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Key findings 

 

• The habitat observed along the Termon River was suitable for producing 

and sustaining trout populations, but several areas for improvement 

were identified.  

• The most abundant impact appeared to be livestock access to the 

riverbanks, and an associated reduction in riparian vegetation diversity 

and abundance; in some areas, resulting in increased erosion. 

• Tree pruning and removal of bankside scrub was denuding riparian 

habitat in certain areas.  

• Water quality issues were already known to be occurring from poor land 

use/management of farm infrastructure at certain points on the 

catchment, and potentially from the sewage treatment works; these 

issues should be monitored and reported.  

• As the upper catchment is influenced by peat, creating a brown staining 

to the water and limiting light transmission through the water column, 

tree removal is unlikely to significantly increase the river’s productivity. 

Moreover, in many sections, the river is already open along one or both 

banks and the more treelined sections provide some of the higher 

quality habitat observed, particularly where low-lying or trailing 

branches are present. 

• Where trees are already present in areas throughout the fishery, there 

are opportunities to increase the availability of cover and structure 

within the channel through the installation of large woody material 

features. Low and trailing cover could also be provided by strategic 

willow planting.  
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1. Introduction 

The Wild Trout Trust was approached by the Local Authority Waters 

Programme (LAWPRO) to provide a habitat assessment and fishery 

management advice to Pettigo and District Angling Association, on their 

recently acquired section of the Termon. The assessment was undertaken 

as a series of spot-checks along the river and the report will be written from 

the downstream end, working upstream. Figure numbers within the report 

are hyperlinked, so it is possible to navigate directly to that figure by holding 

the Ctrl key while clicking on the figure reference within the text.  

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. Reference to upstream and downstream is often 

abbreviated to u/s or d/s respectively. Latitude and longitude (decimal) are 

used to identify specific locations (e.g. 54.533273, -7.850615) and can 

be pasted directly into Google to identify the exact place the photograph 

was taken on Google Maps. 

2. Background  

Table 1 – Waterbody details 

Waterbody Name  Termon River (Pettigo) 

Waterbody ID  GBNI1NW363604064 

Water Management Unit IE_NW_ErneWest 

Basin_CD  123 Erne 

Dist_CD North Western 

Furthest u/s location 

inspected  

54.605107, -7.72105 

Furthest d/s location 

inspected  

54.533233, -7.850625 

Length of river 

inspected (KM) 

9 

The Termon River has Agriculture and Urban Waste Water identified as 

significant pressures that place the Water Framework Directive status “At 

Risk” of deterioration”. However, the Water Quality status for the waterbody 

is unassigned, according to the www.catchments.ie website. Also of interest 

is the Waterfoot tributary which discharges around the inflow to Lough Erne; 

that waterbody has been consistently assigned as “Good” water quality 

status between 2007-2015. 

 

 

http://www.catchments.ie/
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3. Overview map (including locations for all photographs taken) 
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4. Habitat Assessment  
4.1. River Termon 

The river level on the day of the visit was assessed to be around a low 

autumn/winter flow, conditions suitable for adequate assessment of 

bankside and in-channel habitat quality. Despite being late in the year, the 

mild conditions accommodated flights of aquatic and terrestrial 

invertebrates which juvenile salmonid parr were observed to be feeding 

upon in several areas of the river, confirming their presence (in reasonable 

numbers at some locations).  

 
Figure 1. Where the Termon River and Waterfoot River join Lough Erne, significant variations in lough 
level were evident by the bare banks and vegetation line elevated above the current water level 
(54.533273, -7.850615). This area is reported to hold numbers of fish as they prepare to run the rivers 
and can be a hot-spot for predation by pike.  

Progressing u/s on the Termon, grazing created a notable impact on the RB 

vegetation. What should be a diverse mix of herbaceous vegetation was 

reduced to closely cropped grass and the occasional heavily browsed shrub, 

in most areas (Figure 2). The LB was naturally wooded with healthy 

understorey vegetation and provided far greater habitat quality.  

In several areas, attempts to counteract livestock poaching and bank 

erosion have been made with boulder revetment; soil and stone have also 

been dumped on areas of the bank (Figure 4). Two areas of bank had been 

cleared and lowered as river access points, potentially for livestock drinking. 

