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Key findings 

 

 In general, Derwent Fly Fishing Club (DFFC) waters on the River 

Derwent provide some high quality habitat that is already capable of 

producing and supporting wild trout and grayling populations, but 

there is always room for improvement.  

 Numerous small weirs on the river create an unnecessary impact 

upon the river through their impoundment and inhibition of fish and 

sediment movement.  

 Fine sediment input and siltation appears to be an issue, likely arising 

from reduced peak flows (as a result of the Ladybower Reservoir 

system) excessive erosion and runoff upstream and some, more 

moderate erosion along DFFC waters. 

 There is plenty of scope for small-scale habitat improvements by 

increasing the availability of in-channel structure.  

 The river is more than capable of supporting a high quality fishery 

without the fish stocking. Moving to a wild trout and grayling fishery 

is an eminently achievable goal. 
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1.0 Introduction 

This report is the output of a site visit to sections of the Derbyshire Derwent 

under the control of Derwent Fly Fishing Club. The visit was undertaken at 

the request of David Rowley (chairman of DFFC) to assess riverine habitats 

and offer recommendations that will help develop and improve the fishery. 

Also present on the day of the visit were Bob Sedgwick and Mark Ritson 

(DFFC members) and James Rotherham (DFFC River Keeper and fish 

supplier).  

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. The Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference 

system is used for identifying specific locations and upstream and 

downstream references are often abbreviated to u/s and d/s, respectively, 

for convenience.  

 

2.0 Catchment and fishery overview 

The River Derwent originates within the catchment of the 

Derwent/Ladybower Reservoir system, in an area of predominantly peat 

moorland with unimproved grazing and some forestry. The underlying 

geology of shale and millstone grit imparts few nutrients to the system 

producing a relatively low productivity, ‘peaty’ freestone-type river. 

However, a short distance d/s of the reservoir, the productivity of the River 

Derwent is increased slightly by the River Noe, which flows over areas of 

calcareous mudstones and shales, with some influence of limestone in the 

south west area of the catchment.  

The dams of the Ladybower system create a notable impact upon the River 

Derwent, posing impassable barriers to u/s fish movement and d/s 

sediment transport. Harvesting of water for potable supply also alters the 

flow regime of the river d/s (which is understood to be a constant rate 

compensation flow), further exacerbating the impacts upon the ecology and 

geomorphology of the river. For these reasons, along with other channel 

modifications, the ‘Derwent from Westend to River Wye’ 

(GB104028057880) is classed as a heavily modified waterbody (HMWB) 

under the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and is assessed against ‘good 

ecological potential’ (rather than ‘good ecological status’). Despite these 

impacts, the waterbody achieves a ‘high’ or ‘good’ classification for all 

parameters assessed, other than a single ‘fail’, for cadmium and its 

compounds (Table 1), which downgrades the waterbody to ‘Moderate’ 

ecological potential. This suggests that, at least in the areas sampled, fish 

and invertebrate populations remain healthy.  
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See the Wild Trout Trust website www.wildtrout.org/map for other reports 

on nearby reaches/fisheries on the River Noe and River Derwent catchment. 

Table 1. An overview of WFD data for the ‘River Derwent from Westend to River Wye’ waterbody. 

 
http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/WaterBody/GB104028057880 

DFFC currently has 60 members with access to water on over 9.5 km of 

river, which the club owns (majority) or leases. The fishery is split into 21 

individual beats; however, most of the angling takes place on the stocked 

beats (2-10 and 19). Within these beats, a total of approximately 300 

rainbow trout and 800 brown trout are stocked in three deliveries, towards 

the end of April, May and July. 

 

3.0 Habitat Assessment  

The river was inspected between Grindleford Bridge (SK 24484 77827) and 

the stepping stones upstream of Grindleford (SK 21718 81570), starting at 

the Grindleford (d/s) end. This encompassed most of beats 2-11 and 13-

14. On the day, the river appeared to be at an average autumn level and 

running relatively clear (for a peaty river). 

