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PROGRAMME

The River Restoration Centre 10* Annual Network Conference 2009

University of Nottingham

Day 1: Wednesday 1st April 2009

9.00 —10.20

REGISTRATION & TEA/COFFEE

Lecture Theatre 3

10.30

10.35

10.55

11.20

Announcements: Martin Janes (Rever Restoration Centre)

Introduction: Karen Fisher (River Restoration Centre Chairman)

Keynote Speaker: Alastair Driver (Environment Agency). River Restoration —
Quo Vadis?

Discussion

Lecture Theatre 3

Session 1

CHAIR
11.30

11.50

12.10

12.30

12.50

Policy and Project Frameworks

Alastair Driver (Environment Agency)

Jonathan Gibson (Environment Agency). Progress toward provision of new or
amended powers to deliver the hydromorphology requirements of the Water
Framework Directive.

Richard Sharp & Wendy Brooks (Environment Agency). Greater working with
natural processes to reduce flood risk.

Colin Thorne (Nottingham University). Science base and tools for evaluating
stream restoration project proposals.

Discussion

LUNCH

5 mins

20 mins

25 mins

10 mins

20 mins

20 mins

20 mins

20 mins

1hr 10
mins



Session 2

CHAIR

14.00

14.15

14.30

14.45

Session 3
15.05

Day 1 Continued

Hydromorphology

Lecture Theatre 3

Geraldene Wharton (Queen Mary,

University of London)

Lucy Bolton (Environment Agency).
River restoration measures to reduce
hydromorphological pressures and
achieve good ecological potential for
the Water Framework Directive.

Jean-René Malavoi (Office National de
IEan et des Milienx Aquatiques).
Restoring river hydromorphology:
concepts and examples in France

Nick Haycock (Haycocks Associates).
Renaturalisation of Lingmell Beck,
Wastwater: a case study of gravel river
restoration.

Discussion

Social and Community
Benefits

Lecture Theatre 2

Malcolm Newson (Tyne Rivers
Trust)

Alison Holt (Sheffield University). The
importance of social networks for
urban river regeneration.

Martin Gilchrist (Living River).
Restoring an urban river in Salisbury
with volunteers: contributing to
community cohesion.

Hester Kapur (OnTrent). Trent Vale
Landscape Partnership - engaging
communities with river restoration.

Discussion

POSTERS & TEA/COFFEE

15 mins

15 mins

15 mins

20 mins

45 mins



Session 4

CHAIR
15.50

16.05

16.20

16.35

Session 5

Day 1 Continued

A - Flood Risk
Management and
Ecological Gain

Lecture Theatre 3

Mervyn Bramley (Independent
Engineer and Environmentalist)
George Harley (Faber Maunsell).
Maximising environmental
opportunities in reality.

Andrew Cooper & Jamie Farnell
(Nicholas Pearson Associates). Flood
resilience and environmental gain in
Boscastle.

George Gerring (Environment Agency).

Assessing the ecological value of a
recently created flood alleviation
scheme — the Jubilee River.

Discussion

B — Future Scenarios

Lecture Theatre 2

Karen Fisher (KR Fisher Consultancy
Ltd)

Chris Conroy (Cascade Consulting).
Exploration of emerging technologies
with applications in river restoration.

Peter Brunner (Roya/ Haskoning). Climate
change proofing North East England:
benefits for river and sediment
management.

Tim Hess (Cranfield University). Changing

land use and hydrological status of some
lowland flood plains in England.

Discussion

Improving Spatial Connectivity

Lecture Theatre 3

CHAIR
17.05

17.20

17:35

17.50
18.10

18.25

18.30

19.30

Andrew Gill (Cranfield University)

Graeme Peirson (Environment Agency) Get connected — fish and floodplains in UK

rivers.

Josee Peress (Office National de 'Eau et des Milienx Aquatigues). Weir and dam
removal and river channel reinstatement

Karen Potter (Liverpool University). Spatial planning and floodplain restoration —

in the “Pitts”?

Discussion

Open Discussion

End of Day 1

Newark Bar opens in Newark Hall of Residence

CONFERENCE DINNER
Served at 20.00

15 mins

15 mins

15 mins

20 mins

15 mins

15 mins

15 mins

20 mins

15 mins



PROGRAMME

The River Restoration Centre 10" Annual Network Conference 2009

University of Nottingham

Day 2: Thursday 2nd April 2009

8.30 - 8.50 REGISTRATION FOR DAY DELEGATES
Lecture Theatre 3

9.00 Announcements

9.05 Keynote Speaker: Chris Spray (SEPA). From Darlington to the Dales,

Skerne to the sea. Origins and objectives — where next for river restoration?

9.30 Discussion

Session 6  Living with Rivers and Floodplains

Lecture Theatre 3

CHAIR Chris Spray (Director of Environmental Science, SEPA)

9.40 John Joyce (IPA Energy + Water Economics). What are the trade-offs when
aiming for a quantitative balance in the River Rother?

