ -

Legend

Habitat Quaity Stable

75 100 125 150 175 200
Meters - Habitat Quality Improved

I Hzbitat Quality Degraded
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EXPLAIN $HSC IN TERMS OF cz/t

<~
g B

Legend
Habitat Quaity Stable
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Meters

Il +abitat Quality Tmproved
I Habitat Quality Degraded

Habitat Quality Stable Habitat Quality Improved Habitat Quality Degraded
50 50 50
Total Votume of Erasion 58,3 m* Total Voluma of Ercsion 19.0m® Totai Voume o Erosion:125.1 m*
Tota Voume of Deposiion 98 3 m* Total Voluma of Deposiion 696 m? TotalVoiume of Degosiion 24 0 m*
Mt Volume:40.0 m* Nt Vokume 808 m* et Vetume161.1 m®
S
s

. ZHE s
A == A
) O o5 o %
p Lesens — Low-magnitude elevation changes R
“mem™d (smoothing & sculpting) not altering g4
E habitat quality.
= — Shallow deposition exhibited in areas
of divergent flow across riffle crest o
o B
.. oA " T s -
; FXe- =
] Z

EXPLAIN $HSC IN TERMS OF cz/t

Habitat Quality Stable

Habitat Quality Improved Habitat Quality Deg
50, - 50

Total Voleme of Ercaion 19 0 Total Vome of Erosion 185.1

Total Volume of Deposion 69.6 m®

Net Vokume:50 6 m"

raded

7 e et
p Legend o7 i ’ ‘e L (.;' By
Habitat improvement ) =
primarily associated with| -
shallow deposition on I
riffle crest e “ e g
; 7

\
e W E6
Legend “h'r.
- =
Habitat Quaity Stable
ih 0 25 S50 75 100 125 150 175 200

eters [ Habitat Quality Improved

[ Habitat Quality Degraded
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EXPLAIN $HSC IN TERMS OF cz/t

Habitat Quality Stable Habitat Quality Improved
50 50— 50
Tatal Volume of Erasion-58.3 m* Total Volume of Ercaion 19.0m®

Habitat Quality Degraded

Total Vowma of Erdsion 185.1 m*
Total Volume of Deposiion 48 3 m* Total Volume of Doposison 64.6 m? Total Vouma of Deposition-240 m’
Mot Vouume:40.0 m* Net Vokme 50 6 m” Mot Volume:-161.1 m*

s El [ 0 El 1

0
El A (m) B

0
EL A (M)

o

Habitat degradation primarily

associated with scour in areas|-

of convergent flow at pool-
exit slopes

Legend

[ Habitat Quaity Stable
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
eters [ Hebitat Quality Improved

I Habitat Quality Degraded

Does z/.t matter?

PLANFORM OF REDD B >0 o 150 Ll
DAY 10 DAY 8 DAY 4 DAY 2
| | | . Egg-pocket Centrum
| | | etk S

Partly.
escavated

1
o PROFILE OF REDD

Eqgg Pocket Centrums

See
*Gottesfeld et al (2004): JAWRA

*DeVries (1997): cJFAS

A

.I',m UtahStateUniversity

OGEOMORPHOLOGY & TOPOGRAPHIC

ANALYSIS LABORATON

*Chapman (1998): T7ransactions AFS
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SULPHUR CREEK STUDY SITE

A B C

3 Napa River W W) Kilometers:
T { —
California } - Catchment
WET £ oo 1103 sq km
) | 3 A
} | <
\ |
‘[ Napa River
‘\Citchm:nt \
i
R
b
L
X
N

Kilometers

Sulphur Creek
Catchment ¢
25.2 5q km

W W) Kilometers
0 5 10 15 20

TOPOGE

UtahStateUniversity
’ PHOLO

LABORAI

SULPHUR CREEK STUDY SITE

y Gravel
mi-braided)

Napa River

- \

Harold Smith & =

Sons Gravel Yard
= \

/\ UtahStateUniversity
WORPHOLO! TOPOGF
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NEW YEAR’S EVE STORM - 2005

