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Introduction

Welcome to the ToolHab Decision Support System

ToolHab is a Decision Support System developed for the Environment Agency England and Wales to help
assess and prioritise river reaches for habitat enhancement work.

ToolHab is one of the outcomes of a wider five-year research project sponsored by the Environment
Agency and hosted by the University of Southampton (School of Geography) on decision support and river
management. The aim of the research was to investigate the factors affecting the uptake of science and
scientific products such as computer tools and models within a conservation organisation.

Through its servers, intranet and internet connections, Environment Agency staff have access to a wide
range of data and knowledge of potential benefit to their many duties (e.g. the national fisheries database
(NFPD), the RHS database, BioSys, GIS data, aerial photographs, satellite images, species databases
etc). One major issue is to make these sources of information available to staff in a format that is relevant
to their work and adapted to their skills and work practice.

Decision Support Systems are computer programs that help users in their day-to-day decision-making
processes by providing them with information relevant to their jobs. Decision Support Systems combine
databases and predictive models into simple user interfaces.

This particular project was initiated by the Environment Agency fisheries science team and Thames region
Fisheries, Recreation and Biology team to investigate the potential use of existing data and computer
software for managing fish and their habitats.

The aim of this project is to develop a prototype Decision Support System using existing knowledge, data
and software to help with the management of fish population and the implementation of the Water
Framework Directive. The prototype DSS will be tested by Environment Agency staff from fisheries and
other department.

The Decision Support System contains data for a total of 15 rivers of which 10 are located in Thames
region, 3 in North West region and 2 in North East region. Only information for the main stems of the
rivers were included in ToolHab. A range of datasets on fisheries, river habitats, water quality, biology and
man-made structures are available through a built-in GIS interface and a series of simple forms and
graphs. ToolHab also contains simple conceptual models of habitat suitability for nine species of fish and
three life stages designed by fisheries experts from the Environment Agency.

Altogether, ToolHab provides simple and easy access to existing data and knowledge on rivers and fish
thus facilitating the assessment of habitat quality, the identification of pressures and impacts, and the
identification of measures for restoring/improving habitats.

The project record is available in the shape of a PhD thesis document downloadable from the University of
Southampton and on the Environment Agency portal (project SC060093).

3/65



Getting started with ToolHab

To start the application after installation, double-click on the ToolHab icon T2

This will open the application and a first screen will be displayed for a few seconds

ToolHab

ToolHab <
Tools for mgnag ; hapitats

The next screen to appear will be the user login window

g 5

User Login

Please tell us who you are

Choose from the list below or click 'Add new' to register
yoLrzelf,

Y'our user name "

b arc Maura
&dd rd Dawid Sear
tike Clark.

Philip Belfield
Graeme Peirzon

If you are already a registered user, select your user id and click ok.

If you are not registered yet, click on the 'Add new' button and the following screen will appear
Enter your details and press 'Close’

Tell us about yourself!

Tell us about yourself

Full namne
Job Title:

Fegiar:

|

|

|

Brea: [
Team [e.g. FRE]: |
|

|

|

|

Mumber of years warking in the EA;

Mumber of years warking in wour keanm:

Contact phone number:

email:

Expertize [e.g. biclogy. fisheries,
geomoiphology, engineening, river
restoration] - include az many az you
want;

Close Cancel

465



Switchboard options

The ToolHab switchboard has four options:

The reach assessment tool option will open a tool for assessing individual river reaches. The tool gives
users access to fisheries, biological, river habitat and water quality data along with maps and aerial
photography. The data can be viewed for individual sampling sites but also at the scale of river
reaches. Each river has been split into a series of discrete units representing homogeneous habitat
sections. The tool also enables users to input their local knowledge using a simple interface. Historic
information about river sections or individual events can be recorded and showed on map. The reach
assessment tool was designed for Catchment Officers to help them identify pressures and impacts and
suggest management actions. The tool is fully functional

The catchment decision support tool summarises the information collected using the reach assessment
tool at the scale of rivers (from source to mouth) or catchments. This decision support tool was
developed for Technical Specialists within Environment Agency fisheries units to identify pressures and
impacts at catchment scale and design strategies and programmes of measures. At the moment, this
tool is not fully functional and is for demonstration purposes only. It will display information and enable
to query GIS data but it will not enable a full assessment at catchment scale.

The admin tools menu can be used to change the paths to aerial photo, maps and RHS photo
directories and to perform an update of the database and help file.

"

% ToolHab Switchboard x

ToolHab

Tools for managing habitats

Reach assessment toal

G Catchment decision support tool

G Admin tools
E] Exit
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River reach Decision Support tool

The river reach Decision Support tool was designed to help with the assessment of habitat quality for 23
species of fish, the identification of pressures and impacts and the design of restoration/habitat
improvement measures.

8 River reach assessment tool e
l:alchment|'l113rnes South and West w | River Mole W Reach: :|'1D|I:3 W

Feachrio | Map wiews | Fish populations | Reach biological indices | Reach habitat conditon | Knowledge resowces | User assassment

Reach description and histony:

Historical background Date Short description | operator
IManagerment
Pollution incidents
consents
Canflicts

Others
comments

Phote: M 4 40t | » M| ITs

[] Disabde photo sl

a

i

[.ﬂdd new event | |De|ere evenr| | Locate on map | l\.’new all events on reach | I\flew all events on r|uer|
e
¥
sl L Summa T . __
. : F mrfhmenl‘m.;‘;n ‘ { River historical accounts [ Zoom | |.Z°°'” (reach) ] [ Fant | E

River reaches were defined using 4 indices representing habitat dimensions (i.e. substrate type, flow type,
channel vegetation structure and activity) that were mapped along the river network using predictive
models and GIS data. Each reach represents a homogeneous morphological unit with regards to the four
dimensions mentioned above as observed now and at reference condition. Each reach should therefore
contain only one habitat type (for example a reach dominated by riffles and runs over
cobbles/gravel-pebbles substrate mix with no marginal vegetation and high levels of erosion and
deposition) that is different in one or more of its components from river reaches upstream and downstream.
It is important to note that river reaches will be homogeneous in terms of the observed habitat on the day of
survey and habitats as they would be if the reach was unimpacted by human activity. To learn more about
the technique used to derive river reaches, go to appendix 3

Using this technique, the river reaches for 15 rivers selected to be part of the Decision Support System
were defined and given a unigue name and identification number based on their position in the catchment.
Existing fisheries, biological, RHS and barriers data points were then associated with their respective river
reaches using GIS and summary statistics were produced. The river reach decision support tool displays
summary data for all river reaches (the view below shows the data associated with the default river reach
on the river Mole).

The reach assessment tool contains seven tabs.
At the top of the window are three drop-down boxes with information about the selected reach.
To select a river reach, start by selecting the relevant catchment using the 'Catchment' drop-down box.
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@& River reach assessment tool

[ESIERRIThames South and Wes k River: |Mole v| Reach: |H0|e3 w
——|Eden & Estua i - -
Reach info Wyre i Select a catchment [habitat condition | Knowledge resources | User assessment
Ribble

Reach (Kennet Valley

Les
Roding Short description Cperator
Calder
Hidd

Caneante |

Then, use the 'River' drop-down box to select your river of choice.

& River reach assessment tool

Catchment: |Thames South and West w | River: w Reach: |L0|:I|:I0n1

Loddon
Wey Hser assessment

HMole

Reach description and history: ﬁ_’
ames
Cherwell

Histarical background Date | Shol Thame Operatar
Management

Reach info | ap view | Fizh populations | Reach biological indices | Re

Then use the 'Reach’ drop-down box to select a reach. For each river, river reaches have been numbered

in ascending order from source to mouth. River reach ids containing a '0' ( e.g. Mole03) generally are on
tributaries or on adjacent arms of the river.

& River reach assessment tool

Catchment: |Thames South and West ~ | River: |Co|ne W | Feach:

-
Reach info | b ap wiew | Fish populationz | Reach biological indices | Reach habitat condition | Knowledge rezources | User azzezsment EE:E:;
Colne3 B
Reach description and history: Colned

Histaorical backoround Date
Management
Pollution incidents
Consents

Short description Opearatar

Photographs of River Habitat Survey (RHS) sites associated with the selected river reach are displayed on
the right-hand side in a slide show. To stop the slide show and view the photos individually, check the

'Disable photo scroll' box and then click on the navigation buttons ' * 1215 ¥ ¥ 5 flick through the
photographs.

In the bottom right-hand corner, is a small map displaying all 15 rivers. You can zoom in and out of the
map using the zoom button (left click to zoom in and right click to zoom out). You can also click on the
‘zoom (reach)’ button to display the selected reach.

o

I3
P ]

&

[Zoom ] [Zoom (reach}] [ Pan ] [@

Before we start the assessment of the reach, we will first look at the end of the process which is the 'User
assessment' form.

7165



Learning about the river history:the reach info tab

Most knowledge is in people's minds and memories. The Environment Agency for example, hosts on its
servers vast amounts of data on water quality, biological quality and river habitats but there is no
repository for local knowledge accumulated by generations of staff on the river history and associated
events and anecdotes. As part of the research carried out for the project, local staff identified that a
module for capturing and storing local knowledge on river reaches would bring tremendous added value to
the Decision Support System.

Using the reach info tab, information about historical events can be captured, dated and geographically
located. The general history of the river can also be recorded.

Reach History

In the left-hand panel, there are seven categories of events that can be recorded or viewed. If you click on
any category title, a list of associated events will appear in the left and right panels. To view an event,
simply double-click on the corresponding line in the list.

Tip: instructions as to what to do will appear if you hover with the mouse specific parts of the
screen

Reach descnption and history:

+--Historical background Date Short description Operator
Management i ewvane outlow Mike Clark
—|-- Pollution incidents
2010: Sewage outflow
Consents
Conflicts
Others
Comments

Add new evem] [Delete eveml [ Locate on map

Double-click on the 'Sewage Outflow' to view the event.

Detailed information about the event is now visible. To learn more about the person who reported these
particular pollution incidents, double click on his name.
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Reach description and history:

------ Historical background Event Sewage outflow
-~ Managerment Operator Mike Clark
Pollution incidents Dat 23 Mar-0d
L 2010 Sewane outflow < A
Consents Description Pollution dus to storm and sewage overflow. |
coniets Mumerous fish killed |
Others
Comments

Location Easting: 526621 Morthing: 144538

[Add new event] [Delete E‘u’EﬂtJ [ Locate on map J

When event coordinates are indicated, you can click on the ' locate on map' button and it will take you to
the 'Map view' tab and locate the event using a yellow circle.

Reachinfo| Map view | Fish populations || Fieach biclogical indices || Fieach habitat condition || Knowledge resources || User assessment|

[ Zoom ] [Zoom (reach) ] [ @ ] Rwer_'aye{
: ® 05 50k map (@ Ruver reaches (] River Habitat Surveys!
[Vnew data ][Map event ] [ Fan ] .
(O Aerial Photos (O GQA reaches [=] Biology Surveys
[ View in Google Map ] o -
O 05 first edition map BIOL_GRDOG6 | [&] Barriers

Easting: 532921 Northing: 136693
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Local knowledge: adding events

Now we will quickly demonstrate how you can add events using the ‘reach info' tab or the 'map view' tab.

Adding an event using the 'Reach info' tab

Click the |Add new event| pytton.  The following form will appear:

r "

£ Event for the reach Mole3

Category: w
Event

Operator [Marc Maura

Event date

Description ”~

Location
Links

Attachments

| Close | | Cancel |

Please note that the reach ID and your name are automatically added.
First choose a category for the event using the drop-down box:

Category: | =
Event Historical background
Management

FPaollution incidents
Nate rancantes

Operator

now enter a short title for the event in the 'event' field, a date and a description.
If you want to, you can add:

e The location of the event using six-figure Easting and Northing in the 'Location’ field;
e Links to several websites or network folders/documents in the 'Links' list box;

e Several documents related to this particular event in the 'Attachments’ list box.

once you have finished adding information, click e 1
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Adding an event using the '‘Map view' tab
It can be sometimes difficult to figure out the exact coordinates of events. It is possible to create events

directly using the map. Go to the 'Map view' tab and click on to focus on the selected reach,

then use the [ £92m | and [ﬂ]buttons to zoom to the right location. Finally, click the

button and then click on the map at the exact location where the event occurred. = The same form as
before will appear but this time, the Easting and Northing will have been automatically added. Proceed as

before and click the [ M58 {button to save the event.
Now go back to the 'Reach info' tab and check that your event has been recorded.

igach info | Map view | Fish populations | Feach biological indices | Feach habitat condition | Knowledge resources | User aszessment

SO EA@ L4 N | s A

¥, Event for the reach Maole3

Category:

Event

i Operator MMarc Maura
Date 31-Mar-10
Description

4 Location Easting: 527404 MNorthing: 142898
Links
e s # L . - l‘%IE' g
2 1 S s }f‘-“r - Attachments
[ Zoom ”Zoom {reach) l [ @ l ZCESFD:UHI{EI ayer
['-a'iew data ][ Map event ] [ Pan ] mep

() Aerial Photos
[ View in Google Map ]

() 05 first edition map
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Local knowledge: river historical accounts

To get an overview of the river historical background, click on IEH River historical accounts

This will open a window with a series of records on the general history of the river, its management, the
land use etc.