The erosion/bank destabilisation could be rectified by simply excluding 

livestock from the watercourse and providing them with offline watering via 

mains water or solar pumps, thereby allowing a naturally stable bank to 

develop.  
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Figure 2. What should be a diverse mix of herbaceous vegetation was reduced to closely cropped grass 
and the occasional browsed shrub, over a boulder revetted bank (54.533625, -7.850298). The LB (right 
of shot) was more natural.  

 

 
Figure 3. Bankside shrubs were clearly being browsed, as evident by the loss of shoots/branches (white 
circles). This is symptomatic of the issue that has likely precipitated the requirement to revet the bank, 
with long-term grazing often preventing regeneration and leading to a net loss of trees over time that 
would otherwise naturally stabilise a riverbank. 
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Figure 4. In-channel habitat quality was good, although heavily influenced by bedrock, with a 
particularly large outcrop reportedly acting as a natural barrier to the u/s progression of coarse fish 
and preserving the native fish fauna of the upper river in a more natural state (54.535223, -7.848363). 
Note the dumped stone and earth; this may be in response to erosion exacerbated by livestock access. 

 

 
Figure 5. Electric fencing in the second field may keep larger stock away from the river’s edge, where 
a very thin marginal fringe of vegetation is clinging on, but sheep appear to be heavily grazing right up 
to that point. A wider, livestock-excluded and well-vegetated buffer would be beneficial.  
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Figure 6. Further bedrock outcrops created a stepped channel, with naturally impounded flow 
upstream. Unlike weirs, the natural, gradual bed profile u/s and the millennia over which the river 
channel has adjusted to those features means that they are not an issue. Fish may be delayed 
somewhat by the step, but the naturally irregular structure offers multiple potential passage routes at 
various flows. Areas of low, overhanging and sometimes trailing vegetation contribute to good quality 
habitat, at least along the LB side (right of shot); note the stark contrast between the LB and RB.  

 
Figure 7. Livestock grazing remained an issue for the extent of the section that was visited. Note the 
general lack of bankside vegetation and shrubs, with just a few veteran trees present on the LB. With 
no regeneration (prevented by grazing), the valuable cover they provide cannot be replaced when they 
die or succumb to flood damage, which is also more likely to occur on overgrazed riverbanks with 
reduced root matrices for protection. 
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Three sites were inspected within Pettigo, the furthest downstream being 

alongside the Termon Complex (Figure 8), where work has been undertaken 

to shore up the RB and create a walkway. It is important when undertaking 

and maintaining this kind of hard engineered bank line that the requirement 

for low and trailing bankside cover is catered for. As such, it would be 

beneficial to allow any small shrubs and vegetation growing from the bank 

to develop.  

Just upstream, a small stand of Japanese knotweed was observed at an 

access point to the river. Left unchecked, these infestations spread rapidly, 

even from small propagules, with the resulting plants outcompeting native 

vegetation, only to die back in the winter, leaving bare, unprotected banks 

susceptible to erosion. This non-native and highly invasive species should 

be treated with herbicide by a licensed professional.  

A sewer main is reported to run through the centre of the riverbed 

upstream, which is cause for concern (Figure 9). This is poor practice, 

unnecessarily exposing the pipe to potential flood damage. Moreover, if 

damage does occur and sewage escapes, it will result in instant pollution of 

the watercourse. For this reason, it is worth taking the time to check any 

channel sections containing sewage pipe whenever passing. The discharge 

from the sewage treatment works a bit further downstream is also worth 

monitoring, to ensure that it is not polluting the watercourse. Any signs of 

grey slime or sludge, sanitary products or even increased algal growth 

around these features should be reported as signs of pollution.  

Further upstream, through the village, the river became buffered by trees 

and increasingly influenced by bedrock and pinch points within the bed 

created high velocities and minor natural obstructions to fish movement 

(Figure 10). A weir associated with the old mill reportedly used to create a 

further obstruction, but the structure has now washed away. This is 

fortunate, as the detrimental impact weirs create upon fish passage, 

sediment transport and habitat quality (particularly in the impounded river 

reach upstream) is often overlooked. It is therefore recommended that any 

suggestion to reinstate the weir is strongly opposed on environmental 

grounds.   

