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1 INTRODUCTION 

The River Avon, rising in the Pewsey Vale and flowing through Salisbury to the sea at 
Christchurch, is one of the UK’s most biodiverse chalk streams. The importance of the 
river is recognised by its designation as an internationally important Special Area of 
Conservation (cSAC) and Special Protection Area (SPA), as well as a Special Site of 
Scientific Interest (SSSI). 
 
Sluice and hatch operation is a key factor in managing water levels throughout the 
River Avon catchment. With over 100 weir and hatch structures throughout its entire 
length, it is crucial that an integrated approach to their management is adopted to 
enable control of water levels for the benefit of the river and adjacent floodplain and to 
reflect the many different functions of the river. Currently, many of structures along the 
River Avon are in private ownership and hatch operators have no clear guidance on 
best practice. 
 
Demonstrating Strategic Restoration and Management (STREAM) is funded jointly by 
the European Commission©s LIFE-Nature programme, Natural England, Environment 
Agency, Wiltshire Wildlife Trust, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust, and 
Wessex Water to improve river habitat conditions along a number of reaches of the 
River Avon Special Area of Conservation. As part of the STREAM project, Royal 
Haskoning were commissioned by Natural England to develop Hatch Operating 
Protocols (HOPs) for seven pilot structures in the River Avon Catchment and, based 
on the lessons learnt, provide generic guidance applicable to other structures and 
other catchments. 
 
 

1.1 Purpose of Hatch Operating Protocols 

In common with other catchments, there is currently no clear guidance as to how 
structures (locally known as hatches) within the River Avon catchment should be 
operated in the best interest of the SAC, SPA or SSSI. These structures vary in size, 
ranging from simple sets of boards across small channels to large mechanised radial 
gates across main rivers (see Figures 1.1 and 1.2). A number of privately owned 
structures are not being appropriately operated or maintained or are being operated in 
a way that conflicts with the interests of the SAC, SPA or SSSI. Lack of agreed 
objectives and of co-ordination between hatch operators, land managers and other 
stakeholders can lead to conflict and inappropriate water level management. 
 
Figure 1.1: Simple boards Figure 1.2: Radial gates 
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The key purpose of developing a Hatch Operating Protocol (HOP) is to set clear 
objectives for each structure and to provide guidance to meeting these objectives 
through appropriate operation. Although the protocol is not a legally binding document 
the idea is that by reaching agreement with all parties involved, it will be in the 
stakeholder’s best interests to operate the structure according to the protocol. 
 
In 2005, it was proposed to undertake a study of the key structures within the 
catchment to clarify their role in the management of the river and floodplain, to 
examine the implications of failure to operate or maintain any structure and to explore 
cost-effective options for their maintenance. Since 2005 there has been progress in 
this area under the Hampshire Avon and Tributaries Water Level Management Plan 
(WLMP) implementation programme, including: 
 

·  Development of a Hatch Operating Protocol (HOP) for Ibsley weir (Appendix 
A); 
·  Clarification of the role of all individual structures. 
·  Identifying those structures where a HOP is required. 

 
 

1.2 Aims and Objectives 

This project builds on previous work to inform the development of seven pilot HOPs 
and generic guidance relating to hatch operation that is applicable throughout the 
catchment, and within other catchments where similar issues are encountered.  
 
Specific objectives of the study were to: 
 

·  Contribute to developing and promoting best practice for hatch operations 
along the entire length of the River Avon/Avon Valley system; 

 
·  Provide guidance for cases where there is a need to balance a number of river 

and floodplain interests; 
 

·  Review the role of structures along the river and offer guidance on the 
cost/benefit of maintaining selected structures; 

 
·  Establish HOPs for seven pilot structures, leading to better co-operation and 

co-ordination between hatch operators and the possibility of setting up a hatch 
operators’s group; and 

 
·  Contribute to dissemination and demonstration of best practice. 
 
 

1.3 Reporting  

There are a number of outputs of this project as detailed in Table 1.1, which are 
intended for different audiences 
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Table 1.1 Outputs of the STREAM Action C2 

Output Description 

Technical Report (this 

report) 

Provides detail of desk-based review and baseline information gathered to support 

the development of seven pilot HOPs. This report is intended to provide additional 

information relating to how the HOPs and guidance have been developed.  

HOPs for seven pilot 

structures  

Draft HOPs for seven selected pilot structures, some of which have been agreed 

with all stakeholders and signed off. The status of each HOP is detailed in Table 6.3 

The current HOP documents are contained in Appendix B and are likely to be of 

most interest to the parties concerned in the operation of these structures. 

Guidance on HOP 

Development 

Outlines a generic approach towards drafting and agreeing Hatch Operating 

Protocols, based on experiences developing seven pilot HOPs in the Hampshire 

Avon catchment. Intended for use by Environment Agency and Natural England 

staff, as well as relevant local stakeholders with an interest in the operation of in-

channel structures. Includes a flow chart summarising the steps in HOP 

development. 

GIS information 

 

GIS shapefile containing details of all key water level management structures across 

the Avon catchment and current knowledge relating to their ownership and 

operation. 