9.55 Paul Chapman & Alison Taylor (Lewisham Council). Can river restoration
benefit social cohesion? A case study.

10.10 Ruth Needham (OnTrend). Making space for water in the Trent River basin —a
collaborative approach.

10.25 Discussion

10.40 TEA & COFFEE

(10.40) Optional pre-booked site visit — Day Brook, Nottingham

A small-scale urban river restoration project

5 mins

25 mins

10 mins

15 mins

15 mins

15 mins

15 mins

30 mins

(1 hr 50)



Day 2 - PARALLEL SESSION PROGRAMME

Session 7

CHAIR

11:10

11.25

11.40

11.55

12.15
12.30

A Question of Scale

Lecture Theatre 3
Kevin Skinner (Jacobs UK 1.1d)

11dik6 Toth (North-Transdanubian District
Environment and Water Directorate). Mosoni-
Danube rehabilitation project.

Ulrika Aberg (Leeds University). Past,
present and future approaches to river
rehabilitation in Japan.

Pete Worrall (Penny Anderson Associates).

Minimal impact restoration — is it worth all
the effort?

New Tools for Restoration

Lecture Theatre 2

Archie Ruggles-Brise (Association of
Rivers Trusts)

David Higgins (Durbam University). Using
advances in modelling techniques to explore
catchments with a view to identifying
locations in need of restoration.

David Hetherington (Arup). Utilisation of
terrestrial laser scanner data to rapidly map
instream habitat.

Tony Green (/BA). Reconnecting Paleo
Channels — no problem? Recent experiences
and solutions.

STREAM - Practical approaches to

restoration, and integrating
management of the river and floodplain

Room C33

Jenny Mant (RRC)

Allan Frake (Environment Agency). Here’s one
we tried earlier: a practical guide to
implementing restoration on lowland rivers
(25 minutes).

Joanna Eyquem (Roya/ Haskoning). Linking
river and floodplain management — a step-
by-step guide to developing operating
protocols for water level control structures
(25 minutes).

Panel Discussion (10 minutes)

Discussion Discussion 20 mins
Interval 15 mins
LLUNCH 1 hour



Session 8

CHAIR
13:30

13.45

14.00

14.15

Day 2 Continued

‘In’vertebrate Communities
Lecture Theatre 2
Jenny Wheeldon (Natural England)

Ros Kaye (Environment Agency). Day
Brook Water Meadow Project: small-
scale urban river restoration of the Day
Brook, Nottingham.

Richard Hellier (Environment Agency).
Dagenham Washlands: innovative
approaches to floodplain restoration and
integration with the wider physical and
social landscape.

Vicky Kindemba (Baglife). Using river
restoration to re-establish invertebrate
communities.

Discussion

Restoration Potential
Lecture Theatre 3
Judy England (Environment Agency)

David Bradley (APEM Ltd). Establishing
the real Bourne identity — a twin track
approach to assessing habitat diversity
and identifying appropriate river
restoration needs.

Ilse Steyl (Arup). Potential for
restoration on the Hermitage Stream,
Hampshire.

Di Hammond (River Restoration Centre).
Upper Gade restoration Options
Appraisal.

Discussion

15 mins

15 mins

15 mins

15 mins



Day 2 Continued

Session 9 Where next?
Lecture Theatre 3

CHAIR Colin Thorne (University of Nottinghanm)

14.35 Kevin Skinner (Jacobs UK Ltd) et al. 15 years of expetience — what have we learnt 15 mins
and how has practice changed?

14.50 Dave Webb (Environment Agency) & Rob Oates (Thames Rivers Restoration Trusi). 15 mins
The London Rivers Action Plan.
15.05 Will Bond (AlaskA). River restoration - entering a phase of boom and bust? 15 mins
15.20 Discussion and closing remarks 25 mins
*rkkkkk End of Conference *¥*k** ,
15.45 30 mins

TEA & COFFEE **[please hand in feedback forms and badges]**

16.45 End of Day 2 and evening arrangements

Allowances are made in the schedule to move between rooms, times listed are session start times.



RIVER RESTORATION - QUO VADIS?

Alastair Driver, Conservation Policy Manager, Environment Agency

The Environment Agency and its predecessor bodies having been carrying out river
restoration and enhancement for nature conservation reasons for at least 25 years. In the
1980s, this work was almost entirely opportunistic, funded on the back of flood defence
schemes and fisheries projects. Systematic ecological and geomorphological monitoring was
rare and detailed post-project appraisal was just a pipedream. Then, at the oft-celebrated 1990
River Conservation and Management conference in York, a bunch of enthusiastic and
alcoholically-challenged individuals from the National Rivers Authority and associated
organisations, conceived the idea of the River Restoration Project, which then spawned the
River Restoration Centre. This was going to change the face of river restoration in the UK
forever by demonstrating that:

(1) large-scale strategic river restoration is achievable and benefits wildlife and
people;

(i)  comprehensive monitoring before, during and after, on at least a selection of
schemes, is essential for ensuring that future scheme designs achieve their
objectives;

(iii)  a suitably resourced, independent information network can play a major role in
promoting best practice in river restoration.