 

Just upstream of the old mill site, on the LB, large volumes of loose earth 

have been dumped on an area within the river’s immediate floodplain 

(Figure 11). Even aside from the potentially increased flood risk locally, 

depositing unconsolidated earth in such close proximity to a watercourse 

presents a significant, unnecessary risk of fine sediment input. Over time 

the material is becoming vegetated, and the risk of wash out will reduce, 

but this is very poor practice and potentially poses a biosecurity risk from 

the spread of non-native species such as Japanese knotweed. Upstream, on 

the opposite bank, heavy sheep grazing resumes and the bankside habitat 

reverts to closely cropped grass and only a few mature trees. 
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Figure 8. The hard engineered RB lacks low and trailing cover (white ellipse). Japanese knotweed (red 
circle – centre of shot) poses a real threat to biodiversity (54.548323, -7.830865). 

 

 
Figure 9. What is reported to be the course of the village sewage pipe running through bed of the river 
(dashed red line). When work was recently done to the bridge the bed level was adjusted creating 
more of an obstruction to fish passage under the bridge, precipitating creation of the bed material 
bund immediately d/s. This is yet another potential issue arising from improper placement of services 
within a riverbed; any disturbance or digging of the bed has the potential to cause destabilisation and 
further movement of the substrate, as well as damage aquatic species and their habitat. 



   
 

12 
 

 
Figure 10. The naturally rugged bedrock channel will create an obstacle to fish migrating u/s, but this 
is a natural impact, and the diversity of the bed will again offer multiple potential routes for passage.  

 
Figure 11. Large volumes of unconsolidated earth dumped right next to the river (54.553267, -
7.831588). Note the impact of a long history of grazing in the background – bare earth, closely cropped 
grass and little else other than a few mature trees.  

A spot-check upstream revealed further issues from livestock grazing 

(Figure 12). Vegetation diversity is lost through grazing, and with that, the 

complexity of root matrices required to create a naturally stable riverbank 

is also lost. Sheep scarring/poaching then exacerbates the issue. 



   
 

13 
 

 
Figure 12. Note how the loss of species other than grass had led to a lack of root depth and diversity. 
With all of the grass’s growth placed into replacing foliage above ground, even the roots that are 
present are impoverished. Consequently, the vital bank protection usually provided is reduced and 
with further destabilisation from sheep trampling the sward and creating areas of bare earth, 
accelerated erosion occurs (54.555473, -7.826947). 

A spot check at field access upstream revealed the remains of an old weir 

or croy (Figure 13). While this is not an issue to fish passage, it disrupts the 

river’s flow. Now, instead of the greatest flow passing around the outside of 

the bend, where it would naturally create and maintain depth to provide a 

valuable fish lie, flow was dissipated across the channel, with a greater 

volume of flow now passing through the gap on the LB (inside bend). This 

was not a major issue but demonstrates how even small artificial structures 

can create a negative impact. By this point, the watercourse was buffered 

along the RB and protected by what is effectively an extension of the road 

verge on the LB. That may make access for angling more difficult but 

provided much higher habitat quality and fish-holding potential.  

Concerns are often raised about overshading of watercourses, which can be 

an issue, depending upon the river type. On productive rivers with abundant 

aquatic macrophyte growth, there is often a case for judicious tree 

maintenance to allow greater light penetration. However, on low to medium 

productivity, rivers that will never support luxuriant aquatic macrophyte 

growth, it is often more important to retain the habitat features that are 

available in the form of shade, and low and trailing cover, with their 

additional benefits of invertebrate fall and leaf litter. Moreover, with dark 

peat-stained water, even high levels of shading can be beneficial to prevent 

warming of the dark water in bright, low-flow conditions. As such, the 

treelined habitat observed is assessed as being ideal and certainly not 

overshaded or requiring maintenance from a habitat perspective.  
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Figure 13. A spot check from a bridge at 54.563803, -7.814502 revealed the remains of an old weir or 
croy which disrupts the flow of the river. Also note the beneficial vegetation cover along the banks, 
where protected from sheep.  

 

 
Figure 14. U/s of the bridge, the high-quality habitat of treelined banks continued. This may make 
angling trickier than on open sections, but it will facilitate the reach holding and, more importantly, 
producing many more fish. The occasional tree branch could be hinged into the channel to increase 
the availability of trailing cover and access, but from a purely habitat perspective, this is largely 
unnecessary in most places.  
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Figure 15. At the next road bridge crossing, the riparian habitat remained high quality, with stable, 
treelined banks and valuable shade and cover u/s and d/s (54.566202, -7.807608).  

