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Presenter
Presentation Notes
First I want to start by thanking my co-authors Mariëtte Pushkar and Peter Ashmore, both who have been dedicated mentors for me for more then a decade.  Now lets reflect on applied fluvial geomorphology, where have we come from, were do we go.  “Fluvial geomorphology is the study of sediment sources, fluxes and storage within the river catchment and channel over short, medium and longer timescales and of the resultant channel and floodplain morphology.” pg. 2
Sear and Newson (2010)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Up front, my motive for this talk is to promote the value of geomorphologists in river management.  Many of us practice geomorphology, but we need more advocates for the science and profession of geomorphology.  We’ll start with geomorphology’s roots in Historical Geology (William Davis in photo)  and the more quantitative science arguably starting with Leopold, Wolman, and Millar (1964).
Then we’ll examine geomorphology placed in the context of interdisciplinary river management applications.
Then the plan is to spend more then half the time on the results of our Natural Channels Geomorphology Survey, where we were interested to tap into the “Natural Channels” community to help us understand the diverse background of geomorphology practitioners and our collective views on standards of practice, qualification, and professional regulation.  And let’s be clear, many of the challenges are not new, but can be traced back many decades or longer.
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Presentation Notes
Geomorphology’s roots extend strongly into historical geology.  About a century ago, much of geomorphology was centered on the interpretation of landscapes over deep geologic time, as epitomised in the Geographical Cycle (of Erosion) by William Davis.

As such, historical geomorphology is:
Descriptive	(qualitative, field based, and empirical)
Geological	(long time scales)
Geographical	(large range of spatial scales)

In the 2010 Guidebook of Applied Geomorphology, Sear and Newson write: “One of the least understood aspects of the practice of fluvial geomorphology is the apparent obsession with longer timescales.”
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Presentation Notes
But then in the mid-20th century we came to the “Quantitative Revolution.”   This seminal 1964 book “Fluvial Processes in Geomorphology” by Leopold, Wolman, and Miller arguably laid the groundwork for applied fluvial geomorphology that would increasingly be used in river engineering.  Instead of landscapes, the focus moved towards geomorphic processes and important concepts like the relationship between event magnitude and frequency to understand the potential for geomorphic work in the landscape (i.e., most sediment is moved by moderate size events that are frequent enough to have an effect, I still use this figure to teach geomorphology students).
In the first chapter by Leopold, Wolman, Miller (1964) they write: “Our approach involves some use of mathematics.  We are aware that the feelings of professional geomorphologists about numbers, graphs, and formulas range from acceptance and enthusiasm to bewilderment and forthright hostility.”
An interpretation of the Quantitative Revolution has been explained in terms of six major components.  After 1945 geomorphology started to be come more (1) quantitative and statistical with new focus on understanding (2) processes at many scales.  (3) New theories were developing, such as dynamic equilibrium and geomorphic thresholds.  (4) Plate tectonics theory became mainstream after 1960  (we’ve only really had plate tectonics for about a half century).  And there has been a growing understanding of (5) long-term climate change and increasingly sophisticated methods in dating geologic materials i.e., (6) Geochronology.
Therefore, process geomorphology is seen as:
Scientific	(quantitative, statistical, experimental), 
and is more strongly aligned with:
Physics (mechanics and mathematics) and Engineering (useful applications)




Presenter
Presentation Notes
And with this statement, I am being precisely half serious.

Geomorphology is both historical and process-based.  That is, both empirical relationships and interpretation (based on field and historic data), and physics (mechanics and mathematical process models) are important in geomorphology.

And in positioning geomorphology and engineering together in river management, Rhoads and Thorne in 1996 wrote:  “It should be possible to persuade decision-makers that incorporating historical or empirical (field-based) geomorphic information into river management strategies is at least as valuable as basing decisions on precise, yet fallible mechanistic models.”
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now I am hoping that don’t need to convince this audience that geomorphology plays an important role in river management.  These two books by Thorne, Hey, and Newson (1997) and Sear, Newson, and Thorne (2010) address applied fluvial geomorphology head on.  This is perhaps an overly simple figure from the 1997 text, but it highlights both geomorphology and engineering in river management and (watershed) environmental assessment, including issues of flooding and channel restoration, as well as integration with biology, ecology, conservation, and land use planning.  Therefore applied geomorphology has embraced: Biology (habitat, landscape ecology), Environment (assessment, restoration, sustainability), Incorporated: Technology (computer modeling, geomatics, geodesy)

