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Abstract

Suitable gravel availability is critical for the spawning success of lithophilous fishes,

including redd builders. Redd construction during spawning can alter substrate charac-

teristics, thereby influencing hydraulic conditions and sediment transport, highlighting

the importance of spawning as a zoogeomorphic activity. Here, interactions between

redd-building fish and their spawning environment were investigated for European bar-

bel Barbus barbus with a comparative approach across three English rivers: Teme (west-

ern), Great Ouse (eastern) and Idle (central). Sediment characteristics of spawning

habitats were similar across the rivers, including subsurface fine sediment (<2 mm) con-

tent (≈20% dry weight), but elevated subsurface silt content and coarser surface sedi-

ments were found in the river Teme. Water velocities were similar at spawning sites

despite differences in channel width and depth. Redds were characterized by a pit and

tailspill, with no differences in surface grain-size characteristics between these and the

surrounding riverbed, but with topographic alteration (dimensions and tailspill ampli-

tude) in line with those of salmonids. Estimates of the fraction of the bed that spawning

barbel were capable of moving exceeded 97% in all rivers. Estimated reproductive

potential varied significantly between the rivers Idle and Teme (3,098 to 9,715 eggs/

m2), which was largely due to differences in barbel lengths affecting fecundity. Larger

barbel, capable of producing and depositing more eggs, but in more spatially extensive

redds, meaning fewer redds per given surface area of riverbed. Predictions of barbel

egg mortality based on sand content were low across both rivers. The effects of silt on

barbel egg and larvae development are unknown, but the levels detected here would

significantly impact salmon egg mortality. Similarities in fish length to redd area and the

size of moveable grains by spawning barbel and salmon suggest they have similar geo-

morphic effects on sediments, although fine sediment tolerance is highly divergent.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Geological, morphological and hydrological processes in rivers have

important implications for sustaining biological communities (Bravard

et al., 1997; Elosegi, Díez, & Mutz, 2010). Lithophilous fishes are espe-

cially dependent on the physical environment for their spawning suc-

cess, as construction of redds for egg deposition and incubation

means egg survival and larval emergence rates can be impacted by

suboptimal spawning substratum (Goode, Luce, & Buffington, 2012;

Greig, Sear, & Carling, 2007; Lapointe, Bergeron, Berube, Pouliot, &

Johnston, 2004). The preferred spawning substrata of lithophilous sal-

monid fishes are relatively well understood (e.g., Kondolf, 2000; Arm-

strong, Kemp, Kennedy, Ladle, & Milner, 2003; Louhi, Mäki-Petäys, &

Erkinaro, 2008; Table 1). The sediment mixture, particularly the ratio

of framework gravel sizes to matrix sand, silt and clay sizes, ultimately

defines the quality of spawning substratum (Wu, 2000). Generally,

large quantities of fine sediment (<2 mm diameter; “fines”) reduce

substrate porosity and permeability with negative effects on substrate

embeddedness, oxygen transfer, temperature control, metabolite

removal and larval emergence. High quantities of fines are therefore

associated with reduced egg burial depths, poor egg survival and

emergence rates and other lethal (Kemp, Sear, Collins, Naden, &

Jones, 2011; Sear et al., 2016) or sublethal impacts (Chapman et al.,

2014; Franssen et al., 2012).

Knowledge of spawning substratum preferences amongst non-

salmonid lithophilous fishes is comparatively poor, with a paucity of

information on how river hydrology interacts with sediment composi-

tion to influence larval emergence success and recruitment (Mann,

1996, Baši�c et al., 2017, Duerregger et al., 2018; Table 1). This is

despite the high ecological and recreational importance of many of

these fishes (Winfield & Nelson, 1991), such as the European barbel

Barbus barbus (barbel hereafter) (Britton & Pegg, 2011). Studies of bar-

bel have focussed on the extent of pre-spawning movements (Baras,

1997; Baras & Cherry, 1990; Baras, Lambert, & Philippart, 1994), with

knowledge of spawning requirements limited to studies suggesting

preferences for shallow (≈37 cm) and fast-flowing water with loose

gravels near overhanging vegetation (Melcher & Schmutz, 2010). Bar-

bel are a lithophilous, aggregative fish, typically inhabiting the middle

reaches of European rivers from southeastern England and France in

the west to the Black Sea basin in the east (Britton & Pegg, 2011).

Spawning generally occurs in spring and summer, with the timing

dependent on water temperature (Britton & Pegg, 2011). Fork lengths

(FL) of mature female barbel vary between 209 (Vilizzi, Copp, &

Britton, 2013) and 836 mm (Britton, Davies, & Pegg, 2013).

The spawning behaviours of salmonids and barbel have some sim-

ilarities, especially redd construction where similar-sized females

(Kondolf & Wolman, 1993) excavate pits in the substrate using rapid,

lateral flexions of their bodies, prior to gamete deposition, fertilization

and burial (salmonids: Burner, 1951; barbel: Baras, 1994). Despite sim-

ilarities in spawning mechanisms, there is no quantitative information

on the habitat and redd characteristics of spawning barbel. While

these knowledge gaps can, at least in part, be informed by the salmo-

nid literature (Table 1), there are important differences between the

fishes, including timing of spawning seasons, incubation duration, egg

sizes and burial depth. Globally, salmonids can spawn across the year,

with timing dependent on latitude (Beechie, Moir, & Pess, 2008); in

Britain, salmonid eggs are deposited in redds in winter, with emer-

gence in the following spring. Thus, their eggs are exposed to fines for

longer periods than the eggs of fast-incubating spring/summer

spawning cyprinids (Baši�c et al., 2017). Exception to this longer period

of exposure to fines in salmonids includes spring-spawning steelhead

trout Oncorhynchus mykiss with a 7 to 10 day incubation period

(Goode et al., 2013; Phillips, Lantz, Claire, & Moring, 1975) versus

12 to 20 days in barbel (Baši�c, Britton, Rice, & Pledger, 2018) under

similar sediment but different temperature conditions (steelhead:

7–11�C, barbel: 16–18�C). Another key difference is the egg diameter,

with salmonid eggs generally larger than cyprinid eggs (5–9 mm

vs. 0.5–3.0 mm, respectively) (salmon: Aulstad & Gjedrem, 1973;

Beacham & Murray, 1993; barbel: Pinder, 2001), indicating higher

metabolic demand for salmonid eggs (Rombough, 2007). Salmonid

eggs are also often buried deeper (salmonids: 11–30 cm depth; cypri-

nids 3–17 cm depth; Table 1), with oxygen availability decreasing as

sediment depth increases (Freixa et al., 2016). Because of these differ-

ences, the effects of fine sediment on spawning success of barbel

remains unclear and although Baši�c et al. (2018) revealed delayed lar-

val emergence from substratum with high sand content (>30% sand

by mass), impacts on egg-to-emergence survival were not detected.

Understanding how spawning fishes influence river geomorphol-

ogy and hydrology is also important, especially where significant num-

bers of large-bodied spawning fish are involved in redd construction,

as observed in salmonid spawning events (Hassan, Tonina, & Buxton,

2015; Moore et al., 2007). Redd construction is a form of zoo-

geomorphology (Butler, 1995) whereby animals act as geomorphologi-

cal agents to move sediments and change morphology, sediments and

hydraulics. Female salmonids excavate a pit in the riverbed, during

redd construction, that results in localized coarsening of the bed sur-

face within the depression (Kondolf & Wolman, 1993). Sediment dis-

placed during pit creation is transported and deposited downstream,

forming the tailspill—a mound of sediment typically coarser than both

the pit floor and surrounding bed (DeVries, 1997; Lapointe, Eaton,

Driscoll, & Latulippe, 2000; Montgomery et al., 1996; Rennie & Millar,

2000). Such alterations to the physical environment can have impor-

tant implications for sediment mobility in rivers (Buxton, Buffington,

Tonina, Fremier, & Yager, 2015; Montgomery et al., 1996), with the

extent of disturbance by some species equivalent to the displacement

of gravels caused by flood events (Gottesfeld, Hassan, Tunnicliffe, &

Poirier, 2004). Spawning salmonids can also alter hyporheic exchange

and add marine-derived nutrients into the riverbed (Buxton,

Buffington, Yager, Hassan, & Fremier, 2015). There are, however,

some biological controls on redd building, with different species and

sizes of fish having different zoogeomorphological effects (Moore

et al., 2007; Riebe, Sklar, Overstreet, & Wooster, 2014).