The river was first observed looking d/s from Grindleford Bridge at the u/s 

extent of beat 1 (Fig. 1). In this area, good quality habitat is provided by a 

complex flow that has developed a varied bed topography and range of in-

channel habitats. Scouring of the bed has created deeper areas suitable for 

larger adult fish, while the dissipation of energy within those areas allows 

the deposition of substrate towards the tail of the pools, forming bars and 

shallower riffle water suitable for juvenile salmonids.  

http://www.wildtrout.org/map
http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/WaterBody/GB104028057880
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Figure 1. Looking d/s from Grindleford Bridge, where a good range of habitat is available including 

flow diversity and shade cover in the margins from trees.  

Moving u/s of the bridge, high quality trout and grayling habitat was 

observed, with beneficial low-level/trailing branches and areas of exposed 

root structure along the river margins. Tree roots help to bind the banks 

together, slowing the rate of bank erosion but as they become exposed, 

they also provide valuable flow deflection and niches in which fish and 

invertebrates can hide (Fig. 2).  

Too often on rivers, valuable low branches (and roots sometimes) are cut 

off to ease angler access but, fortunately, in most areas along DFFC waters, 

tree canopies have been allowed to grow out over and down into the 

channel, increasing the habitat availability and number of fish that can be 

supported by the river. Fisheries that do trim and remove these features 

actually reduce the number of fish the river can hold so, although the 

casting is easier, the fishing is often made less productive.  

Increasing the occurrence of natural structure within the channel (or 

allowing it to remain in place) not only increases the lies available for fish 

but also provides shelter and slower water in times of high flows, 

particularly for juvenile fish which have lower swimming ability than larger 

fish. In-channel structure also provides vital refuge in which fish can evade 

predators, allowing fish to escape fish-eating birds and otters; being smaller 

and more streamlined, fish can pass through underwater structure much 

more easily, which is often enough to allow them to escape during a pursuit.   
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Figure 2. Bankside trees providing bank protection and structure for fish and invertebrates.  

Figure 3. A dead tree has fallen into the channel along the far (RB), providing excellent fish holding 

habitat day to day, but also channel roughness that will create areas of slower water in which fish 

can shelter from high flows.  
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Figure 4. Two fallen trees, one along the RB that will provide cover and shelter from high flows and 

one partially submerged within the centre of the channel that helps to break up the pool, increasing 

the lies that are available and providing vital structure in which fish can evade predators. It may not 

provide an easy to cast to every part of the pool, but the increased number of fish that the pool can 

hold will be of far greater benefit to the fishery and the fishing.  

Structure within the channel not only benefits the fish directly as habitat 

cover, but also influences river morphology, creating additional valuable 

habitat. Figure 5 shows how dissipation of flow energy within and around a 

structure has facilitated fine sediment deposition and channel narrowing. In 

other areas, flow dissipation may be beneficial in facilitating the retention 

of coarser gravel substrate (particularly in straightened, over capacity or 

high gradient channel sections). Structures also help to energise flows in 

over-wide sections, increasing bed scour to mobilise and sort the substrate, 

sometimes creating and maintaining areas of deeper pool habitat.  

Some areas of historical channel realignment and dredging are suspected, 

owing to the occurrence of overly long, straight sections, increased 

gradients and an incised channel, although more natural sections are 

present. In these areas, the channel sinuosity, variable channel width and 

depth and diversity of substrate sizes, along with more natural flow 

diversity, provide a range of high quality, upland river habitat (Fig. 6).  
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Figure 5. A perfect example of how structure within the river margin can facilitate beneficial sediment 

deposition and retention. This can help energise flows within the remaining channel and scour and 

sort the bed material.   

Figure 6. A typical upland river section within a narrower area of the river valley. Being naturally 

narrower this section is less likely to have been impacted by human modification and consequently 

provides some of the highest quality habitat. . 
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Numerous small-medium sized block stone weirs were observed throughout 

the fishery. These pose a series of unnecessary impacts upon the 

geomorphology and habitat quality of the river. Weirs were often 

constructed historically as features to supposedly improve fishing but the 

numerous negative impacts of impounding a river are now better 

understood and the intended benefits disproven.  

