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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A workshop convening 14 USGS-WRD sedimentologists, geomorphologists, and database practitioners and led by John R. Gray, Office of Surface Water, was held January 28-30, 2008, at the Arizona Water Science Center, Tucson.  Twenty-five categories germane to the WRD physical fluvial-sediment program were the subjects of discussion and votes on recommendations to the Chief, Office of Surface Water.  Five categories emerged as top priorities.  They are, in priority order:
I. 
Instantaneous Sediment and Ancillary Data Transfer from Field to the Lab and Directly to NWIS

II. 
Reconstitution of the Sediment Action Committee or Reasonable Facsimile

III.
Storing EDI and EWI Data in NWIS

IV.
Daily-Value Sediment Database

V.
Sediment Surrogates Other than Turbidity

"Categories that Need Action" are listed as follows, not necessarily in priority order:

I. Instantaneous Sediment and Ancillary Data Transfer from Field to Lab and 


      Directly to NWIS
II:        Reconstitution of the Sediment Action Committee or Reasonable Facsimile

IV:
      Daily-Value Sediment Database
VII:     Reservoir Information System, Updated (RESIS-II)

XII:     New Medium Codes in QWDATA:

XIII:    Proposal to Store and Publish Particle-Size Percentages to the Tenth

“Categories that Need Research" are listed as follows, not necessarily in priority order:
V:         Sediment Surrogates other than Turbidity
XIV:    Turbidity Protocol

XXI:    Geomorphic Data at USGS Streamgages

XXII:   Long-Term NWIS Data Modeling for Fluvial-Sediment and Geomorphic Data

XXIII: Geomorphic Database

XXIV: Geomorphic Applications of Sediment Transport Curves

The following workshop summary includes an overview of the deliberations on each category and, in many cases, the outcome of a vote, with a 2/3 majority required for passage.  The deliberations were captured in four sections:  Background, Goal, Proposed Model, and Recommendation.  The announcement and agenda for the workshop, along with the list of actual attendees, appends the summary.  
INTRODUCTION

A workshop convening 14 U. S. Geological Survey, Water Resources Discipline (USGS-WRD) sedimentologists, geomorphologists, and database practitioners was held at the Arizona Water Science Center (WSC) over 2.5 days to address and attempt to resolve a number of current and emerging issues associated with the WRD fluvial sediment operational program.  This was the 2nd such ad hoc meeting since the original standing Sediment Action Committee (SAC) was disbanded due to a lack of funding in 1998 (the first Ad Hoc SAC meeting was  held in 2001, and failed in its quest to reform as a permanent committee for the same reason the original SAC was disbanded).  The mission of the original SAC was to:  “Serve as a good sounding board for the Chief, Office of Surface Water on sedimentation issues confronting the USGS-WRD.”  Additional background information is available in the January 18, 2008, workshop announcement that is appended to this summary.
A half-day pre-workshop convocation to discuss fluvial-sediment database issues took place on the afternoon of January 28, 2008, in which Ken Skach (OR WSC), Burl Goree (LA WSC), Faith Fitzpatrick (WI WSC), Greg Koltun (OH WSC), Kirk Thibodeaux (HIF), Dan Gooding (CVO), Bill Johnson (CVO), Denis O’Halloran (CA WSC) and John Gray (OSW, HQ) participated.  The Jan. 29-30 full-day sessions were attended by the above plus Bob Burrows (NV WSC), Broderick Davis (FISP), and Nancy Hornewer (AZ WSC).  Waite Osterkamp (NRP, Tucson) participated in the 1/29 morning session, as did Steve Wiele (AZ WSC).  
This summary is based primarily on transpirations during the workshop in addition to various communications that took place before and after.  All workshop agenda topics other than “trans-disciplinary sediment-issue coordination” between the WRD and the three other USGS Disciplines of Geology, Biology, Geography were discussed.  The workshop announcement that includes the agenda is appended to this summary.

Workshop Objectives:  See the appended meeting announcement that lists four objectives for the workshop.  All but the third objective, which focused on sediment issues common to the four USGS Disciplines were addressed (this was postponed until another time when the other disciplines could be adequately represented).  Follow-up will be required to ascertain how fluvial-sediment issues might be coordinated (or better coordinated) among the Disciplines.  It was generally agreed that there should be some level of commonality among protocols for collecting and analyzing fluvial-sediment data. 
Workshop Outcomes:  This summary, and a prioritized list of AHSAC recommendations will be submitted to the Chief, Office of Surface Water, based on this summary.

Composite Prioritys:  Each invitee was given the option to vote for her/his top 5 priorities as 5=highest and 1=5th highest priority.  Eight invitees provided priorities.  The subsequent Composite Priority is the product of the number of voters and the sum of the priorities.  For example, 5 invitees assigned priority values to “Storing EWI and EDI Data in the NWIS”, and the sum of the priority values (5, 5, 4, 4, 1) equals 19.  The product of 5 and 19 is 95.  This resulted in a II-priority ranking for this category.
Only categories I-V earned Composite Priority values exceeding ten.  Only those, and topic priorities VI and VII received more than a single top-5 priority.  None of categories XV-XXV were prioritized in the top five by any respondent.  Priority rankings between VI-XXV, which were more or less indistinguishable in priority, are ranked only for identification purposes.  The bottom 20-listed priorities contain topics of relevance to the USGS sediment program, just not in the top-5 priority ranking of those eight submitting priorities.

DISCUSSION, DELIBERATIONS AND DECISIONS BY CATEGORY
First 5 Listed in Priority Order; Remaining 20 Not Prioritized
I:  Instantaneous Sediment and Ancillary Data Transfer from Field to Laboratory and Directly to the NWIS (Composite Priority = 296):
Background:  Storage of all instantaneous and ancillary fluvial-sediment data collected by the WRD remains a partially attained goal.  These data, when collected as part of a broader set of water-quality samples, are entered into NWIS as a matter of course.  Ironically, most of the sediment-concentration data collected as part of a daily-record sediment station haven’t been routinely entered into NWIS.  This is in part a consequence of the perception that these data were simply a “means to the end” of computing daily records (type-4 table).  Additionally, few bottom material or bedload data are routinely stored in NWIS. 

Implementation of the Sediment Laboratory Analytical Request (SLAR) form 2 years ago was intended to overcome this failing.  Unfortunately, the Sediment Laboratory Environmental Data System used by all USGS sediment labs wasn’t geared to transferring all of the required data.  Additionally, transfer of field data via SLEDS is considered a violation of the OWQ “protocol” that recognizes the Water Science Center (WSC) as the responsible party for entering field data into QWDATA.

Goal:  Develop a data-transfer protocol, software, and policy that result in all lab and key ancillary (field) sediment data being stored in NWIS with no or minimal duplication of effort and a maximal veracity of the stored data.

Proposed Short-Term Model:  Ken Skach and Burl Goree presented the following short-term model for flow of information originating in the field and culminating in QWDATA for a sediment sample that is not associated with/a part of a water-quality sample set:

A. Hydrographer obtains sediment samples and ancillary data in the field (either by collecting samples, by picking up observer’s samples, or retrieving samples obtained by autosampler).  