Inspection near the next road bridge u/s revealed good potential spawning 

riffles (with redds observed). Unfortunately, the increased gradient and 

shallow water over gravel that provided suitable spawning habitat also 

facilitated fording of the channel, and a track entered the river and then 

travelled along the river for ~40m (Figure 16). This is far from ideal as 

redds are likely to be destroyed by machinery crossing the ford. It would 

be well worth approaching the landowner/farm to see if alternative routes 

could be used (created if required) to access the fields at either side of the 

river, certainly during the period between October and May, if possible; 

failing that, at least minimising usage of the ford during that time would be 

greatly beneficial to preserve the spawning sites.  

There was a notable absence of trees along the riparian area in the fields 

downstream, with a corresponding loss of shade and cover. A long history 

of sheep grazing often leads to a loss of trees over time as veteran trees 

are not replaced as they die off. It would be well worth trying to establish 

more trees through this reach. The old but apparently still functional fence 

along the LB may offer the protection required for trees to become 

established if planted, although fencing is likely to be required in other 

areas. Even driving willow whips into the bank at selected locations, out of 

the reach of livestock, could create a notable improvement.  
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Figure 16. Inspection around the next bridge u/s revealed good potential spawning riffles (with redds) 
at a farm track fording point. Just out of shot to the right a low bank connected the access track to the 
river and continued down this section of channel, exiting d/s of the tree on the RB. Also note the lack 
of trees and reduced riparian habitat quality through the fields downstream.  

 
Figure 17. Further potential spawning substrate was also available immediately u/s of the ford, just d/s 
of the next road bridge, although it did not appear to be as well utilised.  

The footings of the road bridge appeared initially to require some form of 

easement but, in the flow observed, damage to the LB side of the apron 

and coarse sediment deposition there created a mini rock ramp easement, 
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affording improved passage (Figure 18 – white circle). However, it would 

be worthwhile ensuring that the area receives flow at lower river levels 

(when fish may still require passage). Simple tweaks to the flow regime 

with baffles could improve the situation.  

It is often stated that small steps like the bridge footings pose no issue as 

fish are often seen ascending them, or fish are known to pass much larger 

obstacles elsewhere, which is all potentially true. However, fish may require 

certain flows in which to pass an obstruction, so may be unnecessarily 

delayed, increasing their susceptibility to stress and predation and 

preventing optimal habitat utilisation. The requirement for even small fish 

to move around a catchment to fulfil their habitat requirements at different 

life stages should also be considered. Shallow water over smooth concrete 

often exacerbates an obstacle, as can a lack of depth on the downstream 

side (among other factors). As such, even large fish can be delayed by what 

we term behavioural barriers, where a fish may be reluctant to pass an 

exposed section of channel or even small step. As such it is worth ensuring 

that even seemingly innocuous man-made obstacles are made passable.   

 
Figure 18. Seemingly innocuous bridge footings that could still interrupt fish movement, particularly 
juvenile dispersal. The rocky graded area along the LB (white ellipse) provides a potentially improved 
access route while it receives flow (which could be diverted there with a baffle if necessary).   

A small tributary joined the river at the bridge and offered good potential 

as a salmonid spawning and juvenile stream. The first ~100m were 

degraded to a straightened and uniform channel (Figure 19), but it would 

be worth improving habitat further upstream by excluding livestock from 

the banks (Figure 20). Increased woody material would be beneficial within 

the channel and flow deflectors could be installed within the straight section 

to improve substrate profile and composition.  
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Figure 19. A small potential spawning tributary that could be enhanced with woody material and/or 
flow deflectors to drive bed scour and sort the substrate (54.583793, -7.783963).  

 
Figure 20. Sheep grazing u/s on the tributary. It would be worth investigation further up the tributary 
to find any other areas that may also benefit from buffer fencing.  

Upstream of the bridge on the main river, extensive tree work has been 

undertaken, cutting many of the LB trees back to a low pollard. Fortunately, 

some of the lower branches appear to have been retained but this work 

presented a seemingly unnecessary impact upon bankside habitat for 
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negligible potential gain. It will be important to preserve any low regrowth 

of those trees.  