The geomorphic impact of spawning barbel is yet to be quanti-

fied, but recent studies have revealed that their foraging behaviour

can alter the size distribution and/or structure and so, mobility of flu-

vial sediments (Pledger, Rice, & Millett, 2014, 2017; Rice, Pledger,
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Toone, & Mathers, 2018), with larger fish having greater effects

(Pledger, Rice, & Millett, 2016). For example, large-bodied cyprinids,

including adult barbel (>500 mm), disturbed 26% of riffle substrates

per day, and displaced clasts up to 90 mm in size (Pledger et al.,

2017). Thus, due to their size and abundance in some rivers, we

hypothesize that spawning barbel are effective zoogeomorphic agents

TABLE 1 Summary of spawning habitat preferences of non-salmonid (Cyprinidae and Petromyzontiformes) and salmonid lithophils

Order Species

Egg burial

depth (cm)
Water
depth (cm)

Near bed
velocity (cm/s) D50 (mm)

Fines content (%)

Top Bottom <1 mm <2 mm

Cyprinids Alburnoides bipunctatus 20–50j

Barbus barbus 20m 12–88k

40m

15–24b

16–96k

50m

25–49j

28–43b

2–60k 0.1–1.0c 3–46c

Chondrostomus nasus 0f 30f 16–83k

10–61f
20–97k

30–130f
20–200k

17–28f

Squalius cephalus 10–30e

138a
15–75e

5a
23–55a

Phoxinus phoxinus 30d

Leuciscus leuciscus 30l 25l

Notropsis lutipinnis 7� 8� 10–23� 21–31�

Tiaroga cobitis 8p 11p 5.8–19.4p

Luxilus albeolus 2q

Luxilus cerasinus 0q

Agosia chrysogaster 0r 1r 5–20

Petromyzontiformes Petromyzon marinus 8n 10n 10–17h

13–179i
19–39h

50–150i
2h–25g

Salmonids Salmo salar 15e 30e 20–50k

17–76a
35–65k

35–80a
15–16.6i

20–30a

16–64k

5.4a

10k

15�

5–17m

15–55m 35–80m 10–38m 3–19m

Salmo trutta 0p 25p 15–45k

6–82a
20–55k

11–80a
5.8–50i

8–128a

16–64k

8–12a 10k

Oncorhynchus kisutch 15e 35e 5.4–35i 7.5–21h

Oncorhynchus keta 15e 35e 9.6–62i

9.8n 48.9n 12–23n

Oncorhynchus

tshawytscha

15e 50e 30–950g 25–225g 10.8–69i 11c

Oncorhynchus

gorbuscha

15e 35e 6.5–11i

Oncorhynchus nerka 10e 25e 10–15j 14.5–48i

Oncorhynchus clarkii 10e 20e 6–27l 3.2–25.4l 3–17.9l 19c

Oncorhynchus mykiss 10e 25e 10.5–46.3i 12h 16c

Salvelinus confluentus 10e 20e 11c

Salvelinus fontinalis 5e 15e 30–70d 7.2–10.7i 10–22f

Note: Non-salmonid (Cyprinids and Petromyzontiformes) sources: Arlinghaus & Wolter, 2003a; Baras, 1994b; Baši�c, Britton, Rice, & Pledger, 2017c; Bless,

1992d; Cowx & Welcomme, 1998e; Duerregger et al., 2018f; Gardner, Coghlan, & Zydlewski, 2012g; Hogg, Coghlan, Zydlewski, & Simon, 2014h; Manion &

Hanson, 1980i; Mann, 1996j; Melcher & Schmutz, 2010k; Mills, 1981l; Pinder, Clough, Morris, & Fletcher, 2009m; Smith & Marsden, 2009n; McAuliffe &

Bennett, 1981o; Vives & Minckley, 1990p; Maurakis & Woolcott, 1993q; Minckley & Barber, 1971r. Salmonid sources: Armstrong et al., 2003a; Bowerman,

Neilson, & Budy, 2014b; Bryce, Lomnicky, & Kaufmann, 2010c; Curry, Noakes, & Morgan, 1995d; DeVries, 1997e; Franssen et al., 2012f; Hanrahan,

Dauble, & Geist, 2004g; Kondolf, 2000h; Kondolf & Wolman, 1993i; Lorenz & Eiler, 1989j; Louhi et al., 2008k; Magee, McMahon, & Thurow, 1996l; Moir,

Soulsby, & Youngson, 2002m; Montgomery, Buffington, Peterson, SchuettHames, & Quinn, 1996n, O'Connor & Andrew, 1998 � , Ottaway, Carling, Clarke, &

Reader, 1981p.
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and that the impacts of their spawning activities may be similar to

those of redd-excavating salmonids.

The aim of this study was to investigate the two-way interaction

between barbel and their spawning environment. Three questions are

addressed: what flow and substrate characteristics are selected by

spawning barbel, what is the likely reproductive potential of selected

sites and what are the impacts of spawning on substrate characteristics?

Using a comparative approach across three English rivers, the Teme

(western England), Great Ouse (eastern England) and Idle (central

England), objectives were to: (a) assess grain-size characteristics of sur-

face (n = 3 rivers) and subsurface (n = 2 rivers) sediments at barbel

spawning sites and use these in conjunction with salmonid spawning

models to predict the reproductive potential of barbel spawning sites

and estimate egg survival; (b) quantify flow characteristics (water velocity

and depth) and oxygen availability at barbel spawning sites;

(c) characterize barbel redds and identify how their construction alters

surface sediment composition and (d) use published data on barbel

spawning and measurements from this study to determine how effective

salmon-derived models are at estimating barbel reproductive potential

and egg survival. The application of salmonid models to barbel is consid-

ered appropriate given the paucity of knowledge on barbel spawning

requirements, and the similarities in female lengths and their redd build-

ing characteristics. However, we acknowledge that future work is

needed to develop barbel-specific models, given the differences in physi-

ology, timing of spawning season, density of spawners, incubation dura-

tion and egg survival rates. The salmonid models thus provide initial,

first-order estimates of barbel reproductive potential and egg survival.

2 | MATERIALS, METHODS AND DATA
ANALYSIS

2.1 | Study sites

The study was conducted in the rivers Great Ouse, Teme and Idle,

three gravel-bed rivers located in the east, west and centre of

England, respectively (Table 2). All three rivers run through predomi-

nantly agricultural landscapes and maintain low gradients (<0.33%;

Downs & Thorne, 1998; Neal et al., 2000; Severn Rivers Trust, 2012).

Study reaches were representative of the “Barbel Zone” (Huet, 1959;

Figure 1) and hosted translocated, natural or stocked barbel

populations (Table 2). Other lithophilous fish occupy the study

reaches (Table 2) and utilize the same sites and gravels as barbel dur-

ing spawning. The reproductive success of barbel is limited in some of

the indigenous British range of Eastern England, such as in the river

Great Ouse, where populations are supported by hatchery-reared or

translocated fish (Antognazza, Andreou, Zaccara, & Britton, 2016;

Baši�c et al., 2017). In contrast, populations in their non-indigenous

British range of Western England tend to have greater reproductive

success (Gutmann Roberts & Britton, 2018).

Study sites were selected on the Teme, Idle and Great Ouse (n = 13,

20 and 13, respectively; Figure 1) on the basis of direct spawning obser-

vations, and/or because they matched existing qualitative descriptions of

spawning habitats—riffles with “coarse” substratum and shallow, “moder-

ate to high-velocity flow” (Baras & Cherry, 1990; Hunt & Jones, 1975;

Lucas & Batley, 1996). Sampling occurred under baseflow conditions on

the river Idle in April 2011, Great Ouse in September 2014 and 2015

and Teme in May to July 2015 to 2017. Thus, sampling occurred either

before or after barbel spawning, to avoid disturbing spawning aggrega-

tions and ensure collection of ecologically relevant data.

