Development of Estuary Morphological Models

Comments on Inception Report
Note that this is a combined list of comments, including some from Julie Richards, those previously sent from Nigel Pontee, and an update on my preliminary comments as sent on 28 April.

General Comments

1 The report should be reformatted to match the required standards of the EA / Defra R&D programme.  I am attaching a pdf document describing these.  The format to adopt is that of the technical report, in terms of fonts, heading layouts, title pages etc. I anticipate that the inception report will eventually form an annex to the final Project Record, so we do not need a unique report number at present.

2 The draft report is largely based on the CSG7 proposal and there is a need to take this further now that contracts / sub-contracts are in place and there has been some time for the work to be planned out. 

3 The discussions of planned research at the June Summit meeting and July Workshop needs to be incorporated. Each of the partners will now have had ample time to think through their initial approach, so  I think it would be useful for the whole project team to ensure the final Inception Report reflects the up-to-date position. In particular, I assume that the appendix of the report describing the various models to be developed will now be firmed up.

4 The dissemination section of the report, 5(d) should be updated to include revised plans for joint workshops and plans for the POL hosted joint website for the 3 BSM estuary projects as discussed at the June Summit.  The POL-hosted joint project website should be linked to and from both the Agency and Defra R&D websites.

5 Work Package 2 - while appreciating that models will have to be trialed on individual estuaries, it is important that explanation is given about how these site specific results and methods might apply or be applied to other estuaries. For example: can generalities be made about other estuaries with similar tidal range? Sedimentary infilling? geographic location? tidal asymmetry? etc. It may only be possible to talk in terms of possibilities, but these would still be useful to other workers in other areas, even as starting hypothesis to prove/disprove.
6 The section on data requirements is not very clear; I presume that 'New Data' is that being collected during the project but not specifically for it, as the section states that this project is not commissioning any new observational campaigns. This would agree with the note of the meeting between Dave Prandle and Nick Holden.

Specific comments:

Section 1, Objective:  First sentence needs added “under various management scenarios and global climate change”

Section 2 (b), last paragraph:  How is this assessment of performance to be made - presumably it will involve hindcasting of past changes? How will we know if forecast scenarios are realistic?

Section 3 (a), 2nd paragraph: The framework needs to be able to be applied to other modelling packages [not just POLCOMs] and estuaries as well, eg Thames and Blackwater as modelled by HRW.  

 1.2: This should provide valuable insight to the sediment budget and may link into FD2116.

 1.3: Will this use the ‘framework’?

Section 3  - Work Package 2 : should be (b) not (d)? [need to revise all headings to match R&D format standards]


2.1: ABPmer to update.


2.3: Discussions at the summit suggested that some of this development may be taken forward as part of the Shell. What is relevance of 2nd paragraph – is this project going to re-use these models?


2.4: Is this suggesting that the top-down model will provide the data required to drive the inverse model? Presumably the top-down model will require adequate time-series of historical data for calibration.


2.5: Says here that the analytical emulator is to be further developed, but table 1(a) says no development and no dissemination – clarification required. Does analytical emulator have links to FD2117 in terms of helping to define a systems approach? How will its delivery feed into FD2117


2.7: Are reality checks in terms of hindcasts of past changes to be utilised or is this a different work package?

Section 3 – Work Package 3 : 


Work package 3 seems rather vague in comparison with the other WPs. Could refer to which estuaries are to be tested. 


3.1 & 3.2
I hope this should provide useful examples of how to apply the morphological modelling results in strategic estuary flood management studies and feed into the dissemination.


3.3: This sounds good, but are there similar modules being used too – eg Estmorph development – that can allow inter-comparison or is there a calibration / hindacting proposal phase?

Section 4 – Data


Workshop 1 description man need to be updated in line with notes of that meeting and meetings with BGS and EA Twerton. 

Workshop 1 mentions historical types of sediment accumulation in estuaries - this is obviously a BGS area but other academic departments e.g. Mike Collins at SOC, Colin Jago/James Scourse at UCNW, Anthony Long (Durham?), etc might also provide useful contributions.
Section 4(b) – existing data, 2nd paragraph – what about historical data availability for Thames?  Are all of these data sets now available to this project and going to be used? What are plans here?  ABPmer have undertaken detailed analysis of Humber bathymetry for HESMP2 which may be useful for this project.

Section 5 – Outputs


To be updated following Summit / Workshop etc.

Appendix 1 –  Responsibility tables to be updated / finalised by partners (eg ABP) 

Appendix, Section 2, Table 1(a):  Add the applications shell to the table. Confirm that Dissemination of models with O-C development status also O-C, ie Estmorf, Realignment. 

Appendix, Section 2, Table 1(b): Why only Blackwater for Realignment model? Consider adding Humber as a minimum.

 Appendix, 2(c) : From discussion led by ABPmer at the June Summit I understand that they are planning and developing the Application Shell and that this section of the appendix should be updated. Ian expected the development of the Shell to incorporate some of the principals of Estmorf directly and that the extension towards 2D may be part of the Shell – this would certainly be favoured to developments of Proprietary Code Estmorf model re the dissemination / open code requirements of the contract.

Appendix, 2(e) : The Delft input in the appendix needs updating to reflect noted discussions from the July Workshop. As previously noted I don’t think the appendix described what new work was going to be done by Delft to either Estmorph of Delft-3D, and was more a description of what they already do; whereas the CSG7 and the tender were a little more specific on developing a 2-D version of Estmorf.  

Appendix, 2(f) : This section stands out as relatively weak in the draft and I expect this reflects the risks in delivery.  Would be helpful if Dominic could expand a little on what is now planned.  I note that this type of technique needs a rich data set so I would expect very variable results if model is applied to all of the estuaries as indicated in table 1b. 

Appendix, 2(h) : Prediction of both local and broader scale changes in morphodynamics resulting from managed realignment is very pertinent to a number of ongoing projects.  If possible I would prefer to see application of this model to more cases than indicated in Table 1(b) – eg Paull Holme Strays
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