SFCC QUESTIONNAIRE COLLATED

Do you pass on the e-bulletin or annual report to trustees, directors etc? Yes
9 /12
Do you think directors / trustees of your organisation fully understand the functioning of | No
The SFCC and the benefits of being a member? 8 /12
1. Training

Provided that pricing is reasonable and set at the beginning of the year for budgeting, do you | 12
agree that the majority of courses should be run with full cost recovery for the reasons | /12
provided above?

Welcome the development of an online resource for members which means we don’t have to run
courses as frequently and can save costs for developing new courses.

With some reservation. It is currently difficult to justify membership fees to Trustees and the lack of
benefit for training will make this more difficult.

There should be a higher rate for non-members, which should be based on providing SFCC with a
profit (e.g. 150% of full cost recovery)

It is the fairest way of improving delivery of new courses, although given the financial strain on many
trusts this may ultimately lead to a two-tier level of capacity within the network.

Yes - SFCC does not really have a choice as finances are tight. It would have been useful to know
what the rough costs are likely to be — without this information it is difficult to comment further.

You may need to shop around to find cost effective trainers.

Please register the number of people from your organisation who would be interested in
participating :-

Course 2 day | Online-
course | delivery
GIS level 1 7 3
GIS level 2 11 4
Habitat surveying 8 N/a
Scale reading 11 N/a
Electro-fishing team leader Refresher 11 N/a
Database design 6 N/a
2. Electro-fishing equipment

We are aware that members continue to experience problems with electro-fishing equipment during
the fieldwork season so we would like to get a handle on the extent of the issue.

Have you experienced equipment malfunction during recent field seasons? ‘ 6/12
Are you looking to replace or purchase in the near future :-
a) backpacks ‘ 8 /12




b) bankside equipment \ 1/12

General comment

Electro-fishing database

Do you have any comment on the functioning or support of the electro-fishing database?
Slow at times to load data.

The database is not ideal for us.

There are sites which have been classified as historic when not (during transfer), and the data can’t
be accessed — a winter job re-entering the data.

We have had to re-enter the age allocation data because it wasn’t clear that the database would
only accept data if a certain button was pressed.

There is a difficulty in exporting the site data for a particular catchment — grid refs plus situation.
This might be me, but it’s not intuitive. Similarly with the export of fish density data for a
catchment.

The use of the tab key when entering data is annoying. ‘Enter’ would be easier to use, particularly
within the fish section and is more intuitive.

The layout takes some getting used to each year, particularly the hidden depth and the fact that it
jumps back to the top when you save a section. However, this is more picky than a problem.

The data base does not feel yet that it is finished! There are annoying glitches that distracts from
my enjoyment of life. Support from Sean is excellent but Interlate cannot be proud of their
product. It is clunky and not very professional in its layout. It should automatically be updated for
new browsers, unless interlate expect us to keep old versions of browsers alive on our machines
for ever. Grade A for SFCC support D- for the software.

New SFCC TV training sessions were very useful.

Do you have any comment on the functioning or support of the electro-fishing database?

Database needs work to make it fit for purpose. Particularly regarding exporting of data in a
useable format. Also cannot get pdf versions of site reports without shutting down database and
logging in again between each request.

A few minor issues but by and large doing the job required.

It works but needs further work to make it work more smoothly, efficiently and easier to put data
in.

Works fine (most of the time). Sometimes has its glitches but with some help these have been
rectified.

It works but my relationship with it varies from tolerance to loathing. | will never like it, too many
clicks required and it is not intuitive. | thought the SFCC were going to allocate funding to an
update try and make it more user friendly?

Generally happy with the support available, greatly appreciate Jo Girvan taking on coordination of




support.
Do you have any comment on the functioning or support of the electro-fishing database?
Its working well but my problem is making time to enter data.....

Like more training on how to make the most of the database, how to extract information etc

5. Habitat monitoring

There is a general lack of high quality, reported monitoring data for habitat improvement work in
Scotland. The SFCC may wish to promote any monitoring work that is currently undertaken or
stimulate some monitoring projects.