NEW YEAR'’S STORM | HISTORIC REGIONAL FLOODING

Flooded rivers

» As of 3 pm Saturday, the Nago:

Rover in SL Helena wass at 158 foat

The river crested at 21.5 teet
Saturciay moming. Flood stage i 13

Storm report

From Soroma County i the norh to Santa
Clara Courty in 1he South, the entre regon
and s rescionts were bt hard by
Saturchay's storm

foet

'\ > hacf 3 pm Satrdey
297 feot The

A3 yeur o Vacavieman was e hen afome evcabotis.
ree 163 66, o s b e 10 50 & ereek that Pl
memmnmﬂe-vwmmmmmwu

the sioee conterts

Several negribormoods i Naps were evacuated

10 Puo M et Rt gt iy 101 o e

Uriversdy Avenue ext

42 o3 im. Sy i A

Rover i hed 398

eas Tha o ot et vt

ear 45 feet eary this moming.

Flood stage s 32 feet.

5 As of 10 am Satursay, e
sian Brve o Heakhbor

v romes, e Bocheca Vatey.
Doweniown San Anselme was fooded with up 10 4 feet of water
$naa e o otk ot s v

Floadeg i 2 caused the cancelation o the CRYS.
o e Mo Yo Eoeceetion

Mucisices and foods brought on by Setsay's storm forced roads to close around

the regen

 interstaie B0 neat TRuChed was St w16 3 Muchic and e Expected 1
man closed fo at 83 two days

» The 180 curmee sorichearom Tr ickes n P st drecton o e

Caitorraa-Nevaci stafe ine . e westbound drec

Inchied
» Al wesound tanes of 180 i Fartid e the West Tess ext. a8 wel rumarcun,
ofher ciy streets. Interstate 680 between Berica and Corseks Hihway 116 neor

Guernevie Heghay 29 north of Naga.

Totals are taken: 3 varius times Saturday moming 1o 24-bout
Excet ot weh 4 etk (- hosa re fo 24 b oo tdo 4 B
8.57"

FLASHY RESPONSE EXACERBATED

uu,
Raintah {mm)
8.8 3

xace ok Oscharge uninonn
i

Sulphur Creek Looking t S |
West (upstream) from ==
the Crane Avenue Bridge ate

30 December 2005

- 22 February Toes

(Onasbenk Pooding -,

average annual
precipitation)

31 December 2005

2 Januarv 2008

7 Feb 2006

i

21 Feb 2006

ahStateUniversity
F‘H"Lﬂny & 'ruP'!-JPA-'H\-'
LABORA
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BEFORE & AFTER

Although there is an interesting geomorphic
story here...

- Meters.
0 10 20 30 40 50

VE

TOPOGRAPHIC

Legend
DoD (m)
25
|

-1.0
-0.9
0.8
.8to 0.7
I -0.7t0 0.6
[-06t0-0.5
[]-05t0-0.4
[ ]-04t0-03
[ ]-03t0-0.2
[ 1-02t0-0.1
[ ]-01t00.0
[Jootoo.1

[Joiteo.2

[o2te0.3

[o3tc04

Bayesian-Updated S.C. Thresholded DoD V ——— Mcters
0 10 20 30 40 50

Almost 2000 m3 of

deposition compared

Gross Distribution:2006-2008

[er——
00 ok 4 e 5030

|
in with 150 m3 of erosion I|
DY 7 " Eb o g g e e -
I i
E 55w —— G s ow e 2
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DoD vs. Redds

e Do geomorphic
dynamics (i.e. <z/ct)

matter to fish?
« Use redds as masks

Rodd 1 Rodd 2

ol {mv)

WORKSHOP PLAN — DAY 2... (aAfternoon)

e R. Budget Segregation
Exercise
ﬁ;s Guided Examples with ACE'’s

7 OWN Data
T. Workshop Synthesis

A Plan.. Not a Contract

14:30 to 15:30
Break 15:30 — 15:45]

15:45 to 16:45

16:45 to 17:00ish

22