So, nearly 20 years on from York and 10 years on from the birth of the RRC, how much have
things changed? Are we more strategic with our scheme selection and delivery or are we still
largely driven by opportunity for partnership working? If the answer is the latter, is there
much we can do about it? And what of monitoring and post-project appraisal? Have we made
significant progress? If not, why not? Who needs to do what to change that? All these
questions and more will be tackled by this presentation, which will also use the author’s
recent informal appraisals of early river restoration and enhancement schemes with which he
was involved, to illustrate how things have changed — or not!



PROGRESS TOWARD PROVISION OF NEW OR AMENDED
POWERS TO DELIVER THE HYDROMORPHOLOGY
REQUIREMENTS OF THE WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE

Jonty Gibson, Hydromorphology Policy & Process Advisor, Environment Agency

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) requires that a programme of measures to address all
pressures that affect the status of water bodies, including hydromorphological conditions, is
made operational by 22™ December 2012. In this context the term ‘measures’ is taken to refer
to planned action on the ground as well as legal mechanisms to ensure that appropriate action
can be taken.

In February 2007 Defra and the Welsh Assembly Government published a consultation on
mechanisms to deliver WFD requirements on hydromorphology. In response to that
consultation the Environment Agency noted that they and other WFD co-deliverers lack
adequate powers and duties to protect or improve the hydromorphological condition of water
bodies as necessary to achieve the mandatory environmental objectives of the WFD. Similar
issues were raised by other consultees.

Since publication of our consultation response the Environment Agency has been working
closely with Defra and the Welsh Assembly Government to identify ways in which we can
close these identified gaps.

The gaps in legal mechanisms to ensure WFD compliance principally relate to our ability to
prevent deterioration in water body ecological status or potential. However, there are also
potentially significant issues in relation to our ability to act to improve hydromorphological
conditions for the purpose of achieving the water body status objectives. The Environment
Agency is pursuing legislative change to address both these policy areas.

For the ‘no deterioration’ aspect of WFD compliance we are looking to address the following
issues:

! flood defence consenting legislation provides limited scope for placing conditions on
consents to prevent, limit or mitigate damage to hydromorphological conditions

I existing pollution prevention legislation does not currently permit the application of
measures solely for the purpose of preventing hydromorphological damage

{ the Environment Agency has limited scope to act itself or to compel others to improve
hydromorphological conditions where recent damage has been caused

! the level of duty placed on drainage authorities to secure compliance with the
requirements of WFD is inconsistent among these bodies

For the ‘improvement’ aspect of WFD compliance we are looking at ways in which the
Environment Agency can act to improve hydromorphological conditions in water bodies
impacted by historic activities. Clarification is being sought on our ability to act in cases
where, for example, no responsible party can be found or where the past damaging activities
were legally compliant at the time.
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GREATER WORKING WITH NATURAL PROCESSES TO REDUCE
FLOOD RISK

Richard Sharp, Environment Agency and Wendy Brooks, Policy Manager, Flood and Coastal Risk
Management Policy, Environment Agency

The Government’s Making Space for Water (MSfW) programme established working with
natural processes as one of the tools to reduce flood risk. Doing so can, in the right
circumstances, help to reduce costs, ensure that schemes are more sustainable and provide
benefits for biodiversity. The new outcome measures for Flood and Coastal Erosion (as
developed by Defra) encourage the Environment Agency and other operating authorities to
deliver flood and coastal risk management schemes which achieve multiple objectives.

Making Space for Water recognised the need to “make more space for water” in the
environment through, for example, appropriate use of realignment to widen river corridors
and areas of inter-tidal habitat, and of multi-functional wetlands that provide wildlife and
recreational resource and reduce coastal squeeze on habitats like saltmarsh. The greater use of
washlands and wetlands, realignment of river channels and reconnection of rivers with their
floodplain can all help store and slow water to reduce flooding downstream and mitigate peak
flows.

This concept is also recognised within the European Union Directive 2007/60/EC on the
Assessment and Management of Flood Risks (the Floods Directive), which must be
transposed into domestic legislation by November 2009. The introduction to the Directive sets
out the intent and reasoning behind it and calls for the preparation of flood risk management
plans, which should focus on prevention, protection and preparedness. With a view to giving
rivers more space, they should consider where possible the maintenance and/or restoration of
floodplains, as well as measures to prevent damage to human health, the environment, cultural
heritage and economic activity.