- \

& River Mole historical account

River Mole

Title A short history of the river Maole
Operator Guest

Date 01-Apr-10

History In the 18th century._.

Flease note that there are 2 historical accounts here. Goto the next one by
clicking the right blue arrow head below .

Enter some text and add some extra font, features such as colours, bold,
itatice, highlights or even

« bullet points

1. numbered...

You can also add hyperlinks in the text: www riverhabitat.org

Links hittp:/fen.wikipedia.org/ wiki'ind ex.html?curid=174514
hittp:/ fwewnwvisitdorking.comdsh_the river mole.asp

4[] »

Attachments

I:Inse! ll:ancell Categ
Historical account 4 < [1of2 | » M b | | search

Please note that there may be more than one record for a single river. To create your own account of the
river history, add a new record by clicking on the g | button in the navigation panel.
You can add links to websites or documents by copying and pasting the URL or path to the document.

You can also import within ToolHab entire documents as attachments. The difference between a link and
attachment is that attachments are included within ToolHab (they stay and ‘travel' with it). ‘Links' simply
link to an existing file on the web. If the file disappears, moves or the website changes name, the link will
be lost. Beware that attachments increase the size of the application.

To add an attachment, double-click on the attachment box and the following window will appear.
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Attachments [z|
Attachments (Double-dlick to open)

Cancel

ok |

Click add to locate the file you want to attach. You can attach more than one file.

To view an attachment, double-click on the attachment icon (here a pdf file).

Attachments

-

| Close | [ Cancel |

r

fistorical account M 4 2 of 2 S | Search

The attachments window will open and display all available files for this particular record. To view an
attachment, select it in the list and click open.

Attachments

Attachments (Double-dlick to open)

MoleFishsurvey 1986.pdf
MoleFishSurvey 1939, pdf
MoleFishSurvey 1992 Map.pdf Remove
MoleFishsurvey 1992 part_1.pdf Open

MaoleFishSurvey 2003, pdf

MaleFishSurvey_2004,pdf Save As...

=258 5 5 5

IIII I:p.
o
e

Save All...

Ok { Cancel
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Local knowledge: Summary catchment report

‘ \'“'\:l}ﬁ‘/"- d Summary ‘
To get an overview of the catchment summary report, click on =8 7 catchment report

This will open a window with a series of records on the general history of the river, its management, the
land use etc.

The example below show a catchment report summary for the Eden and estuary catchment. The
summary includes statistics for randomly selected River Habitat Survey sites on the catchment. In this
case, there are 95 sites that were used to produce the statistics. It shows that the catchment is dominated
by improved grassland and woodland land uses, and that 46% of the sites are semi-natural. Poaching
occurs at 36% of all sites showing potential impacts from hill farming and cattle on river habitats. A majority
of the sites had good water quality and few were impacted by pollution or physical modifications.

s

W& Catchment statistics report - B X
=
» »
Catchment Statistics (based on LEAP boundaries, RHS and GQA data)
EDEN & ESTUARY Region: North West
Nuomber of sites: 95 Seatz reliabilicy: Reliable
96 Upland sites: 25 Landuse (%o Extensive Occurrence)
29 Lowland sites: 75 Woodland: 34
%9 Sites over 10m width: a7 Rough pasture: 13
Improved Grassland: 61 il
, Tilled land: 2 S
Impacts (% Qccurrence)
Semi rural: 14
Culverts: ] )
Urhan: ]
Weirs: 1
Outfalls: 8 Modifications
Roadbridges: 12 (% Extensive Qccurrence)
Fords: 11 Resectioning: 8
Dredging: ] Reinforcement: 11
Mowing: 0 Embankment: 1 R
Enhancement: 2
Poaching: 36 VWater / Habitat Quality (%o Sites)
Invasive Species (% Occurrence) GQA(A): 51
GQA(F): 1
Giant Hogweed: 0 Semi Natural: 46
Japanese Knotweed: 0 Significantly Modified: 12 [*]
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Local knowledge: Summary catchment report

A report detailing all reach historical accounts can be produced by clicking on the

lView all events on riuer] button. The report can be printed or exported to a word processing document.

% Reach history report

Historical background

Pollution incidents

12/04/2003  28-Jul-10

21/04/2008  01-Oct-11

Resectioning

Sheep dip
Sewage outflow

Sewage overflow and fish kill

Reach History report for reach 'Mole3' on the river Mole

1970 resectionad

fish kil

Follution due to storm and sewage overflow. Numerous fish killed.

Sewage overflow due to storm leading to fish kill 2km dowstream

Consents
02-Aug-10 consent refused Reasons: stc
Others
28-Jul-10 Opportunity for habitat improvement landowner keen to improve fishery on site
Comments
05-0ct-10 Prioritisation This reach should be prioritised for habitat improvement work
4 | m

Wike Clar

Iarc Nau

Wike Clar

Marc Nau

Marc Nau

Marc Nau

Marc Nau
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Local knowledge: Summary catchment report

A report detailing all river historical accounts can be produced by clicking on the

[Wew all events on riuer]button. The report can be printed or exported to a word processing document.

% River History Report - = X

River History report for the river Mole

A short history of fish in the river Male Double-click on the attachment box to view the § attachments on fisheries surveys from  Suest
1986 to 2004,

Flzase note that vou can create links to files instead of adding an attachment. The link
below will open the same file as the first attachment. The difference between alink and
attachment is that attachments are included within ToolHab (they stav and travel’ with it).
Links simply link to an existing file or webfile. If the file disappears, moves orthe
wehsite changes name, the link will be lost.

Ashort history of the river Mole Inthe 158th century. .. Guest

Flease note that there are 2 historical accounts here. Goto the next one by clicking the
right blue arrow head below .

Enter some text and add some extra font, features such as colours, bold, italics.
highlights or even

» bullet points

1. numbered...

You can also add hvperlinks in the text www riverhabitat org
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The map view

You can use the map view to display various data layers available in ToolHab. Three background layers
are available: a black and white version of the 50,000 scale OS map, Environment Agency aerial
photographs and the 1900s first edition OS maps. Not all first edition maps and aerial photographs have
been loaded on the Decision Support System because of issues of speed and data storage.

There are series of buttons and function to help view and navigate through the map layers.

Use the Zeom | button to zoom in and out using a left click for zooming in and a right click for zooming
out. You can also use the wheel of your mouse to perform both functions.

Use the Zoom (reach) | button to automatically zoom to the selected reach (e.g. Mole3 reach).

Use the @ | button to automatically zoom to the map full extent.

Use the Pan | button to navigate through the map by click-holding an area of the map and dragging it in
one of the cardinal directions.

Use the | View in Google Map ] button and click on any point of the map to open google map and
display an aerial photographs of the selected area.

Several background layers can be displayed: OS maps, aerial photos and OS first edition maps. The OS
map resolution will vary according to zoom levels. At very large scale, no map will be displayed. As you
zoom in further, different resolution maps will gradually appear (1:250k; 1:50k). The maximum resolution
is the OS 1:50,000 scale map.

The aerial photograph and OS first edition map layers will only be displayed at low scale. At large scale,
the 2 option will be greyed out and unavailable. You will first need to zoom in to enable the option and
display the maps.

You can turn the background layer on and off by clicking the 'Show background layer' button.
Background fayer
&) 05 map

() 05 first edition map
{(*) Show backround fyer

Two river layers are available: the river reaches defined as part of this research project and the General
Quality Assessment (GQA) reaches. The GQA reach layer contains various water quality and biological
quality index values that can be displayed as a thematic map using the following drop-down box

BIOL_GRDO& +|. If you want to learn more about GQA, go to Appendix 1. To see the legend of the map,

click on the button.

Labels for the river layers will be displayed dynamically according to scale. They will disappear at small
and large scales. To turn the labels on and off, press on the 'Show labels' radio button.

River layer
(*) 15 river reaches
) GQA reaches

BIOL_GRDOG |

{(#) Show labels

You can also view four point layers corresponding to major surveys carried out by the Environment Agency
(Fisheries, Biology and RHS) and also to the location of physical barriers to migration (weirs and dams).
Data for the whole country river network have been added to the database however, at large scale, only
data points related to the 15 rivers for which river reaches have been derived will be displayed. To view the
remaining points, you will need to zoom in further and they will appear (see below extra sampling points
and tributaries of the river Mole).
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[®] Fisheries Surveys
[m]; River Hahitat Sur'.reys

|:| Biology Surveys
[=] Barriers

Click on any of the check boxes associated with the river surveys to display them on the map.

,,53" Nauller'kwngl'ld?? = g f-; %-‘ o
SR T ;L_lfmuu D”’fh”m‘ff’ N ek

u!- \L\_ H Il 5IS|'|c'l|'|'llr

) -
& s st

4, S f—*\. \ ﬁ ‘[; “\% E _

" Nllllef I.-EN'- ey .u.fn- Y E'3| s

!’tt"x’"'. I.I“' rn f%l/ﬁé ;ru'lc llel‘i . || 3 <\\_~, I

| ol -Jiu*e LH. age L . g,,.ll\f’:i:g F '] 2 5 T
-.%_{ L Q'@\. ra_-,bt{);cn?.%,\ i KD, :

Y A f v N -.

| I o . -

Iij:.;'ik '?\ Rm\lgarﬂa{:—i \ , fe i =

1 Nn:-rw:l:}:l k% :

T A ; _4. ___':'_' ,H ety - % -|arr<:~ 'E

Pk e

— L] J;'.' ¥ }
L : I e pat :
%ﬁéﬁgffﬁgér:wwh

-'.‘{:?I .nn,J t? | 5 =
Background | River |

[ Zoom ][Zu:u:um (reach) ] [ @ ] ScKOrouna layer ED EES
(® 05 map (® 15 river reaches !_

['-.u'iew data ][Map event ] [ Fan ]

O GQA reaches [¥] Biology Surveys

() 05 first edition map . BIOL_GRDOG m

(® Show backround layer ® show labels

[ View in Google Map ]

[=3]

Easting: 531310 Northing: 14147

Beware that when you are using the map view, you may be moving from one reach to another on
the map but the data displayed on the reach info will not change and will display information for the
reach highlighted in the reach drop-down box at the top right hand side of the window (the default is
the Mole3 reach).
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Viewing survey data

Using the map view, you can also view the data associated with individual sampling points. First, use the
Zoom | button to zoom to the area of interest.

Check all four sampling points check boxes, then click on the |Vizw button and select the sampling
points you would like to view by left clicking, holding and dragging a square on the map.

View your data using this mapl

Depending on the points you have selected, different forms will open and display the relevant data.

In the next section, we will have a closer look at the fisheries and River Habitat Survey data forms.

19/65



Viewing survey data: the fisheries data form

First, use the ' Zoom button to zoom to the sites of interest. Then select one or more of fisheries sites

using the m tool. The following form will open (see below). The number of sites selected and
displayed is indicated at the bottom left of the form. The fisheries form has four tabs. The first tab
displays general information about the fisheries sampling site.