Weirs impound flows and while they initially increase water depth u/s of 

them, the reduced flow energy within the impounded reach causes river bed 

material supplied from u/s to be deposited there. Weirs also create a 

physical barrier to d/s substrate movement. So, at high flows, when gravels 

and cobbles are mobilised, they will become trapped u/s; at lower flows, 

finer material will then also settle over the coarser substrate, negating its 

potential as invertebrate or spawning habitat. All the time, the substrate 

accumulating u/s of a weir is reducing the water depth, resulting in the pool 

becoming shallower (Fig. 7). Interrupting gravel transport also denudes 

habitats d/s. This is true on a larger-scale, with the reservoirs at the 

upstream of the River Derwent system completely preventing the supply of 

bed material but the issue is harder to address.  

The lack of flow velocity and diversity within an impounded reach also 

reduces the habitat diversity, providing some habitat for larger adult fish 

and older parr, but generally much poorer habitat for the overall trout 

population, with the impoundment sometimes degrading long reaches of 

river. Such areas are also easy hunting grounds for piscivorous birds 

(particularly cormorants and goosander) which can more easily fish the 

deeper water u/s and corral fish against a weir from u/s or d/s. The barrier 

also inhibits free fish movement and so limits the natural and optimal 

repopulation of river sections through wild fish spawning/recruitment and 

dispersal, particularly of juveniles which actively move within a river to 

acquire new territories. 

Therefore, ensuring the river is free from any non-essential weirs and 

artificial obstructions will help maintain natural transport of bed material, 

facilitating regrading and sorting of the gravels and maintaining suitable 

areas for fish spawning and a range of invertebrates. It also allows the wild 

fish to move within a reach and make optimal use of the available habitat 

– effectively restocking the river for free, with much fitter wild fish. 

The footings of Leadmill Bridge (Fig. 8) and an old mill weir u/s also pose 

notable obstructions to fish passage. Although the bridge footings cannot 

be removed, it may be possible for some kind of easement/fish pass to be 

fitted to aid fish passage. The mill weir just u/s (Fig. 9) could potentially be 

lowered or, ideally, partially removed to reduce the major impoundment it 

causes. If undertaken sympathetically, this action could not only reduce the 

impoundment but also reduce flood risk to the adjacent property.  
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Figure 7. Even relatively small weirs cause impoundment to flows, increase sediment deposition and 

inhibit the river’s natural geomorphology. Note the significant accumulation of coarse substrate 

(covered in fine silt) u/s of the weir. 

Figure 8. The footings of Leadmill Bridge - an obstruction but fish passage there could be improved.  
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Figure 9. The old mill weir u/s of Leadmill Bridge. This impounds the river for a long distance and 

creates a major impact upon d/s sediment transport (see Fig. 10). 

Figure 10. The impounded reach u/s of the old mill weir which degrades the river for several hundred 

metres u/s.  
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Despite the issues with sediment transport on the river, some areas of 

gravel were observed during the visit that were suitable for spawning 

(although less than would be expected without the weirs). In one of these 

locations on the main river a trout redd was clearly evident (Fig. 11), as 

were redds on the Leadmill stream.  

Trout usually require a minimum of 150mm deep, 10-40mm gravel on 

which to spawn, favouring lifts in the bed where the flow accelerates and 

the gravels will be maintained free from fine sediment that would otherwise 

smother the gravel/eggs. Redds are particularly obvious immediately after 

they’ve been created as the lighter coloured, algae-free underside of the 

gravels are exposed (Fig 11). 

Figure 11. The much lighter coloured, recently disturbed gravel of a trout redd (red circle). Note the 

obvious contrast between the redd and the surrounding algae-covered bed. 

Fine sediment was observed to be a potential issue on the Derwent, with 

significant accumulations on areas of the bed, degrading those gravels for 

invertebrate and/or spawning habitat. This issue is particularly evident in 

the wider, slower sections and suggests excessive fine sediment/silt inputs 

further u/s (Fig. 12). As the reservoir system is likely to settle out fine 

sediment originating in the Derwent system, it is likely that much of the 

issue is occurring on the River Noe (likely livestock access to the banks and 

associated erosion). Draining of an online dam on the River Noe back in 

2013 liberated large volumes of sand and silt, some of this material may 

still be creating an impact.  
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Figure 12. Fine sediment smothering the bed of the river. While this is in a wide, slow-flowing area 

where the deposition of fine sediment will be increased, it helps identify the presence of elevated 

sediment in the system that is degrading the habitat quality of the river bed in many areas.  

