Challenges in delivering weir removal projects:
Attempting to gain stakeholder buy in and overcoming resistance to
change...
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How weirs affect fish communities

http://www.southeastriverstrust.org/how-weirs-affect-fish-communities/

1 . H d b |tat fragm e ntati ON -barrier to fish migration/movement.

Barbel habitat requirements during crucial
life stages, adapted from Twine (2010).

Adults — cover for daytime
refuge, unobstructed migration
routes to spawning gravels.

Juveniles — shallow riffles. Eggs — clean gravels

and high water quality.

Fry — marginal zones and shallow Larvae — free drifting
bays with low flow and cover. with h[gh oxygen
requirements.
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2. River habitat is degraded - impoundmen.
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3. Sediment transport is halted — inhibits geomorphological

function.

Reference:
- Downward S. & Skinner K. (2005) Working rivers: the geomorphological legacy of English freshwater mills.
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Stakeholders can be highly resistant to change.

River Wandle - Butter Hill
— Before Partial Removal After Partial Removal.
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Case study 1 — River Darent, Kent.
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Figure la (from NRA 1994). Abstraction in the Darent catchment rose gently from initial
abstractions at Darenth in 1902, until a major increase between 1950 and 1960 occurred at

Lullingstone and Horton Kirby
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Case study 2 — Upper Medway, Kent.




Case study 2 — Upper Medway, Kent.

Issues raised: if there were to be a change to the current arrangement of
the sluice maintaining upstream water levels (n= 37).

= Risk to fishery

= Impact of lowered of water levels

= Impacts on wildlife

Impacts on birds




Case study 2 — Upper Medway, Kent.

Do you think the complete or partial removal of Chafford sluice are options which
should be investigated when considering the future of the sluice? (n = 37).

mYes m®mNo m Notenough infotoform an opinion



Case study 2 — Upper Medway, Kent.

Any preference for a solution voiced throughout the feedback / information capture
form? (n=27).

m Retain or replace with non-

mechanical weir
m Total removal
m Partial removal and add fish
pass -

© Replace and add fish pass

m Temporerily open the sluice to
see effects

m Retain current u/s water level



Medway Consultation Summary.




1. Continued.education and en@gement overa
. Iong per@ﬁpﬁ ’um‘e (years glel menths) it

: -O_mmumt need to take ownershlp of
-causé’d' y structures.

.-_-‘~



Conclusion and tips.

5. “Patience you must have, my
young Padawan”. Yoda.



