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Key Findings 

  

• Land use from the upper reaches of the catchment (upstream of the 

section covered in this report) was impacting upon the quality of the 

entire catchment downstream, with fine sediment inputs degrading 

the quality of substrate habitat. Continued livestock access in areas 

through the reach inspected further exacerbates the issue, with some 

significant issues observed.  

• Other water quality issues were also noted, with many of the 

consented discharges being clearly below the quality that should be 

maintained for a healthy watercourse and contributing to agricultural 

issues (including slurry runoff).  

• Sections of the Marron have been significantly realigned and 

straightened, greatly reducing the ability of the river to create and 

maintain a natural pool and riffle sequence. Restoring a more sinuous 

planform could greatly improve the habitat in those areas. 

• Two large weirs on the catchment fragment habitat connectivity, 

particularly for migratory salmonids and eel, but will also create a 

detrimental impact upon resident fish which also require free 

movement around a catchment to optimally utilise the available 

habitat.  
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1. Introduction   

The WTT was requested to undertake a suite of walkovers on the River 

Marron catchment, on behalf of the Environment Agency and West Cumbria 

Rivers Trust, to inform future plans for habitat improvement work and river 

restoration. The walkovers were undertaken over three days (28/02/2022, 

01/03/2022 & 10/03/2022) when river conditions were low and generally 

clear. 

Normal convention is applied throughout this report with respect to bank 

identification, i.e. the banks are designated left bank (LB) or right bank 

(RB) whilst looking downstream. Specific locations are identified using 

latitude and longitude (decimal e.g. 54.45737, -1.306513), which can be 

pasted straight into Google Maps to identify exact locations. Figure 

references within the text of the report are hyperlinked, so holding Ctrl and 

left-clicking on them will move to that point within the document.   

The report is broken into sub-sections for the River Marron and its sub-

catchments. Where possible, the recommendations are grouped by 

individual landholding, to ease their implementation.  

2. Background   

Table 1 – Water Framework Directive waterbody overview  

River Marron 

Waterbody Name River Marron (also several tributaries) 

Waterbody ID GB112075070540 

Operational Catchment Derwent 

Management 

Catchment 
Derwent North West 

River Basin District North West 

Current Ecological 

Quality 
Good 

U/S limit inspected 54.569602, -3.444597 

D/S limit inspected 54.6593597, -3.4619966  

Length of river 

inspected (KM) 16 

https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/v/c3-draft-

plan/WaterBody/GB112075070540  

 

https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/v/c3-draft-plan/WaterBody/GB112075070540
https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/v/c3-draft-plan/WaterBody/GB112075070540
https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/WaterBody/GB103025071880
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3. Habitat Assessment 

 
Ma 1. Good gravel supply at the u/s end of the River Marron, but a visible impact 
from fine sediment among the substrate. Further investigation of Smithy Beck and 

Colliergate Beck sub-catchments worthwhile. Livestock grazing RB (54.569602, -
3.444597).  
 

 

 
Ma 2. Possible restoration for the Marron (and Smithy Beck u/s) RB; minimal signs 
of old channel other than rushes (54.569832, -3.444527). 
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Ma 3. Channel dredging (54.56987, -3.445013).  

 

 

 

 

 

 
Ma 4. Fly-tipping. Silage bales and other rubbish dumped down the bank 
(54.569752, -3.44544). 
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Ma 5. Livestock access issues suspected u/s on small LB tributary (54.569712, -

3.44561). Further investigation required.  

 

 

 

 
Ma 6. Meander cut off (red line), which could be reinstated as at least high flow 
channel with large woody material (LWM) introduction (54.570023, -3.445435). 
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Ma 7. Evidence of an already significant fine sediment issue in the slower areas 

and river margins. 

 

 

 

 
Ma 8. Inappropriate land use (lack of cover/cover crop) and unfettered livestock 
access (54.570622, -3.445765). Requires buffer fencing as a minimum. The 

branch in the foreground could also be used to lodge woody material within the 
channel.  
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Ma 9. Evidence of good sediment supply on the system; the habitat provided is 

compromised by fine sediment inputs u/s.  
 

 

 

 

 

 
Ma 10. Poorly treated sewage discharge and sewage fungus (white ellipse) on 

surrounding vegetation (54.572652, -3.447165). 
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Ma 11. Livestock access, lack of marginal vegetation and tree regeneration 

(54.572643, -3.44731). Buffer fencing would be beneficial, particularly on the LB. 
A tree in the foreground (red circle) also appears to have been cut down 
needlessly.  

 

 

 

 
Ma 12. Where an isolated, longstanding buffer strip was present, the basic riparian 
habitat quality improved markedly.  
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Ma 13. RB tributary supplying elevated levels of fine sediment, as evident from the 

substrate composition (54.574095, -3.448022). 
 

 

 

 

 
Ma 14. Poaching of land around tributary, outside of the buffered LB (54.574142, 
-3.448047). The tributary, which might otherwise offer potential as a spawning 

tributary was also made inaccessible by the culvert of an adjacent, disused railway 
line. Removal of a section of the embankment and channel restoration could 
restore the tributary; buffer fencing should be a bare minimum. 
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Ma 15. In more natural sections, the river had great habitat potential but was 

compromised by adjacent land use (RB), including livestock-driven erosion and 
several instances of inappropriate block stone revetment (background (white 
ellipse) and Ma 16).  

 

 

 

 
Ma 16. Livestock grazing of the banks, erosion and subsequent inappropriate hard 

revetment (54.5759, -3.447553). Buffer fencing could provide naturally 
consolidated rough ground onto which the low volume outfall could discharge.  
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Ma 17. Livestock access: the issue continues through the field d/s (RB), where 

poorly maintained buffer fencing is allowing further access and exacerbating bank 
erosion (54.5759, -3.447553). 
 

 

 

 

 
Ma 18. Grazing LB (54.577215, -3.447285): although lower intensity than many 

areas, this was still reducing bankside vegetation and riparian habitat diversity.  
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Ma 19. Around 54.577725, -3.4472, the river became straightened and embanked. 