Issues were also observed along DFFC waters, wherever livestock have 

access. Livestock denude valuable bankside vegetation and prevent natural 

tree regeneration that would otherwise provide bank stability and habitat 

for a range of wildlife. Physical damage to the banks is also occurring 

through trampling and poaching of the banks, as evident by sheep scarring 

which will further exacerbate erosion at high flows (Fig. 13). Compare the 

grazed scene in Figure 13 to the naturally well-vegetated banks within the 

ungrazed wooded section shown in Figure 14. Similar issues were observed 

on Burbage Brook (Fig. 15). This tributary offers good potential as a trout 

spawning and juvenile nursery area and would greatly benefit from being 

buffer fenced to increase marginal vegetation and bank stability and reduce 

erosion. Further investigation of the watercourse is recommended to 

identify whether any barriers to fish movement exist, as several bridges 

occur further u/s. 
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Figure 13. A typical low habitat quality, sheep grazed bank, lacking in vegetation and with 

consequently poor stability and erosion issues. Such fields are not necessarily overgrazed in 

agricultural terms, but are overgrazed from a river bank perspective.  

Figure 14. High quality habitat along livestock excluded river banks – not a spot of erosion in sight.  
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Figure 15. Looking u/s on Burbage Brook. Note the sheep grazed LB (right of shot), completely devoid 

of vegetation and the well vegetated, stock-excluded RB (left of shot). 

4.0 Recommendations 

4.1 Weir removal 

Possibly the single biggest habitat improvement that could be made to DFFC 

waters is the removal of the weirs. This would reinstate the natural 

transport of bed material, remove the impounded reaches, improve habitat 

for invertebrates and salmonid spawning and allow better fish dispersal 

throughout the river (also see fish stock management recommendation).  

Ideally, the weirs would be removed completely but a lower effort 

compromise could be to remove a portion (around 1/3) of the structure 

down to bed level. This would remove the impoundment caused and 

reinstate gravel movement through the reach. By carefully selecting the 

section of the weir to be removed, more sinuosity and flow variation can be 

encouraged within the channel, further improving habitat quality. Ideally, 

where the bank stability allows, the notch should be towards the outside of 

bend, thereby accentuating the bends, rather in the middle or inside, which 

would result in straightening of the flow path.  
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4.1.1 Livestock access 

It is strongly recommended that buffer strips are installed to prevent 

livestock access to the river banks. These would allow development of more 

diverse flora and habitat for a range of wildlife. This option may require 

some management of Himalayan Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera) to 

prevent it becoming established within the buffer strips. While this has the 

potential to require some resource, balsam was not observed to be a major 

issue in the areas of river bank in which livestock are already excluded.  

 

4.1.2 In-channel structure  

Wherever occurring, trailing branches and dead or live wood should be 

allowed to remain in the river as it provides vital habitat and improved 

angling features. In addition, habitat quality and the fish holding capacity 

of the river could be further improved throughout DFFC waters by increasing 

the availability of in-channel structure and low-level cover. This can be 

relatively quickly and easily achieved with the following three methods: 

4.1.2.1 Tree hinging/laying  

Where suitable species of existing trees are already established along the 

banks, laying the trunks, or branches down into the watercourse can 

replicate natural overhanging and trailing vegetation. This technique works 

with natural river processes by increasing in-channel structure to focus 

flows and drive bed scour. Laying is usually limited to pliable species like 

willow, elm, hazel, hawthorn and small alder, but some others can be laid 

if undertaken carefully.  

The method used is simple: it involves cutting part way through the 

stem/trunk, a little at a time (applying light tension once the cut is past 

half-way through), until it can be forced over into the river (Figs 16 & 17). 