2.2 | Riffle surface and subsurface sediment
and analyses

To assess the size distribution of surface sediments at coarse-grained

spawning riffles, 300- to 400-count Wolman samples (Rice & Church,

1996) were used at each site on each river. Grains were selected using

a systematic grid-sampling scheme, by pacing across the width of each

spawning riffle and, at each step, blindly selecting a grain to measure

with a gravelometer and then taking a step downstream and returning

in the opposite direction.

TABLE 2 Geomorphological, ecological and biological characteristics of the three study rivers

Idle Great Ouse Teme

River location Nottinghamshire Bedfordshire Shropshire, Herefordshire and Worcestershire

Type Gravel-bed Gravel-bed Sandstone/mudstone

Drainage/catchment area

(km2)

842 8,600 1,648

Water source Surface and groundwater Groundwater Surface and groundwater

Length of river (km) 42 230 134

Geology Sandstone, coal measures, magnesium

limestone

Limestone, mudstone Sandstone and mudstone

Dominant morphologies Pool-riffle Pool-riffle Pool-riffle

Predominant barbel

populations

Natural Stocked Translocated

Common fish species Rutilus rutilus, Abramis brama Rutilus rutilus, Abramis

brama

Squalius cephalus, Leuciscus leuciscus, Phoxinus

phoxinus, Alosa spp., Petromyzon marinua
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Subsurface sediments were characterized from 10 samples col-

lected at random from within 10 sites in the river Teme and 13 sites

in the river Great Ouse, using a McNeil sampler and Koski plunger

(coring tube dimensions: 16 × 26 cm; Bunte, Abt, & Station, 2001).

Three sites sampled for surface sediments (sites 4, 5 and 9) in the river

Teme could not be sampled for subsurface sediments due to issues

F IGURE 1 Locations of river catchments and study sites inset within the rivers (a) Idle, (b) Teme and (c) Great Ouse
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preventing access. Surface sediment was removed from the McNeil

sampler by hand and then single core samples of subsurface sedi-

ments were stored in individual air-tight containers and transported

to the laboratory for processing. No subsurface samples were col-

lected from the Idle. In the laboratory, bulk sediment samples were

oven-dried for 24 hr at 100�C and sieved into half-phi size fractions

using a sieve shaker before weighing on Ohaus Navigator scales,

recorded to the nearest 0.1 g. Fines from individual samples were

then recombined, mixed and subsampled (10 g), before Loss On Igni-

tion (LOI, %) was performed to determine organic content (Heiri,

Lotter, & Lemcke, 2001).

Surface and subsurface samples were characterized using grain-

size percentiles (where D5, D10, D25, D50, D75, D84, D90 and D95 are

the grain sizes [mm] for which 5, 10, 25 50, 75, 84, 90 and 95% of the

particles are finer, respectively) from cumulative distribution curves,

with mean grain size, sorting, skewness and kurtosis values calculated

using Trask's method (1932; Equations 1 to 4).

Mean=
D25 +D75

2
ð1Þ

Sorting =

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
D25

D75

s
ð2Þ

Skewness=
D25 *D75

D50
2

ð3Þ

Kurtosis =
D75−D25

2 * D90−D10ð Þ ð4Þ

To determine the degree of surface armouring, surface D50 was

divided by subsurface D50 with ratios exceeding 1.0 indicative of

armoured beds. Summary statistics were used to compare mean

values between rivers.

Proportions by mass of fine sediment (<2 mm), sand

(0.064–2 mm diameter), silt (≤0.064 mm) and organic matter were

determined only for subsurface sediments. Surface and subsurface

sediment parameters (D5, D50, D95, mean grain size, sorting, skewness,

kurtosis and percentage of fine sediment) were compared between

rivers using one-way ANOVAs, following normality and homogeneity

tests. Subsurface proportions of sand, silt and organic matter for each

river were compared with one-way ANOVAs, with Tukey's post hoc

tests. All analyses were carried out in R version 3.4.0 (R Core

Team, 2017).

2.3 | Characterizing site dimensions, flow, oxygen
availability and analysis

Measurements of water velocity were made using a Valeport Open

Channel Flow Meter (Model 801), set to provide a mean value mea-

sured over 60 seconds. Measurements were made at the same

20, 10 and 13 riffles on the rivers Idle, Teme and Great Ouse

respectively, where surface sediments were collected. Velocity was

measured at two depths: near the bed surface (≈2.5 cm from the bed;

m/s) and at 0.6 depth (distance from the water surface; m/s). Sampling

occurred at the intersections of multiple flow-parallel (n = 4) and flow-

perpendicular (Idle = 5, Teme = 4; Great Ouse = 4) transects, which

were systematically distributed across each of the site widths and

lengths, respectively. This gave 20 transect intersection points (points

hereafter) for 20 sites on the river Idle, 16 points for the 10 sites on

the river Teme and 16 points for 13 sites on the river Great Ouse.

Concomitantly, a depth measurement was made at each point and

multiple wetted width and site length measurements (Idle: n = 4;

Teme: n = 1–4, Great Ouse: n = 4) were made per site. Data were col-

lected from the Idle in April 2011, Teme in August and September

2015 and the Great Ouse in August 2016.

Measurements of dissolved oxygen (mg/L) were taken during the

daytime. For the Great Ouse (August 2016; 4 sites, 9 replicates per

site) and Idle (April 2011; 20 sites, 4 replicates per site), measurements

were made approximately 1 cm below the water surface using a

Hanna probe. For the Teme (May to August 2015; 5 sites, 2–4 repli-

cates per site), data were extracted from the Environment Agency

(2017) water quality monitoring data. All data were collected under

summertime baseflow conditions.

Summary statistics were used to quantify water velocity (near-

bed and 0.6 depth), depth and oxygen concentrations. For all metrics,

site means derived from within-site measurements were averaged to

give river-averaged values.

2.4 | Barbel redd characteristics and their impact
on surface sediment

The characteristics of six barbel redds at four sites (site 4 at Stanford

Bridge: 2 redds; 3 sites at Powick; 10, 11, 12: 4 redds) on the River

Teme were measured between May 2015 and June 2017, 2 to 8 days

post-spawning. Sample size was constrained by a combination of low

numbers of observed redds, accessibility and high turbidity within the

river Teme, that reduced visibility and the ability to accurately mea-

sure the redds. Three redds measured in 2017 were confirmed as bar-

bel redds by rapid egg assessments that involved disturbing the top

50 mm of tailspill sediment using a pencil in a circular motion, with a

hand-held aquaria net placed behind the redd to collect the eggs that

were then identified by their colour and morphology (APEM, 2009;

Pinder et al., 2016). The other three redds were not conclusively iden-

tified as barbel redds, but it was considered unlikely that they were

constructed by other lithophils present in the Teme, given that min-

now Phoxinus phoxinus are too small for their gravel movements to be

mistaken for barbel and chub Squalius cephalus are not redd construc-

tors (South East River Trust, 2018; Table 2). Sea lamprey Petromyzon

marinus are found in the river Teme but generally spawn later in the

year and create a more circular redd with large grains deposited

around the edge (Pinder, Hopkins, Scott, & Britton, 2016). Shad Alosa

spp. are surface spawners and are thus unlikely to influence bed mor-

phology (Acolas et al., 2004).
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Single length and width measurements were made of the two

component parts of each redd pit and tailspill (Supporting Information,

Figure S1)—the pit (the excavated hole or depression in the bed) and

the tailspill (an area where grains, mobilized from the pit during

spawning are deposited). Single depth measurements from the water

surface to the pit bottom, tailspill top and adjacent river bed (datum)

were recorded and used to calculate pit depth and tailspill height by

subtracting the depth of adjacent river bed. Length, width and depth

measurements were made to the nearest cm (±0.5 cm). Surface sedi-

ment samples were collected from each of the pit and tailspill areas to

investigate differences in grain-size distributions between these areas

and the surrounding riverbed. This was achieved via 30-count

Wolman samples. Only 30 clasts were measured in each redd area

due to the small redd areas (APIT = 1.2 ± 0.2 m2, ATAILSPILL = 2.3

± 0.3 m2; mean ± 95% CI) and to minimize redd disturbance. The larg-

est grains visually observed on the tailspill surfaces were measured

(mm) to investigate the maximum particle size moved by barbel during

redd construction.