So river management is interdisciplinary and geomorphology is an important part, but how well have the academic science and the applied practice communicated?  Some prominent geomorphology’s have not painted a pretty picture for either side stating:
“As river managers and other scientific disciplines recognized a need for geomorphological input over the past two (now three) decades, the established field of geomorphology was not prepared to meet the demand.  Instead, much of this demand was met by non-geomorphologists with little academic training [in geomorphology], and frequently using what might be termed “shortcuts.”  (e.g., the go on to talk about Rosgen amongst other things)  Kondolf, Piegay, Sear (2003) – perhaps this is harsh, but I would take these author’s seriously.
Further, in 2010 Sear and Newson write “… like any science, a broad understanding of principals only gets you so far, and a little knowledge can be a dangerous thing.”
So this brings me to the question:
So how do we recognize geomorphologists?  (what makes them different?)
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Presentation Notes
To explore this question, lets play with this Space-Time domain.
We can add the relevant rates of water (1 m/s) and fluvial sediment (100 m/yr)
Geology deals with long-time scales, centuries and millennium to millions of years.
You can also note that the rest of the area is essentially the domain of human experience.

For river management projects we can roughly place field studies at the channel and daily scales, and project lifecycles may extend towards sub-watersheds, watersheds, and yearly timelines.  Geomorphologist participate in these river management projects, but given their roots in geology and process studies, they are often the ones who are pushing the project thinking to the decade and century time scales, and beyond.

Sear and Newson in 2010 write: “Significantly, as one begins to view a river system from increasingly long timescales, there is a shift in emphasis from local to catchment scale processes….  A feature of working with longer time scales in river management is that, as one looks back in time, the quantity and accuracy of information declines, and the degree of specialism required for reliable interpretation increases.”  pg. 11

So again, one way to recognize geomorphologists is our “…obsession with longer timescales!”


Natural Channels GEOMORPHOLOGY
Survey

2016 Matural Channels Conference Presentation — Niagara Falls

Mot a full-time geomarphologist? No problem — this survey is for ANYOMNE interested in ‘Natural
Channel systems. As a contribution to the 2016 Matural Channels Conference, the purpose of this
survey is to gauge the role of GEOMORPHOLOGY in the science and application of 'Matural Channel
assessment and stream corridor rehabilitation. The issue of professional regulation is also
considered. While the focus is on applied geomorphology in Ontario, respondents from elsewhere
in Canada and internationally are encouraged to contribute their perspectives. EVERYONE is
welcome to participate!

The survey consists of four sections with a total of about 20 questions and takes about 10 minutes
to complete. Please note that all survey responses collected here using Google Forms are
anonymous.

The authors of this survey are Dr. Roger TJ Phillips (Western University and Aquafor Beech Lid),
Marigtte Pushkar (Ecosystem Recovery Inc.), and Dr. Peter Ashmore (Western University).

For questions or comments about the survey please email: roger phillips@uwo.ca
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Presentation Notes
At least for those of you who filled out our survey, this brings us to the “what do you think” part of the talk, also known as the “Natural Channels Geomorphology Survey.”
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Presentation Notes
Total number of respondents 241 (analysis currently based on 222)
Two-thirds from Ontario, the remaining third from across Canada, the US, and internationally (including Mexico, South America, Europe, and Africa)
Quickly go through the numbers.
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Presentation Notes
Background of the respondents.
Quickly go through the numbers.
Important to note that 45% of responses are from those with a geoscience background.  This is still less than half, but keep this number in mind when you are interpreting the results for yourself.


Education and Training of 222 Respondents

~35% Geomorphology
Expertise and Training

Advanced, graduate

Intermediate, undergraduate

On the job, self taught

Technical, early career

Layperson, non-expert

I
0% 20% 40%

Short course 8%
University 9%
o _ College 4%
Training in Stream
- On the job, self- h %
Restoration n the job, self-taught 65%
None 14%

0% 20% 40% 60%


Presenter
Presentation Notes
More on the background of the respondents:
In terms of expertise and training in geomorphology I have combined a couple of questions to give you an general sense, so the numbers are approximate give or take a few percentage points here.  (quickly go through the numbers).