The depth of the cut should be limited to only that which is required to bend 

the limb over, as this will maintain maximum strength in the hinge and the 

health of the tree/shrub. On smaller shrubs, simply cutting the stem/trunk 

at a very shallow angle and then putting an axe blade into the cut and 

hitting it with a hammer can also help the laying while retaining a good 

strong hinge. The laid limbs should be angled at 45o or less to the bank, to 

reduce the flow pressure action upon the hinge and reduce the potential for 

catching debris.  

This is a great method to rapidly increase low cover but as with any 

interventions should be employed sparingly so as not to detract from other 

valuable habitats. Prime location for this would be the willow trees at SK 

23760 80369 (Fig. 18) 
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Figure 16. Hinged willow. 

 

 

Figure 17. Hinged hazel. 



17 

Figure 18. The willows on the far bank are ideal candidates for laying into the channel.  

 

4.1.3 Coppicing 

Particularly where there is a predominance of one age class of tree and/or 

the canopy is of a uniform height, low coppicing can be another great way 

to increase habitat diversity by rejuvenating low-level regrowth. This 

technique should always be undertaken sparingly, only on the occasional 

tree, to ensure that one type of habitat is not gained at the expense of 

another. N.B. this technique is only beneficial in areas where stock are 

excluded, otherwise livestock will focus their grazing pressure upon the 

high-nutrient regrowth, eating off the new shoots before they can become 

established. 

Coppicing should be undertaken during the dormant season as this is when 

the process will create the lowest stress to the tree and allow the greatest 

chance of tree survival. When used properly, this technique causes minimal 

stress to the tree or impact on its long-term viability. Coppicing can often 

even extend the life of a tree, particularly if the work reduces weight out of 

the tree’s crown and allows it to remain in place longer. If desirable, the 

resulting material can then, potentially, be employed as a tree kicker. 
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Figure 19. The small sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus), centre of shot, is an ideal candidate for low 

coppicing to encourage low-level regrowth that will provide shade and cover over the water.  

 

4.1.4 Tree kickers 

Dead woody material can also be introduced to the channel in the form of 

tree kickers, to provide significant habitat enhancements, particularly within 

a heavily impacted channel sections. The technique involves cutting a 

tree/shrub and then cabling it to its own or an adjacent stump, to retain it 

in place (Fig. 20).  

The type of structure created and location in which it is installed can 

influence the outcome. Installing a structure on the outside of a bend is 

likely to create more bed scour, whereas, diffuse structures on the inside of 

a bend are particularly good at encouraging deposition (Fig. 21), replicating 

the situation that is occurring naturally on the river (Fig. 5). 
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Figure 20. A basic tree kicker cable setup using 4000 kg breaking strain cable and two sets of cable 

clamps. The webbing strap in the background is used to pull the kicker close to the stump for fastening 

but is removed once the cable is fully fixed in place. 

 
Figure 21. A perfect example of how a tree kicker can be employed to create deposition in the river 

margin that will focus flows down the far side of the channel. 



20 

It should be noted that, where available, laid willows are likely to provide a 

quicker, easier and more natural result with a similar benefit created. The 

main difference being that laid willows remain alive and, in some cases, 

dead wood within the channel may be beneficial as a specific habitat type 

and for its lack of maintenance need.  

 

4.2 Planting 

Owing to sheep access along many sections of the bank, the presence of 

willow trees (Salix spp.) is limited by their grazing. Willow is particularly 

palatable to sheep and so is often absent from areas with a long history of 

grazing. It is therefore recommended that judicious planting with locally 

native willow is undertaken wherever cover and/or shade is lacking, once 

those areas are fenced. Willow can be planted along the waterline as well 

as the bank to create low-level cover and flow dissipation, in addition to 

consolidation of the bank.  

The quickest and easiest way of establishing trees is with willow, by cutting 

short sections of fresh willow whip and pushing them into the ground. This 

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).  

Whips should be planted into soft, wet ground so that there is a greater 

length within the ground than out of it, to minimise the distance that water 

has to be transported up the stem; 30-40cm of whip protruding from the 

ground is sufficient (providing this protrudes past the surrounding 

vegetation to allow access to light). Inserting the whips on an angle should 

also assist water transport up the stem. Whips of 5mm-25mm diameter 

tend to be easiest, but even large branches can be used.  