The areas (A, m2) of pits and tailspills were calculated with Equa-

tion (5) as ellipses as per Ottaway et al. (1981) from measured values

of pit and tailspill lengths and widths.

A= length*width*π ð5Þ

The total area of each redd was calculated by combining pit (APIT)

and tailspill (ATAILSPILL) areas. The net volume (V) of each pit and tail-

spill was then calculated as,

V =
4
3
*π *depth*

length
2

*
width
2

� �
�2 ð6Þ

assuming that both component parts were half-ellipsoid (McCart,

1969) and the pit depth and tailspill heights were used as vertical

parameters in calculations. Volume of sediment displaced during

spawning was assumed to be the volume of the tailspill.

Pair-wise Student's t tests in R (R Core Team, 2017 were carried

out to compare surface sediment characteristics (D5, D50, D95, mean,

sorting, skewness, kurtosis and percent fines) between the pit, tailspill

and surrounding riverbed.

2.5 | Barbel reproductive potential and
geomorphological controls

To assess the reproductive potential of barbel spawning sites, a

salmonid-specific model was parameterised, as there was no barbel-

or cyprinid-specific model available. For salmonids, fork length (FL) is

positively correlated with redd area and the maximum size of particles

that can be moved by spawning fish (Crisp & Carling, 1989), which

can in turn be used to estimate reproductive potential (Riebe et al.,

2014). These measurements are taken from dead or dying spawned

fish, something not possible for barbel as their post-spawning mortal-

ity is very low and they tend to disperse after spawning (Gutmann

Roberts, Baši�c, & Pledger, 2019; Hancock, Jones, & Shaw, 1976). To

provide a consistent set of predictions based on FL, a salmonid rela-

tionship from Riebe et al. (2014) was used to estimate barbel redd

area (m2; “AREDD”; Equation 7), rather than only using our measured

redd dimensions.

AREDD =3:3
FL
600

� �2:3
ð7Þ

An ANOVA was carried out to compare predicted redd area (from

the eight fork lengths measured in the Teme) to the six measured

redds.

The maximum or threshold particle size (DT, mm) that a barbel of

a given length (mm) can displace during redd construction was esti-

mated using Equation (8) (Riebe et al., 2014).

DT = 115
FL
600

� �0:62

ð8Þ

Barbel fork lengths for estimating DT (Equation 8) were derived

from the river Teme (n = 8 females sampled from between sites

10 and 13; Gutmann Roberts, Hindes, & Britton, 2019), river Great

Ouse (n = 29 sampled from between sites 6 and 7; Twine, 2013) and

river Idle (n = 4 sampled from near sites 1 and 2; Pledger, 2015). Then,

using DT calculated for the mean FL of barbel from these rivers

(Equation 8), the fraction of moveable particles (FM) on riffles was

calculated:

FM = 1+ e−1:702z
� �−1 ð9Þ

z=
log DT

D50

	 

log D84

D50

	 

2
4

3
5 ð10Þ

Equation (9) approximates a cumulative log-normal distribution

(Riebe et al., 2014) and z represents the difference between DT and

D50 expressed as a multiple of the SD (Bowling, Khasawneh,

Kaewkuekool, & Cho, 2009), where log (D50) and log (D84/D50) are the

mean and SD of the log-normal grain-size distribution.

Next, the spawning capacity, expressed as the potential number

of redds per riffle area (NREDDS; redds m−2, Equation 11; Riebe et al.,

2014), was calculated using redd area estimates (AREDD) and the pro-

portion of riffle covered in moveable particles (FM).

NREDDS =
FM

AREDD
ð11Þ

Reproductive potential of barbel at a site, NEGGS (eggs m
−2, Equa-

tion 12; Riebe et al., 2014), was calculated using fecundity estimates F

(A). The fecundity (F(A); Equation 13a) of fish of a given length (mm),

can be predicted from salmonid input parameters (Riebe et al., 2014;

Quinn, 2005).
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NEGGS =
FMF
AREDD

ð12Þ

F Að Þ=8:1FL–1450 ð13aÞ

The reproductive potential of barbel at each of the sites was also

calculated using the barbel-specific redd measurements from this

study, with the mean redd area (APIT + ATAILSPILL from Equation 5)

used instead of AREDD (Equation 7), and using the threshold grain-size

DT from the largest grain measured from barbel redd tailspills. A barbel

fecundity-length relationship (F(B), Equation 13b) was also determined

from 15 manually stripped females from the river Trent at a hatchery

(Calverton fish farm, unpublished) and from data on 33 barbel (length

minimum–maximum: 314–740 mm) extracted from Hancock (1979).

F Bð Þ=0:8e−6FL3:8 ð13bÞ

This enabled a comparison of reproductive potential predicted

from salmonid models (12) using salmonid- vs. barbel-specific input

parameters for AREDDS, DT and F. High-density barbel spawning obser-

vations (Baras, 1994) were also used to estimate the maximum num-

ber of redds per square metre (NREDDS) across a site in the river

Meuse, where the fraction of moveable particles is assumed to be

1, due to high and even coverage of redds and in the absence of any

grain-size data or redd measurements. Baras (1994) reported 2 years

of data, but only successful spawning observations from 1990 were

used as this year had the most successful spawning attempts and

therefore provides a maximum estimation of spawning potential. The

observations are from a 150 m2 spawning riffle with 71 “successful”

spawning attempts in one season, with data on 19 female barbel, with

data from 5 females omitted in the original study due to lack of cer-

tainty around observations. Assuming no redd superimposition, the

spawning riffle area divided by the number of redds (assumed to be

number of successful spawning attempts) provides an estimate of

redd area.

Barbel egg survival estimates provide indications of the potential

suitability of subsurface spawning substratum in the study rivers;

however, the absence of suburface sediment data for the river Idle

meant these calculations were only completed for the rivers Great

Ouse and Teme. To predict the potential effect of bed sediment con-

dition (specifically fines content) on barbel recruitment at individual

sites within the two study rivers, egg survival was estimated using sal-

monid models (Equations 14 and 15; Peterson & Metcalfe, 1981).

SI =
Sc
16

+
Sf
8

ð14Þ

Survival %ð Þ=83−29SI−6 SI*Silt %ð Þð Þ ð15Þ

Subsurface sand content was parameterized using a sand index

(SI), which gives weighting to finer sands compared to the larger sands

due to their greater effect on reproductive success. SI calculations

(Equation 14; Lapointe et al., 2004) use the proportion of coarse sand

(Sc = 0.5–2 mm) and fine to medium sand (Sf = 0.06–0.5 mm). Given

the lack of information on the synergistic effects of silt- and sand-sized

particles on barbel egg development and emergence, Equations (14) and

(15) were used and derived from salmonid data. The salmonid model

(Equation 15) was used for the sediments found in the river and also

against the SI only by inputting 0% silt for all sites to determine the

effect of silt. Published data from Baši�c et al. (2018) were used to relate

the SI to observed barbel survival, which was then compared with

values predicted from Equation (15). Successful incubation was defined

as at least 50% estimated survival, as per Kondolf (2000).