For training in stream restoration, it is interesting, but perhaps not surprising, that 65% of us indicated that we learn it on the job and/or are self-taught, and 15% of the respondents indicated no training.  I say not surprising because few universities offer such courses (University of Waterloo is one of a few) and for what ever the reason short courses were taken by only 8%.
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Presentation Notes
A major topic we asked about is standards of practice for geomorphology.

When asked for their reaction to the statement “Scientific knowledge is well represented in applied geomorphology practice,” half of the respondents went right up the middle, while about 28% agreed with the statement and 23% disagreed with the statement (with rounding error).  Either way, I would not say this is a glowing review of the connection between science and practice in geomorphology.

When asked how well established standards of practice are, only 25% indicated they are well-established or established with minor issues, while over 75% indicated they are either somewhat established with many issues or underdeveloped with many inconsistencies.

So we also tried ask the question a third time by thinking about the balance between standard guidelines and individual professional judgement.  While 48% said they were equally important (right up the middle again), here about one-third favoured individual judgement, while fewer, about 20%, favoured standard guidelines.

Taken together, these results largely indicate we have a lot of work to do.
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So this raise the question about our relative responsibilities for developing standards of practice.  We gave respondents five randomly placed options to rank from 1 to 5.  Now individually, this is a difficult question to answer and is likely influenced by one’s personal background… but, collectively it is interesting to see how the averages play out.

While not categorical, the clearest result is that regulated professional associations (e.g., APGO) was the most ranked at number 1 (most responsible).  Government agencies were pretty consistently ranked within the first three, and academic and industry-related associations (I think this category fits the Natural Channels Initiative) was typically ranked in the middle.

Again, I would not say our initial look at this question provides a clear result, but relatively speaking universities and individuals on their own are not seen as a major source for standards of practice, at least in applied geomorphology.
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Another major topic of the survey was about what it means to be a Qualified Geomorphologist.  

Not too surprisingly, the average response can be summed up as a B.Sc. in geoscience (or possibly engineering) with at least 4 years of work experience, in line with regulated professional standards like those of APGO.

Looking specifically at the education question, an important observation is that less than a third of respondents thought that a Bachelor's or Master’s in a related field was sufficient (indicated in orange), while two-thirds thought the degree should be in geoscience or engineering.  Another separate observation is that 43% indicated that a Master’s degree should be a requirement.  For geomorphology, I would tend to agree that Master’s level work is important for grasping the depth for the subject.

For work experience, the average is four years based on the options given, but perhaps with more options between 5 and 10 we might have arrived at an average closer to 5 years.

Now how do respondents view’s on short courses (like Rosgen and Newbury) fit in?  To paraphrase the question, are short courses an acceptable substitute for university training in geomorphology.  You can see from the results that respondents generally disagree (they should not be a substitute), but I would still suggest that courses like Newbury’s are a good way to augment an established background in geomorphology and engineering.
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With these questions about Qualified Geomorphologists, it is important that we address the issue of professional regulation.  While there has definitely been movement in this direction since the 1990s, regulation of professional geomorphology has certainly not been fully realized.

So first we asked the more general question of should “geomorphology work be regulated as professional geoscience?”  While we see that 65% agree with this statement, about one-third of respondents were either neutral or disagreed.

We also asked the direct question of should a “Qualified Geomorphologist be accredited as a P.Geo.”  And again be basically saw the same result, most of us think yes, some are unsure or think no.

So this leads me to think of why are some opposed to it.  I think part of may be the overlap with engineering (which is complicated and worth more discussion), and some of it may be other environmental science practitioners from backgrounds in geography and biology (for example) who don’t subscribe to the largely geological foundations of geoscience.  I am speculating, but I think we sincerely need to address these kinds of concerns in order to move forward.
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So now, what I think is one big “elephant in the room” is distinguishing between geomorphologists and engineers, both of which do work that might be considered geomorphology.  It may not matter as much whether you identify as geomorphologist, engineer, or biologists, but I would say it does matter what kind of training you’ve had to do certain kinds of geomorphology work.

To help us get a sense of some the work geomorphology practitioners are doing out there, we asked respondents about the kinds of geomorphology work they do and/or evaluate (now I would suggest that reviewers should be equally responsible for acknowledging the boundaries of their expertise).