Even small bundles (faggots) of freshly cut willow can be pinned into sedate 

areas of the river margin to rapidly increase marginal cover. If they are 

staked into the bank, along the waterline, they have a good chance of 

rooting and becoming valuable, dense cover. The structure they provide is 

also likely to retain sediment which will become consolidated over time. 

The species used will depend upon the required result. Small shrub willow 

species, particularly grey willow and goat willow (Salix cinerea and S. 

caprea) tend to be best for creating low, dense fish holding cover. The 

larger, crack willows tend to grow fast and collapse under their own weight, 

so are a great method of naturally introducing woody material and structure 

into a channel over time.  
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4.3 Fish Stock Management 

There is certainly potential for improving habitat and the production of wild 

trout and grayling (as on most rivers), but the Derwent is already produces 

an abundance of wild fish, as demonstrated by the presence of large 

numbers of fish below the sizes stocked (B Sedgewick and M Ritson 2016, 

pers. comm., 15 November 2016), EA electrofishing/WFD data and DFFC 

catch records. Ingress of juveniles from other areas will also boost the wild 

fish population, providing there is habitat available for them that is not 

being exploited by stocked fish. Although stocking has long been seen as 

an obvious fishery management option, numerous prospering wild fisheries 

around the UK (and the world) demonstrate a far better option that costs 

less and produces a greater abundance of fish.  

Our native trout populations are amazingly resilient and able to adapt to a 

wide range of habitats and environmental conditions. This has enabled them 

to flourish since colonisation following the last Ice Age (without human 

interference) and they should continue to do so if we can limit our impact 

upon them. However, in the last 150-200 years, human impact upon our 

rivers has increased exponentially, with major issues arising from pollution, 

land management (e.g. intensification of agriculture) and channel 

modification. To compound this, direct interference with wild fish 

populations also increased, with large numbers of ill-suited hatchery fish 

introduced to rivers.  

Stocked fish (both diploid and triploid), are affected by domestication and 

unnatural selection, even within one generation in the hatchery (so this also 

includes fish from wild brood-stock schemes), greatly reducing their 

survival in a wild river environment in comparison to true wild fish.  

Artificially pairing two fish bypasses natural mate selection, where vital 

chemical and visual stimuli would otherwise ensure mate compatibility and 

maximise offspring fitness. Subsequent rearing within a captive 

environment (concrete raceway, earth pond or tank) makes farmed fish 

poorly adapted for the very different conditions of a natural river. This 

adaptation is cumulative, with genetic diversity, wild behaviour and survival 

rates within the wild, decreasing with each generation in captivity. The poor 

survival of the farmed origin fish means that, even after a long history of 

stocking, the basis of a wild fish population can remain largely intact. 

However, some negative impacts upon the genetic diversity and abundance 

of a population can still occur through the reduced survival rates of wild x 

farmed fish - a major factor underpinning the Environment Agency’s 

triploid-only stocking policy. 

In most cases, stocking creates a ‘no-win’ situation: stocked fish that don’t 

successfully reproduce in the wild, or are infertile (triploids), are just an 

impact upon the ecosystem and wild fish populations; if they do survive 
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long enough to breed, their offspring have much poorer survival than the 

offspring of two wild fish, again, suppressing the population. It should also 

be considered that naïve stocked fish are easy prey, potentially increasing 

predator numbers (cormorants, goosander etc.) and their impact upon a 

fishery.   

So, what is the other option? 

Well-managed, natural rivers (without stocking) have a far greater capacity 

to produce healthy fish populations. Following emergence from the gravel, 

wild trout disperse throughout the available habitat. They constantly 

compete, establishing territories that ensure the dominant fish control the 

best lies with easy feeding for low energy expenditure. They will remain 

there until they challenge for a new territory, are displaced by a more 

dominant individual, or they die.  

Key to the salmonid life strategy is over-production of offspring that are 

then subject to density dependant mortality, so the greater the habitat 

variation and availability, the greater the number of trout that will survive 

each year. Wild fish production ensures the available habitat is fully utilised 

and a river holds the optimal number of fish, with any available space being 

naturally repopulated. Such efficient habitat utilisation is impossible to 

achieve through artificial stocking or alongside stocking, because stocked 

fish disrupt the wild population structure.  