Most recently the Pitt Review into the summer floods of 2007 made a key recommendation
that Defra, the Environment Agency and Natural England should work with partners to
establish a programme through Catchment Flood Management Plans and Shoreline
Management Plans to achieve greater working with natural processes. Led by the
Environment Agency, this group has helped to define how natural processes can manage
flood risk. It is clear that natural processes can help to deliver flood and coastal risk
management, but the question is how much it can contribute, what other public benefits can
be delivered and how much it will cost compared with other approaches, such as using hard
defences.
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SCIENCE BASE AND TOOLS FOR EVALUATING STREAM
RESTORATION PROJECT PROPOSALS

Brian Cluer, Peter Skidmore, Colin Thorne, Janine Castro, George Pess, Tim Beechie and Conor
Shea (Nottingham University)

Stream restoration, stabilisation or enhancement projects typically employ site-specific
designs, and site-scale habitat improvement projects have become the default solution to
many habitat problems and constraints. Such projects are often planned and implemented
without thorough consideration of the broader scale problems that may be contributing to
habitat degradation, attention to project resiliency to flood events, accounting for possible
changes in climate or watershed and use, or ensuring the long-term sustainability of the
project.

To address these issues, NOAA Fisheries and USFWS have collaboratively commissioned
research to develop a science document and accompanying tools to support more consistent
and comprehensive review of stream management and restoration project proposals by
Service staff responsible for permitting. The science document synthesises the body of
knowledge in fluvial geomorphology and presents it in a way that is accessible to the Services
staff biologists, who are not trained experts in this field. Accompanying the science
document are two electronic tools: a Project Information Checklist to assist in evaluating
whether a proposal includes all the information necessary to allow critical and thorough
project evaluation; and a Project Evaluation Tool (in flow chart format) that guides reviewers
through the steps necessary to critically evaluate the quality of the information submitted, the
goals and objectives of the project, project planning and development, project design,
geomorphic-habitat-species relevance, and risks to listed species. Materials for training
Services staff and others in the efficient use of the science document and tools have also been
developed.

The longer term goals of this effort include: enabling consistent and comprehensive reviews
that are completed in a timely fashion by regulators; facilitating improved project planning
and design by proponents; encouraging projects that are attuned to their watershed and
geomorphic contexts; questioning perceived constraints on project design; reducing the use of
hard structures and encouraging deformability; promoting designs that address both risk and
uncertainty in applying engineering design standards; allowing for future climate and land use
changes; and encouraging post-project monitoring, appraisal and project aftercare.
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RIVER RESTORATION MEASURES TO REDUCE
HYDROMORPHOLOGICAL PRESSURES AND ACHIEVE GOOD
ECOLOGICAL POTENTIAL FOR THE WATER FRAMEWORK
DIRECTIVE

Lucy Bolton and Amanda Veal, Environment Agency

For the protection and improvement of the ecology of river water bodies, management of
hydromorphology and physical habitat is required under the Water Framework Directive. This
includes sensitive and sustainable management of current operations and restoration of
habitats. To this aim in England and Wales the Environment Agency and its co-deliverers
have assessed the risk of impact to ecology from the physical modification of habitat in river
water bodies. Where physical modification has substantially changed the character of the
water body it may be designated as heavily modified.

In natural water bodies the Water Framework Directive objective is to reach and maintain
Good Ecological Status. For heavily modified water bodies the objective is to reach and
maintain Good Ecological Potential. In these cases the improvements required take into
account the extent to which the aquatic ecosystem can be improved given the heavily
modified characteristics of the water body that are necessary for its use. It is a balance
between improving the ecology, whilst maintaining the use.

Interim results in England and Wales for river heavily modified water bodies show that there
is a substantial requirement for river restoration to achieve some of the objectives of the
Water Framework Directive. Up to 80% of the heavily modified water bodies in a river basin
district require river restoration measures.

We currently assume that by implementing these restoration measures we are likely to
achieve Good Ecological Potential, however our understanding of how measures will directly
impact biological quality elements and consequently quality class is limited. = The
hydromorphological pressure/biological impact relationship is little understood, and
consequently the impact of measures on this relationship is largely unquantified.

We are developing trials using catchment-scale pilots of mitigation measures to investigate
the impact of measures on biological quality elements. We will be increasing the evidence
base and scientific support for measures to ensure we target these in the most effective and
efficient manner. Catchment trials developed will be identified and reported in the first River
Basin Management Plans.
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RESTORING THE RIVER'S HYDROMORPHOLOGY:
CONCEPTS AND EXAMPLES IN FRANCE

Jean René Malavoi' and Philippe Adam’

'Office National de I’Eau et des Milieux Aquatiques (ONEMA). Péle Onema-Cemagref - 3 bis quai
Chauveau, BP 220 - 69336 LYON cedex 9, France

’BIOTEC. 65-67 cours de la Liberté. 69003 LYON, France

Since 2000, the European Water Framework Directive (WFD) has set ambitious
environmental objectives for the ecological status of rivers and has put an emphasis on river
continuity. However, the WFD risk assessments, carried out in 2004, showed that
hydromorphological pressures and impacts are one of the most important risks of failing to
achieve WFD objectives. The poor physical characteristics of many surface water bodies
(channel bed and banks) prevents natural hydromorphological processes from taking place.