There was potential for restoration on LB side that was not captured in River 
Derwent Catchment Vision (RDCV). Owing to incision of the channel, breaking out 
of the current course further u/s would be beneficial to mitigate the level 

discrepancy. The restored reach may have to be returned to the current channel 
before the next bridge d/s, probably around next LB field boundary (54.5800344, 

-3.4442176). N.B. Aerial photography potentially identifies slight remnants of 
paleochannel better then LiDAR in some areas. Livestock had access to both banks. 

 
Ma 20. What appeared to be planned inappropriate/illegal bank repair (54.577913, 

-3.44653). The overgrazing and lack of buffer fence continued for this and the next 
field d/s (RB). 
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Ma 21. Lack of buffer fence and gabion baskets on RB (54.578262, -3.44603). 

Removal of gabions would be worthwhile if an assisted natural recovery route is 
followed, rather than restoration of the river to its natural course through this 
reach. 

 

 

 
Ma 22. Livestock access to both banks, but reduced intensity and slightly improved 
riparian habitat and bank stability (54.580785, -3.443883).  
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Ma 23. Poor access to LB tributary owing to steep, lined channel (54.582047, -

3.444375). The ditch that joins this from the LB field appeared to be supplying 
elevated volumes of fine sediment – suspected to be from crossing 
points/poaching. 

 

 
Ma 24. The valley widened in the fields d/s of the bridge, where major river 
restoration was identified in the RDCV. That focussed on the LB (probably for ease 
of initiation), but potential paleochannels were observed on both sides of the 

current channel (54.582267, -3.444922).  
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Ma 25. Poor quality habitat in and extensively straightened channel section. The 

consequent incised nature complicates restoration, which would be highly 
valuable. Livestock access areas of both banks u/s and d/s (54.582702, -
3.443683). 

 

 

 

 
Ma 26. Livestock access/associated erosion that could be solved by simple buffer 

fencing (54.583427, -3.443308). Note potential for fine sediment runoff.  
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Ma 27. Signs of recovery post grazing, where the banks have been allowed to 

regrade (with assistance from trailing tree upstream), showing the benefit of 
increased channel roughness. However, realignment and full restoration of this 
reach of channel would be beneficial, along with preventing livestock access.  

 

 

 
Ma 28. Very clear signs of LB paleochannel in the adjacent LB fields, particularly 
on bends/pools (54.586648, -3.441667).  
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Ma 29. Around 54.583427, -3.443308, signs of natural channel recovery were 

evident, greatly assisted by bankside willows increasing flow diversity. However, 
the habitat remained significantly degraded by previous straightening, with the 
very obvious paleochannels (highlighted in the RDCV) present along the LB side. 

This small extent of recovery should not detract from the requirement to restore 
a natural channel through tis reach.  

 
Ma 30. Although straightened (and therefore generally steeper and faster flowing), 

in wider sections of the channel and pools with lower flow velocities, severe 
smothering of the bed was occurring through fine sediment deposition.  
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Ma 31. Further d/s, Todhole Beck was supplying more fine sediment (54.588527, 

-3.43907).  

 

 

 
Ma 32. D/s of Todhole Beck, recent RB fencing had been installed too close to the 

river and will be undermined by lateral channel erosion (54.588833, -3.43893).  
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Ma 33. Looking back u/s from the d/s end of the large section of restoration 

proposed in the RDCV: many areas of the land were wet and relatively low quality 
for agriculture, being dominated by rushes.  

 

 

 
Ma 34. Livestock clearly accessing the buffer (54.589997, -3.438917). The bank 
had also been revetted with logs. These could be replaced with more natural bank 

protection and/or tree planting (then removed). 
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Ma 35. Continued serious impact of fine sediment in the slower reaches/pools. 

 

 

 

 

 
Ma 36. Around 54.590945, -3.43836, the LB was heavily overgrazed, with 
tributaries/ditches within the field subject to severe poaching. The buffer fencing 
stopped short of the full field, also allowing this treatment of the riverbank towards 

the d/s end.  
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Ma 37. Inappropriate dredging, and timing of work, on a small RB ditch, leading 

to significant fine sediment input (54.592213, -3.437565). 
 

 

 

 

 
Ma 38. Paleochannel (highlighted as part of the channel to be restored in the 
RDCV) around Dickys Dub Wood (54.593455, -3.435832). This was separate to 

the adjacent river, which is severely straightened and degraded, with areas of 
revetment.  
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Ma 39. Extensive board revetment immediately d/s of the Dickys Dub Wood 

paleochannel return point (54.594167, -3.435792). The LB here is buffered but 
the RB is heavily grazed. This straightened section would greatly benefit from the 
restoration/channel realignment (u/s and d/s) highlighted in the RDCV, to restore 

a more natural pool and riffle sequence.  

 

 
Ma 40. Snary Beck supplies valuable coarse substrate and appeared slightly less 
impacted by fine sediment inputs, although it was difficult to ascertain definitively 

within the smaller, higher gradient channel and elevated fine sediment was still 
observed (54.597607, -3.434137).  
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Ma 41. An opportunity for restoration in the fields u/s of Ullock, where the banks 

have been buffer fenced and tree planted, but a low point (suspected 
paleochannel) could potentially be connected to the river to provide a valuable 
additional meander (54.598355, -3.433502).  

 
Ma 42. Inappropriate hard stone bank revetment (white ellipse) at the return point 
of the suspected paleochannel (54.600642, -3.434448). If this absolutely had to 
be protected, green techniques would be more appropriate (and effective) on an 

SAC river. However, channel restoration here or at least allowing assisted natural 
recovery would be the ideal solution.  
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Ma 43. Infrastructure around Ullock bridge created a slightly unnatural bed cross 

section, but the natural substrate throughout minimised the impact (54.601887, -
3.434822).  

 

 

 
Ma 44. The section immediately d/s of Ullock Bridge is managed as garden, with 
more unsympathetic hard revetment recently installed on the RB and what may 
be plans to narrow the river channel (suggested by stakes along the far RB).  
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Ma 45. Composting far too close (<3 metres) to the watercourse (54.603, -

3.436178). 
 