Consultation details Provides a record of consultation during this project, which is likely to be useful for 

further work in this area, including monitoring and review of the HOP. 
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2 REVIEW OF CURRENT PRACTICE 

A review of current hatch operating practice was undertaken at the outset of the 
project in order to draw on existing relevant information to the operation of structures, 
both within the Avon catchment and other catchments. The review included the 
following activities. 
 

·  Consultation with other Environment Agency WLMP teams (nationally) 
·  Consultation with other Environment Agency departments (Wessex) 
·  Review of other relevant STREAM project outputs 
·  Review of work undertaken as part of the Hampshire Avon and Tributaries 

WLMP implementation programme; and 
·  Identification of existing data relevant to HOP development. 

 
2.1 Consultation with Environment Agency WLMP Teams 

Research and consultation was undertaken with other WLMP teams across England 
with the aim of establishing existing approaches to HOP development and any 
lessons learnt. The WLMP teams consulted and their responses are shown in Table 
2.1.  
 
Table 2.1 Summary of WLMP Team Consultation Responses 

Area WLMP(s) Contact 
Knowledge 

of HOPs? 
Comments 

Anglian - 

Eastern 

River 

Wensum 
Stuart Smith N 

·  WLMP not progressed to stage where HOPs 

being considered. 

Anglian - 

Central 

Cavenham & 

Icklingham 

Heath. 

Fulbourne 

Fen, 

Porthove, Blo 

Norton 

Tim Melville N 

·  Automated sluice used as a flood defence for 

the residential community further downstream.  

·  Looking to operate to enable inundation of the 

heathland whilst still providing flood defence. 

·  No specific HOP process. 

Anglian - 

Northern 

Nene 

Washes  
David Watts Y 

·  Working with RSPB and Natural England on 

fine-tuning control of the drains across the 

washes to retain water.  

·  20-30 structures of stop board design.  

·  No specific HOP process. 

Midlands - 

Lower 

Trent 

River Idle 

Washlands 

David 

Hoskins 
N ·  No relevant experience of HOPs. 

Midlands - 

Upper 

Severn 

Hercott & 

Podmore 

Marshes 

Natalie 

Rushton 
N 

·  Currently restoring sluices but  they will be 

operated by local council.  

·  No HOP set as yet but trial and error will 

determine the operation. 

North 

East - 

Dales 

Calpham 

Marshes 

Steve 

Wragg 
N 

·  WLMP not progressed after preliminary 

hydrological and topographical studies. 

·  Responsibility passed back to site owners as 

pen-stock operations were not considered water 

control structures. 
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Area WLMP(s) Contact 
Knowledge 

of HOPs? 
Comments 

North 

West 

North 

9 peat bog 

WLMPs 
Mike Fell N ·  No water level control structures within SSSI. 

South 

West - 

Cornwall 

Amble 

Marshes 
Josef Parish Y 

·  Water levels critical as floodplain grazing marsh 

of interest to birds. 

·  No specific HOP process at present – have just 

commenced WLMP feasibility stage. 

South 

West - 

Devon 

Exminster 

Marshes 

Mike 

Williams 
Y 

·  3-4 stopboard sluice structures with self 

regulating tilting weirs. Pre determined water 

levels set by farmers, NFU, EA & RSPB.  

·  Discussion relates mainly to setting the level of 

water to be maintained in the ditches. 

South -

West 

Devon 

Somerset 

Levels & 

Moors 

Andy 

Baines 
Y 

·  21 WLMPs but Internal Drainage Board limits 

influence to individual sites so no overriding 

protocol. 

Southern - 

Hampshir

e 

Test and 

Itchen 

Karen 

McHugh 
N 

·  Has developed a protocol for wetland 

restoration.  

·  The WLMPs are still at review therefore team do 

not have experience of agreeing protocols. 

Southern - 

Sussex 

Amberley 

Marshes 

Gemma 

Harrison 
Y 

·  Farmers are currently operating sluice gates for 

their own purposes.  

Thames - 

North 

East 

Otmoor 

WLMP 

Tony 

Gibbon 
Y 

·  Agreed set water levels with farmers and the 

RSPB and NE implemented automatic weirs. 

Thames - 

North 

East 

Chewin Bury, 

Rye Meads 

and Hinsdon 

Meads 

George 

Campbell 
N 

·  All land owned by Herts Middlesex Wildlife Trust 

so no conflict of interests. 

·  No HOPs because not operated by EA. 

Thames - 

South 

East 

Reigate 

Heath 

Matthew 

Graham 
N 

·  Problem caused by over abstraction and there 

are currently no water level control structures. 

·  No experience with HOPs 

Thames - 

West 

River 

Lambourne, 

Kennet , 

Chilterne 

Foley 

Jeff 

Kingswood 
N 

·  All their WLMPs have involved removing 

structures so no requirement for HOPs.  