Good hydromorphological process can be described by the following parameters: a diversity
in flow patterns, unprotected natural river banks, mobile gravel shoals, varied riparian
vegetation, wooded fluvial corridor, connected side channels and in particular a free fluvial
dynamic.

Following decades or even centuries of excessive river channelisation, gravel extraction, and
weir and dam creation, tens of thousands of kilometres of French watercourses have been left
without the conditions necessary for natural hydromorphological processes to take place.
Human intervention has resulted in a large number of morphological and ecological
alterations and malfunctions that varies according to the type of river, the length of the
modified stretch and the age and scale of the works. In addition, many of these interventions
are multiple: for example, channel straightening plus overwidening plus bank reinforcement.
The restoration that is required to reinstate more natural river processes will therefore often be
complex.

The first part of the presentation on hydromorphological restoration will deal with the main
types of human intervention that frequently occur in rivers and their resulting
hydromorphological and ecological impact. The second part will present the underlying
concepts and principles of river restoration, illustrated by examples in France. These
principles set different levels of restoration objectives for each type of physical alteration
according to the river’s capacity to adjust and the land allowance along the watercourse.
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RENATURALISATION OF LINGMELL BECK, WASTWATER:
A CASE STUDY OF GRAVEL RIVER RESTORATION

Dr Nick Haycock, Haycock Associates Limited

Lingmell Beck, at the head of Wasdale, flows into Wastwater. Both the beck and Wastwater
are Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Wastwater is an important European Special Area
of Conservation. For the last two years The National Trust has been working to find a way to
naturalise Lingmell Beck as part of a long-term scheme to reverse the damage caused by the
previous bridges. Haycock Associates Limited have been asked to renaturalise the beck and
test new through bridge designs and channel modifications to restore the beck’s
geomorphology.

The beck is a rare spawning ground of the threatened Arctic Char fish. Its survival depends
strongly upon the flow conditions of Lingmell Beck. Currently the bridge embankments
funnel the beck into a narrow channel. This makes the river flow too fast and deep for fish
migration. In addition the road embankments cross the beck’s floodplain and act as a dam
during high flows. This causes significant flooding of both the National Trust assets and the
surrounding farmland. Issues with sediment build up behind the bridge have also been
factored into the scheme. The antagonistic flood regime is resulting in distorted
geomorphological processes and the new scheme aims to redress these issues.

The proposed bridge has been chosen because it works in harmony with the river’s vitally
important natural processes, providing multiple benefits to the environment. It fits into the
natural landscape and continues to provide public access. The bridge has been designed to
allow the re-establishment of a dynamic and natural river system. Lingmell Beck will be
allowed to migrate naturally across its floodplain. Braided channels are to be created in the
form and location the river took before its confinement over 90 years ago. Naturalisation of
Lingmell Beck will lead to the redistribution of gravels across the floodplain and restore the
valley geomorphology. The proposed solution aims to reduce flood risk, improve ecology,
increase safety to people in the area and enhance the aesthetics of the valley.

Please see www.nt-hal.co.uk/lingmell for an overview of the scheme. Works are due to begin
March 2009.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF SOCIAL NETWORKS FOR URBAN RIVER
REGENERATION

Alison Holt, Catchment Science Centre, University of Sheffield

Institutions and governance structures in the UK have been set up to deal with, for example,
flooding, urban development and conservation, as separate issues. However, the importance
of integrated water management is now being recognised. Therefore, in addition to formal
governance, society now attempts to organise itself to perform integrated management of
urban river corridors to enhance the environmental, social and economic benefits (ecosystem
services) that they provide. The aim of this study is to understand how society may influence
and enhance the benefits provided by urban waterways. This is achieved by analysing the
social network of stakeholders involved in the regeneration of urban waterways in Sheffield.
The study will demonstrate how understanding the structure of such social networks and what
drives them, may be used to enhance the future governance of waterways regeneration.
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RESTORING AN URBAN RIVER IN SALISBURY WITH
VOLUNTEERS
CONTRIBUTING TO COMMUNITY COHESION

Martin Gilchrist, Living River Project, Natural England

The Living River is a £1 million project that aims to increase awareness and appreciation of
the River Avon and its tributaries with a focus on how the special wildlife of the river has
developed alongside the history of the area. Working with local communities from the river’s
headwaters in the Wiltshire Downs to the sea at Christchurch, the project will involve people
who live and work in the River Avon catchment in the conservation of its natural heritage.
The four year project (2006-2010) is supported by the Heritage Lottery Fund and works
closely with the STREAM project.

The restoration work in Salisbury has the aims of:
{ Providing some naturalness to a heavily engineered section of river;
1 Engaging local people in the work.