 

 

 
Ma 46. Cutting the riverside understory vegetation largely negated the benefit of 

buffer fencing (which would otherwise maintain coverage of natural herbaceous 
vegetation rather than grasses of low habitat value). Allowing a minimum 2 metre 

uncut strip along the river would be greatly beneficial. 
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Ma 47. Areas of bend provided valuable pool habitat, but the substrate was 

severely compromised in the slower areas by fine sediment (54.60302, -
3.439292). There are possibilities for restoration within the garden, with a RB 
paleochannel clearly evident (but not highlighted in the RDCV). 

 

 
Ma 48. The river in the area around Ullock should naturally provide good potential 
for salmonid spawning (particularly large migratory fish), but the substrate habitat 

quality was suffering from the land use issues and fine sedient imputs u/s.  
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Ma 49. A small RB tributary had been dammed at several locations, degrading 

habitat and completely preventing fish access further u/s (54.604533, -3.439832). 

 

 

 
Ma 50. D/s of the garden, areas of the channel were recovering naturally. The river 

could be relocated further to the LB side just u/s of this photograph, but for the 
short section that would gain only ~20-30m of channel, it is probably not worth 
the ecological upheaval (54.605785, -3.443197). Planting and introduction of large 

woody material (LWM) could assist natural recovery here. Buffer fencing the RB 
would also be beneficial.  



 

 

30 

 
Ma 51. Overgrazing of the river bank was accelerating erosion but in doing so, 

facilitating more natural recovery (54.605802, -3.444058). This kind of localised 
fine sediment input is less concerning than the issues in the upper catchment that 
already degraded the bed by this point, as this was at least improving channel 

diversity.  

 
Ma 52. With the reduced gradient of the valley and the river allowed to meander, 

in-channel habitat improved significantly in some areas (54.606093, -3.444737). 
The RDCV suggests removing the railway embankment along the RB at this point, 
although being at a natural narrowing of the valley, between wider areas of 

floodplain (u/s and d/s), the value of doing so may be limited. The area is already 
providing good habitat potential.  
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Ma 53. Poaching of small LB tributary and severe livestock grazing within the buffer 

(54.605927, -3.445202).  

 

 

 
Ma 54. Potentially improved habitat through wooded (LB) and buffered (RB) 

section; however, the buffer strip is no longer livestock proof, as evidence by loss 
of vegetation (54.605572, -3.447988). Fortunately, the grazing intensity appeared 

reasonably low compared to other areas. 
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Ma 55. A LB tributary at (54.605562, -3.44889) appeared cleaner and could offer 

salmonid spawning potential (mainly trout, owing to size). Note the valuable LWM 
in the main channel. In this area, the main River Marron appeared realigned but 
was naturally recovering reasonably well, although not displaying a natural 

planform. Increased meandering would be beneficial, but a low priority compared 
to other areas; retaining/increasing LWM could facilitate improvements over time. 

 
Ma 56. A natural logjam of a large trunk across two bankside trees created a 
significant impoundment u/s and a natural weir effect (54.606622, -3.450713). 

Owing to the other less tractable issues for salmonids on the catchment, there may 
be value in relocating this feature to alleviate the impoundment (although natural 
logjams should ordinarily be retained until natural failure).  
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Ma 57. Other natural logjams, like this one a short distance d/s, should be left in 

situ for the host of benefits they provide in increasing morphological diversity and 
enhancing habitat for fish, invertebrates and other wildlife.  

 

 
Ma 58. Large, redundant weir created a major issue for fish movement u/s and d/s 

(54.608308, -3.454608). Removing such a large structure could lead to channel 
adjustment/head-cutting, particularly with the associated channel incision d/s, but 
removal is one of the major recommendations of this report. It may be possible to 

remove the central weirs as first step to facilitate more gradual channel 
adjustment, but agreement to channel adjustment with the landowners is strongly 

advised.  
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Ma 59. Looking back u/s towards the weir (54.608922, -3.45614): an alternative 

and even more beneficial strategy for the weir site could be to divert flow around 
the RB side and reconnect the paleochannels in the RB field d/s. Significant infilling 

of the upper portion of the bypassed channel (immediately d/s of the weir) is likely 
to be required. Even without restoration, buffer fencing of the field is 
recommended.  

 

 
Ma 60. Through Branthwaite Village (54.610095, -3.457787), significant channel 
revetment was observed, although it is unlikely to be removable owing to the 

associated properties/infrastructure.  
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Ma 61. Overgrazing of the banks and erosion of the LB d/s of Branthwaite Bridge 

(54.611045, -3.457467). The erosion and sediment issue would be addressed by 
simply buffer fencing the LB field.  

 

 
Ma 62. The discharge from the sewage treatment works was clearly creating 
significant pollution and enrichment of the river (54.613203, -3.458902). 
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Ma 63. The RB was buffer fenced, and there may be possibility to restore a 

meander (low area visible on LiDAR), but the channel was quite incised and the 
meander area is small (54.613175, -3.45892).  

 

 

 
Ma 64. Steep RB tributary with naturally limited potential for salmonids, although 

some may access it (54.61413, -3.458578). 
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Ma 65. Fine sediment remained an issue and algal growth increased on the bed 

d/s of sewage outfall.  
 

 

 
Ma 66. Within the wooded area d/s, c.450m of river and paleochannels could be 

restored (54.614705, -3.457535). However, a bridge and several tracks may 
complicate such plans, along with the adjacent disused railway and embankment. 

With or without restoration, this would be a great location for large woody material 
introduction to the channel, with plenty of material locally available. 

 



 

 

38 

 
Ma 67. Around what would be the first meander of the potential restoration section, 

a long track heading up the hill created a pathway for surface water and fine 
sediment that would benefit from cross drains, to discharge to rough ground away 
from any watercourses (54.615042, -3.456588).  