B. Hydrographer logs samples and key ancillary data into a web-based summary sheet, including type(s) of analyses requested.  This information is processed in three ways:

(1) Station number, Year-Month-Date-Time, and Medium code, along with the analytical request and selected other information is used to develop a SLAR form, which is printed and sent with the samples to the sediment lab.

(2) An electronic record with the above information is produced and forwarded to the receiving sediment lab.  Upon receiving the samples the lab imports the electronic record obviating the need for the lab to enter primary identifying information.

(3) An electronic record containing all of the desired field parameters (82398, sample method collection code, is mandatory, as will be a number of others, particularly for bedload and bed material) is sent to QWDX.

C. Lab data is analyzed and stored in SLEDS.

D. SLEDS uploads the Lab data to QWDX.

E. Both field and lab data are available in QWDX for download and processing by the WSC DBA or automated means.  

Field Parameters: 
Common to all 3 types of particle-size distributions:


00061
Instantaneous discharge


00010
Water temperature


82398
Sampling Method


84164
Sampler Type

Required for Suspended Sediment particle-size distributions:


80154
Suspended sediment concentration (mg/L)


80155
Suspended sediment discharge (tons/day)

Required for Bed Material particle-size distributions (also required in bedload, below):


00063
Number of sampling points (count)

Required for Bedload particle-size distributions:


30333
Bag mesh size, bedload sampler (mm)


04117
Tether line used for collecting sample (yes = 1)


82073
Starting time, 24 hour clock


82074
Ending time, 24 hour clock


04120
Rest time on bed for bedload sample (seconds)


04121
Horizontal width of vertical (feet)


04118
Composited samples in cross-sectional bedload measurement (number)


04119
Verticals in composite sample (number)


00063
Number of sampling points (count)


00009
Location in cross section, distance from left bank looking downstream (feet)


00004
Stream width (feet)


04122
Bedload sediment discharge, daily average, per unit width (t/d-foot width)


80225
Bedload sediment discharge (tons/day)

See a mockup of how the data-entry system might look to the hydrographer at:  http://orinternal.wr.usgs.gov/uo/skach/sediment/mockup.html
Relevance of field computing:  It was unanimously agreed that providing the option to enter all information by way of field computing software was highly desirable.  A majority concurred, however, that (a) not all hydrographers have, or will have in the near future, this capability, and (b) the support requirements and programming time needed to implement such software would probably be such that it would hold up the main objective of efficient sediment-data flow from field to lab and to QWDATA.

Recommendation:  Develop a web-based application that enables the hydrographer to key in sediment sample data that serves to develop a SLAR form; provide an e-file of information for the sediment lab; and provide an e-file of field data for uploading to QWDATA, to be eventually joined by analytical results from SLEDS.  The architecture of the system should be designed with the field computing concept in mind in order to make it compatible with such software. 

II:  Reconstitution of the Sediment Action Committee or Reasonable Facsimile (Composite Priority = 95):
Background:  Issues associated with the USGS and fluvial sediment benefit greatly from periodic meetings of sediment practitioners, such as were held as part of the historical Sediment Action Committee.  Additionally, the USGS has changed substantially since the last days of the SAC in the 1998, and a better understanding of the thrusts of the full USGS is desirable. There is a clear need for such a committee to fill the following roles:

· evaluate current sediment practices and suggest improvements.

· review & advise OSW on memoranda concerning sediment issues.

· advise sediment software development from a User’s perspective, including interfacing with the Surface Water User’s Group and the Phoenix Group.

· test new sediment data software before it’s released for general use.

· serve as “help group” for sediment-data questions.

Our Ad Hoc committee agreed there is a considerable and on-going need for a sediment action committee.  At the same time, it is apparent that reconstituting it in its former relatively well-funded role would be an unreasonable expectation.  To the contrary, neither operating nor travel funds can be routinely expected. Thus is the conundrum faced by the Ad Hoc committee and the USGS sediment community in general.

Goal: Reinstate the Sediment Action Committee
Proposed Model:  Form a standing committee that holds periodic conference calls and meets when funds and/or opportunity exist.  Holding meetings in conjunction with other sediment-related meetings that most of the committee membership is already attending is one means for convening members in person.
Recommendation: Reinstate the Sediment Action Committee, have annual conference calls (or semi-annual, or tri-annual) in the time being, and try to get funding in the future to cover work on major priorities. Record the projects, accomplishments, and decisions of this committee’s proceedings, on a web site available to all of USGS.  This will show the usefulness of the committee.
III:  Storing EDI and EWI Data in NWIS (Composite Priority = 70):  

Background:  Discharge-weighted samples over the x-section are currently being stored as a single mean value per discrete sample set (we recommend that two discrete sample sets, an “a” and “b” set, be collected per site visit).  

Goal:  Even if mean values for set “a” and “b” are to be stored, and perhaps a mean-of-a-mean of those sample sets, storage of the data that produced the mean results is highly desired.

Proposed Model:  For composited EWI, store mean conc and size statistics, if available.  For non-composited EWI (such as the approach used in the LA WSC sediment laboratory), no firm decision was made, other than to possibly use parm 82398 code 40, “multiple verticals” for results that include more than one vertical). 

Although none of the participants was fully satisfied using time offsets (of at least one minute) for each of the samples associated with x-section data, it was considered the best alternative until NWIS can be rendered more flexible.

Recommendation:  Store detailed EDI and, where appropriate, EWI data in QWDATA.  Store average values for each of set “a” and “b” (and additional sets as appropriate).  Store a single value as a mean for sets “a” and “b” if the sets represent the same flow and sediment-transport conditions.  Use time offsets to differentiate all values.  

IV:  Daily-Value Sediment Database (Composite Priority = 55):  
Background:  Two separate issues were described:

a. “Parker” Database:  Located on the Colorado WSC at:  http://co.water.usgs.gov/sediment/ , the database was populated around 1996 by now-retired Randy Parker with daily-value sediment discharge, concentration, and water-discharge data retrieved from the individual District ADAPS databases.  This was part of a “Cooperative Hydrology Program Synthesis project” funded by HQ. Automated QC checks identified about 3.5% of the data as having some type of flaw.  The ‘best’ data – about 1,820 stations – now reside in the static database, with nary an update since WY 1996.  With the advent of daily-value sediment data from ADAPS on NWIS-Web, users can obtain most of the pre-1996 data from either database, but in a number of cases, there are differences between the sediment discharge (and probably sediment concentration) values for some of the station-years of record.  It is probably safest to say that the Parker database, with its QC checks, is the more reliable of the two.

b. NWIS-Web vs ADAPS Retrievals:  Contrary to our expectation, a retrieval of all ADAPS sediment-discharge data (in both the working record and primary data descriptor files) contained about 25% more records than those appearing on NWIS-Web.  A number of reasons for this disparity were considered, with two seemingly exerting the most influence:  Records in the ADAPS data descriptors were still tagged as “working records” (even some from the pre-1950’s period for a station on the Colorado River), and the seemingly simple but effective problem of failure to tag selected records as “available to NWIS-Web.”  

Goal:  Approve all approvable daily-value sediment data in ADAPS, regardless of the data descriptor; and place on-line all of the approved records.