All the work is with a 500m radius in the centre of the city. It includes the repair and
upgrading of some existing restoration, the creation of some very high profile marginal
shelves in both the main river channel and the flood relief channel. The majority of this work
has been done through working with volunteers with some sections done by contractor.

We have involved Wildlife Trust Volunteers, BTCV, employees from major local firms,
youth groups and organisations, local secondary schools and socially disadvantaged groups
such as young people permanently excluded from school.

The work that has been done is not cutting edge from an enhancement point of view and we
are using established techniques where there is evidence available on the ecological success.
From a community cohesion point of view we did not set out with the creation of this as an
aim, but realised that our work did contribute. As a result much of our evidence to date is
anecdotal.

There is the possibility of river restoration creating cohesion through delivering well designed
public green space. Additionally cohesion could be created through involving people in the
process of making a difference to their patch and creating a sense of ownership. It could be
measured better however, and we will look at some of these possibilities and the implications
of this for projects including cost and possibilities of new funding.

17



TRENT VALE LANDSCAPE PARTNERSHIP- ENGAGING
COMMUNITIES WITH RIVER RESTORATION

Hester Kapurl, Rob Fitzsimons® and Richard Bennett’

"Trent Vale Community Development Officer

’Trent Vale and External Funding Officer British Waterways

Trent Vale Management Group Member and British Waterways Heritage & Environment Manager

The Trent Vale area includes 55 parishes that are adjacent to the River Trent between Newark
and West Stockwith, an area of approximately 388 square kilometres, within the counties of
Nottinghamshire and Lincolnshire. The river valley has undergone modifications for
navigation and flood defence as well as for mineral extraction, and the Trent Vale Landscape
Partnership scheme aims to reconnect people with the Trent Vale landscape, making
significant change through linking a series of smaller projects. The project has developed
from the OnTrent Initiative, which works across the whole of the River Trent. With funding
from the Heritage Lottery Fund since 2006, a Stage 2 submission has been made for the main
body of implementation work.

Projects have started to improve wildlife habitats within the river valley with farmers and
landowners, understanding and involving people in archaeology and oral and village history,
skills training, creation of visitor destinations, and enhancing the biodiversity value of sites of
gravel extraction. Projects need to improve physical access such as signage, footpaths and
public transport; limit financial barriers by providing value for money local activities that can
be accessed easily, involving less mobile people in audits and design, and marketing to
different audiences.

In order to deliver the projects successfully, Trent Vale staff, partners and communities needs
a strong set of skills:

{ Trained and experienced ecologists, archaeologists, heritage and archiving staff are
needed.

A strong management team that can implement and realise a vision that can be
sustained beyond the ‘3 year delivery stage’.

{ Lateral thinking to stitch together the variety of scattered ideas and projects across The
Vale into a rich tapestry that reconstructs and restores a Vale-wide sense of
community feeling and ownership.

! Community workers who are skilled in consultation, negotiation and neutrality skills
to weave their way through the complex dynamics that exist between the different user
groups.

1 Youth working skills to engage with young people who feel excluded.

! A marketing team which has the ability to draw in new users, and turn a dull brown
river into an inviting and vibrant day out.

f  Perseverance and patience to work with 15 organisations in 2 counties, 3 districts with
7 different user groups, 6 marginalised groups across rural and urban centres.

These skills have been sourced through the constituent partner organisations (County and

District Councils, Wildlife Trusts, Natural England, English Heritage, Environment Agency
and British Waterways) and using specialist consultants.

18



POSTERS

COMPARING SOCIAL AND ECOLOGICAL BENEFITS OF URBAN
RIVER REHABILITATION: EXAMPLES FROM JAPAN AND THE
UK

Ulrika Aberg, Paul Waley and Joseph Holden, School of Geography, University of Leeds, UK

The ecological benefits of river rehabilitation in urban areas can sometimes be questionable,
but the social benefits have, on the other hand, been shown to be significant. This poster
presents the results of a study into biological and social enhancements at two urban river
rehabilitation sites, one in Japan and one in the UK. Japan and the UK might be culturally
quite different, but when it comes to local people’s appreciation for bringing their rivers back
to life, opinions were found to be rather similar. Both these rehabilitation projects, on the
River Skerne in Darlington and on the Izumi River in Yokohama, were carried out in the mid-
1990s and are considered by many agencies to be successful projects.