 

 
Ma 68. Towards the d/s end of the woodland, the channel was starting to recover 
in several areas, assisted greatly by erosion and inputs of large woody material 
(54.616872, -3.451545). This area could be left to recover naturally as it is already 

providing improved fish and invertebrate habitat.  
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Ma 69. Although areas of the channel are recovering d/s of the wood too, 

restoration of a meander in the RB field area would be highly valuable, reclaiming 
a wide area of lost floodplain to the river (54.617577, -3.451727). Livestock had 
access to both banks at this point, greatly denuding the riparian vegetation.  

 

 
Ma 70. With progression d/s and the generally reducing gradient, the impact of 
fine sediment issues u/s became increasingly significant, smothering the bed 
(54.618842, -3.45184). What should be the start of valuable finer gravel areas 

were severely compromised by fines. 
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Ma 71. The consequence of a long history of bankside grazing – loss of trees on 

the RB.  
 

 

 

 
Ma 72. Near Stock Beck supplied valuable gravel substrate, but also excess fine 

sediment (54.61941, -3.45011). Later inspection of aerial photography revealed 
several major fording and erosion/livestock issues a short distance u/s. Further 

investigation would be beneficial. 
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Ma 73. Channel straightening with good potential for restoration through 

reinstatement of a meander in the RB field (54.620078, -3.450982). Livestock had 
access to both banks, so fencing would be beneficial whether or not restoration is 
undertaken. 

 

 
Ma 74. For a short section the channel was naturally recovering, although 

reinstatement of a faint RB paleochannel meander, barely visible on LiDAR 
mapping, would greatly improve habitat in this area and bypass a severely 

straightened section d/s of a small bridge (54.62064, -3.454562). 
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Ma 75. A livestock focal point over a small bridge, with the potential for slurry 

spilling into the watercourse (54.621627, -3.455583). This was probably a lesser 
issue than a livestock fording point, but far from ideal. The bridge crosses a 
significantly straightened and incised channel section, where a RB meander could 

be restored.  

 

 
Ma 76. Corneyflat Beck (RB) was not inspected but should naturally be a good 
spawning tributary. Aerial photography suggests livestock issues within a short 

distance u/s that warrant further investigation.  

 



 

 

43 

 
Ma 77. LB revetment to protect the disused railway is failing but still forces a bend 

(54.622663, -3.457487). Removing the section of revetment and embankment 
could facilitate restoration of a more significant and natural meander. 
 

 

 
Ma 78. At Calva Hall, a ford appeared well-used, but it would be beneficial to 

preferentially utilise the bridge a short distance d/s, whenever possible to reduce 
the chance of pollution from farm machinery and erosion/backwash from the track 

(54.62479, -3.459415). maintaining cross drains on the adjacent sections of track 
would be beneficial to ensure that surface runoff in wet conditions discharges to 
rough ground soakaways, not directly to the river.  
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Ma 79. D/s of Calva Hall farmyard, the river bends, but is then straightened for a 

significant distance, with faint paleochannels (white ellipse) evident in the LB field 
(54.624893, -3.462108). 

 

 

 
Ma 80. The bend d/s of the farmyard was revetted with stone to protect a track 
and is unlikely to be removable unless more trees and diverse vegetation can be 

established. At least dressing the bank with topsoil to establish vegetation could 
be beneficial for all concerned.  
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Ma 81. A pipe discharging from the LB was supplying foul-smelling polluted water 

to the river, with an associated coating of sewage fungus around the location, 
suspected to be from a poorly maintained septic tank (54.625252, -3.458592). 

 

 

 

 
Ma 82. The straightened incised channel alongside the paleochannel in the LB field 

that could be restored (54.626017, -3.460573). The incised nature of this area 
means that woody material could be introduced to the channel with minimal flood 

risk.  
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Ma 83. The impact of fine sediment and nutrient inputs upstream remained very 

evident within the channel. Those issues were clearly not just intermittent, they 
were a chronic and serious impact upon this catchment, originating right from the 

upper reaches with additional inputs sufficient to degrade substrate habitat for the 
remainder of the watercourse.  
 

 
Ma 84. Improved juvenile salmonid habitat where erosion had facilitated a wider 

area towards the d/s end of the straightened section, promoting a much-needed 
depositional area and shallow riffle habitat (as opposed to more uniform 
constrained glide/pool in the straightened section). 
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Ma 85. Around 54.628775, -3.46328, a short section of walling constrained and 

degraded the channel. Some pool habitat was created by scour along the wall toe. 
There was little sign of the river’s paleochannel in this area owing to the low-lying 

land on one or both banks having been well cultivated. 
 

 
Ma 86. Livestock access was occurring on the RB around 54.629113, -3.462473, 
but the rough bankside vegetation appeared to have received some benefit from 

the buffer fence, even though it was more of a deterrent than sheep-proof. 
However, sheep will suppress herbaceous vegetation and tree regeneration, 

particularly if high stock densities are ever present in the adjacent field, forcing 
them to forage on the river bank. 
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Ma 87. Increased rubbish/waste in the river noted d/s of Calva Hall Farm – a farm 

advisory visit would be beneficial. LWM within the channel provided valuable 
habitat structure and sediment sorting. This is high quality, natural habitat and 

could be promoted in many other areas (as highlighted). 
 

 
Ma 88. Stone revetment of a RB tributary reduces its accessibility to fish, although 
it was only small and of minimal consequence at a catchment scale. Nonetheless, 

removal of the revetment to allow a natural bed to develop would be beneficial 
(54.629917, -3.460172).  
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Ma 89. Alongside the Oldfield Farm buildings, further bank protection/fly tipping of 

stone and breezeblocks. At the livestock access bridge just d/s (54.630797, -
3.460368), clear signs of slurry runoff to the watercourse were evident but no 

picture was taken to avoid confrontation with the residents, who were on site. 

 
Ma 90. In the fields d/s of Oldfield Farm, the river meandered, but at an unnatural 

amplitude, having lost sinuosity through realignment to move it more directly from 
one side of the floodplain to the other (54.631077, -3.46093). Again, it was hard 

to discern paleochannels on the ground or via maps, owing to a long history of 
floodplain cultivation. What appeared to be small embankments may just be the 
start of adjacent uncultivated land alongside the previously ploughed field. 
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Ma 91. A fording point creates erosion issues in its own right, but deposition at the 

over-widened cross section again highlights the oversupply of fine sediment from 
the catchment u/s (54.632202, -3.46253).  