 
2.2 Consultation with other Environment Agency departments 

2.2.1 Operations Delivery 

All Environment Agency owned structures that are automated, located on main river 
and have a flood risk purpose are to be subject to a ‘control philosophy’. This is a 
document that provides information on the operation of these structures. Consultation 
was undertaken with the Operations Delivery to ensure that in developing HOPs for 
the seven pilot structures we were not replicating work that had already been 
undertaken. The seven pilot structures are all manually operated and relatively minor 
and thus no control philosophies were in existence. Since control philosophies are 
also a new initiative there was little further information at the time of writing about the 
format of the control philosophies and the experience of writing them. 
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2.2.2 Water Resources 

Changes are currently being made in relation to water abstraction and impoundment 
licensing in order to implement the Water Act 2003. The changes include several new 
provisions to enable the Environment Agency to tackle problematic impoundments, for 
example on streams, lakes and ponds. Impoundment licences will be needed for the 
life of works resulting in impoundment. Where an impoundment licence exists already, 
the Environment Agency can specify conditions of operation, with which the operator 
must comply.  In future, water resources licencing may therefore be used as a more 
binding method of achieving appropriate water level management at structures where 
considered appropriate. Where an impoundment licence does exist, care must be 
taken to ensure that any HOP reflects the conditions of the licence.  Impounding 
licences are currently not in place for the majority of the structures on the River Avon. 
 

2.3 Review of other relevant STREAM outputs 

A number of relevant STREAM outputs were reviewed to identify information that 
could be used to inform the HOP development process. These were: 
 

·  Solomon D. (2007), Strategic Restoration and Management (STREAM) of the 
River Avon SAC and Avon Valley SPA.   

o Action A2 – Review and Assessment of Methods to Protect SAC Fish 
Species from entrapment in the Avon Valley SPA ditch networks 

o Action A3 – Methodology for strategic planning of ditch restoration 
across the Avon Valley SPA. 

 
·  Royal Haskoning (2006), Physical and biological monitoring of STREAM 

restoration projects –  
o Monitoring Protocol. 
o Annual Report – Year One.  

 
The following sections provide a summary of the relevant information from these 
STREAM outputs. 
 

2.3.1 Key Findings of STREAM Actions A2 and A3 

Fish spawning and habitat requirements 
A summary of fish and invertebrate ecology associated with the River Avon SAC, as 
identified in the report prepared by David Solomon is contained in Appendix C.  The 
table includes information on the spawning and migration requirements for fish 
species, particularly those listed under Annex II of the Habitats Directive, as well as a 
description of the broad habitat types within the SAC that are listed under Annex I of 
the Habitats Directive. This is an important consideration when developing HOPs to 
ensure that the spawning and migratory habits of fish are not compromised by the 
operation of structures.  
 
Fish passage recommendations 
A summary of the recommendations included within the report prepared by David 
Solomon to improve fish passage within the River Avon SAC is provided in Table 2.2. 
The information contained within this table is the basis for the ‘golden rules for fish 
passage’ on the front page of the pilot HOPs (Section 6.1.1). The rules ensure that 
fish passage is not compromised by the operation of water control structures.  
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Table 2.2 Fish passage recommendations (adapted from Solomon, 2007) 

Recommendation Details 

Arrange for structures to be 

low-head so that they are 

ascendable by the fish of 

interest. 

 

Even where higher heads are required this may be achieved by the use of two or 

more structures a little distance apart. 

Reduce the retained head 

at times (for example 

during seasons when 

wetting of meadows and 

scrapes is not required). 

 

From the perspective of maintaining good conditions for fish, it is recommended 

that the retained level is only reduced enough to achieve appropriate conditions 

for birds and other interests, rather than by just “pulling the plug”. The lower 

retained level may render the structure passable by many fish. 

Bed raising  

This approach may be a viable option at some sites, especially where past 

dredging has lowered levels.  For example, addition of large volumes of gravel 

could generate some valuable riffle habitat as well as achieving an increase in 

upstream water level.  As a general sustainable approach it is to be strongly 

recommended as it requires little if any maintenance, and it uses the head loss to 

create habitat rather than uselessly, even damagingly, dissipating it in one fall.  

The main limitation of this approach is that it does not allow active management of 

levels by season, which could be an issue in terms of flood defence. 

 

Fish passes 

It may be possible to install fish passes at some structures.  The science of design 

of fish passes for cyprinids, especially small fish, is not well developed in the UK, 

and further examination of possible approaches is required.  Possibilities include 

pool and traverse passes with low head loss between pools, baffle passes and 

possibly fish locks.  This approach will require some level of flow volume and may 

not be realistic in many smaller channels.  In practice, channels with such low 

flows that retaining all of it to achieve wetting of the target area are likely to be of 

only minor fishery significance. 

 

By-pass channels 

By-pass channels are an option well worthy of consideration where land and flow 

are available to accommodate them.  The concept is that they lose the retained 

head over a length of the order of tens to hundreds of metres, allowing fish 

passage and indeed creating some interesting habitat in their own right.  The 

principles and practice are described by Gebler (1998), Mader et al (1998) and 

Parasiewicz (1998). 