A questionnaire survey was carried out among the local residents at the two rehabilitation
sites. The survey showed that the majority of people were satisfied with the rehabilitation
projects, and thought that the rehabilitated area had become more attractive. In the Japanese
survey the majority of people also said that they visit the river more often now, that the
wildlife, safety, and recreation opportunities have increased, and that they prefer the
rehabilitated river section over nearby non-rehabilitated sections. In the English survey, the
same answers occurred most frequently. Data from fish and invertebrate surveys in the two
rehabilitated rivers show some changes in species richness and biomass. However, due to
constraints from homogeneous sections downstream (and upstream), pollution inputs, and/or
lack of species pools, the species richness was not as great as might be hoped for in the
different rehabilitated habitat types.
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POSTERS

BRINGING ANCIENT METHODS INTO MODERN RIVER
ENGINEERING - AN EXAMPLE FROM THE RIVER STOUR IN
EAST ANGLIA

Lenka Anstead, PhD Research Student, University of East Anglia

This presentation will demonstrate how a medieval method of erosion control known as
willow spiling could be used more effectively in river management in East Anglia. An
experimental project on the River Stour shows this method’s advantages over structural
engineering and serves as an example for further similar projects in the region. A 50-metre
long unstable site with an erosion rate of up to 1.5 metres per year was chosen to demonstrate
the effectiveness and applicability of willow spiling for a range of different situations.

The River Stour is one of the most important rivers in East Anglia and together with its valley
it belongs to the network of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It is therefore a priority to
leave natural processes working on the river wherever possible. However, there is often
a conflict between land conservation and sustainable river management.

The project site is located in Nayland on the Essex/Suffolk border on part of the river that is
a flood relief channel. The riparian land near the site is used for sheep grazing and recreation
and despite past river engineering interventions, the land serves as a natural floodplain during
wet periods. The river itself contains arange of different habitats with important fish
spawning gravels for a number of species including barbel. However, the rapid river bank
erosion (96 cm of erosion was measured during a 6 month monitoring period from December
2007 to May 2008) represents a hazard to public access and safety, and causes land loss
which is of concern to the landowner. A solution was therefore needed and an experimental
project has been designed and consulted with the Environment Agency, Suffolk Wildlife
Trust and the landowner. The aim was to protect the land and the footpath with minimal
impact on natural river processes. This may seem like a contradiction, but in fact it is not, as |
will show in this presentation.

After the project is completed, further terrestrial surveying of the river geomorphology and
monitoring of willow rooting performance, and its impact on fish, will be carried out. This
information will be made available to other project practitioners via the River Restoration
Centre.
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EFFECTS OF WOODED RIPARIAN ZONES ON RIVER AND
STREAM TEMPERATURE AND BIOTA: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW

D.E. Bowler', J.A. Bussell', D.M. Hannal’, H.G. Orr’ and A.S. Pullin’

!Centre for Evidence-Based Conservation, University of Bangor, UK

“School of Geography, Earth and Environmental Sciences, University of Birmingham, UK
SEnvironment Agency, Environment Centre Wales, UK

The riparian zone has an important role in the ecology of rivers and streams affecting
physical, chemical and biological processes. Riparian woodland influences river heat
exchange processes, hence water column temperature, other water quality variables and
stream biota. The shading effect of trees may become increasingly important in moderating
river thermal regimes with climate change, which is anticipated to increase water temperature
with potentially detrimental impacts on cold water species such as salmonid fish. Wooded
riparian strips have been proposed as a management intervention to limit the consequences of
riparian habitat degradation and bank erosion. We report on the progress of a systematic
review, which employs transparent and rigorous methodology to comprehensively search for,
appraise and synthesize studies that have been conducted on the impacts of woodland for
stream temperature and biotic communities. This review aims to provide the best available
evidence on the effectiveness of riparian buffers in adding ecological value to freshwater
habitats and to buffer the extremes of temperature expected under future climate change.
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CHANNEL HABITAT MODIFICATION INFLUENCES
MACROINVERTEBRATE RESPONSE TO FLOW

Michael Dunbar (Centre for Ecology and Hydrology), Chris Extence, Mark Warren and Lucy Baker
(Environment Agency)

Here we describe the results of two studies which used national Environment Agency
monitoring data to describe common patterns in the response of one particular biotic index,
LIFE (Lotic Invertebrate index for Flow Evaluation) to the combined effects of flow
(discharge, measured in m?/s) changes and habitat modification.

Environmental agencies tend to use biotic metrics or indices for status assessment, especially
when methods are required which have broad applicability. As indices necessarily condense
high dimensional data, the question remains as to whether information is lost in the quest for
broad applicability and “noise” reduction.

Across both upland and lowland sites, LIFE score responded to antecedent high and low
flows. More modified sites not only had lower LIFE scores but also a steeper response of the
LIFE score to antecedent low flows. The results are consistent with the hypothesis that there
is a greater variety of physical habitat niches in less modified channels, and that these habitats
change less as flow changes. Although these results are to some extent unsurprising, this is
the first time this has been demonstrated using routine monitoring data, and the first time
parameters have been estimated for these effects.

