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Cotswold Rivers Trust, Windrush and Sherbourne Brook (TH004)
“How to use” guide for the River Restoration Centre’s monitoring Protocol:
Key: 
· Target/why – What is the overall objective of the works which are to be monitored?
· What – What are you trying to observe from your monitoring? E.g. increased sinuosity and habitat heterogeneity through re-meandering and adding large wood / reduction in nutrient inputs by installing SuDS.
· How – What techniques are being used to collect data and what assessment methods are you using? E.g. electro-fishing monitoring diversity, abundance, density, length and age. 
· When – When are you collecting data (month/season)? Duration/length of monitoring period, how many sampling repeats, how regularly?
· Who – Who is the individual and/or organisation responsible for monitoring? Will this be done by more than one organisation?
· Data – Do you have access to any pre-project data? E.g. monitoring data from the Environment Agency.
· Cost – Cost of monitoring. Are all costs in kind, or are there expenditures for e.g. external lab analysis.
· Which WFD objective is this helping to achieve – Which WFD quality element will be addressed by your works? If not WFD, does the work/undertaking aim to improve favourable conditions (for designated sites or species, e.g. SSSI/SAC/SPA/BAP) or does it relate to any other policy drivers (e.g. public engagement, socio-economics, flood management, ecosystem services)
· Priority and confidence: 
Priority: High/Medium/Low importance that your monitoring method can show potential improvement of the related WFD quality element; the favourable condition (i.e. designated site or species such as SSSI, SAC, SPA, BAP); and/or other policy drivers (e.g. socio-economics, flood management, ecosystem services).
Confidence: High/Medium/Low confidence that the monitoring is robust, suitable and has the potential to show what you are trying to observe within the CRF project time limit.
· On target – Are the monitoring tasks outlined running to schedule? If no, why not?
· Reporting tool and reporting output – How will your collected monitoring data be recorded and the analysis outputs reported?
	Target/Why
What is the overall objective of the works which are to be monitored?
	What
What are you trying to observe from your monitoring?
	How
What methods are you going to use?
	When
What periods over the year and how often? (to indicate variability)
And where if possible
	Who
Who is going to do this?
	Data
What existing data is available in addition to the monitoring being outlined here
	Cost
(can be in kind)
	Which WFD quality element is this helping to achieve?
If not WFD specify (e.g. SSSI, SAC, BAP or other policy driver)
	Priority
High/medium/low linked to WFD or other designation 
	On target
Are the monitoring tasks outlined running to schedule?
(if no specify)

	Key reporting tool and reporting output

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence 
High/medium/low robustness of monitoring
	
	

	Will be different for each project – what is the project aim for the area being photographed? 
	A visual change in (please specify) as a result of (please specify)

	Fixed point photography – (for methodology, refer to RRC’s Practical river monitoring guidance 2011)

X number of photos (state if known) & if points indicated on map (Y/N)
	E.g. before, immediately after and post works recommended (state dates if known, e.g. month and year)
	Project team/ Volunteers
	State if fixed point photography or any anecdotal/ ad-hoc photography prior to CRF
	Through project/ 
In-kind
	State which of the following, the FPP demonstrates:
 a) WFD targets, 
b) designated river or 
c) other e.g. social science targets
	Priority: High (All CRF projects were encouraged to prioritise FPP)
	Yes/ No
	A time-series of fixed point photographs

State if included in e.g. final report


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Please state (only grey if both confidence and priority are High)
	
	


Example of Fixed Point Photography:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Target/Why
What is the overall objective of the works which are to be monitored?
	What
What are you trying to observe from your monitoring?
	How
What methods are you going to use?
	When
What periods over the year and how often? (to indicate variability)
And where if possible
	Who
Who is going to do this?
	Data
What existing data is available in addition to the monitoring being outlined here
	Cost
(can be in kind)
	Which WFD quality element is this helping to achieve?
If not WFD specify (e.g. SSSI, SAC, BAP or other policy driver)
	Priority
High/medium/low linked to WFD or other designation 
	On target
Are the monitoring tasks outlined running to schedule?
(if no specify)
	Key reporting tool and reporting output

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence
High/medium/low robustness of monitoring
	
	

	Increase fish populations and improve instream habitat over approx. 1.5km of the River Windrush to contribute to achieve good ecological status by 2015.
	Increased salmonid spawning habitats for winter 2012/13 spawning season and increased fish numbers from 2013 on by introducing high quality salmonid spawning gravel and large woody debris.
	The fishing club is monitoring catch returns of <11” trout and grayling. 
	The club started counting catch returns 3-4y ago and will continue monitoring (not time bound).
	Cotswold fly fishers
	None
	No cost
	
Fish: good
Invertebrates: high 
Target: Good overall biological quality for 1.5km (failing for macrophytes)

	Priority: Medium (as the WFD quality element, fish, already defined as good)
	Yes
	Compare data, recorded on form/spread sheets.
Final report planned (but not until 4-5 y of post monitoring)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (within CRF time limit)
	
	

	
	
	Electro-fishing survey (instead of redd counts)
	Pre survey: 25th August 2013. 
Post survey: Planned in August 2016
Two sites on the Windrush, in restoration site and downstream.
	EA
	
	EA – no cost
	
	Priority: Low (fish, already defined as good, post-monitoring after CRF time limit)
	Yes
	Compare data from before and after

Data sent from EA






	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (within CRF time limit, but High if continued)
	
	

	
	
	Invertebrates: monitored monthly by trained Riverfly person. 3min kick – standard Riverfly monitoring
	Monitored monthly (except when flooding) since Dec 2011, monitoring is planned to continue (not time bound).