Proposed Model: 

a. Parker Database:  OSW will run comparisons of daily-value data in the Parker Database compared to data for the same station and time period in ADAPS files.  The results will be summarized on an annual basis as a departure from the values in the ADAPS database.  The results will be shared with all WSC’s, with encouragement to rectify the problems.  OSW will check the status of the daily-value sediment database during the triennial review.  

b. NWIS-Web vs ADAPS Retrievals:  A similar-type comparison of daily-value sediment records in WSC ADAPS systems compared to those available on NWIS-Web will be made shared with the WSC’s.  WSC’s will be encouraged to rectify the problem, and discrepancies in historical ADAPS vs NWIS-Web data (those data from more than 1 water year ago) will be identified during triennial surface-water reviews.

Recommendation:  No vote was taken, but there was no dissension from the proposed model, which OSW will pursue this FY.

V:  Sediment Surrogates Other than Turbidity (Composite Priority = 32):  
Background:  Laser, digital-optic, pressure-differential, and hydroacoustics sediment-surrogate techniques are in various stages of testing.  Each does or can provide a continuous analog signal roughly proportional to suspended-sediment concentration (and in some cases, on bedload discharges).  Some provide discrete data when manually deployed.  The position of the OSW has been that each of these surrogate techniques needs to be evaluated for potential application in (large-scale) monitoring  programs.

Goal:  Test and evaluate results of selected sediment-surrogate sensors toward eventual rejection or acceptance for use in monitoring programs.

Proposed Model:  In most cases, the ‘lowest common denominator’ for testing and evaluating sediment-surrogate technologies is via direct comparisons to the FISP suite of standard isokinetic samplers (in some cases, lab-based tests with known concentrations and sizes of sediment are applicable).  Publishable comparisons under a sufficiently wide range of sedimentary and flow conditions are required for the Technical Committee, FISP to determine if the technology deserves the FISP’s endorsement.

The complicating factor of geometric-property vs hydraulic-property measurements was raised.  It was acknowledged that any technology tested must be evaluated against an isokinetic sampler, and/or with reliable laboratory testing materials.  

Recommendation:  No vote was taken, but no one begged to differ with the fact that testing of compelling technologies was warranted, and that comparisons to isokinetic and/or reliable lab-based standards was required before consideration for acceptance could be made.

VI:  Bedload Sampler and Data-Storage Guidance (Composite Priority <10):  
Background:  OSW Technical Memoranda 90.08 and 92.06 are the only such memoranda that directly address bedload sampling and data-storage issues.  They are somewhat out-of-date, and the availability of values for “sampler type” parameter code are in some cases redundant.  There is a need for at least one new bedload-sampler type, the Elwha Sampler (which has been used in Washington State, Oregon, California (?) and Montana).  

Goal:  Reconsider the status of bedload samplers and sampling techniques, and update these memoranda in a unifying memorandum to include method codes as appropriate.

Proposed Model:  To be determined per John Gray and Denis O’Halloran with concurrence of others knowledgeable in bedload sampler design and use.
Recommendation:  No vote was taken, but the proposed model was sufficiently vague so as not to attract flack from the attendees.  We also discussed bed material sampling and concluded that current fixed codes for sampling method 82398 are adequate but we should request some new fixed codes for sampler type 84164.

VII:   Reservoir Information System, Updated (RESIS-II) (Composite Priority <10):  
Background: The original Reservoir Information System was developed in the 1970’s but the then Soil Conservation Service (as of 1992, the Natural Resources Conservation Service).  The original database, which contains location and bathymetric survey data for about 1,822 reservoirs, was populated with about 6,000 bathymetric surveys through 1993.  

The USGS’s Bob Stallard, USGS, NRP, Boulder, CO, with student David Mixon, became interested in the database in the later 1990’s as part of their research in the ‘missing link’ of the global carbon budget (the question posed was, “ is the missing carbon being sequestered in reservoirs?”).  Stallard and Mixon ported the data to an Oracle database, and invested significant time and resources in georeferencing as many of the reservoirs as possible.  More recently, Eric Sundquist and Kate Ackermann, USGS, NRP, Woods Hole, MA, took the results of Stallard’s and Mixon’s RESIS-II efforts; ported the data to Microsoft Access; and expanded upon previous georeferencing efforts.  As of February 11, 2008, the combined efforts of the four NRP researchers was submitted to the OSW for potential online posting.

Goal:  At a minimum, post RESIS-II as an Access spreadsheet on a USGS server, possibly to also include .pdf files of the original survey forms.  A second-tier objective is to eventually update RESIS-II with other historical bathymetric data from before 1993, but particularly from the post-1993 period.  A fully implemented RESIS-II application would include guidelines for storing new and historical bathymetric data through an on-line form.

Proposed Model:  As described under “goal”, in its simplest form, post the Access database.  Advertise the availability of the database.

Recommendation:  Proceed via the proposed model.  

VIII:  Reporting Daily Mean Sediment Concentration for Partial-Flow Days (Composite Priority <10): 
Background:  Ephemeral or intermittent streams by definition transition from and to zero flow.  Because streamflow always carries some sediment (see “Zero Concentration” issue below), sediment will remain in streamflow (and often times, in stagnant water that may remain after flow ceases).  

Reporting the daily mean concentration under these circumstances was questioned as part of a recent review of sediment records at a WSC.  The WSC was linearly interpolating the sediment concentration from a positive value during flow to zero concentration at the time that flow ceased for purposes of records computation.  

Goal:  Propose a reporting method for the daily mean concentration in partial-flow days that is most appropriate and least liable to misinterpretation by NWIS users.

Proposed Model:  It was observed that under most actual circumstances, reporting time-weight concentration values during streamflow, and assuming zero sediment (as zero mass, or zero mg/L if water is present) in the absence of streamflow, results in a daily mean concentration that would probably be less than the actual minimum concentration for the day.  In other words, the daily mean value would be less than the minimum value, which seems to be a violation of accepted statistical terminology where a minimum value is just that.

One option “A” is to remain consistent with the standard computational approach for daily mean time-weighted concentrations by simply summing “n” unit values of concentration during flow and assuming a zero concentration for zero-flow periods (regardless of presence of stagnant water) and dividing by the number of unit values that were summed.  So if flow persisted for the 1st 8 hours of a day with a constant 1,000 mg/L of sediment and then flow ceased, the daily mean time-weighted concentration would calculated ((1,000 mg/L * 8 hours) + (0 mg/L * 16 hours))/24 hours = 333 mg/L.  

Option “B” uses information from only that part of the day in which flow occurred.  So, in the above scenario, the daily mean time-weighted concentration would be reported as 1,000 mg/L.    

In Option “B”, a footnote would be probably be required explaining that the record was for a partial day of flow.  Option “A” might also need a footnote explaining why the minimum value for the day is larger than the actual mean (even if the data users don’t ultimately know what the actual in-stream range of concentrations was for the period of flow).

Recommendation:  Option “A” was selected.  No decision was made on a need for a footnote.

IX:  Expansion of Method Codes for Sediment  (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  OSW-OWQ Technical Memorandum 2004.01 listed some old and several then-new 1-character alphanumeric method codes for use with selected sediment parameter codes.  The 1-character (36 possibilities) codes were too restrictive.  Since then, a structural change in the database now enables assignment and use of 5-character codes.