NFPD site info | Fish density graph || Fish density per survey | Fisheries classification

Sub-catchment name:

Closest RHS site number: 6332
Distance to RHS site (in m): 447

Closest fisheries site number: 7109
Distance to fisheries site (in m): 2,876

Gmed in cumecs (1in 2 year max flow): |15.4

Base flow index: 0.5
Distance to source (in m): 16,837
Distance to mouth {in m): 73,756
Stream order (Strahler): 5

Fish density graph

The second tab displays a graph of fish density change along time. Each of the 23 species recorded
during survey displayed using symbols joined by a line. To identify specific points lines, just hover with the
mouse over the point/line.

site info | Fish density graph | Fish density per survey | Fisheries classification NFPD site id:

12.06515881

== Ayverags of Braam
—@— Average of Eal

10.05429901
iy Average ofStoneloach

—#— Lverage of Barbel
i Average of Spined Loach
8.0434392039 b = Average of Bullhead

== Average of Carp

—r— rage of Pike
—db— Ayverags ofStickleback
—— Average of Gudgeon
=@ Average of Ruffe

—f— Average of Lampray

4.021719604 —_— ¥ Average of Chub
o Average of Dace
= Average of Perch
= Average of Minnow
2010859302 / —@— Ayerags of Roach
I /g\‘-—‘_ ) %/ —db— Average ofSalmon
{p— Average of Trout

Ug”(———__—ﬁ_—:\_\_———é:?—-——— — ﬁ —m— Average of Rudd

= Average of Grayling

6.032579407

Average fish density per 100 m-square

3 Average of Tench
—alp— Average of Twaite shad

— Ayerage ofBleak

-2.010859502 T T
2002 2003 2004 2005

Year of survey

20/ 65



Fish density per survey

The third tab contains the same information as the second tab displayed as individual bar charts for each

survey year.
the next.

site info

Survey id: [EEEE

Fish caught: |336

Fish density graph

Click on the navigation buttons at the bottom of the chart to move from one year of survey to

Fish density per survey | Fisheries classification NFPD site i

Survey date: |17/11/2005 Survey method: PDC ELECTRIC FISHING

Fished area (m-sqg): |1631.32 Catch method: |CATCH DEPLETION SAMP

Fish density per 100m-sq Fish density per 100m-sq

o 50 50+ o 50 50+
Bream Rudd
Bleak Salmon
Eel Roach | &3
Stoneloach Minnow
Barbel Perch
Spined Loach Dace
Bullhead Chub | 3
Carp Lamprey
Trout Gudgeon 7.8
Tench Stickleback
Ruffe Pike
Grayling Twaite shad
Survey M 1of4 kM Search

Fisheries classification

The last tab contains information taken from the Fisheries Classification Scheme (FCS2). FCS2 predicts,
for most fisheries survey sites 3 indices:

e an overall Environmental Quality Ratio (EQR) score for the site. Values close to 1 indicate closeness
to reference condition;

e an EQR class from high to poor;
e the expected number of species caught at reference condition;
e the likelihood of catching each species at reference condition;

e the likelihood of catching more fish than at the surveyed site at reference condition.

The predictions and the actual number of fish caught are displayed as bar charts. The bars on the two
charts displaying FCS2 probabilities will change colour according to the probability levels from blue (0-33%)
to yellow (33% to 66%) and red (66%-100%).

In the example below, the expected number of fish caught at reference condition exactly matches the
number of species caught at the last survey. The overall EQR is very close to one and the EQR class is
'High' indicating High quality status.

All fish species that have a high probability of being caught at reference conditions (see red bars on the
right-hand chart) were caught during electro-fishing (left-hand side chart) most of the time in numbers
greater than predicted by FCS2 (middle chart). For example, roach were found in high numbers (106
individuals) and according to FCS2 predictions there is a 85% chance of finding roach at the site at
reference conditions and a 41% chance of finding more fish than observed. The number of roach caught
is therefore likely to be in line with what can be expected at reference condition.

Fish density per survey
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| NFPD site info || Fish density graph || Fish density per survey[ Fisheries classification NFPD site id: 7108

EQR: EQR class: |High | Expected number of species: Observed number of species:
For each species, chance of catching

Likelihood of finding each species

Number of fish caught more fish at reference condition at reference condition
0 33 66 100 100 0 3%  66% 100% 0 33% ee% 100%
Bream | I . E Bream i i Bream :
Bleak | Bleak ’ Bleak
Eel | Eel EETR Eel
Stoneloach |:| Stoneloach | : Stoneloach | H 1B0%
Barbel |:| Barbel Barbel H
Spined Loach | Spined Loach | Spined Loach | i
Bullhead [ Bullhead | Bullhead | ] | B2%
Carp | Carp ; Carp i i
Trout | Trout Trout [ 43|
Tench | Tench Tench :
Ruffe | Ruffe El Ruffe E|
Grayling | Grayling Grayling
Rudd | Rudd Rudd
Salmon | Salmon El : Salmon E|
ch | 106 Roach Roach | i
Minnow |:| Minnow | : Minnow |
Perch 5] Perch | 22% Perch i
Dace |:| i Dace 55% Dace
Chub | I Bl Chub Chub
Lamprey | Lamprey Lamprey
1 127 Gudgeon Gudgeon
|

Stickleback
Pike

Stickleback
Pike

Stickleback
Pike

22165




Viewing survey data: the River Habitat Survey data
form

First, use the “Zoom | button to zoom to the sites of interest. Then select one or more of RHS sites using

the tool. The following form will open (see below). The number of sites selected and displayed is
indicated at the bottom left of the form. The RHS form has got 7 tabs. The first tab displays general
information about the RHS site, its location, altitude whilst the other tabs provide information on habitat
features, modifications, land use and habitat suitability for trout. RHS data have been summarised into
indices or graphs/charts to facilitate viewing and data analysis.

More than one RHS site can be selected and displayed. To navigate between sites, use the navigation

panel |RHS site M < 1of1 M | at the bottom of the window.

¥ River Habitat Surveys - =

RHS site info | Habitat modification || Man-made structures || Land-use " Habitat Indices || Natural features || Habitat assessment tool

RHS site id: 5342

RHS survey id: 7278

Survey date: |15!05,f1995
Survey Format: |1996
Catchment: |CherweIIVaIIey

Sub-catchment name: |MOLE (SURREY)

River: |MOIe

RHS river name: |MOLE

Grid reference: |TQ2630041300
Altitude (m): |55

Slope (m/km): |1.43

Bankfull width (m): 4.2
Bankfull height {m):  [0.5

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Reach: |MOIe03 |
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Water depth (m): |0.45

Photo: W 1ofl 2 i Search

[RHs site 14« [1of1 M [N Filtered | Search

Habitat modification

The habitat modification tab contains a representation of the Habitat Modification Score (HMS) and its
components. The HMS is a scoring system for engineering structures on watercourses. Scores are
allocated according to the extent of the structure and its life expectancy.

HMS scores are further classified into 5 classes to provide with a simple modification index from
Semi-natural (blue) to Severely modified (red). The total site score and index class are represented in the
top 2 boxes. In the graph below, the HMS component subscores are indicated. The graph below shows
that the site is severely modified with a score of 2840. The modifications accounting for most of this very
high score are resectioning of the banks and bed and the presence of reinforcements. Berms and
embankments are also present but account for a much lower part of the total score.
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= info Hab'tatf"lﬂd'f'iafﬂn|r--1an-madestru:tures Land-use | Habitat Indices | Natural features

Hahitat Modification Class:

Habhitat Modification Score:

Habitat Modification subscores

Weirsdamsand sluices

Resectioned Bank Bed

Reinfarced Bank Bed

Poaching

Cutfzll Deflectar
Fords

Culverts

Bridges

Berms Embankments

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

Man-made structures
The third tab contains more detailed information on made-made engineering structures.

The number of in-channel structures, and the extent of bank and channels modifications are shown using
colour-coded bar charts (green: extent less than 30%; yellow: between 30% and 60%; red: extent greater
than 60%).

The terms 'major' and 'intermediate’ used to qualify in-channel structures refer to the RHS and reflect the
size and impact of the structures on channel hydrology and morphology (see RHS manual).

Habitat modificatien | Man-made structures |Lanc|-u5e Habitat Indices || Natural features | Habitat assessment too

Major in-channel structures Intermediate in-channel structures
Weirs | IntermediateWeirs: |
Bridges | IntermediateBridges:

Deflectors/Groynes/Croys IntermediateDeflectors: |

IntermediateQutfalls:

Outfalls and Intakes

|
Fords | Intermediatefords:
|
Major Culverts |

Channel/bank modifications Other channel modifications/impacts

Resectioned banks | Channel choked: Mo v

Reinforced banks I:l Channel ponded:

Artifical berms |
Embankments |

Poached banks |

Reinforced channel
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Land-use

At each RHS site, land-use extent is assessed within 5m and 50m of the banktop on both sides. The bar
chart below shows the extent of 17 RHS land-use types along the river bank in percentage term for the
immediate land-use and using a semi-quantitative scale (Absent, Present and Extensive) for the wider
land-use.

The dominant land-use at our site is improved grassland both immediately at the banktop level and beyond.

% River Habitat Surveys - =
RHS site info | Habitat modification || Man-made structures | Land-use | Habitat Indices | Natural features | Habitat assessment too
Land-use 5m from banktop 50m land-use
Broadleaf Woodland Semi-Natural Absent -
Broadleaf Or Mixed Plantation v
Coniferous Woodland -
Coniferous Plantation Absent v
Scrub And Shrubs 15% Present one bank -
Orchard Absent v
Wetland Absent v
Moorland Or Heath Absent v
Artificial Open Water -
Natural Open Water Absent v
Rough Unimproved Grassland Or Pasture Absent -
Improved Or Semi-improved Grassland 85%
Tall Herbs Or Rank Vegetation Absent -
Rock, Scree Or Sand Dunes
Suburban Or Urban Development Absent
Tilled Land Absent v
Parkland Or Gardens w

Habitat indices

Information on natural habitat features such as channel substrate, flow regime (e.g. riffles, glides and
pools), channel vegetation structure, activity (i.e. erosion and deposition features) and bank vegetation
structure (from bare to complex) have been summarised into 6 indices presented on sliding scales
representing the main environmental gradients encountered in natural settings (see River reach definition).

Each scale is labelled according to the feature(s) dominating at key points along its gradient. For
example, the Channel Substrate Index represents a gradient between sites dominated by fine substrate on
the left of the scale (silt, clay and sand) to sites dominated by coarser substrates (cobbles and boulders).
This gradient represents the typical transition between headwater - upland and lowland streams. Similarly,
the Flow Regime Index represents a gradient between sites dominated by slow-flowing features (glides and
pool) towards sites dominated by faster-flowing habitats such as riffles and rapids.

The 6 scales enable a quick visual assessment of RHS site natural habitat features. For each scale, a
marker indicates the location of the RHS site on the scale. In our case we can quickly assess that our site
is dominated by gravel substrate but has slow-flowing features, little vegetation in-channel and poor bank
vegetation structure. The site displays low levels of activity (erosion or deposition).

Combined with previous data on habitat modification and land use, these indices give us some insights into
the potential impacts of the engineering structures and land management in general on river habitats.

25/65



18 site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use | Habitat Indices | Natural features | Habitat assessment too

Channel Substrate Index

Silt Clay Sand Gravel-Pebble Cobble Boulder/Bedrock

Flow Regime Index
Glides/Pools Glides/Runs Run/Glides Runs/Riffles Cascades Rapids Waterfa

Channel Vegetation Structure Index

Free-floating Floating-rooted Emergent/Submerged Mosses/filamentous algae Mosses

Activity Index
Mot active  Very low activity  Low activity Moderate activity Very active Highly active

Bank Top Vegetation Structure Index

Uniform wegetation structure Simple vegetation structure Complex vegetation structure

Bank Face Vegetation Structure index

Uniform/Bare vegetation structure Simple vegetation structure Complex vegetation structure

Natural features

This sections contains information on natural features recorded in RHS that are not part of the derivation of
the 6 indices. Features include the number of riffles, pools and bars and the extent of trees and related
features.  Channel vegetation extent is also recorded in a broad-brush manner as simple,
absent/present/extensive indices. Some features may appear and disappear as you scroll between
surveys. This reflects changes in the survey methodology over the years.

9 River Habitat Surveys -

RHS site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use || Habitat nd':es| Natural features |Hab'tat assessment too

Riffles, pool and bars Trees and associated features

Mumber of riffles: Extent of trees left bank: RN

Number of pools: D Extent of trees right bank: S Ess I IIE]
Number of bars: Shading of channel: |Present v|
Overhanging boughs: |Absent v|
Channel vegetation
2 Exposed bankside roots: |Absent v|
Amphibious: v
Underwater tree roots: |Present v|
Emergent broad-leaved:
Fallen trees: |Absent v|
Emergent reeds: » i
Large Woody Debris: |Present v|
Filamentous algae: v
g Debris dams: |Absent v|

Floating-leaved: v

Free-floating: Barriers and refuge areas

= =([=|[=]=]=]FE =

o o|o|lo|l o||lo| B o

0 wlo||lwe| @ @ Inl

m 1 1 1 1) 1 g 1

=] =1 =1 =1 =] =1 = =1

= SRR - G
< b

Mosses: v
MNatural open water: |Absent v|
Submerged broad-leaved: v
Submerged fine/linear leaved: Absent v Natural waterfalls = 5m High: |Absent v|
Marginal Deadwater: |Present v|
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Habitat assessment tool

The habitat assessment tool is based on combined RHS, water quality and land use data. It uses
conceptual models derived by experts (see 'knowledge resources’) and turns them into predictive models
using available data.