	Cotswold Rivers Trust (CRT)
	Monthly data since Dec 2011
	In kind
	
	Priority: Medium (as the WFD quality element is already defined as high)
	Yes
	Completed standard forms are compared (same month each year) to establish changes in taxa/abundance

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (within CRF time limit, but High if continued)
	
	

	Improve the poor hydrological connectivity with the floodplain and consequential poor groundwater infiltration/ low degree of flood attenuation (R. Windrush).
	Improved hydrological connectivity by removing elevated sections alongside the river, which were formed by the deposit of dredging from the river during 1930’s onwards.
	Fixed-point photography (substitute for hydrological survey)
Comparing location with previous photos (will record points on map)
	No pre-photos available, but will continue with post monitoring.
Quarterly
	CRT
	n/a
	In kind
	Hydrology: not high
Targets: will look into setting targets
	Priority: High
	Yes
	Comparing photos to see how the re-profiling and floodplain develops

Final report planned (but not until 4-5 y of post monitoring)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (no pre-photos, could be difficult to review hydrological condition from photos)
	
	

	Increase water levels in the water meadow system and the number of breeding and over-wintering waders (R. Windrush).
	Improved meadow habitats and reduced flood risk downstream from winter 2012/13 by installing simple flow control structures to enable controlled flooding.
	Fixed-point photography (substitute for habitat monitoring)
	Regularly (quarterly)
	CRT
	n/a
	CRT (staff cost)
	Hydrology: not high
River/meadow has no other identified designation
	Priority: High
	Yes
	Comparing photos to see how the habitats on the water meadows develops (wetland plant development etc)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: High (for reviewing meadow habitats, but Medium for hydrology)
	
	

	Decrease diffuse agricultural pollution and
Sedimentation (R. Windrush).
	Decreased sediment input through fencing and provision of alternative water supplies.
	Invertebrates – 3min kick. 
Will look into using PSI/BMWP indices
	Monitored monthly, planned to continue (not time bound)
	CRT
	Monthly data since Dec 2011
	CRT (staff cost)
	Invertebrates: high
Overall physic-chemical quality: high
Overall specific pollutants quality: high
Morphology: good
	Priority: Medium (as inverts and water quality already defined as high)
	Yes
	Comparing samples to see if pollution /sediment sensitive species increase in taxa and abundance. 
Final report planned (but not until 4-5 y of post monitoring)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (within CRF time limit, but High if continued)
	
	

	
	
	Fixed-point photography (substitute for sediment survey)
	Quarterly
	
	n/a
	
	
	Priority: High
	
	Comparing photos to see how banks/veg develop after fencing, and if gravel keeps clear of silt.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: High
	
	

	Changes to track drainage, cattle drinking areas, and the reduction of access to the Sherborne Brook by livestock.
	Decreased sediment input through fencing and alternative water supplies. Creation of coarse vegetation and deciduous tree buffer strips.
	Invertebrates – 3min kick. 
Will look into using PSI index
	Monthly monitoring commenced Sept 2013 (pre-works), planned to continue (not time bound)
	CRT
	none
	CRT (staff cost)
	Morphology: good

	Priority: Medium (as morphology already defined as high)
	Yes
	Comparing samples to see if sediment sensitive species increase in taxa and abundance. 
Final report planned (but not until 4-5 y of post monitoring)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (within CRF time limit, but High if continued)
	
	

	
	
	Fixed-point photography (substitute for sediment survey)
	Quarterly
	
	n/a
	
	
	Priority: High
	
	Comparing photos to see how banks/veg develop after fencing, and if gravel keeps clear of silt.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: High
	
	

	Reduction of over-shading on the Sherborne Brook.
	Reduction of over-shading by selective coppicing on approximately 800m section of the brook.
	Macrophytes - light, medium, heavy cover
	Will start monitoring now – spring/summer
	CRT
	none
	CRT (staff cost)
	Macrophytes: moderate
Targets: will look into setting targets
	Priority: High
	Monitoring not started
	Anecdotal and looking at development of macrophytes after coppicing. Final report planned (but not until 4-5 y of post monitoring)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (as no pre-data exists)
	
	

	Improve instream habitats by introduction of large woody debris.
	Improved instream habitats by introduction of large woody debris.
	Invertebrates - 3min kick sampling and standard Riverfly monitoring.
	Monthly monitoring commenced Sept 2013 (pre-works), planned to continue (not time bound)
	CRT
	none
	CRT (staff cost)
	Invertebrates: high
Morphology: good
Hydrology: not high
	Priority: Medium (as inverts already defined as high)
	Yes
	Completed forms are compared (same month each year) to establish changes in taxa/abundance. Final report planned (but not until 4-5 y of post monitoring)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: Medium (within CRF time limit, but High if continued)
	
	

	
	
	Fixed-point photography (substitute for habitat survey)
	Quarterly
	
	n/a
	
	
	Priority: High
	
	Comparing photos to see how created habitats succeed and develops.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Confidence: High
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