Goal:  Take full advantage of expanded capabilities of method codes.

Proposed Model:  As designed and implemented by the Surface Water User’s Group.  Just need to codify it.

Recommendation:  In next “sediment data” technical memorandum, cross-reference old and new method codes for sediment.  Assign any new technologies a method code now that flexibility is maximized. 

X:  Proposal to Unify NWIS Storage of Sediment-Core Samples (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Various WSC’s are using different approaches to storing coring data in databases.

Goal:  Assess various approaches and establish guidelines .

Proposed Model:  Not presented

Recommendation: This is not an issue that needs resolution by this group at this point in time.

XI:  Qualifying Computed Sediment Discharges (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Quasi- or fully subjective qualifiers are available for some types of streamflow data.  For example, a discharge measurement can be rated as “excellent,” “good,” “fair,” and “poor,” with associated increasing large estimates of associated uncertainty.  Streamflow records are also qualified, particularly during ice-affected periods which are referred to as “poor.”  Periods of record for streamflow lacking hard data are tagged as “estimated.”

The approach to qualifying sediment data is for the most part even more subjective than that for streamflow.  In brief, what constitutes “measured” versus “computed” versus “estimated” sediment data?  When should a daily-value sediment value – concentration or load – be qualified as estimated?  How do “measured” and “computed” values differ?

It is notable that, for the sediment trace developed from data obtained by standard sampling techniques and computed by techniques described by TWRI B3, C3 (Porterfield, 1972; see: http://pubs.usgs.gov/twri/twri3-c3/ ), it is extremely rare to obtain a data density that would require no hydrologic judgment in the interpolation of those data for use in computing unit- and daily-value sediment loads.  Hence, it is a rare daily value for sediment that has not benefited or, hopefully rarely at most, suffered from a hydrographer’s judgment.

Porterfield (1972) page 20-21, states the following (this information not shared during the workshop): 

· “Concentration data are considered inadequate when a significant part of a record cannot be defined within probable limits of 5 or 10 percent.

· ”An estimated concentration graph is preferable to direct estimates of sediment discharge.” 

· “During periods that sediment discharge was estimated directly, daily concentration values must be estimated independently of sediment discharge if the period includes rapid or large changes in concentration or water discharge.”

· “If an acceptable estimate of concentration is impossible, no daily concentration will be published, and a leader (..) will be published in the concentration column.” 

· “Each period of missing data…must be studied, and the best estimate made on the basis of existing data and circumstances; regardless of the method chosen, the estimate should be verified by a second method.”  

Goal:  Propose a policy that introduces some level of rigor to for qualifying sediment data.

Proposed Model:  Consistency with terminology used for streamflow records was sought.  Also, the reaction to qualify all sediment data as “estimated” given that hydrologic judgment is rife in daily sediment values was considered inappropriate, as measurements were in fact taking place to compute these values.  Even when critical periods of runoff lack description, the benefit of concentration values based on samples, other tools described in Porterfield (1972, pages 21-26) are to be used to estimate periods of missing record.

Recommendation:  Follow Porterfield (1972) guidelines when explicitly stated.  Do not publish mean concentration values when an “acceptable estimate” of the daily mean concentration cannot be determined.  Tag any sediment-load value as “estimated” if the associated discharge is estimated.

XII:  New Medium Codes in QWDATA (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Phoenix QWDATA User’s Group has revised the medium code system.  Formerly one character codes were used to define medium from which a sample was taken.  The new system to be implemented in NWIS 4.8 (fall 2008 release) uses 2 character codes for environmental samples and 3 character codes for QA samples.  This will affect sediment samples and SLEDS.  QWDATA at NWIS 4.8 (to be released fall of 2008) will continue to accept 1-character medium codes in batch entry, but not in hand-entry.  Future versions of NWIS may possibly continue to accept 1-character medium codes in batch mode, or this ability may be de-activated (depending on NWQL’s decisions, and their need to “reload” historical medium codes).  The 1-character mediums will be maintained as “historical” medium codes, and can be retrieved from QWDATA as the alpha code “MEDHS”.  The alpha code “MEDIM” will be the 3-character codes, beginning with NWIS 4.8.  Details of the Medium Code re-design are at:  http://phoenix.cr.usgs.gov/www/medium_code_phase1.htm 
Goal:  Provide guidelines for use of new medium codes for sediment samples.

Proposed Model:  Use Phoenix group definitions and/or define how various sediment samples should fit in new system.  The old surface water mediums (9 and R) will belong to the new “Water” super-medium, and the “Surface” sub-medium.  The old suspended sediment mediums (1 and V) will belong to the “Solids” super-medium and the “Suspended-sediment” sub-medium.   The old bottom material mediums (H and W) will belong to the “Solids” super-medium and the “Bottom-material” sub-medium.  These are excerpted from table 4 of the medium code re-design requirement (at the url above):

	Medium
	existing ENV
	existing QC
	Proposed ENV
	Proposed QC

	Surface water
	9
	R
	WS
	WSQ

	Suspended sediment
	1
	V
	SS
	SSQ

	Bottom material
	H
	W
	SB
	SBQ


Recommendation:  SLEDS will need to modify programming to use new codes.

XIII:  Proposal to Store and Publish Particle-Size Percentages to the 10th (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Historically we have rounded percentages for publication to the whole number.  This rounding causes some issues in providing complete data on percentages within each size distribution for various models and studies.  SLEDS is now providing percentages to the tenth in size distribution displays but is rounding for transmittal to QWDATA.   Personnel hand entering size data are spending a lot of time in rounding and data entry that would be saved by entering and publishing data to the tenth.

Goal:  Change policy so that percentages are published to the tenth.

Proposed Model: Modify SLEDS outputs and QWDATA rounding arrays.

Recommendation:  No resolution by the group.  Denis O’Halloran will do some more research on the topic and all of the implications in making this change and present findings to the group at a later date.
XIV:  Turbidity Protocol (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Computation of Fluvial-Sediment Discharge (Porterfield, 1972) remains the sole USGS approved method for computation and unrestricted storage of daily sediment records.  A number of surrogate technologies are being tested that provide a time series of data that can be used to reliably compute unit-value sediment concentrations.  Turbidity is one such surrogate technology.  Although hardly the most robust of technologies due to the potential for signal saturation (“pegging”), value drift due to fouling of the probe, and values that represent but a single point in the channel, the technology is easily the most ubiquitous of the sediment-surrogate technologies used in monitoring programs.

Goal:  Develop a protocol for converting turbidity (and water-discharge) data to suspended-sediment concentrations, for subsequent use in daily-value sediment-discharge computations.  This would be the ‘ice breaker’ for approval of storage of unit-value and daily-value sediment data in NWIS that was not computed by the methods described by Porterfield (1972).

Proposed Model:  OSW in conjunction with the OWQ and the KS WSC are developing a protocol to compute suspended-sediment concentrations from continuous unit-value time-series turbidity data via a univariate least-squares regression when the model is considered statistically adequate (R2 value of 0.9 or better).  When the univariate model has an R2 of less than 0.9 and the addition of a second variate – instantaneous water discharge – in the model results in a 5% improvement in the bivariate model, the multi-variate model is used for estimating sediment concentrations.  