Comparisons of survival potential between the two rivers were

carried out using a one-way ANOVA, following normality and homo-

geneity tests. Values given throughout the results are means (±95%

confidence intervals), unless stated otherwise.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Barbel spawning site characteristics

Spawning riffle areas varied across rivers, from 37 ± 7 m2 in the Great

Ouse to 108 ± 10 and 500 ± 249 m2 in the Idle and the Teme, respec-

tively. Riffle surfaces utilized by spawning barbel across the three riv-

ers were generally coarse (D50 = 23.41 ± 4.87 mm), well sorted (0.66

± 0.03) and characterized by positively skewed (0.97 ± 0.05) and lep-

tokurtic (0.24 ± 0.01) distributions. Fine sediments across the three

rivers made up on average 2.3 ± 0.9% of the surface bed material.

There was no significant difference in the surface sediment D5

between rivers (ANOVA; F2, 43 = 0.57, p = 0.57), with mean values

ranging from 5.4 to 6.7 mm (Figure 2). The D50 varied significantly

between the three rivers (ANOVA; F2, 43 = 7.662, p = 0.001), with the

rivers Teme and Great Ouse maintaining the coarsest

(mean = 27.9 mm) and finest (mean = 19.3 mm) sediments, respec-

tively (Figure 2). Post hoc tests revealed that the river Teme D50 was

significantly larger than in the Great Ouse and Idle (p < 0.01 and

p = 0.04, respectively), but that the Idle and Great Ouse values were

similar (p = 0.22). The D95 also varied significantly between rivers

(ANOVA; F2, 43 = 7.19, p < 0.01), with the Teme having the largest

(76.6 mm) and the Idle having the smallest (53.0 mm) (Figure 2). As

with the D50, post hoc tests showed that the river Teme sediments

were significantly coarser than the Great Ouse and Idle sediments

(p = 0.01 and p < 0.01, respectively), but Great Ouse and Idle sedi-

ments were not significantly different (p = 0.98). Mean grain size also

differed significantly between the three rivers (ANOVA; F2, 43 = 5.22,

p < 0.01), with mean particle sizes largest in the Teme (29.9 mm) and

smallest in the Great Ouse (21.4 mm) (Figure 2). There were no signifi-

cant differences in mean grain sizes between the rivers Idle and the

Great Ouse or the Teme (p = 0.42 and p = 0.08, respectively), but

mean values were significantly higher between the river Teme and

Great Ouse sediments (p < 0.01). There was no significant difference

between the sorting (F2, 43 = 2.51, p = 0.09; Figure 2), skewness

(F2, 43 = 2.18, p = 0.13, Figure 2) or kurtosis (F2, 43 = 1.70, p = 0.20;

Figure 2) values of the three rivers. There was also no significant
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difference in the percentage of surface fine sediment between the

three rivers (F2, 43 = 1.35, p = 0.27, Figure 2).

Subsurface sediments from the rivers Great Ouse and Teme were

relatively coarse (D50 = 12.24 ± 1.15 mm), well sorted (0.38 ± <0.01)

and characterized by positively skewed (0.62 ± <0.01) and leptokurtic

(0.29 ± <0.01) distributions. D5, D50, D95, mean grain size, sorting,

skewness and kurtosis values were similar between the two rivers

(Table 3). Subsurface sediments were comprised of 20.30 ± 2.85%

fines, of which the majority (19.99 ± 3.14%) was sand and only a small

proportion was silt (0.32 ± 0.29%). Organic content across the two

F IGURE 2 Characteristics of surface sediments within the rivers Idle (n = 20), Great Ouse (n = 13) and Teme (n = 13). Values represent means
(±95% confidence interval) and letters right of bars indicate homogeneous groups
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TABLE 3 Subsurface sediment
metric means (±95% confidence
intervals) for the river Teme (n = 10) and
river Great Ouse (n = 13) and the
statistical significance (P) and F values
from ANOVAs (df = 21), apart from
organic matter where Teme (n = 10) and
Great Ouse (n = 7)

Teme Great Ouse Significance F value

D5 (mm) 0.47 ± 0.14 0.48 ± 0.08 0.94 0.006

D50 (mm) 12.83 ± 2.95 11.66 ± 2.60 0.52 0.435

D95 (mm) 50.07 ± 7.44 48.35 ± 7.97 0.74 0.115

Mean grain size (mm) 15.21 ± 3.02 13.51 ± 2.13 0.30 1.112

Sorting 0.38 ± 0.04 0.39 ± 0.05 0.76 0.098

Skewness 0.62 ± 0.06 0.62 ± 0.08 0.92 0.012

Kurtosis 0.29 ± 0.01 0.29 ± 0.04 0.94 0.007

Fine sediment (<2 mm, %) 18.85 ± 4.88 21.76 ± 4.53 0.35 0.923

Sand (%) 18.38 ± 4.83 21.59 ± 4.46 0.30 1.147

Silt (%) 0.47 ± 0.10 0.17 ± 0.09 >0.001 23.780

Organic matter (%) 2.19 ± 0.64 2.36 ± 0.60 0.68 0.182

F IGURE 3 Flow characteristics and dissolved oxygen across three rivers: Idle (n = 20), Great Ouse (n = 13, four for oxygen only) and Teme
(n = 10, five for oxygen only); wetted width (m), depth (m), near-bed velocity (m s−1), velocity at 0.6 depth (m/s) and amount of dissolved oxygen
(mgL−1). Values represent means (±95% confidence interval) and letters right of bars indicate homogeneous groups
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rivers was 2.13 ± 0.45%. There was no significant difference between

rivers in terms of the proportion of subsurface fines (ANOVA;

F1,21 = 0.92, p = 0.35) or sand (ANOVA; F1, 21 = 1.15, p = 0.30,

Table 3). There was, however, a significant difference in silt content

(ANOVA; F1,21 = 23.78, p < 0.01, Table 3) between rivers, with river

Teme subsurface sediments (0.47 ± 0.09%) containing higher propor-

tions of silt than river Great Ouse subsurface sediments (0.17

± 0.08%). Subsurface sediments at four sites in the river Teme con-

tained >0.5% silt and these were located between Ashford Carbonel

(site 2) and Powick (site 11), whereas subsurface sediments at only

one river Great Ouse site (2) contained >0.5% silt (Figure 4). There

was no significant difference between rivers in terms of the organic

content of fines (ANOVA; F1, 15 = 0.18, p = 0.68, Table 3). Both the

Teme and the Ouse displayed armoured beds, with the ratio of

surface-to-subsurface D50 maintaining values of 2.2 (± 0.4) and 1.8

(± 0.4), respectively.

Wetted width (m) was significantly different between the three riv-

ers (ANOVA: F2, 38 = 18.64, p < 0.001), with post-hoc analyses showing

that each river differed significantly from each other (p < 0.02). The

river Teme was the widest river (18.72 ± 4.60 m) and the river Idle was

the narrowest (9.44 ± 0.35 m, Figure 3). Depth (m) differed significantly

between the three rivers (F2, 40 = 9.85, p < 0.001, Figure 3), with post-

hoc analyses indicating that the Teme and Idle were not significantly

different (p = 0.68), but that the Ouse was significantly different to both

the Teme and Idle (p = 0.02 and p < 0.001, respectively). Near-bed and

0.6-depth velocities (m/s) were not significantly different between the

rivers (F2, 40 = 1.14, p = 0.33 and F2, 40 = 0.72, p = 0.49, respectively;

Figure 3). Dissolved oxygen levels differed significantly between the

three rivers (F2, 26 = 12.53, p < 0.001, Figure 3); however, the post hoc

tests showed that the Teme and Idle were not significantly different

(p = 0.42) but that the Ouse had significantly lower dissolved oxygen

than the Teme and Idle (p = 0.01 and p < 0.01, respectively).