 

 
Ma 92. Likely drainage from the barely visible (LiDAR) paleochannel on the RB 

(54.633585, -3.461858). While this did not appear to be having an impact upon 
watercourse, drainage from the cultivated and almost certainly fertilised field could 

lead to nutrient issues. Restoration of a more natural channel could 
improve/consolidate land drainage. 
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Ma 93. Cultivation far too close to the watercourse, cutting through bankside tree 

roots (54.634733, -3.461087). This land is too close to be legally worked or 
fertilised anyway.  

 

 

 

 
Ma 94. An overflowing septic tank at 54.634733, -3.461087. There was no obvious 

outlet to the river, and it appeared to have a soak-away, but the tank clearly 
requires maintenance.  
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Ma 95. Around the road bridge at 54.635645, -3.45866, three red mineral lick 

buckets (white circle) found in the river alongside a sheep field where the same 
red mineral lick buckets were in use (red circle). This kind of poor land 
management could be addressed through farm advice.  

 

 

 
Ma 96. D/s of the road bridge, inadequate fencing allowed livestock access to the 
riverbanks, where only mature trees and grasses were present (54.635697, -

3.458623). 
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Ma 97. Curl Beck appeared to offer great potential for salmonid spawning; 

however, a high loading of fine sediment and algal coating of the bed indicated 
issues u/s. The nutrient issue is almost certainly in part due to inappropriate slurry 
application, as observed when traveling to previous days walkovers (Ma 99). 

 

 

 
Ma 98. Erosion from livestock access to both banks and a steep, bare earth track 

(RB) also created fine sediment issues. This area would benefit from buffer fencing. 
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Ma 99. Taken (01/03/2020) when inappropriate land management was observed 

while travelling to another walkover. The brown on the field in the background is 
slurry (not tilled earth); Curl Beck runs along the field boundary between the brown 
and green fields (54.636455, -3.458003). 

 

 

 
Ma 100. At a horse yard/farm yard: silage bales within 5m of the watercourse and 
litter being disposed of into the river (54.637138, -3.458592).  
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Ma 101. D/s of the yard, the channel was straightened, but use of the reclaimed 

land as farmyard and horse arena may prevent restoration. The revetted bank is 
failing and horses have direct access to the LB. The RB is fenced but sheep are 
gaining access. 

 
Ma 102. Areas of the channel are recovering through lateral erosion. It is not often 
that widening is a good thing, but in the relatively uniform and often incised 
channel, this constituted increased habitat diversity. Fencing reduced livestock 

access and has allowed a rougher buffer to develop, although the fence is not 
sheep-proof, so tree regeneration is likely to be inhibited (54.639703, -3.454855).  
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Ma 103. By this point (54.639703, -3.454855), the combination of algae and fine 

sediment deposition created a coating of grey silt over the substrate, even in fast 
flowing areas. This often occurs where algae and silt create layers on the bed, with 
one facilitating proliferation of the other, somewhat negating the habitat benefits 

a wider channel and riffle should provide.  
 

 
Ma 104. Around 54.641628, -3.455023, the channel was realigned and revetted, 
but minimal evidence of the paleochannel remained, in part owing to a narrowing 

of the valley and cultivated land, particularly on the RB where the original course 
would probably be. Restoration of a more sinuous course would be beneficial but 
lower priority than many other areas.  
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Ma 105. Townend Beck was severely enriched, evident from a thick coating of 

algae on the bed (54.642488, -3.454748). Although the open channel here 
naturally facilitated increased algal growth, the amount observed was clearly 
excessive.  

 

 

 
Ma 106. Around 54.642753, -3.456028, the river remained significantly realigned, 
but with no sign of the paleochannel. 
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Ma 107. Woody material provided habitat enhancement in discrete areas and was 

assisting natural recovery, but the fine sediment and enrichment issues remain 
severe (note the brown riverbed). Consider the change in bed colour from grey in 
the upper reaches at the start of walkover (Ma 1, Ma 18 & Ma 40), where it was 

mainly bare stone with fine sediment pollution, to brown substrate in these lower 
reaches.  

 

 
Ma 108. Around 54.642488, -3.454748, a meander could be reinstated by 
removing the stone bank revetment and embankment associated with the disused 

railway. 
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Ma 109. Areas of bedrock blinded by fine sediment. It is beneficial to repeatedly 

highlight this fine sediment issue with progression down the catchment. It was 
only as the gradient reduced and areas of flow velocity decreased that the scale of 
the issue could really be seen (much of which is occurring in the upper 1/3 of the 

Marron catchment). 
  

 
Ma 110. Looking d/s from Bridgefoot bridge. No access was possible through 
Bridgefoot village as the adjacent land was private gardens. 
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Ma 111. Bridge stanchions from the disused railway created minimal impact 

(54.651352, -3.461753). 

 

 

 
Ma 112. What appeared to be a septic tank discharge was supplying discoloured 

water to the river, constituting a pollution incident, particularly so if, as suspected, 
it is also highly eutrophic material (54.6514, -3.461842).  
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Ma 113. A mill weir and associated crude easement all create an obstruction to 

fish passage (54.651543, -3.459278). The revetted walls u/s and d/s also degrade 
habitat. Options to remove this structure should be explored as a priority.  

 

 

 
Ma 114. There were no signs of paleochannel in the fields u/s and d/s of the A66, 
although the river was unnaturally straight and incised, almost certainly owing to 
straightening (54.653275, -3.459292). Faint striations on the land (LiDAR), 

suggest that the paleochannels may have been lost through past cultivation.  
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Ma 115. The field d/s of the A66 appeared to be un grazed and unmown, so may 

offer an opportunity for channel restoration (us of 54.65635,-3.463348). Several 
areas of hard revetment were observed d/s, in the lower half of the section 
between the A66 and the Derwent, but the channel was naturally recovering. There 

may be opportunities to restore some increased meandering, but the channel is 
very incised, seemingly owing to major historical earthworks associated with the 

old railway lines. 
 