 

 
2.3.2 Key findings (to date) from monitoring STREAM restoration sites 

The Avon Strategic Restoration and Management (STREAM) project is working to 
enhance river habitat at six sites within the River Avon Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC). Monitoring involves one pre-restoration and one post restoration survey at 
each site, with two of the sites being subject to detailed assessment and four to more 
rapid assessment techniques (see Table 2.3). The pre- and post-restoration surveys 
will be used to document the restoration works and to identify the possible influence of 
the works on ecology within the reach. 
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Table 2.3 Details of STREAM river restoration sites within the Avon catchment 

Site name Watercourse Upstream limit Downstream 

limit 

Directly influenced by 

water level control 

structures 

Detailed Monitoring Sites 

1.1 Upper Woodford River Avon SU 13183755 SU 12603723 Y – Heale House 

1.3 Seven hatches River Wylye SU 09243304 SU 09833178 Y – Chilhampton Hatches 

Rapid Assessment Monitoring Sites 

1.2 Fovant River Nadder SU 00213059 SU 00663072 Y – Iron Hatches 

1.4 Amesbury  River Avon SU 15834257 SU 15624195 N 

1.5 Hale River Avon SU 17401889 SU 16351791 N 

1.6 Blashford Dockens Water SU 15410828 SU15300826 N 

 
 
As identified in Table 2.3, three of the restoration sites, including the two sites subject 
to detailed assessment, are in close proximity to structures which have an influence 
on flow conditions and potentially ecology at these sites. The restoration site at Upper 
Woodford is upstream of the structures at Heale House, whilst the site at Seven 
Hatches is either side of Chilhampton Hatches. Both of these sites were chosen as 
pilot HOP development sites (see Section 3), therefore further details regarding 
baseline conditions are contained in Section 5 of this report. 
 
The restoration site at Fovant is also upstream of Iron Hatches and part of the 
restoration works has involved agreeing the opening of these hatches to reduce 
impoundment of flows upstream. Photographs taken during the 2006 and 2008 
monitoring surveys are shown in Figure 2.1, and clearly indicate a marked difference 
in flow conditions and water levels at the site due to opening the hatches.  
 
Figure 2.1 Photographs taken looking downstream to Iron Hatches at Fovant 

(a) 2006 (b) 2008 

   
 
The findings of all of the monitoring surveys will be reported annually as part of the 
STREAM Monitoring Protocol and reference should be made to these reports for more 
detailed information. They will be available at www.streamlife.org.uk. 
 

2.4 Hampshire Avon and Tributaries WLMP  

The River Avon and several of its floodplain areas are designated as part of the River 
Avon System Special Site of Scientific Interest (SSSI) and the Avon Valley SSSI  
Water level management has a key role to play in supporting the interest features of 
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the SSSI within the river and the floodplain, therefore a Water Level Management 
Plan was developed for both in 1999. The original River Avon WLMP identifies over 
200 actions to be undertaken throughout the Avon catchment. These actions include 
36 Hatch Operating Protocols (HOPs) which have been identified as being required to 
meet conservation objectives.  
 
In June 2007, the Environment Agency commissioned Royal Haskoning to appraise 
the WLMP actions and progress appropriate actions through to the detailed design 
stage. During the Feasibility Stage of this work a large amount of information was 
collected within regard to the structures within the catchment, through data review and 
consultation with local stakeholders. This built on work that had previously been 
undertaken by the WLMP team to establish relationships with the local stakeholders 
involved, including development and agreement of a HOP for structures at Ibsley to 
help resolve local conflicts of interest.  
 
During the River Avon WLMP Feasibility Stage a more extensive data review was also 
undertaken to inform the action appraisal process. Key data that was analysed is 
listed below and more information on the sources of this information can be found in 
the Generic Guidance document: 
 

·  Original Water Level Management Plans and associated Addendums 
·  River Avon SAC Management Strategy 
·  River Avon System SSSI citation and latest condition assessment 
·  Avon Valley SSSI citation and latest condition assessment  
·  Hampshire Avon Catchment Flood Management Plan 
·  Hampshire Avon Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy 
·  River Wylye Fluvial Audit 
·  Historical mapping 
·  Current OS mapping 
·  Structure design documents 
·  Landownership maps and details of land management agreements 
·  Local stakeholder contact details (structure owners/operators, fishing clubs 

landowners) 
 
The data review was used to develop a Catchment Overview report for the River Avon 
(Royal Haskoning, 2007), which ensured that a whole catchment approach was taken 
in implementing the WLMP, and to support specific Action Appraisal Reports.  
 
All of the information available relating to structural operation was collated to form a 
Geographical Information System (GIS) shapefile containing details of the location, 
condition, current operation and ownership of structures within the catchment. The 
data contained in the GIS shapefile is presented in tabular form in Appendix D.  This 
data was subsequently used to aid with the categorisation and selection of the pilot 
structures (Section 3) and is a key data set that can be updated as more information is 
obtained in developing further HOPs in the catchment. 
 
The data review revealed that specific quantitative data that would be useful in 
formulating HOPs is currently not available throughout the catchment, including water 
level data and topographic data (longitudinal profile / cross-sectional data). Several 
water level gauges have since been installed and localised topographic survey has 
been undertaken to inform detailed design. Such quantitative data would help inform 
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HOP development and enable a more quantitative approach to water level 
management to be taken.  
 

2.5 Conclusions 

A review of available data has revealed that  
 

·  Limited previous work has been undertaken regarding the development of 
hatch operating protocols, not only in the Hampshire Avon catchment but 
nationally.  