3.2 | Barbel redd characteristics

In the six measured redds, the tailspill tended to be longer and wider

than the pit, with a mean difference of 29 ± 22 and 19 ± 17 cm,

respectively (Table 3). Mean tailspill height was 14 ± 5 cm and pit

depth ranged between 4 and 11 cm, with a mean difference in height

of the tailspill and depth of the pit of 20.0 ± 8.8 cm. Total redd area

ranged from 1.37 to 9.11 m2 at sites 10–12, and 2.23–2.58 m2 at site

4. The mean total redd area was 3.47 ± 0.42 m2. The area of the tail-

spill was larger than that of the pit for five of the six redds. Pit vol-

umes ranged from 1,900 to 34,819 cm3 (14,390 ± 5,338 cm3; mean

± 95% CI) and the tailspill volume ranged from 0 to 234,834 cm3

(74,754 ± 43,284 cm3; mean ± 95% CI). Pit volume was larger than

tailspill volume for two of the redds, and for four of the redds, the

opposite relationship was found. The largest grain diameter found in

barbel tailspills was 110 mm, providing a barbel-specific estimate of

the threshold grain size (DT).

Sediments within the pit and tailspill were coarse (mean grain

size = 22.2 ± 9.5 and 28.2 ± 3.7 mm, respectively) and moderately

well sorted (sorting = 0.58 ± 0.07 and 0.62 ± 0.05 mm, respectively)

(Table 4). While fine sediments appeared more prevalent at the sur-

face of the pit than at the surface of the tailspill (Table 4), the differ-

ence was not significant (p > 0.05; Table 5). Surface grain-size

parameters of the pit and tailspill sediments were similar (t tests,

p > 0.05 in all cases; Table 5). Generally, levels of fine sediment found

on the redd surfaces were low, but surficial sediments of the pit at site

10 were fines-rich (26.7% fines by area) and finer than the surround-

ing bed (6.4% fines by area). There were no significant differences

between the surface grain-size characteristics of the pit and tailspill

areas compared with their surrounding riffle for D5, D50, D95, mean,

sorting, skewness, kurtotsis and percentage of fine sediment (Table 5).

3.3 | Barbel reproductive potential
and geomorphological controls

As mean barbel FLs were 464, 616 and 651 mm for the rivers Idle,

Great Ouse and Teme respectively, the maximum particle size that

barbel could move (DT, Equation 8) was estimated to be 98, 117 and

121 mm, respectively (Table 6). This salmon-derived estimate

suggested an 11 mm overestimation for the Teme, relative to the larg-

est recorded particle size displaced by spawning barbel (110 mm at

Powick). Median grain size was significantly different between rivers

(Subsection 3.1), as was D84 (mm; ANOVA: F2, 43 = 5.07, p = 0.01),

with post hoc tests showing the Ouse and Idle were not significantly

different (p = 0.86), but that the Teme was significantly different to

the Ouse and the Idle (p = 0.02 and p = 0.03, respectively). Mean

(95% CI) D84 for the Teme was 51 (±8) mm compared to 37 (±10) mm

in the Ouse and 39 (±2) mm in the Idle. The fraction of moveable par-

ticles, as calculated from salmon-derived models, was not significantly

TABLE 4 Site-averaged values for redd pit and tailspill dimensions
and surface sediment parameters (mean ± 95% confidence intervals)
at Powick (n = 4) and Stanford Bridge (n = 2) on the river Teme

Parameter Redd pit Redd tailspill

Length (cm) 60 ± 20 89 ± 28

Width (cm) 63 ± 20 82 ± 24

Depth/height (cm) −7 ± 1 14 ± 5

Area (m2) 1.19 ± 0.15 2.28 ± 0.26

Volume (cm3) 14,390 ± 5,338 74,754 ± 43,284

D5 (mm) 4.4 ± 3.3 4.4 ± 1.5

D50 (mm) 21.6 ± 14.3 25.1 ± 5.4

D84 (mm) 36.4 ± 18.6 51.1 ± 11.2

D95 (mm) 54.5 ± 29.7 71.5 ± 16.7

Mean grain size (mm) 22.2 ± 13.1 28.2 ± 5.1

Sorting 0.58 ± 0.01 0.62 ± 0.01

Skewness 0.90 ± 0.01 1.01 ± 0.01

Kurtosis 0.25 ± 0.01 0.25 ± 0.01

Fine sediment (<2 mm, %) 3.2 ± 1.4 0.7 ± 0.6
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different between rivers (F2, 43 = 0.57, p = 0.57), with barbel in each

river being able to move over 97% of surface sediments, by area, dur-

ing spawning (Table 6).

The mean redd area predicted for the river Teme (3.98 m2) was

0.51 m2 larger than that observed at the four sites where redds were

measured (3.47 m2) (Table 6), but the difference was not significant

(ANOVA: F1, 12 = 0.03, p = 0.87). The river Teme had the overall

highest estimated reproductive potential due to a higher calculated

fecundity resulting from the larger sizes of the female fish, despite

having the lowest number of redds m−2 (Table 2). Using the barbel

redd measurements, threshold grain size and fecundity across the spe-

cific sites on the Teme compared to the salmonid-specific values gave

a mean reproductive potential difference of 10,391 eggs m−2 per site,

where the salmonid model significantly under-estimated the potential

(paired t test; t3 = 187.22, p < 0.001). Data extracted from the river

Meuse estimated a barbel redd area of 2.11 m2, a 1.36 m2 difference

in area to the observed Teme redds, which was likely to be due to the

female barbel in the Meuse being 214 mm smaller than in the Teme.

Extracting data from the Meuse gave a barbel-specific value for

NREDDS of 0.47 redds m−2, which was higher than predicted values

across the rivers Teme and Ouse, but lower than the Idle predicted

value (Table 6), but as the redds were predicted to be smaller in the

Meuse, this could account for the difference, especially as fish sizes in

the Meuse and Idle were most similar.

Barbel eggs display a higher tolerance to sand than salmon, with

barbel eggs remaining unaffected by SI levels as high as 3.5, which

would cause 100% mortality of salmon eggs (Figure 4). Egg survival

rates for the Teme, calculated using the salmon-specific model from

the silt and sand content (Equations 14 and 15), varied between 7.7

and 63.4% (42.1 ± 9.6%; mean ± 95% CI). Calculated survival rates

decreased from upstream to downstream until site 10 (downstream of

Powick weir), but then increased again in the three sites farther down-

stream (Figure 5a). The river Great Ouse had mean calculated survival

rates of 39.3 ± 5.8%, with three sites (sites 2–4) having survival

TABLE 5 Paired t test comparisons between pit and tailspill surface characteristics of barbel redds and the adjacent riffle surface
characteristics

Pit vs. tailspill Pit vs. riffle Tailspill vs. riffle

t P t P t P

D5 −0.01 0.99 −0.48 0.65 −0.88 0.42

D50 −0.55 0.61 −0.37 0.73 0.08 0.94

D95 −1.63 0.16 −1.90 0.12 −1.27 0.26

Mean grain size −0.99 0.37 −0.67 0.53 0.28 0.79

Sorting −0.59 0.58 −0.34 0.75 0.35 0.74

Skewness −1.28 0.26 −0.92 0.40 0.58 0.59

Kurtosis −0.21 0.84 0.12 0.91 0.47 0.66

Fines 1.78 0.14 2.48 0.06 0.18 0.87

Note: Degrees of freedom for all tests was 5.