 
Ma 116. The final ~250m has been significantly realigned, with some faint signs 
of a very sinuous paleochannel visible in aerial photography of the RB land, but 
not LiDAR. 



 

4. Recommendations  

On upland catchments like the River Marron, installing buffer fencing/livestock exclusion for the watercourse is always going 

to be a high priority and ubiquitous recommendation, along with maintain any existing fences.  

The major weir in the lower third of the river was clearly a major detrimental impact upon fish trying to access the upper 

catchment and should be addressed (removed or bypassed) as a matter of priority. Significant improvements could also be 

made to the lower weir(s), d/s of Bridgefoot.  

In addition to the issues observed o the main river stem, many of the tributaries also required further assessment to identify 

the sources of pollution (predominantly fine sediment and excess nutrient) they were supplying to the main river.  

Table 2 – Recommendations including landowner ID number (PU_CPH). The different landholding numbers are highlighted in an 

alternating grey and blank sequence to aid quick identification of which recommendations group to each land ownership.  

N.B. Land ownership is often broken along the watercourse so may recur through the table. Shading of the Land 

ID: PU_CPH column helps to highlight each change between ownership(s).  

Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

1 
• Fine sediment issue u/s 

• Grazing RB 

• Further investigation u/s 

• Buffer fencing 

1 54.569602, -3.444597 

08/012/0002 

2 • Possible Restoration RB  
• Investigate restoration options 

here 
2 54.569832, -3.444527 

3 • Dredging • Report to EA and/or undertake 

farm advisory visit 
1 54.56987, -3.445013 

4 

• Rubbish/Fly-tipping 

• First location Himalayan balsam 

observed 

• Report to EA 

• Use as starting point for 

investigation to source of balsam 

1 54.569752, -3.44544 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

5 
• Suspected livestock issues on 

LB tributary • Further investigation 2 54.569712, -3.44561 

6 • Meander cut off LB 
• Possibility to reinstate with 

simple LWM introduction to the 

channel 

2 54.570023, -3.445435 

8 
• Livestock access to the river 

• Inappropriate land use 

• Buffer fencing 

• Report under Framing Rules for 

Water and/or farm advisory visit 

• Possible LWM introduction to the 

channel  

1 54.570622, -3.445765 

10 
• Poorly treated sewage 

discharge LB 
• Report to EA – seek 

improvements 
1 54.572652, -3.447165 

11 • Livestock access • Buffer fencing (particularly LB) 3 54.572643, -3.44731 

13 
• Elevated fine sediment in RB 

tributary • Further investigation 3 54.574095, -3.448022 08/012/0020 

14 

• Poaching of LB tributary 

• Culvert preventing fish access 

u/s on tributary 

• Additional buffer fencing 

• Investigate restoration options to 

remove a section of the railway 

embankment 

2 54.574142, -3.448047 08/001/0100 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

16 

• Livestock access RB 

• Inappropriate hard bank 

revetment RB 

• Buffer fencing 

• Report to EA and provide advice 

on improved land management 

(e.g. buffer fencing) and green 

bank protection (if even required 

alongside fencing).  

1 54.5759, -3.447553 08/012/0002 

18 • Livestock access LB • Buffer fencing  3 54.577215, -3.447285 08/001/0100 

19 

• Straightened, embanked 

channel 

• Livestock access both banks 

• Possible restoration – investigate 

possible paleochannel in area of 

drain in LB field 

• Buffer fencing 

1 / 2 54.577725, -3.4472 

08/001/0041 

& 

08/012/0084 

20 
• Severe bank erosion and 

potential inappropriate repair 

• Could be addressed through river 

restoration to new course and 

buffer fencing 

2 54.577913, -3.44653 

08/012/0084 

21 
• Livestock access RB 

• Gabions in bank 

• Buffer fencing 

• Remove gabions (even if channel 

restoration is not undertaken in 

this area) 

2 54.578262, -3.44603 

22 • Livestock access • Buffer fencing  3 54.580785, -3.443883 08/012/0025 

23 
• Poor access to tributary owing 

to lined channel/ bed • Channel restoration 2 54.582047, -3.444375 08/001/0041 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

24 

• Major restoration possible and 

highly valuable for this 

straightened, incised channel.  

• Major channel realignment and 

restoration, as per RDCV. This is 

likely to be the longest and most 

influential section that could be 

undertaken on the Marron 

1 54.582267, -3.444922 08/097/0121 

25 
• Livestock access both banks 

(u/s and d/s) • Buffer fencing 2 54.582702, -3.443683 08/097/0121 

& 

08/012/0025 26 • Livestock access • Buffer fencing  2 54.583427, -3.443308 

31 
• Fine sediment input from 

Todhole Beck • Further investigation 2 / 3 54.588527, -3.43907 

Potentially  

08/012/0025, 

08/012/0025, 

08/012/0003 

among others 

32 • Fencing too close to the river • Move fencing back 3 54.588833, -3.43893 08/012/0024 

34 
• Livestock within buffer strip  

• Log revetment 

• Exclude livestock 

• With livestock excluded and a 

well vegetated buffer, erosion is 

less likely, so could be removed 

2 54.589997, -3.438917 

08/097/0162 

36 
• Livestock access and severe 

poaching 

• Report the issue as farming Rules 

for Water (FRfW) infringement 

and undertake farm advisory visit 

• Additional buffer fencing 

1 54.590945, -3.43836 

37 
• Dredging and fine sediment 

input 
• Report to the EA as pollution and 

FRfW infringement 
1 54.592213, -3.437565 08/012/0024 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