 
·  Work is ongoing in the Operations Delivery and Water Resources 

departments of the Environment Agency with regard to setting up formal 
protocols/landowner management agreements. However, since the 
processes are new in both cases, guidance regarding putting the 
measures into practice is limited.  

 
·  Useful information is available relating to the spawning and migration 

requirements for fish species and measures to help improve fish passage 
in the catchment.  

 
·  For most structures, operational practices are not officially documented or 

formalised and operation currently depends on local operators with 
knowledge of the structure(s) formulating and applying what they consider 
to be best practice. 
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3 SELECTION OF PILOT STRUCTURES 

As part of the review of hatch operation the key function/objective of hatches was 
identified for a majority of the structures in the Avon catchment. Using this information 
individual structures were categorised and grouped according to their main function. 
Following discussions with Natural England and the Environment Agency, the agreed 
categories were: 
 

·  Habitat; 
·  Abstraction; 
·  Flood Prevention; 
·  General Control; and 
·  Aesthetics 

 
It was agreed that pilot HOPs would be developed for the seven structures shown in 
Table 3.1 and Appendix E. The pilots were selected to represent each of the above 
categories (see Figure 3.1 for locations of Pilot Structures). 
 
Table 3.1  Function and justification for selection of pilot structures 

Structure  Primary  

function 

Secondary  

function(s) 

Justification for selection 

Ibsley  Abstraction 

(Public Water 

Supply) 

Agriculture, 

eeling and 

water level 

control 

A HOP has already been drawn up for the structures at Ibsley 

(Appendix A) and requires review as part of this project to 

build on the work already done.  It is important that the 

operation of these structures balance the interests of flood 

prevention, agriculture, public water supply, and eels.   

Ringwood Flood 

Prevention 

Agriculture 

and water 

level control 

Ringwood was included in the original Water Level 

Management Plan as requiring automation and was also 

included in the original STREAM funding bid as requiring a 

HOP.  The Environment Agency owns Ringwood Weir. 

Winkton General 

Control 

Eeling, fish 

farming, 

agriculture 

The hatches at Winkton were included in the STREAM HOP 

brief because the channel upstream of the hatches is 

impounded and overdeep. It is thought this could be improved 

through changes in operation of the downstream hatches, 

which are used for eeling purposes.  

Bishopstrow Habitat 

(Reducing 

Siltation) 

Aesthetics Bishopstrow Minor Weir has been selected as it is important 

for weed management and achieving habitat improvement as 

part of a WLMP action. The SSSI Mill Leat currently 

experiences low flows. Changing the operation of the Minor 

Weir could increase flow, reducing siltation and algal growth. 

Chilhampton Habitat 

(Angling) 

Flood 

prevention 

This HOP was identified as necessary as part of the STREAM 

project and is associated with river restoration works 

downstream.  The HOP is likely to be readily agreeable due to 

good existing relationships with the river keeper.  It is a good 

example of a predominantly angling orientated HOP as the 

structure is key to flow apportionment between the Wylye and 

Butchers Stream, but also has a flood risk management 

function at times.. 
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Structure  Primary  

function 

Secondary  

function(s) 

Justification for selection 

Heale 

House 

Abstraction 

(Fish 

Farming) 

Flood 

prevention 

Hatches at Heale House form bypasses off the main flow and 

a feed into fishery stew ponds on the right hand bank. The 

water upstream of the hatches is heavily impounded, 

degrading habitat quality due to slow flow and siltation. 

Elevated levels may also impact on access to river bank in 

the restoration works upstream.         

Hanging 

Hatches  

Aesthetics Angling, weed 

management, 

water level 

control. 

Hanging Hatches has been selected as a structure that is 

managed for aesthetic purposes. The downstream end of the 

SSSI side channel (south of main river) flows through the 

garden of Hurdcott House and this is a key consideration in its 

operation. 

 

Figure 3.1  Location of Pilot Structures  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Winkton 

Ringwood 

Ibsley 

Bishopstrow 

Heale House 

Hanging Hatches 

Chilhampton 



 
 

  9T1164/R03/303529/Hayw 

Final Report 16 December 2008 

 

4 CONSULTATION 

Consultation has been undertaken in order to gather relevant data to assist in the 
HOP development process and identify and discuss the interests and concerns of 
those who own and operate the specific pilot structures. A tiered approach to 
consultation has been adopted: 
 

·  Tier 1 – Project Steering Board 
·  Tier 2 – Wider Environment Agency staff (specifically WLMP team) 
·  Tier 3 – Local stakeholders 

 
This has ensured that a coordinated approach to consultation is adopted, which takes 
account of other iniatives being undertaken within the catchment. A complete list of 
consultees and a record of consultation is provided in Appendix F.  
 

4.1 Tier 1 – Project Steering Group  

A Project Steering Group was set up at the outset of the project to guide the HOP 
development process, establish an agreed format and advise on the technical aspects 
relating to operation of hatches at each pilot site. The Project Steering Group included 
key representatives from Natural England and Environment Agency, together with 
Royal Haskoning (see Table 4.1).  
 