Expert fisheries officers from the Environment Agency were gathered to build simple conceptual models of
fish habitat for 3 life stages (spawning, juveniles and adults). The models were combined and tested on
existing fish and habitat data on a total of 2500 sites. The resulting models were then applied to all existing
RHS sites and are presented in ToolHab in a graphical way for three species: Trout, Pike and Dace (more
species will be added in the future).

The factors affecting each species habitat can be split into 2 broad groups:
O Natural habitat features;
O Pressures and impacts.
On the figure below, all pressures and natural habitat feature have been grouped into 2 columns.
The figure is 'read’ from left to right using colour-coded boxes and lines.
The potential impact of each pressure is indicated using the colour of its box. The colour code is as follow:
O Blue: the pressure may not be present or if it is, it has little or no impact on fish density.
O Yellow: the observed pressure level has a fair amount of impact on fish density
O Orange: the observed pressure level has high impact on fish density
O Red: the observed pressure level has very high impact on fish density.
The suitability of each habitat feature is assessed using the colour of its box. The colour code is as follow:
O Blue: very high
O Green: high
O Yellow: fair
O Orange: poor
O Red: very poor or feature absent.
The coloured lined represent the impact of habitat features and pressures on each other and on fish.
The colour of the lines indicates the nature of the impact:

O blue is for positive impact (e.g. coarse substrate impacts positively on the presence of
unbroken waves);

O orange is for negative impact (e.g. tilled land-use will impact negatively on substrate
coarseness - by increasing the amount of fine sediment present).

The thickness of the line represents the level of observed impact from low (thin line) to high (thick line)

Sometimes a pressure can be a positive driver to species distribution. For example, high levels of nutrient
enrichment may be detrimental to salmonid species but favour the presence of more pollution tolerant
species such as roach or pike. When a pressure is positively associated with the occurrence of a species,
it will be displayed in shades of grey (according to its overall level of occurrence) in between the 2 columns
representing pressures and natural habitats to highlight its ambivalent role.

When a pressure box colour is cyan and there are no arrows linking it to other boxes, it means that the
pressure is absent. When a pressure box is greyed out, it indicates missing data.
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RHS site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use | Habitat Indices | Natural features | Habitat assessment toco

[ Trout ] [ Dace l [ Pike ]

Habitat assessment tool for trout
Impoundment This page contains a representation of the expert medel for trout [all life

stages combined) validated using existing data. Press Fl for help

Flow requlation Coarse substrate

R

Land use: tilled land and
improved grassland

|

Poaching
Cover in shallows

; (riffles,bars)
sk and charns 7

Predationfcompetition by
coarse fish

I

Unbroken waves

resectioning
Cover by shading
Bank reinforcement 1
o —

issohved Resting areas for adults:
DEETIE T EET debris dams, coarse woody

debris, pools, undercut banks

Organic pollution

]

are having & \hegstive

Emergent and (orange fimel Br positive (Biue
Enrichment (NO3,PO4) submerged vegetation cover linablimipace on fish densiy
Pressures ﬂ'ﬂd T_rout natura’f - The thickness of the lines represents the level of impact (blue line = positive
havi i . impact; orange line =negative impact] of features on each other or on on fish
'mpﬂ'ﬂts (mﬁj;ﬁmii habitat feﬂ' tures density, from small {thin line] to iarge (thick line] impact.

(Bive fime) impact on fish or s habitat - The colour of the boxes represents the level of suitability of each feature or the
level of impact of each pressure on fish, from blug/green [suitable] to yellow [fair]
and orange fred (not suitable);

Example:

Above and below is an example of model outputs for a site that, according to the Fisheries Classification
Scheme model predictions and monitoring data available in ToolHab, should have high trout density but is
mainly dominated by coarse fish such as pike and dace whose probability of occurrence in a natural state
is much lower.

Trout model

The model outputs and RHS data suggest that the site habitats are altogether not favourable to trout.
Natural habitat features normally associated with trout are missing or poorly represented (coarse substrate,
unbroken standing waves, cover in shallows). Other features such as shading, resting areas for adults
and channel vegetation structure are moderately suitable to trout. The site also displayed fairly high levels
of bed reinforcement.

The model highlights 3 groups of pressures potentially having an impact on trout habitats and fish density:
bank and channel resectioning, land use and water quality (dissolved oxygen and enrichment).

Bank and channel resectioning potentially is the highest source of impact because of its effect on substrate,
flow patterns (unbroken waves), the presence of cover in riffles and bars, the presence of shading and
resting areas for adults. Bank and channel resectioning requires the use of heavy machinery along with
the removal of trees (for access) to create a larger, deeper cross section. This results in slower flows, the
deposition of fine sediment in the centre of the channel and on the margins where slow flows also promote
the growth of emergent macrophytes. Marginal habitats features such as bars and undercut banks are
generally removed and recovery is slow. Tilled land use is also a source of fine sediment that may affect
sediment coarseness and the availability of clean gravel for spawning.

Water quality elements are the second highest potential source of impact on trout density. Dissolved
oxygen and BOD levels were fair but enrichment levels were high. Nearby biological and chemical
sampling sites and the GQA map showed fair levels of organic pollution but high phosphate inputs
potentially having high impact on trout occurrence.

Pike model
The model below suggest that the habitat for pike is altogether suitable. Although it lacks the quantity of
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fine substrate pike requires, it displays smooth flows, suitable levels of marginal habitats and plenty of prey
(roach, dace, minnows etc.). The model suggest that anthropogenic alterations or 'pressures' such as
impoundment, land use and resectioning could be beneficial to pike habitat as they create the slow flowing
conditions and marginal habitats that are favourable to pike.

Pike are very resistant to pollution and anthropogenic impacts such as resectioning. In fact, only high
levels of organic pollution seem to affect their distribution and they seem to favour rivers with moderate
levels of enrichment. Most other types of modifications seem to have potential positive impact on pike
habitats. Resectioning, tilled land use and poaching promote the input of fine sediments, smooth flows
and marginal vegetation that pike favour.

RHS site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures || Land-use || Habitat Indices | Natural features | Habitat assessment too

[ Trout l l Dace ] [ Pike ]

Habitat assessment tool for pike
Impoundment This page contains a representation of the expert model for pike (all

life stages combined) validated using existing data. Press F1for help
Siltfsand

Land use: tilled land and
improved grassland

Smooth flows

Poaching

Preys (fish density)

Lo Viatour / www. Lucninbe

Organic pollution Emergent and
submerged vegetation cov

are having & negslive
(orange kine) arjpestve (Blue
fine) imeser on rowt dansity”

Enrichment by phosphates
and nitrates

- The thickness of the lines represents the level ofimpact (blue line = positive

P.r essures ﬂ'ﬂd Pﬂfe na tm’ a., impitt; erange line = negative impact] on fish density from small [thin ling) to
having & negati . farge [thick line] impact.
,mpﬂcts (&ﬂ;@e‘ﬁ; m"::- hab’ tat feﬂtur es - The colour of the boxes represents the level of suitability of each pressure/feature
(Biue ding) impact on fish or its habitas from Blue/green [suitable] to yellow (fair) and srange fred (not suitable);
Dace model

The model for dace indicates that the site displays good levels of habitat suitability for dace. Most natural
habitat feature indicators show high levels of suitability and pressures such as bank and channel
resectioning and dissolved oxygen are at tolerable (‘fair') levels and do not seem to affect negatively dace
habitat structure. Dace tend to favour habitat with moderate levels of enrichment. Enrichment on site
could have a positive impact on dace occurrence. Bank and channel resectioning does not seem to affect
dace as much as trout. This is potentially due to the fact that although dace requires coarse substrate to
reproduce, it is more tolerant to fine sediment inputs and it does not require fast flowing features such as
trout. On the contrary, dace tends to be associated with sites dominated by deeper mesohabitats such as
runs and glides and structures or modifications such as weirs and resectioning increasing depth may be
beneficial to them.
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RHS site info || Habitat modification || Man-made structures || Land-use || Habitat Indices || Matural features | Habitat assessment too

’ Trout ] [ Dace I [ Pike l

Habitat assessment tool for dace

Impoundment i . )
Thiz page contsins a representation of the expert model for dace (=11

life stages combined)validated using existing data. Press Flfor help

Substrate coarseness

Land use: tiled land and
improved grassland

]

Poaching

]

Bank and channel
resectioning

Smooth/Rippled flows

Width/depth profile

I
[

Bank reinforcement
Marginal slacks

Dissolved oxygen Emergent and

submerged vegetation cover

Enrichment by phosphates
and nitrates

il
Pressures and Dace natural IIIII|||||||IIIIII - The thickness sfthe lines represents the level sfimpact (Blue line = positive
e & = III|II impact; orange line =negative impact] on doce density from small {thin line) to
Impacts s=fevcsrecsive hgbitat features lrtere lthick fite) oot
(arangs= line) or pos arge (thick line) impact.
{Blue fing) impact on Dare or its habitats - The colour of the boxes represents the level of suitability of each pressure/feature
from blue/green (suitable] to yellow (fair] and orange /red (not suitable];

In summary, we see here how the fish conceptual and predictive models can be used in combination with
fish, chemistry, RHS and other data to diagnose potential pressures and impacts on species habitats.

The fisheries predictive models indicated a lack of trout and a potential higher than expected dace and pike
population. The conceptual expert models suggested that channel resectioning, land use and water
quality may explain the absence of habitat features naturally associated with trout and the occurrence of
features associated with pike and dace.

Used in combinations, the models, data and tools enable us to identify potential pressures and impacts and
establish a diagnostic before setting management action.
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Viewing survey data: the biology data form

First, use the ' Zoom | button to zoom to the sites of interest. Then select one or more of biological

sampling sites using the m tool. The following form will open (see below). A biology index chart is
drawn from all the GQA sampling points selected using the selection tool. The form shows the change in
four index values along time: the Average Score Per Taxon, the BMWP, and two LIFE indices.

If you want to learn more about the meaning and significance of biological indices, go to Appendix 2.

& Biology Index chart for GQA sampling site id 3601 - B X

Biological index values at site

=@ Average of ASPT i Average of LIFE —3¥— Average of LIFEIF) —— Average of BIWVWP

9 140

Average LIFE and ASPT score values
Average BMWP score values

=
=

11-Jul-28
17-0ct-91
28-Mar-95
10-0ct-95
06-Aug-97
19-MMay-99
02-Mov-93
03-May-00
27-Sep-00
21-May-02
04-5Sep-02
1E-May-03
04-Mov-03
27-May-04
22-Mov-04
22-May-07
03-5ep-07
25-Mar-08
17-Mov-08
27-May-03
21-0ct-09
05-Apr-12
10-0ct-12

Sampling date

You can select up to 4 sites in one go. The data and time series for all selected sites will be displayed into
a single panel. An example is given below for data extracted from 2 biological sampling points.

¥ Biclogy Index chart for GQA sampling site id 35991,3501 - B8 X

Biological index values at multiple sites

—l— tverage of ASPT i Average of UFE —#— Average of LIFE(F) =—@— fverage of BMWP

36991 36016

60

5
V 50

40

30

Average BMWP score values
Average BMWP score values

20

Average LIFE and ASPT score values
Average LIFE and ASPT score values

Sampling date Sampling date
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Viewing survey data: the barriers data form

The barrier description form provides detail on the nature of the structure and its potential impact on river
connectivity. The difference in altitude before and after the layer have been estimated to be around 77 cm
just upstream and downstream of the barrier and 1.47 m when measuring altitude 25 m upstream and
downstream of the barrier.

The information is taken from the obstructions database compiled by the Environment Agency. The
dataset has limitations and some of the structures listed may not longer exist.

First, use the Zoom | button to zoom to the sites of interest. Then select one or more of barrier sites using

the tool. The following form will open (see below). The number of sites selected and displayed is
indicated at the bottom left of the form. You can view site data using the navigation buttons at the bottom
of the form.

s y

% \Weirs, dams, waterfalls - = X

Id: 11544 |
Description Weir

Feature |WEIR |
Type \ARTIFICIAL |
Site

Comments

Head drop |-D.D-2

Estimated from |LID,E".R 2m

Head drop directly upstream and downstream |D.??

Head drop 25m upstream and downstream |1.¢'l?-r

Source: Environment Agency obstruction dotabase

Record: M 4 11544 0f 25935 | » M + | “f Unfiltersd | Search |
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Reach statistics: Fish Populations

The fish populations tab provide summary statistics for fish density and classification for the selected reach.

This sections contains 4 sub-sections. The first one gives indications on the number of fisheries sites
contained in the reach. It also gives an indication of the representativeness of the statistics produced
based on the number of sites within the reach. Reaches with very few sites will provide statistics that are
not reliable. As the number of sites surveyed per reach increases, we gain confidence in the statistics
produced.