38 

• Section of wetted/ponded 

paleochannel highlighted in 

RDCV for restoration 
• Restore channel 1 54.593455, -3.435832 

08/012/0024 

& 

08/205/0124 

39 • Livestock access • Buffer fencing 2 54.594167, -3.435792 

08/205/0124 
40 

• Elevated fine sediment on 

Snary Beck • Further investigation  2 54.597607, -3.434137 

41 

• Suspected paleochannel 

observed with potential channel 

restoration opportunity  

• River restoration or assisted 

natural recovery – Full 

restoration is lowish priority as 

the channel is naturally 

recovering. Inappropriate 

attempts to revet/protect the 

bank with stone are inhibiting 

recovery 

2 54.598355, -3.433502 

08/097/0186 

42 
• Inappropriate stone bank 

revetment  

• Remove stone and allow natural 

recovery. If absolutely necessary, 

undertake more appropriate bank 

stabilisation measures (planting, 

possibly brash installation), but 

assisted natural recovery would 

be beneficial  

1 / 2 54.600642, -3.434448 

44 

• Inappropriate management of 

the riverbanks through gardens 

(LB and RB) – Stone revetment 

and suspected planned 

alterations to the channel 

• Report to EA for site 

visit/management advice 
1 54.602627, -3.434782 

Suspected 

08/097/0144 

On LB 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

45 
• Composting too close to the 

river 

• Further advice to landowner to 

undertake any composting well 

away from any watercourses 

2 54.603, -3.436178 

08/097/0144 

46 • Cutting of riverbank vegetation 
• Further advice to landowner to 

leave an uncut buffer along the 

watercourse 

3 54.602875, -3.436817 

47 • Paleochannel on RB 
• Restoration would be ideal, but 

possibly unlikely owing to being 

private garden 

2 54.60302, -3.439292 

49 
• Habitat degradation and fish 

passage offence  

• Report to EA 

• Seek removal of the offending 

weirs 

1 54.604533, -3.439832 

50 • Naturally recovering channel  

• Bankside tree planting  

• Install/allow more LWM 

• Buffer fencing RB 

2 54.605785, -3.443197 

08/097/0044 

52 

• Possible restoration/removal of 

adjacent railway embankment 

identified in RDCV  

• Low priority action as naturally 

recovering and not maintaining 

an overly straight section 

3 54.606093, -3.444737 

53 

• Livestock access/damaged 

fence 

• Poaching of tributary 

• Maintain buffer free from 

livestock 
2 54.605927, -3.445202 08/097/0046 



 

 

69 

Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

54 • Damaged buffer fence 
• Repair fence – slightly lower 

priority as the land appeared to 

be lightly grazed 

3 54.605572, -3.447988 08/097/0044 

55 
• Simplified channel, recovering 

naturally 
• Retain existing LWM/increase 

LWM 
3 54.605562, -3.44889 08/097/0046 

56 • Logjam weir • Relocate within channel to 

alleviate impoundment 

 54.606622, -3.450713 08/097/0044 

58 • Large artificial weir 

• Remove weir or channel 

restoration to bypass it (Ma 59). 

This is one of the major 

recommendations for delivering 

improvements to migratory fish 

populations on the River Marron.  

1 54.608308, -3.454608 

Not identified 

59 
• Paleochannel in RB field 

• Livestock access 

• Channel restoration – as above, 

removing this significant 

obstruction should be a priority 

and channel restoration would be 

even better 

• Buffer fencing 

1 54.608922, -3.45614 

61 
• Livestock access and large 

erosion bites LB • Buffer fencing 1 / 2 54.611045, -3.457467 08/012/0023 

62 • Significant pollution from STW • Report to EA as pollution 1 54.613203, -3.458902 United Utilities 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

63 • Possible paleochannel  

• Possible restoration, although low 

priority owing to limited size and 

value – also highly incised 

channel 

3 54.613175, -3.45892 Not identified 

66 • Paleochannels within woodland 

• Channel restoration. This could 

be complicated by infrastructure 

(tracks and a bridge, along with 

the disused railway); however, 

the relatively low impact upon 

the woodland land use does 

make it worth further 

investigation 

• LWM could be installed to 

improve in-channel habitat 

2 54.614705, -3.457535 08/205/0110 

67 • Track and associated runoff • Install cross drains 2 / 3 54.615042, -3.456588 

08/205/0110 

Or 

08/097/0044 

68 • Naturally recovering channel  • Allow continued natural 

development  
1 54.616872, -3.451545 08/205/0110 

69 
• Paleochannel RB 

• Livestock access both banks 

• Channel restoration would still be 

very valuable here, despite 

adjacent areas recovering 

• Buffer fencing 

1 54.617577, -3.451727 

08/205/0110 

& 

08/097/0044 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

72 
• Excess fine sediment input 

from Near Stock Beck 

• Further investigation of the beck 

to identify the suspected issues 

visible from aerial photography  

1 54.61941, -3.45011 

08/205/0110, 

08/097/0044 

and 

08/097/0111, 

possibly more 

u/s 

73 
• Paleochannel on RB 

• Livestock access both banks 

• Channel restoration (large 

landownership; both banks) 

potentially simplifying restoration 

negotiations 

• Buffer fencing 

2 54.620078, -3.450982 

08/102/0008 

74 

• Faint RB paleochannel that 

could be restored to greatly 

improve the area, but would 

require a new bridge 

• Channel restoration 1 54.62064, -3.454562 

75 
• Slurry input to the river from 

small bridge  

• Sideboards on the bridge and 

maintenance to periodically 

remove slurry 

2 54.621627, -3.455583 

76 
• Suspected livestock/grazing 

issue u/s on Coneyflat Beck 
• Further investigation of Coneyflat 

Beck 
1 54.622547, -3.455033 

08/102/0008, 

08/097/0001, 

08/097/0111 

and others u/s 

77 • Paleochannel LB 

• Restore channel – would require 

removal of railway embankment, 

but could create a valuable, 

sharp righthand bend 

1 / 2 54.622663, -3.457487 08/102/0008 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

78 • Track/ford 

• Avoid in favour of the bridge 

wherever possible  

• Cross drains could be installed on 

the adjacent tracks to discharge 

surface water to rough ground 

1 54.62479, -3.459415 

79 
• Faint paleochannel LB and 

incised, straight channel  

• Channel restoration could greatly 

improve the channel and habitat 

quality, but would require 

significant earthworks in a 

relatively high value field 

(possible landowner resistance) 