Do you have any habitat monitoring sites 7 /12

If so, please provide details on the sampling strategy and timescales

Sampled usually once per year except for a few sites which because of major restoration
works are sampled % times per year

All sampling to SFCC standards

Regional habitat survey completed.

Will be doing habitat monitoring from next year as part of PIP project (to monitor buffer
strips). Methods not decided yet.

At present our main monitoring sites are linked to various liming projects we are involved
with, electrofishing and some water quality testing. A geomorphologist has also been
involved — monitoring has been a condition of funding as they are experiments.

We did not use the SFCC recognise survey technique although we are trained to so as it
collected too much information that was not helpful. We have still to revisit our original
sites.

Annual pre and post works electrofishing, semi and fully quantitative

Not done properly. Single sites in fenced areas rather than properly designed sampling
strategy

Have you attempted to relate habitat results to local electrofishing survey densities? 6 /12

If yes, please provide detail

In general terms added invertebrate data to calculate PSI values. There is a link between habitat
quality and fish density with invertebrate data considered a better indicator than fish density

Only to confirm areas used by migratory fish when looking at smolt productions from catchments
using rotary screw traps

Only in terms of the habitat info that we record at the electrofishing site (the database is
particularly bad at exporting habitat data).

Various but at a low scale e.g. fish above barriers or use of bank protection work by fish. Not very
detailed.

Current monitored habitat improvements are only one year post works. Whilst improvements in
parr densities have been recorded they mirror the improvements seen across the catchment.

Older habitat restoration works have an extensive record of monitoring. My impression is that
initially the results were as expected, i.e. increase in parr densities but this often hasn’t been

sustained. | would be quite happy to make the data available for analysis.

Fry numbers vs basic site parameters investigated. No relationships found




6. Smolt monitoring project

The SFCC is currently considering whether to tender for a project involving the collation of
datasets on Atlantic Salmon smolt populations in Scotland to assess migration run times in order to
help understand the effect of planned offshore renewable developments.

Do you currently collect or hold data on Atlantic Salmon Smolt runs? 9 /12

If so, at how many locations?

Limited data from 2 locations. More for sea trout through traps and sweep netting
Four

1 (River Bladnoch)

Five

at four locations

One location on the River Lossie

5

3

Over what timescales?

Various some single year RST data one 19 year data set

Over the past 5 years (salmon) and 16 years (sea trout)

Not continuous but started in early 1990’s and some work in recent years

March to June 2012

1 March - 1 June

10 years

1990 — 2010 at one location, more recent trap data covers a period of 3 to 5 years

4, General comment

In particular, anything that you think The SFCC should be doing but isn’t at present and how this

should be funded.

Provision of more licensed data sets e.g QMED data

Work with Marine Scotland on stock assessment tools.

Making more use of data from traps, counters, electro-fishing and habitat surveys to model smolt
outputs and levels of adult return required to sustain populations.

SFCC has had to shrink a bit due to financial constraints but despite this the service has improved
dramatically. We should be careful not to stand still though and the investigation of providing more
data bases and support for a wider variety of topics would be a good idea.

It would be good to see greater use of invertebrate surveys in our industry and SFCC could help with
this. This is an area where data base development would be worthwhile and there are already
working models out there. Perhaps the best way to do this would be to partner up with other
organisations that provide this type of facility.

Making a profit so it can fund extra work on developing protocols and nation-wide analysis of




electrofishing data.

SFCC is doing a good job in respect of training and database provision. Going forward, web-based
portals that allow data of various kinds to be integrated and viewed (as per APEM demonstration at
last biologists meeting) would be highly desirable although no doubt costly and difficult to fund.

Statistical for fisheries biologists training — funded by those attending
Review and update the SFCC electrofishing national classification

A look into the electrofishing dataset would be well worth while, to update Jason Godfreys work,
look at trends establish core sites etc..

Possible workshop on handling and analysing EF data