First looking at stream monitoring and stream restoration, proportionally it is not surprising that geoscientists do more monitoring and engineers do more stream restoration (keeping in mind that 45% of respondents were geoscientists, so geoscientists would generally be higher for all types of work in terms of absolute values).

Next we looked at sediment transport and erosion hazards.  Again, not too surprising that both geoscientists and engineers both do sediment transport work, but I will say it is the last one that worries me a bit.  That is, proportionately engineers are doing a lot of erosion hazard work (along with biologists and environmental scientists) and this is the kind of work in particular were I would want to ensure that practitioners have a strong background in geoscience (e.g., the important perspectives on longer time scales).
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At this point I think it is useful to cover what you should typically expect to get when you are hiring a professional geoscientists in terms of university knowledge requirements.

First, Foundational Science…

Then there is the Foundational Geoscience, including… (group 2A) and (group 2B)

Added to this geoscience in… (group 2C)

Here I would again like to emphasize both the “science” and the “longer time scales.”

So lets try to be clear and concise about the key value of geoscience in this discussion.
It is essential for advanced geomorphic interpretations and particularly for larger scale watershed impacts and long-term erosion hazards.
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Now back to may favourite space-time domain graph.

As we proceed through the process of collecting and integrating geomorphic description, data, theory, and river management decisions, we must expect higher-and-higher levels of geomorphic interpretation, something that requires specialized training and work experience in geoscience, no matter whether or not you identify yourself as a biologists, engineer, or geoscientist.

I know I keep saying it, an “…obsession with longer time scales!”
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So now we come to some comments to move forward, as I hope this is not the end of the discussion.  First, Recognising geomorphologists:
Roots in historical geology and geography, with scientific and interdisciplinary focus  (When I say “scientific”, I mean starting with what the science says (or does not say) and then going from their to look for practical solutions)
“…obsession with longer time scales!” (of course, what I am also talking about here is environmental sustainability, repeat)
Advanced interpretation needs advanced geoscience training (e.g., erosion hazards) (this can be engineers sympathetic to longer time scales, and geoscientists sympathetic to practical solutions, but I think we do need to push what is viewed as practical for issues of environmental sustainability)
Second, the issue of professionally Regulating geomorphologists:
There is Support for regulating geomorphology work and professional accreditation (P.Geo.) (but we need to address some concerns of the broader community about interdisciplinary overlap and the perhaps a little to much focus on hard rock geology in geoscience)
In line with P.Geo., a Geoscience B.Sc. and 4 years experience is required at a minimum to be a Qualified Geomorphologist.   (For advanced training, practitioners should really have a Master’s degree in geomorphology and/or continued training through short courses for stream restoration)
And finally, we need some “re-visioning” for standards of practice.
You may or may not be surprised, but We have a lot of work to do!
Regulated professional associations like APGO might be a good vehicle to play a role in this But industry associations like the Natural Channels Initiative may be another way to collectively move forward together.
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Survey

2016 Natural Channels Conference Presentation — Niagara Falls

Not a full-time geomorphologist? No problem — this survey is for ANYONE interested in 'Natural
Channel systems. As a contribution to the 2016 Natural Channels Conference, the purpose of this
survey is to gauge the role of GEOMORPHOLOGY in the science and application of 'Natural Channel'
assessment and stream corridor rehabilitation. The issue of professional regulation is also
considered. While the focus is on applied geomorphology in Ontario, respondents from elsewhere
in Canada and internationally are encouraged to contribute their perspectives. EVERYONE is
welcome to participate!

The survey consists of four sections with a total of about 20 guestions and takes about 10 minutes
to complete. Please note that all survey responses collected here using Google Forms are
anonymous

The authors of this survey are Dr. Roger TJ Phillips (Western University and Aquafor Beech Ltd),
Marigtte Pushkar (Ecosystem Recovery Inc.), and Dr. Peter Ashmore (Western University)

For questions or comments about the survey please email: roger.phillips@uwo.ca
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Presentations at this conference show that that there is some grassroots work being done from the bottom up, but also we should collectively work together on regulation and standards of practice.

Thanks for listening and please comment.  Lets continue this discussion!


Natural Channels GEOMORPHOLOGY Survey
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For questions or comments about the survey please email: roger phillips@uwo.ca
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BACKGROUND (249 RESPONSES)

Please select the geographic area in which you primarily work (or study).
British Columbia 21  8.4%
Praifies (AB, SK, MB) 10 4%

7
’,’. Northem Ontario (including Near North) 6 24%
V Ontario i i )y 152 61%

Eastemn Ontario 5 2%
Quebec 10 4%
Maritimes 2 08%
United States 25  10%
Other 18 7.2%

Please select the group that best describes your place of employment/study.