In the case of this particular reach, we have 2 fisheries survey sites present which provides with a
moderate level of representativeness.

Feach info | Map view | Fish populations | Reach biological indices | Feach habitat condition | Knowledge resources | User as

MFPD site infe | Average fish density graph | Average fish density per survey | Fisheries classification {average)

Maximum number of fisheries sites surveyed: bl
Representative?

Average reach Omed in cumecs (1in 2 year max flow): 16.6

Fish density graph

The second tab displays a graph of average fish density change along time for all the NFPD sites in the
reach (2 sites for the Mole3 reach). Each of the 23 species recorded during survey displayed using
symbols joined by a line. To identify specific points lines, just hover with the mouse over the point/line.

IFPD site info | Average fish density graph | Average fish density per survey | Fisheries classification (average)
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The third tab contains the same information as the second tab displayed as individual bar charts for each
survey year. Click on the navigation buttons at the bottom of the chart to move from one year of survey to
the next.

JFPD site info | Average fish density graph | Average fish density per survey | Fisheries classification (average)

Survey year: E Average number of fish caught: (529 Number of sites surveyed: 2
Fish density per 100m-sgq Fish density per 100m-sg
0 50 50+ o 50 50+
Bream Rudd
Bleak Stoneloach [#
Ee Roach 9.18
Salmon Minnow 20.62
Barbe Ferch
ap. Leach Dace
3ullhesd [# Chuk [ 228
Carp Lamprey
Trout Gudgecon 10.86
Tench Stickleback [#
Ruffe Fike
Grayling Tw. shad
Survey year M 1of4 L ] | search

Fisheries classification

Finally, the last tab contains information taken from the Fisheries Classification Scheme (FCS2). FCS2
predicts, for most fisheries survey sites 3 indices:

e an overall Environmental Quality Ratio (EQR) score for the reach. Values close to 1 indicate
closeness to reference condition;

e an EQR class from high to poor;
e the expected number of species caught at reference condition;
e the likelihood of catching each species at reference condition;

e the likelihood of catching more fish than at the surveyed reach at reference condition;

The predictions and the actual number of fish caught are displayed as bar charts. The figures displayed
are averages for all NFPD sites on the selected reach.

In the example below, the average expected number of fish caught at reference condition exactly matches
the number of species caught at the last survey. The overall EQR is close to one and the EQR class is
'‘Good'.

All fish species that have a high probability of being caught at reference conditions (see red bars on the
right-hand chart) were caught during electro-fishing (left-hand side chart) most of the time in numbers
greater than predicted by FCS2 (middle chart). For example, roach were found in high numbers (266
individuals in average) and according to FCS2 predictions, there is a 84% chance of finding roach on the
reach at reference conditions and a 27% chance of finding more fish than observed (in average). The
rektshtieresore pes sighieydensities of roach than can be expected at reference
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Reach statistics: biological indices

A biology index chart is drawn from all the GQA sampling points within the selected reach. The form shows
the change in four index values along time: the Average Score Per Taxon, the BMWP, and two LIFE

indices.
If you want to learn more about the meaning and significance of biological indices, go to Appendix 2.

each info | Map view | Fish populations | Feach biological indices | Reach habitat condition | Knowledge resources | User assessment

Average reach biological index values
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Reach statistics: reach habitat condition

The reach habitat condition tab provide summary statistics for RHS data for the selected reach.
This sections contains 7 sub-sections.

We will show each tab in order and provide an interpretation of results for the reach considered: in our case
the river Mole 3rd reach.

Site info

The first section gives indications on the number of RHS sites within the reach. It also gives an indication
of the representativeness of the statistics produced based on the number of sites present. Reaches with
very few sites will generate statistics that are not reliable. As the number of sites surveyed per reach
increases, we gain confidence in the statistics produced.

In the case of this reach (Mole3), we have 4 survey sites present which provides with a good level of
representativeness.

The site info section also contains information on site average site altitude, slope, channel width and depth
within the reach. Photos of all RHS sites available on the reach are displayed.

Site info ! Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use | Habitat Indices || Natural features | Habitat assessment |

Mumber of RHS sites: -47|
Representative? . .
Altitude {m):

Slope (m/kmj:
Bankfull width im):
Bankfull height {m]: r f

Water depth (m):

Photo: M 1of7 L i : Search

Habitat modification

The habitat modification tab contains a representation of the average Habitat Modification Score (HMS)
and its components. The HMS is a scoring system for engineering structures on watercourses. Scores
are allocated according to the extent of structures and their life expectancy.

HMS scores are further classified into 5 classes to provide with a simple modification index from
Semi-natural (blue) to Severely modified (red). The total site score and index class are represented in the
top 2 boxes.
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In the graph below, the HMS component subscores are indicated. The reach is significantly modified with
an average score of 1112. The modifications accounting for most of this very high score are resectioning
of the banks and bed, the presence of weirs, bridges and reinforcements.

| Feach info || I ap view || Fish populations || Reach biological ir'u:liu:es| Reach habitat condition | Kna

| Site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures || Land-use || Habitat Indices ||E

Habitat Modification Class:

Hahitat Modification Score:

|!

Habitat Modification subscores

Weirs dams and sluices subscore

]
Resectioned Bank Bed subscore :|
Reinforced Bank Bed subscare ]
Pazching subscore
Cutfzll] Deflectar subscore
Fords subscare
Culvertssubscare

Bridgessubscore :l

Berms Embankments subscore

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

Man-made structures
The third tab contains more detailed information on made-made engineering structures.

The average number of in-channel structures, and the extent of bank and channels modifications are
shown using colour-coded bar charts (green: extent less than 20%; yellow: between 20% and 30%; orange:
between 30% and 60%; red: extent greater than 60%).

The terms 'major' and 'intermediate’ used to qualify in-channel structures refer to the RHS and reflect the
size and impact of the structures on channel hydrology and morphology (see RHS Manual).

38/65



Site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use | Habkitat Indices || Natural features | Habitat assessment

Major in-channel structures Intermediate in-channel structures
Bridges ntermediateBridges:

Deflectors/Groynes/Croys ntermediateDeflectors:

Fords ntermediateFords:

ntermediateQutfalls:

—— ——— ——

Weirs @ ntermediateWeirs:
Outfalls and Intakes |
Major Culverts |

Channel/bank modifications Other channel modifications/impacts

Resectioned banks

Channel choked: 0

Reinforced banks Channel ponded: Present

Artifical berms Channel reslizgned: Present e

Embankments Channel overdeepensd: Present w

=

Poached banks

Resectioned channe

Reinforced channe |

It seems that the major modification found on the reach is channel resectioning (i.e. overdeepening). Little
bank resectioning was observed on the reach. This is surprising as bank and channel resectioning are
generally associated. Indeed, when resectioning a river, engineers use diggers to overdeepen the channel
and reprofile the banks to create a typical trapezoidal channel. If we look at the photographs of one of the
sites, site 1274 for which no bank resectioning was observed (see below), we notice that the banks have a
fairly uniform 45 degree bankface and trees are lacking or tend to be scattered on the river bank. This
suggests that the extent of bank resectioning on site may have been underestimated by the surveyor.

It is important to note that the data and models are not fault proof and some of the features may have been
missed out or under recorded by surveyors during surveys. Fortunately, ToolHab provides a whole range of
data with adjoining maps, site photographs and aerial photos that enable experienced users to quality
control model outputs and produce their own diagnostic based on expertise and the data and models
available. In this case, an important sign of modification has been missed out by one of the surveyors but
we were able to stop this error and we will be able to take that into account when analysing predictive
models outputs and doing our final assessment.

Phaoto: M 1of4 Lo | “ Search
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Land-use

At each RHS site, land-use extent is assessed within 5m and 50m of the banktop on both sides. The bar
chart below shows the average extent of 17 RHS land-use types along the river bank in percentage term
for the immediate land-use and using a semi-quantitative scale (Absent, Present and Extensive) for the
wider land-use. Greyed-out land-uses were not recorded. Land-uses marked as 'Extensive +' were
extensive on one side and present on the other side.

The dominant land-use at our reach is improved grassland both immediately at the banktop level and
beyond.

Site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use | Habitat Indices | Natural features | Habitat assessment

Land-use 5m from banktop 50m lond-use
Broadleal Woodland Semi-Natura b.DE Present one bank
Broadleaf Or Mixed Plantation Absent w
Coniferous Woodland Absent v
Coniferous Flantation Absent [
Scrub And Shrubs | 6% Present one bank «
Orchard Absent I
Wetland Absent [
Moorland Or Heath Absent w
Artificial Open Water Absent I
MNatural Open Water Absent [
Rough Unimproved Grassland/Pasture |- Present one bank «

mproved,/Semi-improved Grassland 443 W
Tall Herbs Or Rank Vegetation 13% W

Rock, Scree Or Sand Dunes Absent "
Suburban Or Urban Development | Present both bant
ed Land Absent w

Parkland Or Gardens | Present both banl «
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Habitat indices

Information on natural habitat features such as channel substrate, flow regime (e.g. riffles, glides and
pools), channel vegetation structure, activity (i.e. erosion and deposition features) and bank vegetation
structure (from bare to complex) have been summarised into 6 indices presented on sliding scales
representing the main environmental gradients encountered in natural settings (see River reach definition).

Each scale is labelled according to the feature(s) dominating at key points along its gradient. For
example, the Channel Substrate Index represents a gradient between sites dominated by fine substrate on
the left of the scale (silt, clay and sand) to sites dominated by coarser substrates (cobbles and boulders).
This gradient represents the typical transition between headwater - upland and lowland streams. Similarly,
the Flow Regime Index represents a gradient between sites dominated by slow-flowing features (glides and
pool) towards sites dominated by faster-flowing habitats such as riffles and rapids.

The 6 scales enable a quick visual assessment of the character of the reach. The values displayed are
the average value of the RHS sites on the selected reach.

For each scale, a marker indicates the location of the reach on the scale. In our case we can quickly
assess that our reach is dominated by silt substrate and has slow-flowing features, emergent/submerged
channel vegetation and uniform/simple bank vegetation structure. The reach displays very low levels of
activity (erosion or deposition).

Combined with previous data on habitat modification and land use, these indices give us some insights into
the potential impacts of engineering structures and land management on river habitats.

Channel and bank resectioning are generally associated with an increase in channel depth and width
resulting in slower flow types and lower levels of activity. Trees are also removed to let machinery access
the channel to perform the work. Banks are regularly mowed and trees are cut down to reduce frictions
and potential flooding risks. It is possible that the silt and low flow velocities observed are the direct impact
of bank and channel resectioning. Channel vegetation and bank vegetation structure could also be
affected by the modifications as vegetation is related to flow, and trees and bank vegetation structure will
be affected by the management regime (mowing, tree cutting etc). The lack of signs of activity and
presence of deposition or erosion features can also potentially be related to channel resectioning as most
features would have been removed in the process of regrading the channel.

Site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use | HabkitatIndices | Natural features | Habitat assessment

Channel Substrate Index
Silt Clay Sand Gravel-Pebble Cabble Boulder/Bedrock

Flow Regime Index

Glide/Poo Glides/Runs Run/Glides Runs/Riffles Cascades Rapid Waterfa

Channel Vegetation Structure Index

Free-floating Floating-rooted Emergent/Submerged Mosses/filamentous algae Mosses

Activity Index

Not active  Very low activity  Low activity Moderate activity Very active Highly active

Bank Top Vegetation Structure Index

Uniform vegetation structure Simple -l.'egetat on structure Complex vegetation structure

Bank Face Vegetation Structure Index

Uniform/Bare vegetation structure Simple vegetation structure Complex vegetation structure
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Natural features

This sections contains information on the average extent of natural features recorded in RHS. Features
include the average number of riffles, pools and bars and the extent of trees and related features.
Channel vegetation extent is also recorded in a broad-brush manner as simple, absent/present/extensive
indices.

The reach considered has in-channel vegetation representative of slow flowing environments that could be
the result of overdeepening and over widening as part of channel resectioning. It has few trees on its
banks. The absence of trees could be explained by the management regime and the presence of
resectioning. There were very few signs of activity and no riffles was observed again suggesting potential
impact by management action.