The purpose of the work was not exactly clear, but the treatment of so 

many trees in the same way is not conducive to good habitat diversity, 

leaving a lack of canopy height that will be followed by uniform age/size 

regrowth. The work appeared to have been undertaken for some distance 

upstream (Figure 22). Whatever the purpose of the tree work, possibly to 

allow light to a few extra metres of grazing land, it is always better practice 

to only remove small amounts at a time, if any removal is actually required.  

The banks upstream appeared to be fenced with a single breast-wire, but 

that does not exclude sheep, which appeared to be the main stock accessing 

the fields. It would be beneficial to properly exclude them from the banks, 

especially now that much of the tree growth will have been reduced to their 

browsing height. Failure to protect the regrowth could even lead to the loss 

of some trees, ultimately increasing the risk of bank erosion.  

At the next bridge crossing inspected, the LB downstream was buffered with 

trees and vegetation, but the RB was clearly suffering high intensity sheep 

grazing, as evident by tightly cropped grass, bare earth and erosion at focal 

points around the bankside trees (Figure 23). A ford at the upstream side 

of the bridge appeared to be unused and the grazing intensity appeared to 

be lower on both banks, but there was a lack of buffer fencing on the RB.  

 
Figure 21. U/s of the bridge, uniform tree maintenance has left the channel overly open, but some 
small, low and trailing structure remained (white circles). These are the locations around which any 
remaining fish are likely to reside.  
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Figure 22. Extensive tree pollarding work extended u/s on the LB, as evident by the brash in the 
background. Note the lack of sheep proof fencing on both banks and a consequent lack of herbaceous 
vegetation, saplings and younger trees (54.584505, -7.783603). These single lines of bankside trees 
provide no backup for individuals lost to floods, old age or disease, resulting in banks becoming 
denuded of trees over time, and often increased bank erosion rates. 

 
Figure 23. At the next bridge crossing u/s, the LB was buffered with trees and vegetation, but the RB 
was clearly suffering even higher intensity sheep grazing, as evident by bare earth and erosion at focal 
points around the bankside trees (54.595223, -7.758278). 
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Figure 24. U/s of the bridge, grazing pressure appeared to be lower, but the creation of a naturally 
diverse, vegetated buffer along the watercourse would be beneficial.  

 

 
Figure 25. At the final spot-check u/s, the LB was again protected, but livestock had access to the RB 
(54.60517, -7.721135). Note the lack of herbaceous vegetation and trees on the RB, and areas of 
erosion, when compared to the much healthier looking LB.  
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Figure 26. U/s of the bridge, the right bank grazing continued, and the LB (right of shot) remained 
better protected. Bankside trees provided valuable shade, cover and bank stability, with undercut 
roots also providing great habitat. The substrate deposited upstream of the bridge provided some 
potential spawning habitat for larger fish, although no redds were observed there.  

4.2. Waterfoot River 

The lower reaches of the Waterfoot River were different in character to 

much of the Termon, with a wider, less incised channel and lower, more 

gradual banks, providing better floodplain connectivity (Figure 27). The 

habitat observed was shallower with a greater availability of riffle habitat, 

ideal for juvenile salmonids and many beneficial flow-loving invertebrate 

species. However, the significantly fluctuating height of Lough Erne clearly 

created a variable impact on the area and the type of habitat observed will 

not always be present, sometimes being drowned at higher lough levels. 

The LB was clearly degraded by livestock access and poaching (cattle and 

sheep). The agricultural value of the boggy land here is so low, the creation 

of even a decent sized buffer would surely constitute minimal loss to the 

farmer (Figure 28); doing so could reinstate more natural herbage to the 

bank.  

In-channel habitat was regularly improved by accumulations of large woody 

material (Figure 29). Far from being a problem, this is top-notch trout 

habitat that creates fish-holding lies, offers protection from predators, and 

reinvigorates the channel by creating scour and deposition to diversify the 

bed. It is very rare that such features will ever create an obstacle to fish 

within a natural channel, as flow pathways are almost always maintained. 

Moreover, as anything approaching a blockage forms, the weight of water 

usually dislodges part or all of the structure before it becomes an issue.  
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Figure 27. During the visit, the wide shallow channel provided high quality habitat for juvenile 
salmonids and invertebrates. However, when flooded by the lake, this habitat will be far less riverine, 
as evident by the areas of much finer sediment deposition (white ellipse) and alternative waterline 
along the far bank vegetation (dashed red line). 