Private sector (e.g., consulting) 84 33.9%

Govemment (federal, provincial or state) 33 13.3%

) (regional, muricipal, or ion authority) 88 27.4%

Lol Universtty faculty 36 14.5%
16

University/college student 6.5%
Other 11 4.4%

Please select the discipline that best describes your formal educational backgrounditraining {e.g., university, college).
Engineering (water resources and other related fields) 58 23.3%

/) Geoscience (geology, earth science, geomarphology) 104  41.8%
Biology, Ecology, or Forestry 38 15.7%

A Landscape Architecture 0%
w Environmantal Planning 8 3.2%

Environmental Science 21 8.4%

Environmental Stewardship 1 0.4%

Technical College (e.g., i ing ion Science, etc...) 7 2.8%
Other 11 4.4%

On arelative scale in terms of knowledge and experience, please indicate your general level of expertise in geomorphology.
Layperson, non-expert 14  56%

Basic and/or early career 46 18.5%
Intermediate with informal training 52 21%
Intermediate with formal training 62 25%
Advanced T4 20.8%

-4

What training do you have in (fluvial) geomorphology?

None 5 2%

General interest, conference sessions " 4.4%

On the job and/or self-taught 5T 22.9%

Technical courses and/or workshops 31 12.4%

Undergrad level y courses (§ lence or er ) 42 16.9%

Graduateevel university research and/or course work (geoscience or engineering) 103 41.4%

What training do you have in stream restoration?
None 34 13.7%
On the job and/or self-taught 156 62.7%

None!
S tehi College course (e.g., Niagara College) 16  6.4%
n an...
University course 61 24.5%
College cour.... Short course (e.g., Rosgen, Newbury, etc...) 69 27.7%
University co... Other 7 28%
Short course...
Other
[ 35 70 105 140

How much of your time do you spend completing and/or evaluating geomorphology work?
Rarely, less than 1% 48 19.4%
Occasionally, less than25% 88 35.5%
Regulary, 25t0 50% 42 16.9%

A Routinely, 50to 75% 24 9.7%
w Primarily, 75to 100% 45 18.1%

If applicable, which of the following kinds of work have you completed and/or evaluated?
Basic channel its and stream i 207 85.9%
Geomorphic field assessments 156  64.7%

Basic ghann..
Sediment mobility, sediment transport (e.g., erosion thresholds, stone sizing) 148 61.4%
‘Geomoarphic...
Erosion hazards (e.g., meander belts, slope stability) 153 63.5%
Sediment mo... Stream morphology monitoring (e.g., land use impacts) 138 57.7%
Erosion haza.. Stream restoration and/or natural channel design 157  65.1%
Shromm morpl Other 20  B8.3%
Stream resto...
Other
0 50 100 150 200

Natural Channels GEOMORPHOLOGY Survey (Phillips, Pushkar, Ashmore, 2016) Page 2 of 5



GEOMORPHOLOGY STANDARDS OF PRACTICE (249 RESPONSES)

The responsibility for developing and maintaining standards of practice for natural channel systems is a collective obligation.
Examples of geomorphology work where standards of practice are most applicable include, but are not limited to, erosion
assessments and sediment transport, erosion hazards (e.g., meander belts, slope stability), stream morphology monitoring targets,
and stream restoration design.

Geomorphology Standards of Practice

To the best of your g scientific is well rep in applied gt pl gy p

Strongly agree: 1 11 4.5%
2 80 24.8%

100 3 118 47.9%
4 4 B2 215%
P Strongly disagree: 5 3 1.2%

How do you perceive current of practice in ? Current are
Well established 8 33%
Established with minor issues to be addressed 55 22.4%
Somewnhat established with many issues to be addressed 136 55.5%
L with many 45 18.4%