The data will be stored in the NWIS tagged with new 5-digit method code for “turbidity, value from regression equation.” 

Recommendation:  No dissension was voiced and no vote was taken.  The project should be complete in 2008.  

XV:  Furnished Daily-Sediment Discharge Records (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  The WRD has an expired memorandum on the subject of “furnished streamflow records” (the fact that it is expired will be ignored hereafter as a number of WSC’s continue to publish furnished records).  The CA WSC, in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation’s Trinity River Restoration Program and Graham Matthews and Associates, has been publishing daily-sediment records for the Trinity River and selected tributaries.  The Trinity River Restoration Program sediment data-collection program was designed with the help of the CA WSC.  The sediment laboratory used to produce the sample data participates successfully in the USGS Sediment Laboratory Quality Assurance Program, and reliable CA WSC sedimentologist(s) review the data using USGS standards.  

Goal:  Decide if WSC’s should be publishing furnished sediment records, and, if so, decide what guidance documents, if any, should apply.

Proposed Model:  The logic that applies to furnished surface-water records – pass a critical review by the USGS administered to the same standard that USGS records are subjected to – is proposed.

Recommendation:  No one contended that daily-sediment records furnished by cooperators should be rejected out-of-hand or otherwise dealt with in the same theme as those for surface-water records.  In other words, we implicitly accepted that furnished daily-sediment records could  and should be published as long as they meet all strictures of the standard review process for daily-sediment records.

XVI:  Equivalency of Sediment and QW Records – the 5% Rule (Composite Priority <10):
Background: SW records use a criterion that two sites need to have streamflow within 5% of each other or to have drainage areas within 5% to be considered equivalent in terms of long-term records.  Can we come up with a similar criterion for records to be considered equivalent for sediment stations.
Goal:  Develop criteria or guidelines to assess equivalency of two adjacent sediment stations.
Proposed Model:  CA WSC has draft guidelines for site selection and criteria for equivalency and the use of new parameters for latitude/longitude of sampling locations.
Recommendation:  Determined that there is no straight-forward and simple rule for equivalency of sediment records.  No acceptable solution was identified.
XVII:  Use of Lat-Long Identifiers in QWDATA (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  New parameters for latitude/longitude of sampling locations have been established in QWDATA.  These can be used when samples are collected in various locations relative to a gagehouse/station location while keeping all the data in the same site id.
Goal:  Provide guidelines for use of new parameters.
Proposed Model:  CA WSC draft guidelines explains these new parameters.  These could be used to define where in a stream reach sediment samples were taken and perhaps explain/define data differences due to stream geometry or other influences.
Recommendation:  This is not a subject for AHSAC to address at this time.
XVIII:  Mixing Isokinetic and Non-Isokinetic Sampling as Part of a Flow-Integrated X-Section Sample (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  A spirited discussion took place last Fall during a field trip to the Rio Grande in Albuquerque regarding the correct sampling technique when a cross-section contains ‘substantial’ (i.e., flow-conveying) a subsection(s) that meet the deployment requirements for an isokinetic sampler along with a subsection(s) that is too shallow to use with an isokinetic sampler.  The question arose, should we sample the deeper/swifter parts with an isokinetic sampler and the shallower parts with an open-bottle sampler, using the EDI method (the requirements for EWI sample collection would be inappropriate for such sampling).  

Goal:  Provide guidance that results in the best determination of the mean x-section concentration for the situation described above.  

Proposed Models:  Option “A” requires consistency in the sampler and method at all sections.  Because the isokinetic sampler will not function properly in the shallow-water sections, an open-mouth bottle should be used in all EDI sections.  Option “B” would entail use of an isokinetic sampler in the EDI section(s) amenable to its use; and a hand-held open-mouth sampler in the shallow sections.  
Recommendation:  Option “B” was selected.  (I’m wondering what you would call the sampling method 82398  for this protocol or if we would need to request a new fixed code)
XIX:  Issues Associated with <0.5 mg/L and 0 mg/L Sediment Concentration (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  The policy of the WRD is to report sediment-concentration values of <0.5 mg/L, as <0.5 mg/L; and 0.5 mg/L to 1 mg/L, as 1 mg/L (see OSW Technical Memorandum 91.15, http://water.usgs.gov/admin/memo/SW/sw91.15.html , and http://co.water.usgs.gov/sediment/introduction.html for the full policy).  This policy was championed by LeRoy Schroder, retired Chief, Branch of Quality Systems.  LeRoy’s rationale was that there is always some solid-phase material in streamflow.  
In spite of the official policy, in the NWIS any value reported <10 is reported to one significant figure; Consequently, for example, if a daily mean concentration of 0.73 mg/L is computed, it will print as 0.7 mg/L in a daily value table (not as the 1 mg/L implied by the policy statement).
This contention has been questioned for a number of reasons.  For example, in extremely clear flows, any solid-phase material that might be in transport could be finer than 0.45 micron in size and hence would neither meet the definition of “suspended” nor would such particles collect on the filter and be construed as “suspended sediment” after being dried, weighed, and corrected for the weight of the filter.  

Other issues – computation of sediment discharges at concentrations reported as <0.5 mg/L is indeterminate, even if inconsequential from a mass flux perspective viewpoint.  
Goal:  Determine if actual sediment-laboratory concentrations <0.5 mg/L should be reported as actual values to the 0.1 digit, and as zero when measured as such.  
Proposed Model:  Choices were to leave the policy as-is, or to recommend some other approach, such as that described under “Goal” above.
Recommendation:  No alternative to the present policy was considered superior, hence, no recommendation is made to change the policy.  However, for use in computations of daily-sediment records, it is recognized that a non-censored concentration value is required for the load computation.  If all values identified as <0.5 mg/L were converted to 0.25 mg/L in GCLAS for computational purposes, all concentration values used in the computation would be within a quarter of a milligram/liter of the actual value.  However, there are several USGS publications that recommend against using half the censoring level when computing descriptive statistics and regression-based approaches to computing loads.  Consultation with the OWQ is recommended before adopting the “0.25 mg/L as real number <0.5 mg/L” policy.
XX:  Phase-Out of Pint Glass Sample-Collection Bottles (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Wax caps are no longer manufactured for the pint glass bottle.  These caps, and the plastic caps used in more recent year do not provide a totally reliable seal to keep sample water from escaping or evaporating.  Plastic bottles that ostensibly work with selected FISP depth-integrating suspended-sediment and point samplers are available; FISP has indicated intent to look into this.

Goal:  Obtain either a more positive sealable cap for the pint bottle; find a replacement; or cease using samplers that function only with the pint bottle (DH-48 suspended-sediment sampler).

Proposed Model:  Not resolved.  

Recommendation:  More research by HIF and FISP is required on options before a decision is possible.
XXI:  Geomorphic Data at USGS Streamgages (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Geomorphic data obtained as part of a network, particularly at USGS gaging stations, would be very valuable for a number of purposes, including assistance in rating development, characterizing channel type such as using Rosgen’s nomenclature, and stream corridor restoration.  Geomorphic and related data collected on a routine or periodic interval should include water-surface slope (ambient and peak water-surface slope computed from peak-flow indicators in a straight reach several channel widths apart in a more-or-less straight reach); channel (thalweg) slope; channel x-section geometry from terrace to terrace; and bed-material particle-size distributions (Wolman-type pebble counts).  