Table 4.1 Project Steering Group Members 

Project Steering Group 

Member 
Organisation Role / Relevant Structure(s) 

Allan Frake Environment Agency –FRB Team Project Manager 

Jenny Wheeldon Natural England, Devizes STREAM Project Manager 

Andrew Fielder Natural England – Lower Avon Ibsley, Ringwood, Winkton 

Sarah Grinsted Natural England – River Wylye Bishopstrow, Chilhampton 

Robert Lloyd Natural England – River Nadder Hanging Hatches 

Dianne Matthews Natural England – Middle and Upper Avon Heale House 

Mike Porter  Environment Agency – WLMP Team Environment Agency Consultation 

Coordinator 

Joanna Eyquem Royal Haskoning Consultant Project Manager 

Nick Taylor Royal Haskoning Consultation Technical Coordinator 

 
Natural England work with landowners and river managers to ensure that designated 
SSSI sites are managed in the best possible way.  The organisation is also 
responsible for the assessment, monitoring and reporting of the condition of SSSIs. 
Key Natural England staff have been closely involved throughout this project, 
particularly in the selection of the pilot structures, consultation with local stakeholders 
and in the development of the HOPs themselves.  They have played a key role in 
advising on what is likely to be most beneficial for the condition of the SSSIs and also 
in negotiating any proposed changes in operation with the relevant landowners and 
structure owners. 
 
A representative from the Environment Agency’s WLMP team was included on the 
Project Steering Board to ensure coordination with ongoing work and consultation 
being undertaken under the WLMP programme.  
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4.2 Tier 2 - Wider Environment Agency staff 

Internal Environment Agency consultation was coordinated by Mike Porter and 
undertaken using meetings, telephone and email. Relevant internal functions of the 
Environment Agency were consulted during the data review to discuss their concerns 
regarding hatch operation and other ongoing initiatives that may inform or help 
achieve the aims of hatch operating protocols. Information obtained from the 
Operations Delivery and Water Resources departments was particularly useful in this 
regard (see Section 2).  
Site specific consultation was undertaken with relevant staff, particularly the WLMP 
Team, to establish baseline conditions for structures at the pilot sites and develop the 
HOPs.  
 
The WLMP team are also a key user group who will be responsible for developing 
future HOPs, and were therefore asked to comment on the format and content of the 
drafts prior to wider circulation. 
 

4.3 Tier 3 – Local Stakeholders 

Landowners, hatch owners/operators and fisheries clubs were contacted to obtain 
information relating to the current operation of the structures and to establish key 
operational issues and any conflicts that currently exist.  
 
The consultation process included: 
 

·  Initial site visit with key stakeholders. 
·  Dissemination of an introductory leaflet outlining this project. 
·  Specific consultation to establish baseline conditions where queries have 

arisen. 
·  Consultation on the Draft HOPs. 
·  Approval and sign off of finalised HOPs. 

 
All deliverables were subject to review by Tier 1 and 2 consultation groups prior to 
circulation to local stakeholders. This approach has ensured a systematic refinement 
of the HOPs to take into account the comments from each group in turn. 
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5 BASELINE CONDITIONS AT PILOT LOCATIONS 

The aim of this section is to provide the baseline conditions at each of the pilot sites. 
This information has been gathered from the data review described in section 2, site 
visits and consultation with landowners and structure operators.  
 
Baseline conditions for each structure are provided in Appendix G together with an 
overview and more detailed map of each site. Details include: 

 
·  Function of structure; 
·  The relevant WLMP; 
·  Relevant SSSI Units and their condition; 
·  Overview map of location; 
·  Brief description of the site;  
·  Relevant landowners and structure owners; 
·  Details of current operation; 
·  Potential constraints/problems with current operation; 
·  Potential opportunities / improvements to HOP; 
·  Proposed objectives of HOP; and 
·  Implications for operation. 

 
The overview maps within the tables indicate the condition of the SSSI units in the 
area according to the key below: 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CONDITION

DESTROYED

FAVOURABLE

UNFAVOURABLE DECLINING

UNFAVOURABLE NO CHANGE

UNFAVOURABLE RECOVERING
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6 PILOT HOP DEVELOPMENT 

Based on the established baseline conditions and identified potential opportunities 
and constraints, HOPs were developed for each of the pilot sites. The process of HOP 
development is summarised in Figure 6.1.  
 
Figure 6.1 Summary of HOP development process 

 
The process outlined in Figure 6.1 is explained in detail in the Generic Guidance 
booklet that accompanies this Technical Report. The following sections contain details 
relating to the format of the HOPs and how the HOP development process was used 
at the seven pilot sites. 
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6.1 Format of the Hatch Operating Protocols 

It was agreed by the Project Steering Board at the outset of the project that, to be 
successful, HOPs need to be simple, pragmatic and user-friendly documents. Whilst 
each protocol will be different, dependant on the nature of the structure, it also was 
also considered important appropriate for template to be used to provide a standard 
appearance and approach to HOPs.  
 
The existing protocol at Ibsley (Appendix A) was used to inform the content of the 
HOP template. However, maps, photographs and a clear structure have been used to 
make the document more visual and readily understandable, particularly for users who 
are not necessarily familiar with the site.  
 
The following paragraphs describe the specific features of the established HOP 
template, which is also described in the Generic Guidance. This format has been 
approved by Natural England and the Environment Agency and has received positive 
comments to date from other stakeholders.  
 