W
Undeveloped 1 0.4%

How would you typically balance the of versus p ing phology p
Standard guidelines are most important 12 4.8%
Standard guidelines should be given slightly more weight 37  14.9%
‘ ‘Standard guidelines and individual professional judgement are equally important 123 49.6%
= Individual professional judgement by a qualified person should be given slightly more weight 51 20.6%
v Individual professional judgement by a qualified person is most important 25 10.1%
[Given that of practice for gy are the ility of the groups, please order the following randomized list from most-1 to least-5 responsible.]
1 49 203%
1) 2 49 203%
2 3 40 16.6%
4 %0 207%
2 5 8 2%
4
5
o 10 2 30 40 50

University and college institutions [Given that standards of practice for g P gy are the resp ility of the ing groups, please order the following randomized list from most-1 to least-5 responsible.]
1 26 10.9%
1 2 45 18.9%
N 3 81 256%
4 B2 21.8%
R 5 B4 227%
4
5
0 5 Y] 45
Academic and industry-related associations [Given that standards of practice for gy are the ility of the g groups, please order the following randomized list from most-1 to least-§ responsible.]
1 38 146%
1 2 66 27.5%
2 3 & 25%
4 B2 2.7%
* 5 21 11.3%
4
5
o 15 30 45 80
pr [Given that standards of p for gy are the ility of the g groups, please order the following randomized list from most-1 to least-5 responsible.]
1 96 39.3%
1 2 56 23%
2 3 33 135%
4 a2 17.2%
2 5 17T 7%
4
5
o 20 40 60 80
Government agencies [Given that standards of practice for 1ology are the ility of the g groups, please order the following randomized list from most-1 to least-5 responsible.]
1 6 261%
1 2 88 241%
2 3 88 28.2%
4 3 129%
4 5 21 87%
4
5
1] 15 30 45 60
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QUALIFIED GEOMORPHOLOGISTS AND PROFESSIONAL GEOSCIENCE (249 RESPONSES)

Recognizing that some geomorphology work may be completed without advanced qualifications, including by supervised technical
staff and specialists from other fields of science and engineering, advanced geomorphology work may be identified as requiring a
'Qualified Geomorphologist'. The potential requirement of professional accreditation (e.g., P.Geo.) is also considered in this survey.

Qualified Geomorphologists and Professional Geoscience

In your view, what should be the minimum level of education for a ‘Qualified Geomorphologist'?

College, short courses, workshops, and/or other technical training 8 3.2%
B.A., B.Sc., or equivalent in related field 36 14.6%
l B.Sc., B.Eng., or equivalent in geoscience and/or engineering 86 34.8%
— M.A., M.Sc. or equivalent in related field 34 13.8%
14.6% M.Sc., M.Eng., or equivalent in geoscience and/or engineering 69 27.9%
Cther 14 57%
If not trained in geomorphology at a university, short courses and training workshops provide an acceptable academic basis to be considered a 'Qualified Geomorphologist'.
Strongly Agree: 1 18 6.5%
2 40 16.1%
80
3 55 222%
60 4 84 33.9%
40 Strongly Disagree: 5 53 21.4%
20
0
1 2 3 4 5

How many years of professional work experience should a practitioner have before being considered a "Qualified Geomorphologist'?
A ic ki ge requi and/or ical training are sufficient 6  2.4%
2years 4T 18%
3years 54 21.9%
dyears 56 227%
Syears 70 28.3%
10years 6 24%
Cther 8 3.2%

\

Geomorphology work should be regulated as professional geoscience.

Strongly Agree: 1 82 33.2%
2 80 324%

80
3 49 19.8%
€0 4 26 10.5%
40 Strongly Disagree: 5 10 4%

20

A 'Qualified Geomorphologist' should be accredited as a professional geoscientist (P.Geo.).
Strongly Agree: 1 91 37%

2 68 27.6%
B0 3 47 191%
80 4 25 10.2%

- Strongly Disagree: 5 15 6.1%

20

In your view, when should a ‘Qualified Geomorphologist' be required for ‘Natural Channel' projects?

River engineering 180 73.2%
‘Natural Channel' design 211 85.8%

River engine...
Natural Cha. Basic geomorphology work (e.g., basic channel stream ization) 72 29.3%
e Supervision of basic geomorphology work (e.g., basic channel measurements, stream characterization) 145 58.9%
Basic geomo... Advanced gecmorphology analysis (e.g., erosion hazards, sediment transport) 216 87.8%
Supervision... Geomorphology work with professional responsibility and liability (e.g., erosion hazards, channel design) 231 93.9%
r— Other 13  5.3%
Geomorphal...
Other!