A USGS Stream Restoration Workshop, held Feb. 20-22, 2002 in Urbana, Illinois, made a similar proposal for geomorphic-data collection at streamgages (see CD from this workshop).

Since this meeting, the need for developing regional hydraulic geometry curves has expanded and many USGS offices are collecting the geomorphic characteristics proposed at the restoration workshop plus additional information. From 2003 through the present, an incomplete list of USGS WSC’s have collected or are collecting geomorphic data at streamgages: Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, New York (5 physiographic regions), Maine, Massachusetts, Ohio, Michigan, Montana, and Wisconsin.  A compilation and review of the methods used by USGS WSC’s is needed. There is no funding mechanism in place to provide unified guidance (if deemed appropriate) in how the data are collected. The NRCS web site: http://wmc.ar.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/HHSWR/Geomorphic/ contains an incomplete list by physiographic region, but shows the wealth of geomorphic data being collected at streamgages by the USGS, other federal/state agencies, and private consultants. Faith Fitzpatrick and Marie Peppler are currently compiling a spreadsheet of published methods used for hydraulic geometry curves for USGS and other agencies as part of their project on WI regional hydraulic geometry curves and a NAWQA-EUSE journal article on effects of urbanization on channel enlargement.

Goal:  Develop protocols and a program to collect a core set of geomorphic characteristics at USGS streamgages on a routine and/or as-needed basis. Define USGS role in setting guidelines for data collection.
Proposed model: Define need for USGS to set guidelines for the collection of a core set of geomorphic characteristics that should be collected at streamgages. Work with existing protocols data collection for regional hydraulic geometry curves (currently no standard protocol for the hydraulic geometry curves data collection).
Recommendation: None. Funding needed to develop the protocol and collect the data.
XXII:   Long-Term NWIS Data Modeling for Fluvial-Sediment and Geomorphic Data (Composite Priority <10):
Background: The AHSAC discussed some of the current limitations of our NWIS database in regards to storing all of the field and lab data associated with fluvial sediment data collection. The crux of the problem is the fact that the QWDATA system is not designed to handle site visits with sample sets. The group discussed the recent work on the Site Visit project taking place in NWIS and how sediment sampling may benefit from being merged into this project. This would allow for sediment sampling to be modeled out and the appropriate tables and fields to be created within the NWIS database eliminating the need for time offsets in QWDATA and beter encapsulation of the data. This project would also allow archiving of files produced from field computing software and would bring the data needs of sediment sampling more under the purview of OSW.

Goal: Open discussions with the SW user group about the data needs of sediment sampling to identify the potential gains of moving sediment data into the Site Visit project.

Proposed Model: Needs research before a suitable model can be proposed
Recommendation: Explore the ways and means to accomplish this end.
XXIII:  Geomorphic Database (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  NWIS is not designed for routine storage of geomorphic data. Some geomorphic data are stored as part of the habitat component of biological data bases.  Traditionally the Vigil Network has been used to archive geomorphic data at trends sites but the structure for the data is outdated. 

In recent years the collection of geomorphic data in the USGS has greatly expanded, through regional hydraulic geometry curves studies and restoration monitoring (such as Colorado’s Reconfigured Channel Monitoring and Assessment Program (http://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/wri994111/). Most data are currently stored in spreadsheets or published in reports. There is a possibility that the geomorphic data could be stored in the habitat component of a biological data base being developed by the USGS. 

Digital photograph databases have been developed as part of SIMS (Gary T. Fisher contact), NAWQA (Sandy Williamson contact), and in at least two WSC’s:  Arizona and North Carolina.  
Goal:  Formalize criteria and storage mechanisms for geomorphologic data.  

Proposed Model:  Needs research.

Recommendation:  Not possible at this time.

XXIV:  Geomorphic Applications of Sediment Transport Curves (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  Applications for sediment-transport curves developed from USGS streamgage data are expanding in two separate directions for restoration, channel/sediment stability assessment, and establishing “clean sediment” TMDLs. The FLOWSED model was developed by Rosgen (FISC, 2006) and uses dimensionless suspended-sediment- and bedload-transport curves at gaged “reference” sites, combined with bankfull discharge, suspended-sediment concentrations, and bedload at impaired sites, to predict annual sediment yields in impaired streams. Dimensionless sediment rating curves for a given region can be developed to determine reference conditions for bankfull suspended and bedload data by drainage area. Reference to these methods is found at USEPA’s Watershed Assessment of River Stability and Sediment Supply:  http://www.epa.gov/warsss/pla/box13.htm.

Secondly, the NRCS (mainly Thom Garday, NRCS in collaboration with Aaron Pugh, USGS-AR) is studying relations between the exponents for relations among discharge and hydraulic-geometry characteristics and suspended-sediment discharges originally presented by Leopold and Maddock’s landmark “Hydraulic Geometry” (figure 18, 1953) paper. These relations compare the exponent rates/slope of suspended sediment loads to hydraulic geometry exponent rates/slopes. The suspended sediment load data are being used to further define regional relations between bankfull channel indicators, bankfull discharge, effective discharge, and effective flow duration.

Both methods are being used nationally, have wide applications (both restoration and clean sediment TMDLs) and are based on USGS streamflow and sediment data. There is a need for more and more effective communication among geomorphologists and sedimentologists in the WSC’s as applications for sediment data grow. 

Goal:  Identify USGS role in this applied research, if any. Any need for USGS guidance in use of data?  Keep sediment committee informed of major geomorphic applications of sediment data. Need to spread awareness of need for good sediment data.

Proposed Model:  Needs research. Establish a USGS WSC and NRP geomorphology email list (Faith has beginnings of list that could be easily expanded) for discussion/dissemination of key info related to new geomorphic/sediment applications. 

Recommendation:  Not possible at this time.

XXV:  Organizational Responsibility for Sediment in WRD (Composite Priority <10):
Background:  As Steve Blanchard noted by telephone, policy and technical support associated with physical sediment issues are under the purview of the Office of Surface Water.  Sediment-quality issues are overseen by the Office of Water Quality.  

The OSW’s mission is to, “…provide national leadership and technical support in the science of surface-water hydrology, hydraulics, and fluvial geomorphology and ensures the consistency and quality of these activities in the USGS.”
The OWQ’s mission is to, “… provide leadership and coordination in the development of programs to address issues concerning the quality of the Nation's surface-water and ground-water resources, and provides support in the application of techniques for the collection, analysis, and interpretation of water-quality data.”

Although sediment is in fact supported through the OSW Sediment Specialist’s salary and travel support, and FISP Chief Broderick Davis’ salary; support of FISP through the HIF; and special project support on a case-by-case basis, the key focus of the OSW is, not surprisingly on surface water – the National Streamflow Information Program, maintaining and expanding the national streamgaging network, hydroacoustics support, flood, drought, and climate studies.  In restricted budgetary environments, it is understandable and necessary that the overwhelming majority of NSIP funds are allocated to these top-priority issues.  
Unfortunately, the Office of Water Quality, without purview over physical sediment and likewise in a restricted budgetary environment, cannot justify allocating funds to physical sediment that would drain resources from water quality issues.