TABLE 6 Predicted reproductive potential for barbel using salmonid equations with salmonid- vs. barbel-specific input parameters, where
N/A is not applicable

River Idle Great Ouse Teme Teme (site-specific) Teme (site-specific) Meuse (single site)

Mean barbel length (mm) 480 ± 71 616 ± 46 651 ± 37 651 ± 37 651 ± 37 437 ± 2

Parameters Salmon-specific input Barbel-specific input

DT (mm) 100 ± 9 116 ± 6 121 ± 4 121 ± 4 110 N/A

FM 0.99 ± <0.01 0.99 ± 0.02 0.98 ± >0.01 0.98 ± 0.01 0.97 ± 0.07 100a

AREDD (m2) 2.08 ± 0.73 3.71 ± 0.48 4.01 ± 0.52 4.01 ± 0.52 3.47 ± 0.42 2.11

NREDDS (redds m
−2) 0.49 ± <0.01 0.27 ± <0.01 0.25 ± <0.01 0.24 ± <0.01 0.28 ± <0.01 0.47

Fecundity (eggs) 2,436 ± 575 3,539 ± 370 3,821 ± 301 3,821 ± 301 40,510 ± 8,510 8,648

Reproductive potential

(NEGGS m
−2)

1,194 ± 2 942 ± 16 937 ± 7 930 ± 8 11,321 ± 108 4,093

Note: Mean barbel length (mm ± 95% confidence intervals) was measured at each study site, threshold particle size (DT, mm; largest grain that can be

moved by spawning fish) was predicted (8) for salmonid-specific parameters and measured for barbel-specific parameters, the fraction of moveable surface

particles (FM) was predicted (9), redd area (AREDD, m
2) was predicted for salmonid specific parameters and measured for barbel-specific parameters,

spawning capacity (number of redds m−2, NREDDS) was predicted (11), fecundity was predicted (13a [salmonid], 13b [barbel]), and reproductive potential

(NEGGS, eggs m
−2) was predicted (12). Teme (site-specific) refers to the four sites where redds were measured. N/A; not applicable. aAssumed whole site to

be moveable due to high coverage of redds, no sediment data available.
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between 0 and 22% (Figure 5b). Despite the significant difference in

silt (%) between the two rivers, when both the percentage of silt and

the sand index (SI) were taken into account, the theoretical calculated

survival did not differ between rivers (ANOVA; F1, 21 = 0.17, p = 0.69),

with both rivers having large variations in egg survival rates. When

survival to emergence was calculated via the salmonid model

(Equation 16) and successful incubation was defined as 50% of eggs

and larvae surviving to emergence (Kondolf, 2000), 30% of the sites

F IGURE 4 Sand index (SI) effects on
egg survival (%) for European barbel (•
Baši�c et al., 2018) and Atlantic salmon (♦
Lapointe et al., 2004). Atlantic salmon egg
survival calculated from the sand index (SI,
Equation 14) from Lapointe et al., 2004, for
sand index values comparable to those
calculated from Baši�c et al., 2018.
Trendlines for: salmon (solid line), y =

−29x + 83 and barbel (dotted),
y = 0.18x + 76

F IGURE 5 Calculated sand index (SI, dashed line,
Equation 14) and observed silt (%, solid line) on the
primary axis, with the theoretical survival of embryos (%,
dotted line from the salmonid model, Equation 15, and dot
and dash line from barbel derived equation determined
from Baši�c et al. (2018)) across 10 sites on the river Teme
(a) and 13 sites on the river Great Ouse (b), ordered from
upstream to downstream
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had predicted successful incubation in the Teme and 31% in the Great

Ouse. Using the salmonid model, the levels of silt in the river had a

significant impact on egg survival in comparison to the assumption of

0% silt at all sites (paired t test; t22 = 4.98, p < 0.001), where silt

reduced egg survival by 4% in the Teme and 2% in the Great Ouse.

When not accounting for silt, one more site in the Teme showed sur-

vival above 50% leading to 40% of sites indicating “successful” sur-

vival to emergence, but the number of sites did not change for the

Great Ouse. The barbel predictions derived from the equation from

Figure 4 (survival = [0.18*SI] + 76) resulted in significantly different

egg survival compared to salmonid models, when both models

discounted silt (paired t test; t22 = 11.22, p < 0.001). The barbel-

specific values predicted higher survival (Figure 4), with a mean differ-

ence of 33.65 (±6.22) %. Barbel-derived values predicted successful

incubation conditions across both rivers at all sites.

4 | DISCUSSION

Research concerning lithophilic fish spawning habitat has focused pri-

marily on salmonids, while the biotic and abiotic characteristics of

non-salmonid spawning habitats remain poorly understood (Collins

et al., 2011). For barbel in their indigenous range in Eastern England,

this has been a major impediment to restoring populations, where

strategies rely on a combination of gravel cleaning and stocking that

have been largely unsuccessful in producing sustainable populations

(Baši�c et al., 2017; Baši�c & Britton, 2016). Here, comparisons of

spawning habitats in three rivers in England revealed barbel surficial

spawning sediments were principally composed of gravels

(D50 = 19.32–27.90 mm; Figure 2). At the sediment depth where bar-

bel eggs incubate, the particles were generally coarse, well sorted and

positively skewed. Spawning sites varied in mean width (9.4–18.7 m)

and depth (0.26–0.38 m) but had similar velocities (0.6 depth;

0.54–0.60 m/s; Figure 3). While data from other studies reveal con-

siderable inter-river differences in barbel spawning success (e.g., high

in the Teme; Gutmann Roberts & Britton, 2018, negligible in the Great

Ouse; Baši�c & Britton, 2016), the majority of sediment and water

velocity parameters did not vary between the study rivers, with rela-

tively similar predictions of habitat suitability for barbel spawning and

egg incubation success.

Across the rivers, surface sediments were relatively coarse and

well-sorted gravels, with most substratum metrics similar between the

Great Ouse and the Idle, but with coarser sediments in the Teme.

Despite this, the fraction of particles estimated to be moveable by

barbel was high (minimum 97%; Table 6) and similar across all three

rivers; this was due to the length of barbel relative to the size of

gravels. Thus, the presence of large clasts is not expected to be a limi-

tation to barbel redd construction in these three rivers, either when

using the maximum grain size estimated by the salmonid model or the

largest grain from the tailspill. This has implications for relatively high

potential for displacement by barbel, given that the three rivers gener-

ally had low D50 values, all below 35 mm. By comparison, in South

Prairie Creek (North America), pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha)

were capable of displacing grains ≤95 mm, yet the D50 sizes were

39 to 118 mm (Riebe et al., 2014). Consequently, at spawning sites,

pink salmon were only able to move 59% of the bed (Riebe et al.,

2014). Nevertheless, coarser sediments can be associated with larger

egg sizes within and between populations (Quinn, Hendry, & Wetzel,

1995), which might have positive implications for post-emergence

and overwinter survival. For example, larger eggs tend to produce

larger larvae that are less vulnerable to predation and displacement,

with higher lipid reserves and greater competitive abilities (Nunn, Har-

vey, & Cowx, 2007). Thus, the benefits of the majority of spawning

gravels being made up of particles barbel can move, might be offset

by surviving eggs being smaller and potentially leading to increased

risk of egg and/or larval entrainment.

To our knowledge this is the first documentation of barbel redd

dimensions. It is reasonable to assume the characteristics and persis-

tence of redds will vary between and potentially within systems, as

they are functions of spawning barbel lengths, surface sediment con-

ditions, flow characteristics and bed mobility. No significant difference

was detected when comparing measured and modelled Teme barbel

redd areas, despite a mean 0.54 m2 overestimation by the salmonid

model (Table 4). This suggests that the length to redd relationship

between salmonids and barbel is comparable, based on available evi-

dence. The reproductive potential across the specific sites on the river

Teme was, however, significantly different when using barbel values

compared to using salmon-derived redd area, threshold grain size that

a fish could move and fecundity. These led to an underestimate of

over 10,391 eggs m−2 site−1. This was largely due to the barbel-

specific fecundity values that are over 10 times higher than the

salmon-derived values because of, for example, smaller egg sizes

(Table 6). Using published data (Baras, 1994), we were able to deter-

mine the number of barbel redds by area as 0.47 redds m−2 in the

river Meuse, Belgium. We could not readily compare the Meuse bar-

bel redds by area to the salmon-specific estimates from these study

rivers, because barbel from Baras (1994) study were substantially

smaller and thus predicted redd size was also smaller. The redd size

estimated from the smaller fish in the river Meuse was 2.11 m2 but

this area should be used with caution as it assumed redds were not

overlapping, yet Melcher and Schmutz (2010) found that at high-

density spawning sites, barbel redd superimposition was common, as

with salmonids (van den Berghe & Gross, 1984). As well as redd

superimposition, it is common for salmonids to lay multiple egg

clutches within one redd (Tonina & Buffington, 2009a), although the

spawning description from Baras (1994) suggests that is not the case

with barbel. The data from Baras (1994) was also based on field obser-

vations of spawning, yet experimental work from Gougnard, Poncin,

Ruwet, and Philippart (1987) showed that not all female redd digging

involved the release of ovules. Therefore, spawning observations

could lead to an overestimation of successful spawning attempts.