6.1.1 Basic Information (Page 1) 

The first page of the HOP provides basic information in relation to the site and an 
overview of the HOP. The basic information includes: 
 

·  The purpose of HOPs, 
·  “Golden Rules” for fish passage 
·  Agreed HOP objectives, 
·  A map showing the location of the site within the catchment, 
·  Review and monitoring requirements; and 
·  Signed stakeholder agreement. 

 
The ‘golden rules for fish passage’ are applicable to the majority of structures and are 
based on the findings of Solomon (2007).  
 
Health and Safety issues associated with practical operation of the structures are not 
included in the HOP. It was considered that Health and Safety procedures were 
outside the remit of the project as neither Natural England nor the Environment 
Agency own most of the structures and, where they do, Health and Safety procedures 
are already established. 
 

6.1.2 Annotated map and photographs (Page 2) 

On the second page of each protocol, an annotated map of the site is provided. This 
uses OS mapping at 1:10,000 and identifies the location of all relevant structures, 
channels and any other significant features. A photograph of each structure is used to 
aid identification and avoid confusion between structures, as several structures are 
referred to by more than one name by various stakeholders.  
 
The aim of the annotated map is to provide a visual aide that clearly explains the 
layout of the site and how each structure is referenced. This will be of particular use to 
users who are not familiar with the site in detail. 



 
 

  9T1164/R03/303529/Hayw 

Final Report 21 December 2008 

 

6.1.3 Operating protocol (Page 3 onwards) 

The specific operating protocol for each structure is contained on subsequent pages 
and consists of the following information for each structure considered within the HOP: 
 

·  National Grid Reference,  
·  Annotated photograph, 
·  Hatch specific objectives, 
·  Agreed operation; and 
·  Owner and operator details. 
 

The agreed operation section includes as much detail as possible to guide the 
operation of each structure, including timing, sequencing, extent of hatch opening and 
resulting water levels. Quantitative details are provided where possible but in many 
cases this information is unavailable due to a lack of gauge boards and mechanisms 
for measuring the flow. Several of the HOPs are therefore based on relative rather 
than absolute measurements. 
 

6.2 Approach to agreeing pilot Hatch Operating Protocols 

Having considered the potential objectives for each of the seven HOPs in consultation 
with the Project Steering Board, it was possible to divide the sites into two different 
groups;  
 

·  HOPs where current operation is considered best practice. 
·  HOPs where a change in operation is desirable. 

 
The following paragraphs describe the approach in each case. 
 

6.2.1 Where current operation is considered best practice 

Following a site visit and consultation with stakeholders it was agreed that the current 
operation of some structures was considered best practice (see Table 6.1). The 
approach to agreeing protocols at these sites was therefore to formalise and agree the 
objectives and document how the structures are currently operated.  
 
Table 6.1 Protocols where current operation is considered best practice  

Structure HOP Objectives Changes to operation 

Ibsley ·  Allow salmon passage at all times of the year.  

·  Minimise impoundment upstream. 

·  Maintain floodplain habitats. 

 

No physical change to 

operation.  

Chilhampton ·  Provide sufficient flow down the Union Stream and Butcher 

Stream for the best interests of the SSSI and cSAC and for 

fisheries purposes. 

·  Minimise flood risk in Wilton by maximising flow in the Union 

Stream (in high flows). 

 

No physical change to 

operation. 

Ringwood ·  Allow safe fish passage at all times of the year. No physical change to 

operation. 
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Following the production of a draft protocol the tiered approach to consultation 
described in Section 4 was undertaken to ensure that all comments were incorporated 
prior to finalising the HOP. 
 
The main issue in agreeing these HOPs was establishing current operational 
procedures and quantifying these where possible. The HOP for Ringwood is also 
complicated by the fact that, although the structure does not serve a specific purpose, 
some local stakeholders are not in agreement with how it is currently operated. 
 

6.2.2 Where changes in operation are desirable 

At other sites, findings from the data review, site visit and consultation suggested that 
there were opportunities to change current operation for the benefit of the SSSI (see 
Table 6.2).  
 
Table 6.2 Protocols where changes in operation are desirable 

Structure Objectives Main change to operation 

Hanging 

Hatches  

·  Allow fish passage all year round. 

·  Minimise erosion downstream. 

·  Maintain sufficient flow in the Eel Stream. 

·  Give priority to maintaining flow in the Eel Stream rather 

than feeding the ornamental lake. 

In low flows sacrifice flow to lake 

in favour of Eel Stream. 

Bishopstrow ·  Increase flow down the Mill Stream to reduce siltation 

and improve habitat conditions for aquatic plants. 

·  Ensure structures are operated in conjunction with each 

other. 

·  Minimise build up of debris and weed. 

Prioritise flow in the main river 

and mill stream over carrier 

channel. 

Winkton ·  Reduce impoundment upstream of Winkton Weir 

Hatches. 

·  Enable fish passage. 

·  Limit use of the Winkton Lifting Gate to times of eeling. 

·  To ensure that Winkton Lifting Gate is reopened 

gradually. 

Keep Lifting Gate open except 

when eeling. 