(] 50 100 150 200

Natural Channels GEOMORPHOLOGY Survey (Phillips, Pushkar, Ashmore, 2016) Page 4 of 5



APPLIED FLUVIAL GEOMORPHOLOGY CHECKLIST (249 RESPONSES)

Survey of major types of geomorphology work completed for 'Natural Channel' systems.

Applied Fluvial Geomorphology Checklist

In your work on "Natural Channel' systems, which of the following types of GEOMORPHOLOG Y-related work have you personally completed and/or evaluated?

Desktop analysis (please complete detailed list below) 186 78.8%

Dasktop anal.. Field assessment (please complete detailed list below) 203 86%

Fiokd Advanced analysis and interpretation (please complete detailed list below) 141  59.7%
assess...

Watershed management and planning (please complete detailed list below) 131 55.5%

Moncwlw: Stream design and/or (please detalled list below) 151  64%

Watershed m... Other 5 21%
Stream resto..
Other|

0 50 100 150
Desktop Analysis
Geomorphology literature review (scientific and ‘grey’ literature) 152
Geomorphol... Geomarphic mapping (stream order, drainage density, reach delineation, etc...) 163
& % Basic historic airphoto analysis (georeferencing, stream network delineation, channel overlay, etc..) 177
Gi phic field data p g (basic channel ) 164
Basic historic... Other 10
Geomarphk...
Other,
0 40 80 120 180

Field assessment

Geomorphic channel condition assessment (RSAT, RGA, or OSAP)

Channel geometric measurements (cross-section, width, depth, profile, slope, etc...)
Bed material characterization (general)

Bank material characterization (general)

‘Stream geomorphology monitoring (set-up and data collection)

Bankfull identification (field indicators)

Bad material sampling (pebble count, bulk siaving)

Geomerphic...
Channel geo..
Bed matertal...
TN .. Bank strati and alluvial sedi ( )
Bankfullident... Stream valley cormidor in access, incision histery, temacing, valley fil)
Bad material.. Other
Bank stratgr...
Stream vale..

Other

0 40 80 120 160
A Analysis and P
Advanced historic airphoto analysis (erosion rates, planform evolution, etc...)
field data p ing ( p g and P )
Advanced hi... Hyd hic relations ol )
Geomarphic... Sediment mobility, sediment transport analy erosion
Hydrogeomo.. of channel pi (fluvial p hydraulic and )
S Stream data ¢ data compilation and lyses)
— Surface geology and landform interpretation (geologic history, hillslope processes, glacial landforms, etc...)
Advanced erosion hazard assessmant (e.g., meander belts, slope stability) with risk to public
e Coastal and/or aeclian geomorphology
Surface geol... Other
Advanced er..
Coastal and/..
Other}
0 30 60 80 120

78.4%
81.8%
88.9%
82.4%

5%

-
8

56.6%
88.2%
88.2%
83%
60.8%
77.8%
75.9%
1%
84.2%
3.3%

69.9%
68.1%
68.3%
68.7%
83.4%
61.3%
54.6%
65%
23.3%
2.5%

Historic and urban land use impact assessment on stream systems and networks 109  71.2%

o
5
)

75 100

Stream restoration design and/or construction
Assessment and design of i stable,

16 75.8%

and
Historic and. Analysis of channel erosion and watercourse instability, and for
Analysis ofc.. Analysis and ions for ies from gec i i
Analysis and recomm ions for storm water erosion control targets and strategies 97  63.4%
A S Other 4 26%
Analysis and..
Other,

9 64.7%

and/or sustainable channel forms

Recommendations for channel design (design fiow,

tions, planform, profile)

for stream

for culverts and bridges)

Assossment.. Recommendations and/or design for channel and i for flood i i
Recommend... Design and develop construction details for a riffle-pool and/or a step-pool bed i
Recommend.. Recommendations and/or design for physical channel habitat for aquatic ecology objectives
Designand d.. Recommendations and/or design for physical floodplain habitat for riparian ecology objectives
Preparation of and/or supervision of for channel drawings
Recommend... s :
ision of channel ion from hols
Redommend.. i of post ion stream itions from i i
Preparation o... Other
Supervision...
Menitoring of....
Other|

[} 25 50 75 100
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83%
70.4%
64.8%

58%
67.3%
60.5%
53.7%
45.7%
57.4%

31%
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