 

 
Figure 28. Low value agricultural land that could be put to great use as a buffer that would allow 
valuable regeneration of herbaceous vegetation.  

 



   
 

24 
 

 
Figure 29. High-value trout habitat provided by tree branches and other woody material. Unless the 
structure is significantly impounding the river (which very rarely occurs) there will always be flow 
routes through. Undertaking any work to modify such structures runs the risk of dislodging them and 
losing the myriad of benefits they create as fish and invertebrate habitat. In fact, many beneficial 
invertebrates will also feed on woody material as it decomposes.  

 

 
Figure 30. Looking u/s at more good juvenile salmonid habitat. Note the relatively open nature of the 
diverse deciduous woodland, created by a varied canopy, but the dense overshading created by non-
native, evergreen rhododendron (centre of shot). It would be worthwhile attempting to eradicate 
those plants to prevent their spread. Aside from the impact of overshading, their leaves are also far 
less palatable to detritivores than most native plant species, so they contribute very little.  
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Figure 31. Stone turning revealed several sizes and species of mayfly nymphs, predominantly of the 
Heptageniid family. Also present were caseless caddis, and freshwater snails. This was by no means a 
detailed invertebrate survey but turning stones in the faster riffle areas is a valuable way to check that 
at least some of the expected water quality sensitive species are present.   

Questions were raised during the visit as to whether the level of tree cover 

here constituted overshading. As for the treelined sections of the Termon, 

the answer is no. This is a mature and largely natural woodland with good 

canopy diversity, accepting that beech do often dominate. The presence of 

tall trees adjacent to the river has beneficially encouraged bankside trees 

to reach out over the river in search of light; in turn, providing low cover 

and a future source of woody material to the channel as they expire or are 

washed in. A major benefit to fish populations from this habitat type being 

that piscivorous birds, particularly cormorants, are not as comfortable being 

in shaded or enclosed channels where it is difficult for them to take off/land 

or see danger approaching. Consequently, areas like this are naturally 

protected from predation in comparison to more open channel sections. 

The abundance of invertebrates in this area may be lower than expected for 

several reasons, including the significant bedrock influence (reducing the 

availability of gravel/cobble habitat) and reduced bankside vegetation. The 

timing of invertebrate surveys can also have a large bearing upon which 

species it is possible to sample, but the quality of habitat observed was not 

considered to be an unduly limiting factor at the time of the visit. However, 

the regularity and duration of inundation by the lough is likely to have an 

impact locally. If there are still concerns about a potential lack of 

invertebrates within the reach, it may be beneficial to undertake formal, 

long-term invertebrate monitoring, employing the Anglers’ Riverfly 

Monitoring Initiative protocol, to help build a baseline here and elsewhere.  
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Figure 32. Plenty of trees through the wooded lower area of the Waterfoot provided high quality 
woodland river habitat. This is great juvenile salmonid habitat, being unfavourable to many piscivorous 
bird species owing to the surrounding canopy.  

 

5. Summary and recommendations 

In many ways, it was encouraging to see that the most common impact 

upon the river appeared to be livestock access and a lack of trees and 

bankside vegetation, as these are relatively straight forward issues to 

address. However, that is not to play down the detrimental impact it causes 

to riparian habitat. As such, the primary recommendation of this report is 

to undertake livestock exclusion with buffer fencing wherever livestock 

currently have access. Subsequently, it would be worth undertaking light 

planting with locally native trees in the more open sections to restore those 

lost over years of grazing. Allowing areas for natural succession of trees, 

shrubs and vegetation following livestock exclusion would also be beneficial. 

Feature trees could also be planted via willow whips, to more rapidly create 

discrete fish-holding features in the open sections (see section 5.1.1). 

To progress the delivery of fencing, it would be beneficial for representatives 

of the angling association to meet with other key organisations that may be 

able to assist, to ascertain what funding and incentives may be available for 

farmers/landowners, and how to access them. Being a cross-border 

catchment makes the situation more complicated, but it would be valuable 

to approach LAWPRO initially, along with Inland Fisheries Ireland and the 

Environmental Protection Agency, to gain their insight into what options 

might be available south of the border. It would also be worthwhile 

contacting the Northern Ireland Environment Agency and DAERA 
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(Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs - Countryside 

Management Branch and Inland Fisheries) for guidance north of the border.  