Recognition of the importance has increased substantially since the pre-1980’s period when sediment was viewed largely as a reservoir-filling, shipping-channel clogging problem.  Now, fluvial sediment is known to be a key element in the transport and fate of contaminants; a major legal issue as part of the TMDL program; and the pivotal issue in dam removal, and in stream restoration, to note just four.
Annual sediment damages in North America total at least $20 billion annually (3 papers since 1998 support his contention).  The cost of a national sediment monitoring program that resulted in but a 1% decrease in sediment damages would pay for itself 40-times over. 

In spite of this relatively recent enhanced understanding of the importance of sediment and the need to better quantify sediment fluxes, support directed toward sediment by the WRD is woefully inadequate, and is viewed by the Ad Hoc committee as having “fallen through the crack” between OSW and OWQ, to the detriment of the WRD and the USGS.  The question was posed, “How can the USGS fulfill its responsibility (as part of OMB 92.01) to provide the Nation with the sediment data needed to better manage our water resources?  How can we modernize with new field and laboratory technologies and analytical techniques that enable the continuous and largely automated measurement of sediment transport and sorbed constituents?”
Goal:  Inform the OSW, OWQ – ergo, WRD –  that a different approach to support of sediment might be in order to more adequately address sediment issues.    

Proposed Model:  Duly inform OSW and OWQ of this problem.
Recommendation:  As stated in “proposed model.”  
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DATE:  
January 18, 2008 (refined post-workshop, to provide relevant post-workshop information)
TO:

Participants, Ad Hoc Sediment Action Committee Workshop, Jan. 28-30, 2008

FROM:
John R. Gray, Office of Surface Water

SUBJECT:
AHSAC WORKSHOP AGENDA AND RELATED INFORMATION
This memorandum and two attachments provided via email constitute the base information toward starting our meeting.  It includes general description information, the agenda revised this morning, and directions to the Arizona Water Science Center at the southwestern corner of the University of Arizona campus in Tucson.  Please give this a close read – best to print and carry with you –  and come ‘loaded for bear’ on the afternoon of Monday, Jan. 28 (for those participating in the “data pre-meeting”) and Tuesday-Wednesday, Jan. 29-30. 

WORKSHOP LOCATION:
USGS Arizona Water Science Center

520 N. Park Avenue

Tucson, AZ 85719

BACKGROUND:  The now-defunct Sediment Action Committee (SAC) was formed in the middle 1980’s with funding from the Volcano Hazards Program as a “good sounding board” on WRD sediment issues and needs.  The funds were controlled by, and SAC reported to the Chief, Office of Surface Water.  Initial annual funding was $250K.  SAC representatives would meet at least annually and identify sediment issues and needs, and the ways and means to resolve them.  Participants included regional representatives with sediment backgrounds, an OSW representative, and others.  My recollection was that 7-9 attended each meeting. 

Many good things came from the SAC.  For example, the first nationally accepted sediment-computations program, SEDCALC, was supported by SAC VHP funds.  

As the mean concentration of sediment in waters draining Mt. St. Helens decreased into the 1990’s – with a concomitant increase in competition for VHP funds  – SAC’s VHP fund allocation was incrementally reduced.  Around 1998, SAC funds were terminated.  Tom Yorke, then Chief of the OSW,  responded by disbanding the SAC.

I attempted to rejuvenate SAC with a meeting of selected sediment types in 2002.  Our proposal to reconstitute a standing committee – or a reasonable facsimile thereof – was turned down by OSW, primarily due to lack of funds.  This was not a surprise.  The primary mission of the Office of Surface Water – as its name implies – is for streamflow-data support, and largely focused on the 7K+ station streamgaging network.  When times are tight (as they are now, in spite of a substantial increase in the FY08 budget for the National Streamflow Information Program), few OSW funds beyond my salary and support for the FISP can be expected. 

Much has changed in the decade since the SAC was disbanded.  The USGS is now One Big Happy Regionalized family – right, everyone?  Daily-value sediment data are now being served on the web.  The laboratory information system SLEDS is uploading results via the QWDX software to QWDATA, and the constituent-computations program GCLAS is retrieving those instantaneous data, manipulating them, and uploading daily-value data to ADAPS.  However, there are a raft of major and sub-major issues that need resolution.  Email and phone conferences are only so effective.  Hence, with a nod from the Chief, Office of Surface Water, we’re going to convene a x-section of expertise in the WRD for 2.5 days to address the myriad issues facing the WRD, and in a broader context, USGS sediment issues and needs. 

WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE: 
A. Reconnect with the WRD sediment community by bringing those having long-term involvement in WRD sediment issues with those that will need to carry the baton after the old timers are gone.

B. Resolve a number of pressing sediment issues, particularly dealing with capture and storage of all relevant metadata (see Agenda, appended).

C. Consider how WRD sediment fits into the current USGS, and ascertain if broader coordination with the other USGS Disciplines is needed.  If so, in what way?

D. Decide if this committee needs to become permanent.  If so, how might we accomplish given the low probability of receiving even travel funds for an annual meeting?

WORKSHOP PRODUCTS:  A summary of each category considered will be included in a master document that will be:

1. Posted on the OSW website.  

2. AHSAC work groups will be formed to address categories that remain unresolved by January 31.  Each work group will be asked to communicate by telephone and email to make recommendations to the full committee as constituted on Jan. 29-30.

3. Recommendations will be made to the Chief, Office of Surface Water, with a copy to the Chief, Office of Water Quality.

WORKSHOP FORMAT:  Each topic will have a leader (first name) and a scribe, to be identified by the topic leader.  The leader presents the background for and essence of the topic, and, where appropriate, recommends a course of action or a decision.  Discussion ensues.  If a consensus appears imminent, a motion (seconded) is made on a proposed course of action/decision.  A 2/3-majority vote is required for a motion to pass, i.e., if the group is fairly evenly split, so will those directly affected by our decisions, so more discussion will be needed. 

If time runs out on a topic, the topic leader becomes a work-group leader, and she/he selects at least two others to participate in that workgroup, representing opposing views. 

Regarding staying on schedule: Of course, this is a desirable end, but not at the expense of quality discussion.  And I want to make sure we have time for “broad perspective” discussions in addition to the important if detailed issues we need to discuss.  Upshot, let’s work together to achieve all that we can, ensuring that the most important things are addressed by mid-day on Jan. 30. 