Site infa || Habitat modification | Man-made structures || Land-use || Habitat .nd'.:es| MNatural features |Ha|.:u'.tat Fssessment

Riffles, pool and bars Trees and associated features
Number of riffles: D Extent of trees |eft bank: |0ccasinna|clump5 v|
Number of pools: Extent of trees right bank: |0|:casinna|clump5 v|
Number of bars: Shading of channel: |Present v|

Overhanging boughs: |Pre-5ent v|
Channel vegetation Exposed bankside roots: |Ab5ent v|

Underwater tree roots: |Ab5ent v|
Emergent broad-leaved:

Fallen trees: |Ab5ent v|
Emergent reeds: Present w )

Large Woody Debris: |Ab5ent v|
Filamentous algae: Present w

Debris dams: |Ab5ent v|
Floating-leaved: Present w
Free-floating: Barriers and refuge areas
Mosses: Backwaters: |Ab5ent v|
Submerged vegetation: Natural cpen water: |Absent v|
Submerged broad-leaved: Frezent w Matural waterfalls < 5m High: |Ab5ent v|
Submerged fing/linear leaved: Extensive MNatural waterfalls > 5m High: |Absent v|
Submerged fine-leaved: Side Channels: |Ab5ent v|
Submerged linear-leaved: Present w Marginal Deadwater: |Absent v|
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Habitat assessment tool

The habitat assessment tool is based on combined RHS, water quality and land use data. It uses
conceptual models derived by experts (see 'knowledge resources’) and turns them into predictive models
using available data.

Expert fisheries officers from the Environment Agency were gathered to build simple conceptual models of
fish habitat for 3 life stages (spawning, juveniles and adults). The models were combined and tested on
existing fish and habitat data on a total of 2500 sites. The resulting models were then applied to all existing
RHS sites and are presented in ToolHab in a graphical way for three species: Trout, Pike and Dace (more
species will be added in the future). You can move from one fish model to the other by using the drop down
box below the photos (see below).

Photo: M4 4 6 of7 L { g
[] Dizable photo gcroll

Diagnostic toal for: v
| Trout

Fike

The factors affecting each species habitat can be split into 2 broad groups:
O Natural habitat features;
O Pressures and impacts.
On the figure below, all pressures and natural habitat feature have been grouped into 2 columns.
The figure is 'read’ from left to right using colour-coded boxes and lines.
The potential impact of each pressure is indicated using the colour of its box. The colour code is as follow:
O Blue: the pressure may not be present or if it is, it has little or no impact on fish density.
O Yellow: the observed pressure level has a fair amount of impact on fish density
O Orange: the observed pressure level has high impact on fish density
O Red: the observed pressure level has very high impact on fish density.
The suitability of each habitat feature is assessed using the colour of its box. The colour code is as follow:
O Blue: very high
O Green: high
O Yellow: fair
O Orange: poor
O Red: very poor or feature absent.
The coloured lined represent the impact of habitat features and pressures on each other and on fish.
The colour of the lines indicates the nature of the impact:

O blue is for positive impact (e.g. coarse substrate impacts positively on the presence of
unbroken waves);

O orange is for negative impact (e.g. tilled land-use will impact negatively on substrate
coarseness - by increasing the amount of fine sediment present).

The thickness of the coloured line represents the magnitude of impacts.

Sometimes a pressure can be a positive driver to species distribution. For example, high levels of nutrient
enrichment may be detrimental to salmonid species but favour the presence of more pollution tolerant
species such as roach or pike. When a pressure is positively associated with the occurrence of a species,
it will be displayed in shades of grey (according to its overall level of occurrence) in between the 2 columns
representing pressures and natural habitats to highlight its ambivalent role.

When a pressure box colour is cyan and there are no arrows linking it to other boxes, it means that the
pressure is absent. When a pressure box is greyed out, it indicates missing data.
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Site info | Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use | Habitat Indices | Natural features | Habitat assessment

Habitat assessment tool for trout

Impoundment
Thizs page contains 8 representation of the expert model for trout (all life
| stages combined)validated using existing data. Press Flfor help
Flow regulation Coarse substrate

Predation/competition by
coarse fish

Land use: tilled land and
improved grassland

Unbroken waves

Poaching

| Cover in shallows
(riffies bars)

e I
resectioning

Cover by shading
Bank reinforcement |

| -

Resting areas for adults:
debris dams, coarse woody
| debris, pools, undercut banks

Enrichment (NO3,PO4)

—
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Dissolved oxygen
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Dluesgreen
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=0 o

Example:
Trout model
The figure above suggests that the habitats of the river reach are not favourable to trout.

Natural habitat features normally associated with trout are either favourable or fair (cover by shading,
channel vegetation) or not favourable (channel substrate, flow type, cover in shallows and resting areas for
adults).

The model suggests that the level of pressures on habitats are having an overall moderate to high impact
on trout (red and yellow boxes) and a moderate impact on associated natural features. The highest and
probably most significant impact according to the model is water quality (enrichment). The levels of
phosphates and nitrates are very high and are likely to influence trout populations through their impacts on
algal growth and dissolved oxygen. The presence of impoundments is also perceived as having a
moderate to high impact. Bank and channel resectioning impact is moderate but it is probably
under-estimated. It is likely that bank and channel resectioning are having a significant impact on trout
habitats.

This assumes, however, that trout would naturally occur on the reach. The assessment using the fish
population and Fisheries Classification Scheme (FCS) tools is that the likelihood of finding trout on such
reach at reference condition is 52% but none were caught (see below). The FCS also suggests that,
despite the observable modifications and potential impacts on natural habitat features, the fish populations
are close to reference condition. The reach is dominated by coarse fish species and especially roach,
gudgeon, dace and pike which all have greater than expected densities. Looking at fisheries survey
records from the 1980s onward (see River historical account) and information from the river mole wikipedia
page in the river historical module, it seems that the reach was always dominated by coarse fish
populations and trout may have been present in tributaries such as Gatwick stream. The FCS predictions
for trout for Gatwick stream show high levels of natural occurrence for trout so it is possible that trout may
have inhabited the Mole around the confluence with Gatwick stream.

We will now consider the habitat models for pike and dace for the reach.
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Feach info | bap view | Fish populations | Reach biclogical indices | Feach habitat condition | Knowledge resources | Uzer aszessment
NFPD site info | Average fish density graph || Average fish density per survey | Fisheries classification (average)
EQR: BENES ECOR clas:s: jSood L Expected number of species: | 9 Ob=erved number of species: 5

Wumher of fch caouaht
Number of fish caught

o 33 13 o 33% GE% 100%

Bream

Stonelosch E E E E 553 E : j EEJ%
Barbel ; i i e | i i 275 |
Spined Loach I I :
Bullhesd |11 E E E 285 | E E : | g5
N 0= L m
Trout E E E T E {san
Tench ; : : 27% ' ' '
Ruffe
Grayling ] e
Rudd i i i e i i N
Salmaon : 7 ; ; ; 7
Rosch ! E 210 26%| | E E ; 825
Minngw [11 E E E 7% | E i E 813
Parch 23] | § § = § § ; | 50%
Dace E 7 E 235 | E E E 70%
Chub 5 ; 124 223 | i § i T
Lamprey 26% 265% : :
Gudzean E E 01 228 E E ; 735
Stickleback ; § ; 0% | ; § 05|

Pike |¢ : ' ' 24%

Pike model

The model below suggest that the habitat for pike is very suitable with adequate levels of fine substrate,
smooth flows, suitable levels of marginal habitats and plenty of prey (roach, dace, minnows etc.). The
model suggest that existing anthropogenic alterations such as impoundment, land use and resectioning
could be beneficial to pike habitat as they create the slow flowing conditions and marginal habitats that are
favourable to pike. Enrichment could also be beneficial to fish occurrence due to its impact on potential
prey density.

Pike are very resistant to pollution and anthropogenic impacts such as resectioning. In fact, only high
levels of organic pollution seem to affect their distribution and they seem to favour rivers with moderate to
high levels of enrichment (present on this site). Most other types of modifications seem to have potential
positive impact on pike habitats. Resectioning, tilled land use and poaching promote the input of fine
sediments, smooth flows and marginal vegetation that pike favour.
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Site info || Habitat modification | Man-made structures | Land-use || Habitat Indices Natura.features| Habitat assessment |_

Habitat assessment tool for pike

This page contains 3 representation of the expert model for pike [all
life stages combined)validated using existing data. Press F1for help
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ime) '77_,:5':':‘ B\ frowt censis

7 habists

Dace model

The model for dace indicates that the site displays good levels of habitat suitability for dace apart from
substrate which was altogether too fine. Most natural habitat feature indicators show high levels of
suitability and pressures such as bank and channel resectioning and dissolved oxygen are at tolerable
(‘fair') levels and do not seem to affect negatively dace habitat structure. Dace tend to favour habitat with
moderate levels of enrichment. Enrichment on site could have a positive impact on dace occurrence.
Bank and channel resectioning does not seem to affect dace as much as trout. This is potentially due to
the fact that although dace requires coarse substrate to reproduce, it is more tolerant to fine sediment
inputs and it does not require fast flowing features such as trout. On the contrary, dace tends to be
associated with sites dominated by deeper mesohabitats such as runs and glides and structures or
modifications such as weirs and resectioning increasing depth may be beneficial to them.
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Site infa || Habitat modification | Man-made structures || Land-use | Habitat Indices || Natura features| Habitat assessment |_

Habitat assessment tool for dace

Impoundment . ) .
Thiz page contains a representation of the expert model for dace [all

| life stages combined) validated using existingdata. Press Flfor help
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In summary, we see here how the fish conceptual and predictive models can be used in combination with
fish, chemistry, RHS and other data to diagnose potential pressures and impacts on species habitats at
reach scale.

The fisheries predictive models indicated a potential lack of trout and a potential higher than expected dace
and pike population. The conceptual expert models suggested that channel resectioning, impoundment,
land use and water quality may explain the absence of habitat features naturally associated with trout and
the occurrence of features associated with pike and dace.

Further investigations into historical records may be required to ascertain the true nature of original fish
populations.

We may want, for example to look at historical maps to see how the river has changed since the 1900s.
You can turn the background layer on and off by clicking the 'Show background layer' button.

Background layer
(*) 05 map

) 05 first edition map
(*) Show backround layer

Below is a snapshot of the 1897 OS maps around RHS site 1274, just downstream of Gatwick airport. As
can be seen, the river has not changed its course much since the beginning of the 20th century. This
suggest that the modifications observed either pre-date the 20th century or they have been carried out
without modifying the planform of the river (i.e. without realigning it).
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() 05 50k map (%) River reaches
() Aerial Photos () GQA reaches
(®) 05 first edition map BIOL_GRDOB |+

[ — I[Zu:--:um P ] ’ @ ] Background layer River layer
]

['-.'iE';.- data ][ Map event ] [ Pan

[ View in Google Map ]
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Knowledge resources

The knowledge resource tab contains links to online resources such as Fishbase and other useful
websites. You will need to have access to the internet to access the links. To add links to the list, simply
put the cursor in the window and type/copy new links to other useful resources with a short description.

The knowledge resource tab also provides access to the habitat suitability models built by Environment
Agency Fisheries experts for 9 fish species and 3 life stages. To view these models, click on the 'Expert
habitat suitability models' button.

sach info | Map view || Fish populations | Fleach biological indices | Reach habitat condition | ¥nowledge resources | User assessment

Fishbase information Websites and other useful links Habitat models and habitat
on UK fish species assessment tools
[rout Habitat management decision support website: t Models were

Habitat Suitability

Eel pro You will find _Iirk: to useful resources, a developed for 9 species and 3 life
Gudean iption of tt'_: aralj"“ carried out as part of this stages by Environment Agency
Roach rchand & d on forum. Please post any comment, Fisheries experts. The models

Dace : back describe the links between hobitar

Bleak LR EA LTS features and species in o simpie
grophical way.

Stoneloach The River Restoration Centre: the RRC website is dedicated

barbel to river restoration and habitat enhancement technigues.
Spined loach You can view onling and download the RRC manual of -

Bullhesd w— S B Cyport habitat
Carp rre.co.uk ) ——— N suitability models
Pike wnww therrc.co.uk/rrc manual pdf.php i T

Stickleback ConservationEvidence.com: thiz sites offers a platform for
Perch practioners to share best prac mpare habitat
Ruffe management tachnigues. You can view and submit your own

Lamprey case studies online and read more formal review papers.
Chub

Minnow
Rudd -

Grayling v riverhabitatsurvey.org

Twaite shad This link will take you to an application of RHS and water

A form with 5 tabs and 9 buttons (one for each species) will open. Using this form, users can view in a
graphical way the habitat features (in blue) and the pressures (in orange) that define/affect fish habitats at
different stages of their life cycles.

This tool can be used in combination with all the other tools and datasets available in ToolHab to assess
the quality of river reaches for fish and the potential pressures and impacts on their habitats. We have
tried, as far as possible to include in ToolHab all the data that are needed to carry out this assessment.