This was not a specific study of river rehabilitation, so any inferences about changes in
channel structure are based on a space-for-time substitution assumption. The quantitative
relationships are based on relatively large datasets, so although caution is certainly warranted,
this work provides some useful pointers. It is the first study to demonstrate that the LIFE
index is influenced not only by river discharge but also physical habitat quality, and that there
are interactions between these two factors. This reinforces the notion that river management
needs to consider changes to flow regimes and channel structure together and provides a
preliminary mechanism for quantification and comparison on a common scale. Second, the
relationships are in the expected direction and there is considerable commonality across
lowland and upland sites. Third, by examining the responses of the taxa making up the
different LIFE Flow Groups, mechanisms can be explained. Finally, the results demonstrate
that less modified channels are more resilient to flow changes. This finding is very important
if future climate change leads to more extreme river flow patterns.
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FIFTEEN YEARS ON - HOW WE HAVE UNDERTAKEN
RESTORATION IN NE AREA OF THAMES REGION OF THE
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY

Judy England, Chris Catling and Sarah Scott, Environment Agency Thames Region

In 2004 we presented the ten years of enhancement, restoration and rehabilitation work
undertaken in the NE area of Thames Region of the Environment Agency. Over the last 5
years we have added extensively to the projects undertaken. A team of Engineers, Ecologists
and Fisheries Officers continues to collaborate on numerous projects. This poster highlights
the location, aims and extent of the work with a couple of key examples.

The advent and implementation of the North London River Restoration Plan have focused
some of our efforts within North London where we are working in collaboration with various
London boroughs to implement schemes.

In the more rural sections of the area we are working to improve our chalk streams with their
high conservation status and biodiversity interest within the chalk stream Habitat Action Plan.
Historic anthropogenic influences on these watercourses have included a series of mill
structures and cress beds. Negotiation with land and mill owners to create bypass channels
and reduce impoundments has often been long and protracted but has led to some very
successful schemes. We are working to not only improve the habitat quality but also restore
the flows.

Elsewhere we have undertaken wetland restoration, creation of backwaters and channel
narrowing in both the rural and more challenging urban sections of the area.

This reflection on past schemes is an intrinsic component of a more strategic approach to

restoration planned within the area. By learning from past successes and failures we can
make more of a difference in the future.
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RIVER RESTORATION AT THE CATCHMENT SCALE IN
SCOTLAND: CURRENT STATUS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Prof David Gilvear', Roser Casas' & Dr Chris Spray’
!Centre for River EcoSystem Science, University of Stirling
“Scottish Environment Protection Agency

The aim of the present works was to determine the nature and level of catchment-scale river
restoration activity in Scotland. Catchment-scale river restoration was defined as “any river
restoration activity that singly, or in combination, restores natural catchment processes and a
naturally functioning ecosystem and brings benefit or environmental services to the whole
catchment and not just to the site of restoration”. The method of data collection was
principally by soliciting information and views from key stakeholders and practitioners in the
field of river restoration. The following key findings were apparent:

River restoration should be underpinned by a good understanding of catchment processes
taking into account longitudinal, lateral and vertical connectivity within the natural systems
and also timescales of response. River restoration projects that restore processes and target
more than one outcome should be the goal.

From a stakeholder’s and practitioner’s perspective SEPA’s river basin planning process was
seen as potentially providing a framework for the delivery of river restoration at the
catchment scale. However a number of limitations were identified as hindering the process
including lack of national strategy and coordination, and funding. Organisations within
Scotland with a role to play in river restoration stressed the need for partnerships in delivering
restoration, and that the role of the Scottish Government is to develop the mechanism and
funding streams and for SEPA to coordinate delivery. A current limitation is that few
organisations have specific and detailed knowledge on how to plan and undertake river
restoration and there is a general feeling that a centralised river restoration database in
Scotland and river restoration ‘best practice guidelines’ are absent.

Traditionally, river restoration has focused on a single driver, with fisheries being the most
important followed by biodiversity. Sustainable flood management and climate change
adaptation are seen as emerging drivers of river restoration. Most individuals appreciate that
river restoration can bring about multiple benefits, but a lack of scientific assessment and
monitoring makes this difficult to assess. This was demonstrated by the fact that few projects
had specific targets and indicators of success.

Catchment-scale river restoration initiatives in Scotland are limited in number and of those
that do exist few have extended beyond the planning and baseline survey stages. River
restoration activity overall, however, is on the increase.

CRESS believes that river restoration operating at the catchment scale will over the next 25
years bring about substantial improvement in the environmental quality of river corridors
together with linked environmental services and help the Scottish Government meet many of
its obligations associated with EU Directives and climate change.
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REVISITING SINDERLAND BROOK, ALTRINGHAM,
EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL OF AN AWARD WINNING
SCHEME

Dr Nick Haycock, Haycock Associates Limited

Sinderland Brook was winner of the Natural Environment category at the 2008 Water
Renaissance awards. The scheme is the largest restoration in England, and was part of the
Stamford Brook housing development on a piece of land the National Trust had bequeathed to
them to raise money for the running of Dunham Massey Estate. The National Trust worked
together with the developers (Taylor Wimpey and Redrow) to develop sustainable housing on
a commercial scale. This development, which worked with its riverine and floodplain
environment, will have significant repercussions across the UK in the years ahead, and has
been subject to appraisal by the Pitt Review team