Where trees have been lost, removed, or pruned, habitat was generally 

poorer than where the bankside trees and vegetation have been allowed to 

develop and it is recommended that tree removal is avoided wherever 

possible. If there is a desire to undertake tree maintenance to improve 

angling access, it should be undertaken sparingly, only to allow anglers into 

the river, rather than to create easy casting which often removes fish-

holding habitat. If any specific tree maintenance is considered in the future, 

please seek further specific advice from the WTT. It would be worth 

approaching whoever undertook the extensive tree work observed around 

54.584505, -7.783603 (Figure 21 & Figure 22), to ascertain what the exact 

purpose was and whether it was absolutely necessary, to try and ensure 

that in future it is undertaken more sympathetically or avoided all together.  

It would be beneficial to adopt a policy of retaining and promoting woody 

material within the rivers. There are some great examples of woody 

features on the lower Waterfoot, but very few in the Termon. This is almost 

certainly in part due to active removal of those features. As such, a two-

fold approach of seeking agreement from landowners/farmers to leave 

woody material the channel and agreement to allow the 

installation/reinstatement of new woody material features to the river, 

would be beneficial throughout the fishery (see section 5.1.2). 

Alongside a general recommendation for increasing large woody material 

throughout the fishery, a small habitat improvement project could be 

undertaken in the lower reaches of the straightened tributary of the Termon 

(Figure 19). Installing small woody material deflectors to scour the bed to 

a more varied profile with naturally cleaned and sorted substrate, as shown 

in Figure 36, or as offset, alternating deflectors (see section 5.1.3).  

It would also be worthwhile approaching users of the ford highlighted in 

Figure 16, to see if agreement can be gained to create (or use if already 

available) alternative access routes to the fields at either side of the river. 

As a bare minimum, it would be beneficial to avoid or greatly reduce use of 

the ford during the salmonid spawning and incubation period 

(October/November – May).  

The stand of Japanese knotweed identified in Figure 8 should be reported 

to the landowner and they should be encouraged to have it treated with 

herbicide by a licensed operative.  

In addition to the issues covered in the body of this report, regular discharge 

of slurry to the watercourse is suspected to be occurring from at least one 

farm in the upper river. One location was observed while passing in the car, 

but it was not possible to take photographs as access to the site was 

considered to be potentially contentious. However, at that point, yard runoff 
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could clearly be seen leaving the yard and traveling the short distance over 

land to the watercourse. That kind of impact upon a river must be reported 

to the appropriate authorities whenever occurring so that the appropriate 

enforcement action can be undertaken. Reporting such incidents and 

seeking action to be taken certainly constitutes a major recommendation of 

this report. Likewise, if any discolouration of water leaving the sewage 

treatment works is observed, or any grey biofilm or algae observed on the 

riverbed around or downstream of the discharge point in Pettigo, that 

should also be reported.  

It may also be worthwhile undertaking training in invertebrate identification 

that allows water quality to be assessed so that problems can be identified, 

and improvements or declines can be monitored. The Riverfly Partnership 

monitoring approach could easily be applied to the Termon 

(www.riverflies.org/rp-riverfly-monitoring-initiative) 

5.1. Habitat improvement techniques 

5.1.1. Willow planting 

Selective planting of willow shrubs as whips/cuttings would be useful at any 

open locations that lack tree cover; on inside bends to encourage deposition 

or on outside bends to create cover feature trees or to drive bed scour. 

Being fast growing and easy to establish, willow planting could rapidly 

increase cover and provide material to be hinged into the channel in later 

years. Consideration should be given to the species used, with smaller shrub 

species like goat willow and sallow often working best for discrete habitat 

structures.  

The easiest way of establishing new willow saplings is by pushing sections 

of freshly cut whip or branch into areas of wet ground, ideally around the 

waterline where plenty of moisture is available. Whip planting can be 

undertaken at any time of the year but will have the greatest success during 

the dormant season, shortly before spring growth begins (ideally late Jan-

March). However, it can be successful throughout the growing season, 

particularly in damp areas. This kind of planting should be undertaken 

sparingly to maintain species diversity and avoid overpopulation by willows 

as the process is usually quite successful. 

