
SFCC questionnaire responses 
 
13 out of 21 Trusts responded although 2 of the respondents did not fill in the boxes. 
 
a) Provides a mechanism for local fisheries managers and biologists to standardise aspects of 
data collection 

Suggestions for new protocols Number 

Adult stock assessments  2 

Barrier assessment 2 

Diatom assessment 1 

eel survey 1 

Habitat surveys 3 

INNS 3 

Invertebrates 5 

Lamprey 1 

Large waterbodies 2 

Pearl mussels 1 

Piscivorous birds 1 

Sea lice 2 

Seine netting 2 

Smolt counting 9 

Smolt production estimates 2 

Tagging 1 

Timed electro-fishing 1 

 
b) Promotes the development of specialist software (or hardware) in a cost-effective way 

Suggestions for new databases Number 

Inns database 2 

Invert database 2 

Handheld device 4 

Piscivorous birds 1 

Habitat database 1 

 
c) Co-ordinates spatial data relevant to the freshwater environment in a way that can assist 
informed discussion and decision making,  

Suggested datasets Number 

Aerial imagery 1 

OS high resolution 3 

Land cover 1 

National road network 1 

SMI mink data  1 

Location of active 
fishfarms  1 

current and tidal flows 1 

locations of amphidromic 
points 1 

Admiltary chart data 1 

 



d) Provides a facility for balanced scientific analysis of the available information for further 
debate and policy development,  
 

Should SFCC be doing this? Number 

Yes 8 

No 1 

Don’t know 2 

 
“My personal view is that this should not be a priority although data should  continue to be made available to those that do wish 
to undertake useful work in this area, under strict conditions of use.” 
 
“Definitely – no one else is (except SEPA). We need a National Classification Scheme for timed and quantitative EF data 
“Analysis and mapping of change over time for invasive species, electro-fishing data etc., Linkage of habitat data to carrying 
capacity, modeling of expected juvenile densities and smolt output from electrofishing and habitat survey data.” 
 
“Yes, but under the direction of the management committee on a case by case basis.” 
 
“Jason Godfrey report from 2005 was very useful, the national electrofishing classification particularly so. Should this be revised or 
expanded to include three run classification scheme.” 
 
“Definitely would be very useful. However, must be used in the right way, and not as a ‘competitive stick’ to beat others with.” 
 
“More analysis of the data would be good, but what/how much does FRS do already? Are SFCC invited to any national policy 
meetings/policy decisions/consultations? If not we should try and get a seat round the table to have our say from the data 
collectors on the ground, as it were?” 
 
“Update of classification of fish abundance at electrofishing sites (Godfrey, J (2005)), Habitat type and fish abundance at 
electrofishing sites, Climate change; water temperature, effects of environment (drought / floods etc) on juvenile fish abundance” 
 

e) Provides a mechanism for pooling resources,  
Suggestions:- 

 Equipment loans 

 Purchasing power 

 RAFTS? 

 Don't know 

 Joint projects such as carrying capacity work or present project to establish range of smolt outputs per unit area. 

 Pooling of scale reading data. 

 Specialist equipment that has limited use most of the time but could be very useful on occasions. E.g. ROVs, large survey 
nets, sonar 

 Identifying skills of members that we can share and use 

 Probably best done by RAFTS or informally 

 Perhaps find out what stuff/equipment each Trust has and if they’d be willing to lend it out. Same with staff expertise in 
different fields – if they’d be willing to go to help another Trust etc.?  

 Perhaps consider forming small(ish) focus groups – I know there was talk of doing this previously (e.g. large waterbody 
surveying) but I don’t think it really came to much, apart from large water bodies and scale reading? Smaller focus 
groups, in addition to the full SFCC biologists meeting, I feel, could facilitate more discussion on specific topics of 
interest, perhaps less structured, but sometimes that is more helpful than structured Q&A at biologists meetings as we 
have so little time to actually have in depth constructive ‘chats’. 

 List of projects completed, experience and expertise within member organisations 

 
 
 
 
f) Encourages discussion of fisheries science and management in a forum informed by the best 
available information,  
 

Suggestions:- 

 Through RAFTS forum? 



 Working groups  and web forums have been tried but largely fail due, I believe, to general time pressures. Once a year is 
probably fine for a meeting, particularly if more training is to be provided by SFCC.  

 We have the RAFTS Biologist forum now (and that hasn’t taken off very well, so there’s no point in replicating it). If there 
is a current topic (e.g. windfarm/hydro applications), could we promote a meeting specifically  

 Might be useful to have 2 meetings a year to discuss and progress some of the issues which we have identified in the is 
survey to get agreement on the way forward 

 Work with IFM to hold specialist conferences. 

 More specialist meetings on an ad hoc basis would be good. For example we had an excellent session on geomorphology 
a few years ago. 

 Although I haven’t managed to attend one of Ron’s scale reading workshops I understand they are very good, as are the 
GIS workshops. Other similar events ran by expert in their field could be very useful – smolt trapping, aquatic weed ID 
course, invasives control, fish passes, fish counters. 

 The ASFB / RAFTs internet forum site could be better utilised in my opinion. It could become a really useful resource for 
people with less experience like myself (for example, there was the beginnings of a scale-reading thread that would have 
been good had it continued). But no, this is not an offer to become the website administrator!! 

 Are there any similar organisations to SFCC in the rest of the UK that we could link up with?  

 Perhaps we move the biologists meeting around the country, say two or three trusts in an area to host the meeting and 
have a field trip session focussing on specific aspects of work underway / completed? 