Species | Geographical distribution | Spawning | Juveniles | adults
Species

Trout

Dace

Warm water
te mperature

Grayling

Bream

Roach

Common bream
Juvenile

Slowy flows
River margins

Pike

Food: zooplankton

Perch

Gudgeon

No
perceptinle

Big Side Channel Floodplain
rivers channels weg etation Connectivity

Chub
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The small map view

You can use the small map view to locate river reaches. The small map view is located at the bottom
right-hand corner of the main form. It is designed to help locate individual river reaches. There are no
background layers visible to facilitate viewing.

e T
4 ;“h

[Zl:u:nm ] [El:n:um (l'eal:h}] [ Pan ]W}

There are series of buttons and function to help view and navigate through the map.

Use the z':'i] button to zoom in and out using a left click for zooming in and a right click for zooming
out. You can also use the wheel of your mouse to perform both functions.

Use the M] button to automatically zoom to the selected reach (e.g. Mole3 reach).

Use the M button to automatically zoom to the map full extent.

Use the F'a_”] button to navigate through the map by click-holding an area of the map and dragging it in
one of the cardinal directions.

User assessment

ToolHab gives users access to a wide range of data and knowledge to enable the assessment of river
reaches for 23 species of fish. Reach assessment is done by using the form on the last tab. This forms
contains all the management information that will be used to build catchment wide habitat improvement
strategies. Ideally, this form should be filled in after viewing existing data and model outputs. To help
users in their decision-making, ToolHab provides access to a wide range of biological and environmental
data as well as models and knowledge.

The aim of the whole assessment process is to assess the suitability of river reach habitats for each
species:

e asthey are now;
e as they would be at reference conditions and;

e as they would be following improvement work.

Although ToolHab contains predictive models such as the Fisheries Classification Scheme (FCS) that
produce similar predictions, their outputs are not automatically included in the user assessment form and it
is the user responsibility to assess fish habitats, identify potential pressures and suggest management
action. Indeed, models such as the FCS are often based on sample data collected at specific times of the
year over a limited time frame and often fail to account for historical trends and events and may not
represent the complexity of relationships observed. It was therefore felt that users should be able to
review all existing information and data for a reach including local knowledge, historical surveys and
anecdotal evidence before making a full assessment and suggesting management action. This way,
scientific models and data, as well as local knowledge and expertise can be combined to develop
management strategies based on the best evidence and expertise at hand.
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[ Reach info " bd ap wigw " Fizh populationz " Feach biological indices " Reach hahitat condition " Krnowledge resources | User assessmant

Habitat Suitability Date: 13 April 2010 MName: Guest
Species name  Now Am:for:f o :g;rmem Overall description:
Pressresandimpoct:
o —
Carp: Management restrictions:
Pike: Management recommendations:
Lamprey:
Epeccdoucome
Chul: ?Lélgis:eﬁr:sﬂrﬁrﬁﬁgenir;ginofthe|ntendedoutmmeof
Eximotedcost: |
Roach:

Users can use the drop down boxes to specify the quality of reach habitats for each species using 5
categories and give an assessment of their suspected impacts on reach habitats.

Habitat Suitability
Species name  Now At reference After
condition improvement

Bream: | Moderake W
Bleak: Very low

Low
el [Hoderaie
Stoneloach: High

Yery high
Grayling | &

The form also give users the opportunity to enter an overall description of the reach, its conditions,
pressures and impacts.

The 'Pressures and impact' box can be used to list all pressures,
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v Very low |+ | FPressures and impacts:

Pressure - mpact - Descy
w Very low s
* DETHOUER] v none

PressureMame Description

1ality due enrichment by nitr

Pesticide pollution | Follution by pesticides, ship dip etc
™ Agriculture A land-use pressures including a combination of issues such as diffuse poliution,
Fl Maintenance Maintenance by dredging, tree cutting, bank mowining etc.
Resectioning Habitat degradation through resectioning of the bank, bed or realignement of the |
™ Reinforcement Habitat degradation through reiforcement of the bank and/or bed
+ Flow regulation Regulation of flow by weir, sluice, dam or resenoir.
Abstraction mpact by water abstraction
™ Discharge mpact by water discharge
o Gravel extraction Extraction of gravel, pebbles or cobbles
Culverting The river has been put into a culvert (i.e. pipe)
™ Litter mpact by litter, builder's waste etC.
+ Contamination Contamination by chemicals leaching from adjacent contaminated land
Road Follution and sediment input from nearby major roads (e.g. motoways)
M Mining Pallution or physical disturbance due to mining activity

w Verylow  « | Fxpected outcome:

Pressures and impacts:

Pressure - Impact - Descy
F | Water Quality
* | Water Quality

None
Low

Moderate
High

4| i

Then users can recommend management actions for the reach and give information on potential
restrictions (e.g. gas pipe, road etc) and opportunities (e.g. friendly land owner).

The system requires users to give a description of the expected outcome following improvement along with
an estimated cost for the works (optional).

Management restrictions:

Urban area nearby. Gatwick airport upstream.

Management recommendations:
Reduce maintenance

Expected outcome:

higher in channel diversity

Estimated cost: ||

Management opportunity [ ]
Opportunity description:
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Catchment Decision Support Tool

This tool provides an interface to view and summarise the reach habitat assessment information entered by
catchment officers using the reach assessment tool.

The aim is to use this tools to develop strategies for improving habitats at catchment scale and prioritise
sites/reaches for habitat improvement work.

The interface displays summary statistics on
e habitat suitability for fish as observed and in reference conditions;
e pressures and impacts;

e habitat fragmentation.

!‘/ﬁg\\l - -0 )+ Catchment decision support tool - ToolHab - 7 X
= ¥ Home @ - = x
Gudgeon || Eel Roach | Bulhead || Pike Catchment map | Management recommendations review || Reach habitat conditions || Fish populations | River profiles | Catchment summaries ||
All fish | Trout || Bream || Grayling | Bleak

Fish habitat distribution
(@ actual habitats ~ Actual  Matural
(O natural habitats COverage coverage
Trout W 50
Dace 20%% 20%
Bream 30% 30%
Gudgeon 40%: 0%
Grayling 10% 50%:
Chub 20% 20%
Roach 30% 30%
Bullhead 40% 0%
Eel 10% 50% %
Pke 20% 20% _}; " =
Blezk 30% 30% ey
Minnows 0% 0%
Habitat fragmentation
Isolated Habitat %
reaches %  fragmentation it ’3_}‘
Trout &0% high | & .sl‘
Dace 40% high |+ e
Bream 10% moderate | v
grayling 0% low v
Major impacts on natural habitats [ ] @ [ ] [ ] Backaground layer River layer [=] Fisheries Surveys
Mumber of  Reach length Zoom Pan View data . ]
reaches (lometres) — (® 05 50k map (%) River reaches [E] River Habitat Surveys
Land use . 75 234 [ View in Goagle Map ] O Aerial Photos () GQA reaches [ Biokoay Surveys
Resectioning 52 52 Barrier removal tool () 05 first edition map BIOL_GRDOB  » [E] Barriers
Water quality 44 35 - -
[=] display major impacts S o - N |EEf
-
4 I ] »

Form View |I
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Gudgeon || Eel Roach | Bullhead | Pike Catchment map | Management recommendations review || Reach habitat conditions || Fish pop
all fish | Trout Bream || Grayling | Bleak

Habitat quality
High Actual Matural
Good COVErage coverage
Moderate 10%: 50%%
Poor [=] overlay with

natural coverage
—— Fad a

Habitat fraomentation
[5] display measure of reach isolation

Low Isolated Habitat
— Moderate  eaches % fragmentation
— High S high i

Major impacts on natural habitats

v

[=] display overall impact

Low o
M_l:n:lerate Mumber of  Reach length S
— High reaches {kilometres)
Land use 25 34
Resectioning 40 75
Water quality 12 15
r B3 s !
- ¥
Display impact levels for: w Bl M

Management recommendations

[=] display management opportunities

Display impact of recommendations

[ “ @ ” ” ] Background layer Rive
Impact on Impact on Habitat Zoom Pan View data
Isolated reaches fragmentation © 0s 50k map O]
10%: moderate [ View in Google Map ] (O Aerial Photos @)
[ Barrier removal tool ] () 05 first edition map
Total cost for trout: £32,000

Summary statistics can also be viewed using maps and tables for each species by selecting the tabs with
species names on the left hand side of the screen (see above example for trout).

Users can also be given access to assessment forms for individual reaches by clicking on the
'Management recommendations review' tab header.

This should help build an overall pictures of habitat quality at river/catchment scale and the pressures
affecting those habitats.

For example, we may find that a particular catchment has lost habitats 50% of its habitats for trout
potentially due to engineering and land use pressures.

The tool may also tell us how fragmented remaining habitats are and design a strategy for improving
habitat quality and connectivity for trout at catchment scale.

To do so, users can access all the information and knowledge inputted by catchment officers and interact
with them in the development of potential strategies. They can also consult existing data and modelling
tools (using the ‘reach habitat conditions', 'fish populations', 'river profiles' and 'catchment summaries' tab
headers and view maps and photos using the map interface.

As ToolHab contains the Environment Agency Fisheries Barriers database, it should be possible to develop
a tool to assess the impact of removing barriers on river connectivity. The 'Barrier removal tool' button on
the interface is not functional but it illustrate the kind of analyses that could be carried out using the
available data.

Altogether, this should facilitate the development of strategies based on existing knowledge (expert, local
and scientific) and data.

At present the interface is not functional and is for demonstration purposes only.
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Catchment map | Management recommendations review | Reach habitat conditions " Fish populations " River profiles " Catchm

Habitat Suitability Date: 13 April 2010 Name: Guest
Species name  hNow At reference After Overall description:
_ condition  improvement  [pacecrioned channel with poor water quality
Bream: ] |Moderate l\:i| |Moderate l\'_'.il
Bleak: .
- 3 y .| Pressures and impacts:
Eel pac
) - - o 4 Pressure -~ | Impact « |
Stoneloach: =8 A I . -
- = Water Quality v IEE
cpined Losch: = = - Agriculture Moderate
pined Loadh [ [hl| I F™ Water Quality MNane
- |
cerp: Management restrictions:
Rudd: Urban area nearby. Gatwick airport upstream.
Pike: PN B B i
e Monogement recommendotions:
Stickleback: | Reduce maintenance
Ruffe:
Lsmprey: v v v
. 3 = 51 |higher in channel diversity
Chue:
Dace:
Perch: - | Estimated cost:  [£1,000.00
v e v Maragermertcpportuity [
Opporuiy sescpion:
Roach: = =
[ Accept ][ Ignore
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File location menu

You can change the path to the folder containing maps and photos. This can be useful if you are using
large map/photo files that have to be stored on an external or network drive.

r b

K= Location of file folders - Em X

Folder location

Files: Folder path:

Photos C:\Documents and Settings\User\My
Documents\MarchPhD\DSS fisheries\FisheriesDS5\Photos

Historic maps C:\Documents and Settings\User\My
Documents\MarchPhD\DSS

0S maps C:\Documents and Settings\User\My
Documents\Marc\PhD\DSS fisheries\FisheriesD55\Maps

Aerial photo C:\Documents and Settings\User\My
Documents\Marc\PhD\DSS fisheries\FisheriesDs5\Aerial
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Contact Us

Please contact us for any feedback, comments or bugs at marc.naura@mnaura.freeserve.co.uk

Alternatively, post your comments on the project website forum page: www.riverhabitatsurvey.org

User feedback

On exiting the database, you will basked to answer a feedback questionnaire.

% ToolHab Switchboard - = X

ToolHab

Tools for managing habitats

D Reach assessment tool

E] Catchment dedsion support toal

Feedback

Do vwou wank bo provide feedback through a short questionnare

L Ves J I_ Mo

The questionnaire is designed to help evaluate the usefulness of ToolHab and its potential use within the
Environment Agency. Following a trial period, responses from the questionnaire will be analysed and a
decision will be made towards developing further the software and applications within it.

Many thanks for your input!

K= frmUserFeedback - = x

TOOLHAB FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE

How easy was it to use the interface overall?

What did you use the interface for? [ to view RHs data
[ to view biclogy data
[ to view fish data
[ other-please state below
£l [ >

Other-state: ‘ ‘

How easy was it to view and interpret RHS data? ‘ w ‘

How easy was it to view and interpret Fisheries data?

Very difficult
Difficult
Quite easy
How easy was it to view and interpret Fisheries M
Classifcation Scheme model outputs? Very easy

How easy was it to view and interpret Biology data?

How easy was it to view and interpret the Trout
habitat model interface?

How easy was it to view and interpret the Dace habitat‘ ‘
P - - w

Close

Record: M 1ofl 1] % Mo Filter | [Search
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Environment Agency General Quality Assessment (GQA)
Scheme

Appendix 2: Environment Agency Biological Indices
Appendix 3: River Reach Definition
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Appendix 1: Environment Agency General Quality
Assessment (GQA) Scheme

The EA has developed a General Quality Assessment scheme (GQA) which provides a consistent method
for classifying water quality in rivers and canals across the UK. The scheme provides a way of comparing
river quality from one river to another and for looking at changes through time.