While wild fish constantly defend their adopted territory and will strive to 

stay within it, stocked fish have little affinity for the arbitrary reach into 

which they are stocked and are poorly suited to; therefore, a large 

proportion of stocked fish lose condition and die or leave the stocking site 

within a short time, particularly during high flows. Consider where the 

thousands of previously stocked fish are at the beginning of each season 

and why there is even a requirement to restock. In contrast, un-stocked 

wild fisheries provide some of the best fishing early season.  

So, stocking often leads to less fish within a river, suppressing the wild 

population and perpetuating the requirement to re-stock year-on-year. 

Consequently, most angling clubs actually report increased catches after 

ceasing stocking, as demonstrated by the ever-increasing number of case 

studies on the WTT website - www.wildtrout.org/content/trout-stocking. 

Anecdotal evidence from an increasing number of fisheries suggest that 

grayling stocks also proliferate once stocking ceases. 

An excellent video produced by Wild Fish Conservancy North West 

documents how the state of Montana in North America ceased stocking after 

realising the major impact it caused –  

www.youtube.com/watch?v=U_rjouN65-Q&app=desktop 

http://www.wildtrout.org/content/trout-stocking
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U_rjouN65-Q&app=desktop
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To further safeguard wild fish populations, promoting catch and release 

fishing is advisable. This need not be mandatory but will greatly assist in 

preserving the valuable wild spawning stock specimen fish. 

Large wild fish clearly possess the characteristics to thrive and returned, 

have a good chance of attaining even larger size and further enhancing 

angling opportunities. Where a high percentage (or complete) catch and 

release is practiced the results can be staggering, with fish produced way 

in excess of the sizes expected, but this cannot be achieved if fish are killed 

before they can attain their potential. Even light exploitation can limit the 

upper size that trout achieve.  

Considering the above factors it is recommended that DFFC waters be 

developed into a wild trout fishery. Money currently spent on stocking could 

be beneficially redirected towards habitat improvements that will further 

increase the wild fish populations and ensure abundant self-maintain 

stocks. 

Completely ceasing stocking would be the best result for the wild fish stocks 

and produce the best results most rapidly, but some fisheries do choose to 

reduce the stocking over time. Owing to the vast amount of water available 

to DFFC, it may be that stocking can initially be limited to the very lower 

beats, initially allowing a wild, un-impacted fishery to develop u/s. It should 

be recognised that wild fish do take time to grow on, so a period of 

adjustment could be expected after ceasing stocking, but many clubs 

observe a proliferation of smaller fish right from the first season, with larger 

fish then naturally growing on each year.  

 

5.0 Making it Happen 

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

 WTT talk 

o Further to this report, it may be possible for another WTT 

conservation officer to attend an AGM or evening meeting to 

discuss the topics covered in this report and revisit some of the 

topics addressed in the previous WTT talk to the club in 

September 2016. A question and answer session can help to 

address any concerns around development of a wild fishery.   

 WTT Project Proposal  

o WTT can devise a more detailed project proposal (PP) report. 

This would usually detail the next steps to take in initiating 

improvements, highlighting specific areas for work and how it 

can be undertaken. The PP report then forms part of any 

required consent applications.  
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 WTT Practical Visit 

o Where clubs are in need of assistance to carry out the kind of 

improvements highlighted in an advisory report, there is the 

possibility of WTT staff conducting a practical visit. This would 

consist of 1-3 days’ work, with a WTT Conservation Officer(s) 

teaming up with interested parties to demonstrate habitat 

enhancement techniques (e.g. tree kickers and willow laying 

etc.). The recipient would be asked to contribute to the time, 

and reasonable travel and subsistence costs of the WTT Officer. 

This service is in high demand and so may not always be 

possible. 

In addition, 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/library  

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 stocks 

and managing invasive species.  

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

http://www.wildtrout.org/product/rivers-working-wild-trout-dvd-0 or by 

calling the WTT office on 02392 570985. 
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7.0 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. 

http://www.wildtrout.org/content/library
http://www.wildtrout.org/product/rivers-working-wild-trout-dvd-0