2 54.624893, -3.462108 

80 • Stone revetment • Allow vegetation to establish to 

naturalise the bank 
2 54.625153, -3.458512 

81 • Pollution of the river 

• Report to the EA 

• Advice to the owners that they 

must undertake regular 

maintenance of all septic tanks 

1 54.625252, -3.458592 

Suspected 

08/205/0110 

or 

08/102/0008  

85 • Stone walling/revetment 

• Removal would be beneficial to 

assist natural recovery. Relatively 

low priority as it is not preventing 

pool formation 

3 54.628775, -3.46328 

08/102/0023, 

although 

possibly 

separate 

ownership 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

86 • Sheep access to the riverbank 

• This was a low impact around the 

time of the walkover but could 

create an issue, so should be 

monitored 

3 54.629113, -3.462473 08/102/0023 

87 

• Increased rubbish noted among 

bankside trees d/s of Calva Hall 

Farm 

• Farm advisory visit to prevent 

littering 
2 54.62979, -3.460318 

Suspected 

08/102/0008 

88 
• Stone revetment of tributary 

bed 

• Remove stone to allow natural 

channel adjustment and 

development of a more natural 

bed that would allow improved 

fish access, if required 

2 54.629917, -3.460172 

08/102/0023 89 
• Bank revetment/fly tipping 

• Slurry runoff from bridge 

• Farm advisory visit 

• Side boards on bridge 

2 

54.62997, -3.460132 

& 

54.630797, -3.460368 

91 • Track crossing/ford • Minimise usage 3 54.632202, -3.46253 

92 
• Discharge from adjacent RB 

field 

• Paleochannel restoration in this 

area could reinstate a more 

natural drainage regime 

2 / 3 54.633585, -3.461858 

93 
• Cultivation too close to the 

watercourse • Report to EA/RPA 1 54.634733, -3.461087 Unknown 

94 • Overflowing septic tank 
• Advise owners to undertake 

regular maintenance of septic 

tanks 

2 54.635607, -3.459673 Unknown 

95 • Littering of the watercourse  • Farm advisory visit 1 54.635645, -3.45866 Unknown 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

96 • Livestock access RB • Buffer fencing 
 54.635697, -3.458623 08/102/0023 

97 
• Excess fine sediment and 

nutrient (Curl Beck) • Further investigation u/s 1 54.63641, -3.457875 

08/102/0023, 

08/102/0008 

and 

08/102/0014 

suspected 

98 • Livestock access • Buffer fencing 2 54.636455, -3.458003 08/102/0023  

99 

• Inappropriate application of 

slurry, well above agronomic 

requirement - also too close to 

a watercourse 

• Report to NE/EA as a FRfW 

infringement 
1 54.63686, -3.442737 08/102/0014 

100 

• Silage bales too close to the 

river 

• Disposal of waste in the 

watercourse 

• Report to the EA 1 54.637138, -3.458592 Unknown 

101 • Livestock access both banks  • Buffer fencing 2 54.638132, -3.456932 08/102/0023 

102 • Limited livestock access • Buffer fencing to exclude sheep 

would be beneficial  
3 54.639703, -3.454855 08/102/0014 

104 • Realigned, revetted channel  
• Restoration of paleochannel 

(some remnants potentially 

visible on LiDAR maps) 

2 54.641628, -3.455023 
08/102/0014 

105 • Enrichment of Townend Beck • Further investigation of the beck 1 54.642488, -3.454748 
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Photo 

(Ma) 
Observation Recommendation  

Priority 

(1 – 3) 
Lat/Long 

Land ID: 

PU_CPH 

108 
• Revetment and realigned 

channel 

• Removal of revetment and 

embankment; this could facilitate 

natural recovery or channel 

restoration 

1 / 2 54.644572, -3.459395 

112 
• Pollution (suspected septic tank 

discharge) • Report to the EA 1 54.6514, -3.461842 Unknown 

113 
• Weir - major obstruction to fish 

passage  

• Explore options to remove the 

weir and restore the channel. 

This is another high priority, 

major recommendation to 

promote migratory fish 

populations on the Marron  

1 54.651543, -3.459278 Unknown 

115 

• Possible options for restoration 

in the RB field d/s of the A66, 

and the woodland further d/s, 

where stone abutments from 

the old railway line remain  

• Investigate restoration options; 

the d/s field being the most 

easily achievable 

1 54.65635, -3.463348 Unknown 

116 

• No signs of paleochannel on the 

ground or via LiDAR, but a 

suspected course was evident 

via aerial photography 

• Investigate options for channel 

restoration 
2 54.657497, -3.461297 08/205/0023 

 



 

5. Further assistance   

The WTT may be able to offer further assistance such as:    

• Further walkovers 

o The WTT can undertake further investigation of the tributaries 

not covered by the report.  

o Assistance installing LWM as workshops or practical days. 

o Assistance in planning or delivering any river restoration 

projects. 

 

The WTT website library has a wide range of free materials in video and PDF 

format on habitat management and improvement:   

www.wildtrout.org/content/wtt-publications   

We have also produced a 70-minute DVD called ‘Rivers: Working for Wild 

Trout’ which graphically illustrates the challenges of managing river habitat 

for wild trout, with examples of good and poor habitat and practical 

demonstrations of habitat improvement. Additional sections of film cover 

key topics in greater depth, such as woody debris, enhancing fish 

populations and managing invasive species.    

The DVD is available to buy for £10.00 from our website shop 

www.wildtrout.org/shop/products/rivers-working-for-wild-trout-dvd or by 

calling the WTT office on 02392 570985.   
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7. Disclaimer   

This report is produced for guidance; no liability or responsibility for any 

loss or damage can be accepted by the Wild Trout Trust as a result of any 

other person, company or organisation acting, or refraining from acting 

upon guidance made in this report.   

Legal permissions must be sought before commencing work on site. These 

are not limited to landowner permissions but will also involve regulatory 

authorities such as the Environment Agency – and any other relevant 

bodies or stakeholders. Alongside permissions, risk assessment and 

adhering to health and safety legislation and guidance is also an essential 

component of any interventions or activities in and around your fishery.   
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