 As I have said before updates on latest fisheries management/monitoring techniques and research from around the 
globe is vitally important and often new advances are well down the line before individual trusts here about them. I 
believe Marine Scotland have internal seminars or forums on latest research on a monthly basis (we got invited to 
present to one), do they release this information, it would be a start? Another suggestion would be to have one or two 
non-scotland based talks at the annual biologists meeting. A few people (and it would do me no harm) have suggested 
statistic’s as a possibility for courses or refresher training.  

 As I have said before updates on latest fisheries management/monitoring techniques and research from around the 
globe is vitally important and often new advances are well down the line before individual trusts here about them. I 
believe Marine Scotland have internal seminars or forums on latest research on a monthly basis (we got invited to 
present to one), do they release this information, it would be a start? Another suggestion would be to have one or two 
non-scotland based talks at the annual biologists meeting. A few people (and it would do me no harm) have suggested 
statistic’s as a possibility for courses or refresher training.  

g) Provides national fisheries data to inform policy decisions 
Suggestions :- 

 “A key problem as you have pointed out is the various ways data is collected. A key future consideration should be the 
compatibility of data already collected, especially habitat data, with any new techniques utilised in the future. Are we 
expected to forget all the data we currently have and start again from scratch? NBFT will certainly not be adopting this 
approach.” 

 “Is this not being done by RAFTS now? RAFTS handled the provision of SAC data to SNH and previously collected data to 
SEPA in 2011 very well.” 

 “Stress need for consistency and harmony with other stakeholders data sets and methodology especially that of SEPA.” 

 “Involve SEPA and SNH in protocol and data storage developments” 

 “Not sure that inconsistencies in the way data has been entered is now a limiting factor. It is more Trust resources, 
funding and overall organisation of these data requests that limits engagement.” 

 “I guess this comes down to us collecting and holding data for bodies such as SEPA and SNH to come to us for it as and 
when they need/want.” 

 “If we wanted to inform national scale interpretation of fish populations then we would need to publish an account of 
members data (if we all agreed to survey a number of core sites in our area each year) to link with catch and other data. 
This might inform trends in sea survival / recruitment.?  “ 

 

h) Provides training in methods of data collection, management and analysis 
 

Suggestions Number 

Level 2 GIS 11 

SA - general 9 

SA – specific 9 

Access Database course. 1 

Fish autopsy 10 

SA - software 7 



Tagging 1 

Scale reading - specific 2 

Invertebrate 2 

Communication presentation 1 

fish population dynamics (linking juvenile / smolt and 
adult sea returns) 1 

habitat / geomorphology – links to fish requirements at 
different life stages 1 

hatchery best practice 1 

catch and release / fish handling techniques 1 

 
Do you think an archive of short instructional videos created my SFCC members and posted on 
the website would be a useful project to share ideas and methodologies? (yes or no + 
comment if necessary) 

Response Number 

Yes 8 

No 2 

 
One direction for the SFCC to go in is to increase the range of training courses available to 
promote continual professional development of Biologists.  This could include themed training 
sessions (based on demand), often delivered by members who are paid to prepare session 
material.  Do you think this should be one of the main focus areas for SFCC? (yes or no + 
comment) 

Response Number 

Yes 9 

No 1 

 
While it is just an idea that has not been explored yet, SFCC could try to arrange a bulk 
membership deal for IFM for all SFCC biologists, perhaps with a small rise in the SFCC 
membership fee (no personal cost then!). Do you think this is a good idea? (Yes, no + 
comment) 

Response Number 

Yes 8 

No 1 

Maybe 1 

 
Do you have any further comments about the SFCC that could be used to improve its 
structure, functioning or service in the future? 

“Given the limited resources available SFCC has done an excellent job. I believe it should concentrate on core work programmes of 
protocols, databases and software and training in the future to the maximum extent of available funds. An idea for the annual 
meetings would be to try and obtain more guest speakers from outside Scotland to widen the scope of discussions although I 
recognise that there may be cost implications to this. Perhaps have a joint ART/RAFTS biologists day one year rather than just 
SFCC (Tweed area would be an ideal location!).” 
 
“Could SFCC consider raising money so that it can progress these ideas. I don’t see why our budget is capped at the sum of the 
membership fees.” 
 
“Liaise closely with other monitoring especially SEPA to ensure a complementary approach and avoid any duplication. o   SFCC 
should position itself to be consulted on all official monitoring procedures and be in a position to propose/agree methodologies” 
 
“We need to work closely with Marine Scotland, SEPA and SNH to ensure we truly co-ordinate data collection on a national scale, 
we should also explore links with at least some of the larger Trusts in England and Wales if not all of the ART network.  There may 
well be opportunities to work with APEM during protocol and database development.” 
 
“We all know that we are going through straightened times. It is going to be up to the members to assist more in the development 
of ideas and to generate training. It is of course easier to say that then deliver it as we are all busy.” 



 
“I think the SFCC should have a clear understanding of its place in fisheries management in Scotland and a clear position with 
RAFTS. RAFTS is a big body now and we need to be careful we still have an individual voice and are not left behind.  I appreciate 
that everyone mucks in in pretty much a voluntary capacity and the needs of our own organisations work comes first, but SFCC 
shouldn’t necessarily suffer because of this. RAFTS is nationally recognised now and we need to try and make sure SFCC is too. I 
think they both have very different remits and therefore should remain separate bodies. Some of the projects RAFTS are running 
just now I feel may have been better suited to be run under the SFCC (my personal opinion).” 
 
“Perhaps a newsletter by e-mail once or twice a year to let members know whats going on.” 