The scheme uses four main parameters of measurement which include:
+ chemical content;
* biological content;
* nutrient content; and
* aesthetics.

Chemistry

Samples are analysed for three determinands of organic pollution: ammonia, biochemical oxygen demand
(BOD), and dissolved oxygen. The results for a site are averaged and percentiles are calculated. These are
compared with limits set for each of six grades as shown in the Table 1.1. A grade is assigned to the length
of river (which the sampling site represents) according to the lowest grade achieved by any of the three
determinands. For example, if a site is grade A for dissolved oxygen and ammonia but only grade B for
BOD, then the grade assigned is B.

Table 1.1 Classification: Chemistry
Classification likely uses and CHARACTERISTICS*
A - Very good All absfractions

Wery good salmonid fisheries
Cyprinid' fisheries

Natural ecosystems

B - Good All abstractions

Salmonid fisheries
Cyprinid fisheries

Ecosystems at or close to natural

C - Fairly good Potable supply after advanced treatment
Cther abstractions
Good cyprinid fisheries

Natural ecosystems, or those comresponding to good cyprinid fisheries

D - Fair Potable supply after advanced treatment
Other abstractions
Fair cyprinid fisheries

Impacted ecosystems

E - Poor Low grade abstraction for industry
Fish absent or sporadically present, vulnerable to pollution **

Impoverished ecosystems **

F-Bad Very polluted rivers which may cause nuisance

Severely restricted ecosystems

* Provided other standards are met

" Where the grade is caused by discharges of organic pollution

Biology
The macro-invertebrates (small animals that can be seen with the naked eye) found in the kick-samples
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taken are identified by the EA. The range of species found is compared with the range that would be
expected in the river if it was not polluted or physically damaged. This takes account of natural differences
expected due to different types of geology and flow, for example. One of six grades is allocated to each
river length, as shown in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2: Classification: Biology

classification description

A -Very good Biology similar to that expected for an unpolluted river

B - Good Biology is a little short of an unpolluted river

C = Fairly good Biology worse than expected for unpolluted river

D - Fair A range of pollution tolerant species present

E - Poor Biology restricted to pollution tolerant species

F-Bad Biology limited to a small number of species very tolerant of pollution
Nutrients

Samples are analysed for nitrate and phosphate. A grade is assigned for each of these
nutrients according to the Table 1.3 and Table 1.4.

Table 1.3 Classification: Nutrients - Phosphates

classification grade limit (mgP/) Description

1 0.02 Very low

2 0.06 Low

3 0.1 Moderate

4 0.2 High

5 1.0 Very high

5 >1.0 Excessively high

Table 1.4 Classification:

Nutrients - Nitrates

classification grade limit (mgno®i) [ Description

1 5 Very low

2 10 Low

3 20 Moderately low
4 30 Moderate

5 10 High

[ =40 Very High

Nitrate levels in many English surface waters are increasing. Nitrate pollution is of concern because it has
to be removed before water can be supplied to consumers and may result in detrimental environmental
impacts. The Nitrates Directive requires all known areas of land draining into nitrate polluted waters to be
identified for designation as Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (NVZs). Therefore, if an area of land drains into one
or more of the above categories of polluted water, it will be located within a NVZ. Farmers located within
these NVZs are required to adhere to an Action Programme of measures to reduce the amount of nitrate
lost from their land to the polluted waters

Source: http://www.environment-agency.qov.uk/
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Appendix 2: Environment Agency Biological Indices

This is based on groups of macro-invertebrates (small animals including mayfly nymphs, snails, shrimps
and true worms) that are found on the riverbed.
Macro-invertebrates are used because they:

do not move far

have reasonably long life cycles

respond to the physical and chemical characteristics of the river
are affected by pollutants which may occur infrequently

provide a picture of water quality and quantity integrated over time

Samples are collected using a standard method of 3 minutes active sampling with a pond net, plus a 1
minute visual search for animals living on the water surface, or attached to rocks, logs or vegetation. Other
features of the sampling area are recorded (substrate type, sampling depth, watercourse width, channel
depth, aquatic vegetation, fish, land use, shade, evidence of weed management, pollution, turbidity, etc). In
the laboratory, the macro-invertebrates are identified to family level, as a minimum requirement, and to
species level (where possible) and their relative abundances estimated, according to the following scheme:

Abundance category Interpretation
A 1 to 9 specimens in sample
B 10 to 99 specimens in sample
C 100 to 999 specimens in sample
D 1000 to 9999 specimens in sample
E >10, 000 specimens in sample

Terms used in routine reporting of biology data.

BMWP — Biological Monitoring Working Party Score

Scores are assigned to invertebrate families depending on their tolerance of organic pollution. The
individual family scores are added together to give a sample BMWP score, higher scores indicate cleaner
conditions. BMWP scores can vary from 0 (grossly polluted) to 150+ (excellent quality).

TAXA
This is the number of BMWP scoring families found in the sample. There may be additional non-scoring
taxa in the sample which are not recorded here.

ASPT — Average Score Per Taxon
This is the total BMWP score divided by the number of BMWP scoring taxa and is therefore independent of
sample size. ASPT can vary from 0.00 (grossly polluted) to 6.00+ (excellent quality).

LIFE (Family)/ LIFE (Species) — Lotic-invertebrate Index for Flow Evaluation

A flow score is derived for each species/family using the species/family abundance and ecological
association with different flows (see conversion table below). An overall LIFE score is calculated for the
sample from the sum of the individual species/family flow scores divided by the number of scoring
species/families. LIFE scores less than 6.00 generally indicate sluggish or still water conditions. As
current velocity increases, so do LIFE scores. LIFE values greater than 7.5 indicate very fast flows.

Abundance categories

Flow group A (1-9) B (10-99) C (100-999) D/E (1000+)
| Rapid 9 10 11 12

Il Moderate/fast 8 9 10 11

Il Slow/sluggish 7 7 7 7

IV Flowing/standing 6 5 4 3

V Standing 5 4 3 2

VI Drought resistant 4 3 2 1
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Reference

Extence C., Balbi DM. and Chadd RP. 1999. River flow indexing using British benthic macro-invertebrates:
a framework for setting hydro-ecological objectives. Regulated Rivers Research and Management 15:

543-574.

For more information on these indices contact the Biology team at the Environment Agency, Spalding.

62 /65



Appendix 3: River Reach Definition

Splitting the river network into homogeneous habitat reaches using river segmentation technique.

Rivers were split into reaches using a segmentation approach based on spatial similarity for a series of
indices representing habitat structure. The approach consists of selecting a series of indices or attributes
to represent channel morphology that are modelled and predicted using map-derived attributes such as
slope, discharge, land use etc. The models are then implemented at regular intervals (e.g. every 500 m)
along the river network. The predictions for contiguous river sections are compared and clustered using a
statistical spatial clustering algorithm so as to maximise the variance between clusters and minimise the
variance within clusters (or reach). Clusters can then be aggregated in the shape of river reaches whose
variability can be described and predicted.

For the derivation of river reaches for ToolHab, habitat was defined as a combination of four structural
elements: channel substrate, flow regime, erosion and deposition patterns and channel vegetation
structure. River reaches were defined as homogeneous stretches of river with regards to the four structural
elements as observed and as they would be in natural or near-natural conditions. The four habitats
structural elements were derived using field data from the River Habitat Survey (RHS). The RHS is a
methodology for recording habitat features that has been applied to more than 25,000 500m river sections
in England and Wales since 1994 (Raven et al. 1997). The survey is organised in two major sections:
'spot-checks' and 'sweep-up'. The spot-checks are a series of ten 1 m wide transects across the channel
at 50 m intervals, where bank and channel physical structure, as well as man-made modifications, land
uses and vegetation structure, are recorded in a replicable manner.

Spot-check data on channel substrate, flow types, erosion and deposition features and channel vegetation
were collated in four separate tables showing the occurrence of individual features (e.g. for channel
substrate, the individual substrate types: bedrock, boulders, cobbles, gravel pebbles, sand, silt, clay, peat
and artificial) across 10 spot-checks for existing RHS semi-natural sites. A semi-natural site is defined as a
site with little or no signs of man-made modifications to the channel or the banks (Raven et al. 1997). The
tables were analysed using Correspondence Analysis to extract the most important dimensions that were
used as indices for describing the four habitat structural elements.

One of the four indices, the Channel Substrate Index (CSI) is represented in the figure below. The chart
was derived for a subset of 1881 semi-natural RHS sites with no obvious signs of modifications and no
missing values. The sites were grouped into 31 bins based on their CSI index value and the chart
displays, for each bin, the average occurrence of 7 channel substrate types. Finer sediments dominate on
the left hand side of the chart (larger negative CSI). The CSI describes a gradient from fine sediment
dominated rivers to coarse sediment typical of a upland-lowland shift in substrate size with increasing
distance to source and accounted for about 20% of the total variability found in the data. The other indices
described similar gradients.

Mean substrate occurrence against substrate index values

Derived from all RHS sites with no missing values (n=10136)

104 Variable
= Bedrock
= Boulders

Cobbles
w8+ = Grav-Pebl
ki Sand
'g o Silt
§ 6
o
-
®
]

g 4-
(=]
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0 et et —— A,
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Substrate index value (median value per group)
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The 4 indices were modelled against a series of GIS attributes using linear regression best subset selection
procedure and tested using a jack-knife cross-validation technique. The models were spatially corrected
using a series of methods. A simple methodology was to reiterate the existing model and add additional
variables representing the index value for the closest RHS on the river network along with the site distance
and its location upstream or downstream. Another method was to perform geostatistical analyses on the
main model residuals (Bivand et al., 2008). The outputs from all models were compared and the best
models were selected.

Two sets of predictive models were derived for the four structural elements indices: one predicting habitat
structure as observed during field survey and one predicting habitat structure as it would appear if the sites
were semi-natural. The first model set was produced using all existing RHS sites, whether modified or not,
and the second set was produced using only semi-natural sites. The R-square values for the best models
are presented in the table below.

Amongst the four indices, the Channel Substrate and the Flow indices had the highest level of predictability
with R-square at 68% and 56% respectively. The model for channel vegetation and activity in comparison
explained 48% and 42% of the variability. Predictions for semi-natural sites showed similar levels of
predictability despite the much reduced sample sizes. Spatial corrections brought about slight to moderate
increases in predictive ability for the Channel Substrate, the Flow and the Activity Indices and quite
significant improvements for the Channel Vegetation Index. Altogether, the predictive ability of the index
value models was satisfactory.

Predictive models produced |Predictive models produced using
using all sites semi-natural sites only
Indices Main model Main model with Main model Main model with
spatial spatial component
component
Channel 68% 70.4% 66% 70%
Substrate Index n =9492 n = 5857 n=1759 n =604
Flow Index 55.9% 61% 53.6% 67.2%
n=12983 n = 8282 n = 1997 n = 889
Channel 47.9% 58.7% 52.2% 67.6%
Vegetation Index n=11196 n=7811 n = 2036 n =853
Activity Index 42.4% 47.8% 35.3% 44.3%
n=12870 n=29261 n=2140 n =986

The spatially corrected predictive models were applied to all 500 m sections on the 15 rivers part of the
DSS to predict observed and semi-natural values for all four indices. Adjacent 500 m sections were
grouped using a spatial clustering freeware called VAST (Brenden et al. 2008). VAST was designed for
clustering contiguous river segments based on their similarity with regards to attributes or indices and their
spatial position within the river network. VAST offers a series of options for clustering river sections.
Clustering can be performed starting from the top of the river or the bottom or it can be done randomly or
based on similarity levels using various distance measures, linkage methods and affinity threshold values.

Each river was clustered by running the VAST algorithm using various combinations of options. The
outputs were assessed using the Calinksi and Harabasz (1974) index (CH index), a ratio that compares
variance between and within clusters. The fours indices were also plotted against the distance to source
so as to allow visual checks and the identification of the most optimal solution. Sometimes, clustering was
corrected following visual checks when obvious breaks in structural elements index values had been
missed out by the clustering algorithm. An example of clustering is shown in the figures below. The first
figure shows the best cluster combination found using VAST and the CH index. The second figure shows
the distribution of the 4 index values for each 500m point and cluster (in colour) from source to mouth.

The sections within each cluster were aggregated into river reaches using GIS ArcView. The resulting
maps were circulated to Environment Agency staff for comments as Google Earth kmz files and in pdf
format.
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Display of river segmentation for the river Nidd
Each dot represents a 500m section
Calinski Harabasz index = 235.7
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