Whips should be planted so that the majority of each whip (about 60% of 

its length) is within the ground, to minimise the distance that water has to 

be transported up the stem initially, before a substantial rootstock develops. 

Planting on a shallow d/s angle eases water transport within the developing 

shrub (which starts without any root) and reduces the potential for it to 

catch flood debris and be ripped out. Leaving 300-400mm of whip 

protruding from the ground is usually sufficient, providing they protrude 

well past the surrounding vegetation (to allow access to light). Whips of 

5mm-25mm diameter tend to take best, but even large branches can be 

http://www.riverflies.org/rp-riverfly-monitoring-initiative
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used. If undertaken during the growing season, care should be taken not to 

use whips with excessive foliage, which greatly increases the rate of 

transpiration and can lead to the whip dehydrating before the supporting 

root system develops. Planting would ideally be undertaken within buffer 

fenced areas but can have some success in grazed areas if located out of 

the reach of livestock.  

5.1.2. Tree hinging and lodged woody material 

Where multiple trees of suitable species are present, the occasional trunk 

can be cut and hinged to create an enhancement feature, with no significant 

detriment to the overall habitat. This technique entails cutting partially 

through the trunk, so that it remains attached but can be hinged over, into 

or along the channel (Figure 33). It works particularly well with willow, elm, 

thorns (hawthorn or blackthorn) and hazel, but only willow will thrive with 

its canopy partially submerged.  

Alternatively, tree trunks can be felled to create a coppice, encouraging low-

level regrowth from the stool, in the process providing material that can be 

lodged between two or more standing trunks (Figure 34), or hung over 

another tree if a ‘V’ branch is available (Figure 35). Again, this should be 

undertaken very sparingly, to avoid loss of habitat and the creation of a 

maintenance burden as the bushy regrowth ensues. Working with the odd 

tree here and there is all that’s required. 

 
Figure 33. Willow hinged into the river margin to increase cover and structure. The method involves 
cutting part way through the stem, quickly through the first two thirds, then continuing until it 
collapses down over the river. The depth of the cut should be limited to only that which is required to 
bend the stem over, as this will maintain maximum size and strength of the hinge and maintain the 
health of the tree/shrub. 
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Figure 34. A lodged flow deflector, securely but naturally fixed in place between two upright trees (red 
circle). The technique can utilise a single pole (primarily to increase scour) or a branched limb (to create 
greater flow dissipation or diversity, depending upon how it is used). The elevated butt end (bank end) 
reduces the potential detrimental bank scour usually associated with d/s deflectors as a through-flow 
is maintained along the bank.  

 

 
Figure 35. Medium-sized, lodged woody material, securely anchored naturally by the ‘V’ of the 
branches against an upright tree.  
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5.1.3. Flow deflectors 

Flow deflectors (highlighted with redlines) can be installed to increased 

gravel retention (white ellipse) and bed scour (blue ellipse) to create depth 

variation on a straight channel. They can be in pairs, where the potential 

for bank erosion is a concern, or as single, staggered features on alternate 

sides of the channel, to increase the sinuosity of flow. Even when paired 

deflectors are used, a free gap should be maintained at the centre of the 

channel to avoid creating an impoundment or unnecessary impact upon 

downstream sediment movement or fish passage. 

 
Figure 36. Paired u/s facing deflectors (highlighted with redlines), demonstrating how gravel can be 
retained (white ellipse) and the bed scoured (blue ellipse) to create depth variation. Instead of being 
installed in pairs, deflectors could be placed on alternate sides of the channel to increase sinuosity.  

6. Making it happen 

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

• WTT Practical Visit  

o Where recipients require assistance to carry out the 

improvements highlighted in an advisory report, there is the 

possibility of WTT staff conducting a practical visit or workshop. 

This would consist of 1-3 days’ work, with a WTT Conservation 

Officer(s) teaming up with interested parties to demonstrate 

habitat enhancement methods (e.g. flow deflectors, lodged 

woody material, willow laying etc.). 

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 

https://www.wildtrout.org/content/wtt-publications
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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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8. 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 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.  

 

http://www.wildtrout.org/shop/products/rivers-working-for-wild-trout-dvd