Main hatches to be kept open all 

the time except when eeling. 

Heale House ·  Reduce impoundment and siltation upstream of the 

hatches to benefit upstream flow conditions and reduce 

flood risk. 

·  To provide sufficient water to feed the fish stew ponds 

and gardens. 

Open hatches whenever possible 

to reduce impoundment. 

 

Potential modification of Stew 1 

and Drawn Hatches intake to 

enable reduced impoundment 

 
Natural England were consulted to establish how best to improve the condition of the 
SSSI, and how this was linked to the current operation of the structure. Clear 
objectives were then proposed for each site and a protocol drafted to try and balance 
the interests of all stakeholders.  
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6.3 Status of pilot hatch operating protocols 

The aim of the project was to develop pilot hatch operating protocols for seven pilot 
structures. While HOPs have been developed, agreed and signed off for some of 
these structures, in other cases site specific issues (e.g. lack of availability of local 
stakeholders) have delayed agreement and / or there are outstanding issues to be 
resolved. This Technical Report has been issued prior to completion of the HOPs so 
that the guidance contained is not delayed and it is intended that it can be updated 
once the HOPs are agreed. 
 
The table below shows the current status of each HOP and what is required to 
complete them. See Appendix B for copies of the HOPs as they currently stand and 
Appendix H for information relating to outstanding issues.  
 
Table 6.3 Current status of pilot HOPs 

Structure 

HOP agreed 

with NE/EA 

(Y/N) 

HOP agreed 

with landowner 

(Y/N) 

HOP 

signed off 

(Y/N) 

Required actions to complete 

Chilhampton Y Y Y n/a - Complete 

Hanging 

Hatches 

Y Y Y n/a - Complete 

Bishopstrow Y N N Circulate to landowners to obtain comments 

once refurbishment design has been 

finalised under WLMP programme. 

Incorporate comments in discussion with NE 

and EA. 

 

Ringwood Y N -  but structure 

under EA 

ownership 

N There are outstanding landowner concerns 

regarding access and wetness of agricultural 

land (Appendix H). 

HOP has been agreed between NE and EA 

– recommend sign off but may need to 

address landowner concerns by other 

means. 

 

Winkton Y N N Arrange meeting with landowners to discuss 

draft HOP (has been unavailable to 

comment). 

Incorporate comments and agree with 

NE/EA. 

Circulate draft HOP to landowners. 

Incorporate final comments in discussion 

with NE and EA.  

 

Ibsley Y N N Resolve outstanding issues (see Appendix 

H) with landowner. 

Incorporate final comments in discussion 

with NE and EA. 
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Structure 

HOP agreed 

with NE/EA 

(Y/N) 

HOP agreed 

with landowner 

(Y/N) 

HOP 

signed off 

(Y/N) 

Required actions to complete 

Heale House N N N Further investigation to determine the extent 

of the impounding influence of Heale House 

structures upstreams (currently being 

undertaken as part of WLMP programme) 

Determine whether reduced impoundment 

can be feasibly achieved. 

Refine details of HOP. 

Agree draft HOP with NE and EA. 

Circulate draft HOP to landowners.  

Incorporate comments in discussion with NE 

and EA.  
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

Having reached a key stage is this project to agree seven pilot HOPs and develop 
generic guidance for the development of HOPs, the following conclusions can be 
drawn: 
 

·  To date, limited work has been undertaken nationally to develop and agree 
hatch operating protocols, particularly for manually operated, privately 
owned structures. 

 
·  There are drivers within the Environment Agency’s Operations Delivery 

and Water Resources departments that are likely to involve development 
of operating guidance for selected structures under “Control Philosophies” 
and revised impoundment licence arrangements. Such guidance would 
need to be taken into account in developing HOPs. 

 
·  The STREAM project has generated useful information relating to fish 

spawning and migration that has been valuable in developing HOPs.  
 

·  Currently there is limited quantitative information relating to flow and water 
level control (e.g. gauged water levels, longitudinal bed profile) on which to 
base hatch operating protocols. It is recommended that this data is 
collected wherever possible. 

 
·  The views of Natural England are instrumental in identifying where 

changes in operation may be desirable to improve hatch operation where 
the hatches are located within a SSSI. 

 
·  In some cases, current operation developed over many years by local 

operators may already reflect best practice. The focus of HOPs will 
therefore be to document current practices in as much detail as possible. 

 
·  In other cases, physical constraints, such as the structural design of the 

hatches, may limit the extent to which best practice in water level 
management can be achieved through changes in hatch operation alone.  

 
·  In all cases it is vital to involve all parties with an interest in hatch 

operation as early as possible in order to identify, discuss and agree the 
issues driving hatch operation at the site. However, it is recommended that 
a tiered approach to consultation should be adopted in order to present a 
coordinated approach to local stakeholders, taking into account the views 
of Natural England and the Environment Agency. 
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FISH AND INVERTEBRATE ECOLOGY WITHIN THE RIVER AVON SAC  
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APPENDIX D 

GIS DATA FOR STRUCTURES WITHIN THE RIVER AVON SSSI 
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APPENDIX E 

KEY FUNCTIONS OF PILOT STRUCTURES 
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