ATTENDEES (actual)
1. *Bob Burrows (Las Vegas)

SubChief
2. *Brod Davis (FISP, Vicksburg)

FISP Chief

3. **Faith Fitzpatrick (Madison)

Research Hydrologist/Geomorphologist
4. *Nancy Hornewer (Flagstaff)

Flag Lead Tech, AZ Sed Specialist
5. **Dan Gooding (CVO, Vancouver)
Lab Chief, Sediment Surrogate practitioner

6. **Burl Goree (Rustin, LA)

Database/web Applications Guru
7. **John R. Gray (OSW, HQ)

OSW Sedimentologist
8. **Bill P. Johnson (CVO, Vancouver)
SLEDS programmer

9. **Greg Koltun (Columbus)

GCLAS supporter and Sedimentologist
10. **Denis O'Halloran (Sacto)

CA Sed Specialist, SWUG rep
11. *Waite Osterkamp (Tucson; part-time)
NRP Geomorph/Sed Trans Rep
12. **Ken Skach (Portland, OR)

NWIS Whiz, Sediment Enthusiast

13. *Steve Wiele (Tucson; part-time)

AZ SW Specialist and Host

14. **Kirk Thibodeaux (Bay St. Louis)
HIF Rep

*  Attended some, all or  most of Tuesday-Wednesday January 29-30 main workshop
**Also attended all or most of Monday, January 28 “data” pre-workshop

AGENDA

for the Workshop of the 
Ad Hoc Sediment Action Committee

January 28-30, 2008       Arizona Water Science Center, Tucson

· January 28th, 1300-1700 pre-meeting, “Sediment- and ancillary-data flow from field and lab to the NWIS”

· January 29th, 0830-1730, and 29th, 0800-1700, Main AHSAC meeting

Monday, Jan. 28 Pre-Meeting:

1300-1400:  
Folks arriving, informal discussions.

1400-1700:  
Proposals for capturing and storing all relevant instantaneous sediment & 

ancillary field and laboratory parameters in the NWIS



Overview 






Gray



SLEDS, GCLAS, NWIS, QWDX linkages


Skach, Goree, Koltun


Proposed data flow










Field






Skach, Goree





QWDATA’s data-ownership system:

Field people control field data

Lab controls data produce by it

Problems when boundaries are not kept clean

(ex, SLEDS sending p82398) 

Ken: show a mockup of web-based data entry




Lab






Johnson, Gooding





QWDX files are sent to NWIS






(large amt. data SLEDS>>QWDX;







Improvements needed for all







Labs to use QWDX, all data?)





QWDX files are retrieved by customers






a.  logging on to the sediment lab server






b.  running SLEDS locally and accessing 

lab data using NETUTIL

Other reports are retrieved by customers






a.  logging on to the sediment lab server






b.  running SLEDS locally and accessing 

lab data using NETUTIL

Reports are mailed to customers

Reports are sent via e-mail to customers

Future methods could include:

Sending QWDX files to a central computer

SLEDS could create an Ingres table that 

NWIS could read


Proposal for Field and Lab Data Flow


All in attendance
Tuesday, Jan. 29 Main Meeting:

AHSAC ORIENTATION – USGS SEDIMENT FIRMAMENT
0830:  

Welcome, format of meeting, go over agenda

Gray; Hoffman?
0840:

What do we need to accomplish?



Gray (all)

0850:

OSW Chief perspectives by telephone:  


Blanchard
0900:

Sediment as an engineering vs water-quality parameter
Glysson, Gray


and coordination of sediment between OSW and OWQ

0915: 

Status/progress overview related to sediment




NRP G&ST Discipline (10 min)


Osterkamp




Subcommittee on Sedimentation (5 min)

Gray, Glysson



FISP (10 min)





Davis, Glysson



HIF (10  min)





Thibodeaux



ICOM
(5 min)





Glysson

0955:

BREAK

1020:


Sediment lab perspectives (10 min)


Gooding, Gray



SWUG, and relation to AHSAC, 2-digit method 
O’Halloran

codes, revamping medium codes (20 minutes)







NWIS issues, general (10  min)


Skach, Goree




Ken: cover available ways to store data in





QWDATA (hand login, batch entry modes)




AZ WSC Sediment Issues (10 min)


Fisk, Wiele

AHSAC DATA-STORAGE ISSUES
1110:

Intro to status and needs in sediment-data storage (10 min)
Gray




OSW desires to store (in QWDATA) all 




component sample records of a sediment X-section,




along with all qw-type and auto-sampled samples 

stored.

1120:

Instantaneous-value data (sed, ancillary)







QWDX and lab data/SLEDS



Skach, Johnson




QWDX and field data




Skach





Problem experienced when SLEDS began





transferring Sampling Method (p82398)

1200:

LUNCH (order out, eat in)

1245:


Capturing key field data and storing in NWIS
Goree, Skach





Storing EDI and EWI data


Gray, Glysson

Show mockup(s) of pc App. and/or web App.
Closure on sediment data flow, lab & field
Skach, Goree, all

1400:

Expansion/ramifications of method codes for sediment
O'Halloran

1420:

Daily-value databases





Gray

1440:

Bedload sampler and data-storage guidance 


O'Halloran, Gray

1500:

Furnished sediment records, storage in NWIS

O’Halloran

1520:

BREAK
1545:

Bed-material sampling methods, sampling types, 

O’Halloran

need for new fixed codes 

1605: 

Sediment-core samples, differences in QWDATA entry by
O’Halloran



various WSC’s, proposal to unify

1625:

Equivalancy of sediment (and QW) record, “5% rule”
O’Halloran

1645:

Use of lat-long identifier in QWDATA


O’Halloran

1705:

Catch-up/Wrap-up





Gray, All
1735:

Adjourn, drive directly to restaurant.

1800:  

Dinner at Casa Molina, 3001 N. Campbell -- 520-795-7593 (reserved 1/17/08)
Wednesday, Jan. 30 Main Meeting (continued):

AHSAC SEDIMENT-SURROGATE ISSUES
0800:  

Goals for final AHSAC day




Gray

0810:

Turbidity "protocol" as sediment surrogate


Gray, Glysson
0835:

Sediment surrogates additional to turbidity




Other suspended-sed. surrogates, field (15 min)
Gray

Sediment lab





Gooding



Comparing laser/optics to traditional techs.
Gooding, Burrows



Bedload surrogate techniques



Gray




Bed-material surrogate techniques 


Gray

1000:  

BREAK

AHSAC POLICY ISSUES
1030: 


Zero flow, daily mean flow issue


Koltun, GDG, jrg



Mixing isokinetic and non-isokinetic sampling
Glysson





in aN EDI x-section




Issues associated with <0.5 mg/L and 0 mg/L
O'Halloran




Particle-size % rounding, go to 0.1?


O'Halloran




Estimated vs measured vs computed data & records Glysson, Gray



Phase out of glass sample-collection bottles?

HIF, Gray




Other detailed data and policy issues 


All

1200:

LUNCH (order out, eat in)
1300:

Moving forward -- new ideas/issues that our committee, 
Gray, all

however ad hoc, should identify/describe/propose follow-up.

Need for a standing sediment committee, and major 

Skach, Gray

components -- data, and policy




Expanded need for Data committee


Skach, GDG, jrg



  
evaluate data practices, & suggest 

improvements

  
advise software development from the 

User’s perspective




  
test new software before it’s released




  
serve as “help group” for sediment data 

questions




Continued need for Policy committee


Glysson, Gray
1500:

BREAK

1520:

Back to items that warranted additional discussion

Gray lead
1600:

Reiterate Work-Group Assignments/Charge


Gray lead

1630:

Summary of Recommendations to HQ


Gray lead
1700:

Adjourn, scatter to four winds
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