Spawning abandonment can be higher when there are large numbers

of males present (Gougnard et al., 1987; Hancock et al., 1976), as in

Baras (1994), which is believed to be an evolutionary response that

protects eggs from abrasion-related mortality, caused when males

mechanically aggravate the redd (Hancock et al., 1976). These high
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spawning densities were generally not observed across the three

study sites here. Barbel inter-spawning periods can be 8 days long, so

it would be difficult to establish if all redds constructed by a given

female had eggs without disturbing spawning gravels.

Regarding subsurface fines, there was little variation in sand and

organic matter content between the rivers Great Ouse and Teme, but

Teme sediments contained higher concentrations of silts (Table 3).

Mean silt and clay concentrations were below 0.5%, which is low

compared with other lowland English rivers (4–45%; Clarke &

Wharton, 2001) and Lapointe et al. (2004) classification of “low fines

content” (1.5%). However, presence of silt and clays in spawning

gravels at levels as low as 0.03–0.41% can adversely impact Atlantic

salmon, S. salar egg incubation and embryo survival (Julien &

Bergeron, 2006), with maximum silt levels reaching 0.62 and 0.69% in

the Great Ouse and Teme, respectively. The mean sand concentra-

tions of the Teme and Great Ouse (22 and 18%, respectively) were

higher than the tolerance threshold of salmonids (14%; Bryce et al.,

2010). However, experimental work on barbel suggests survival to

emergence is not affected by sand concentrations up to 40%, even

though emergence timing can be accelerated by 8 days (Baši�c et al.,

2018). These early emerging fish were smaller, blind and had larger

yolk sacks, suggesting their post-emergence survival could be low rel-

ative to more developed later-emerging larvae (Baši�c et al., 2018),

given their reduced ability to navigate flows and increased predation

risk (Krupka, 1988; Vilizzi et al., 2013).

The tolerances of larvae to silt and sand cannot, however, be

considered in isolation, as the salmonid literature suggests it is the

interactions of the different fine sediment size fractions that can be

more important for egg and embryo development (e.g., Lapointe

et al., 2004). Indeed, Levasseur, Bergeron, Lapointe, and Bérubé

(2006) revealed that it was the proportion of subsurface bed material

<0.125 mm in S. salar redds that explained 83% of annual variation

in embryo survival; in their study, there was a threshold of 0.2% con-

centration below which embryo survival dropped sharply below

50%. We found that different size fractions of fines in the rivers

Teme and Great Ouse did not result in differences in the mean

predicted egg and embryo survival between the rivers. However,

there was an inverse relationship between predicted survival and the

sand index for the salmonid model (Figure 5), with the levels of silt

reducing survival by 2 and 4% in the rivers Great Ouse and Teme,

respectively. Only 30 and 31% of sites were predicted to have egg

survival rates over 50% in the Teme and Great Ouse, respectively.

Here, we revealed that barbel have a much higher tolerance to sands

than S. salar when using the sand index (Figure 4). This leads the sal-

monid model to overestimate mortality by a mean of 34% across the

sites in the two rivers when silt is not accounted for (Figure 5b). Fur-

thermore, the ex-situ data from Baši�c et al. (2018) suggested 77%

survival to emergence regardless of sand content (at least for values

of SI ≤3.5; Figures 4 and 5), indicating successful incubation at all

sites relative to Kondolf's (2000) 50% threshold. Fines vary spatially

in rivers (Julien & Bergeron, 2006), due to fluctuations in sediment

supply, flow velocity, channel profile, erosion, deposition and lithol-

ogy (Middelkoop & Asselman, 1998). Spatial variation across sites in

barbel egg survival rates were not predicted from the barbel-derived

calculations, despite salmonid egg survival rates varying from 0 to

63% and in-situ survival in studies showing 0 to 100% (Malcolm,

Youngson, & Soulsby, 2003).

The barbel egg survival estimates from the parameterised salmo-

nid models should be used cautiously, given the divergence in the egg

survival rates from the salmonid model and the ex-situ egg survival

rates of Baši�c et al. (2018). Reasons for this are likely to include the

higher oxygen requirements of salmonid eggs, although there is a pau-

city of information on the oxygen requirements of cyprinid eggs

(Elshout, Dionisio Pires, Leuven, Wendelaar Bonga, & Hendriks,

2013). This is important, because the detrimental impacts of fine sedi-

ments on salmonid eggs and larvae relate to how they inhibit oxygen

delivery to eggs and embryos by entombment (Sear et al., 2016) and

by decomposition of organic matter (Collins et al., 2013; Sear et al.,

2017). Compared to organic content found in other UK lowland rivers

(2–21%; Clarke & Wharton, 2001), the organic matter found in these

rivers was low (2%), although the implications of this are not clear

given the knowledge gap in how organic materials influence cyprinid

development (Collins et al., 2013). Our predictions of barbel egg sur-

vival did not consider the effect of pore water velocity in redds,

although near-bed water velocities were high (Teme: 0.36 ms-1, Great

Ouse: 0.38 ms-1). These near-bed water velocities might have facili-

tated increased oxygen delivery and metabolite removal at depth,

increasing egg survival (Lapointe et al., 2004). Also, differences in

burial depths might influence egg survival rates between species. For

example, barbel eggs in this study tend to be in the top 5 cm of sedi-

ment, whereas similar sized salmonid eggs tend to be buried at greater

depths (e.g., 15–30 cm for S. salar; Moir et al., 2002). Thus, relative to

salmonids, barbel eggs may be exposed to greater hyporheic flows,

higher oxygen exchange and increased flushing of metabolic waste,

especially where redd topography is similar (Tonina and Buffington,

2009a & b).

The differences in incubation duration and egg size between bar-

bel and salmonids also have implications for their survival (Springate &

Bromage, 1985). Longer incubations of salmonid eggs might increase

risk of exposure to suboptimal conditions within the egg pocket, such

as reductions of oxygen concentrations to critical levels (Sear et al.,

2017), especially as salmonid eggs are comparatively large and likely

to have higher metabolic rates and oxygen requirements than barbel

eggs (Rombough, 2007). Thus, the relatively small barbel eggs that are

incubated for relatively short periods are likely to have lower oxygen

requirements than salmonids, with a greater capacity for tolerating

reduced oxygen levels. However, a recent study on a similar rheophilic

cyprinid, nase Chondrostoma nasus, shows that even fine sediment

(<0.085 mm) of 10 and 20% content can cause mortality and physi-

cally block larvae from emerging (Nagel, Pander, Mueller, & Geist,

2020). No sites were found to have the levels of sand above those

that have been experimentally tested (40%) to impact barbel mortality

(Baši�c et al., 2018).

Spawning barbel altered the topography of the riverbed by dis-

placing volumes of sediment during redd construction. However, the

surface grain-size distributions between the pit and tailspill were not
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different (Table 5), as has been found for other redd-building species

(Chapman, 1988; Everest et al., 1987; Kondolf, Sale, & Wolman, 1993;

Young, Hubert, & Wesche, 1989). A potential explanation for this is

that the sediment excavated from the pit into the tailspill was not lim-

ited by grain size for barbel as it has been for some salmonid studies,

where unmoveable coarse grains are left in the pit (Kondolf et al.,

1993). Tailspill amplitude measured for barbel is comparable to those

for Chinook, chum and sockeye salmon (13 and 15 cm; Buxton, 2018)

This suggests shear stresses applied to the tailspills of barbel redds

may be elevated, as has been found for salmonids. Spawning salmon

have been found to change the surface sediment characteristics,

although there have been contrasting effects, with sockeye salmon

Oncorhynchus nerka reducing the coarseness and sorting of sediments

in the redd compared to the surrounding riffles (Hassan et al., 2015),

whereas chum salmon Oncorhynchus keta increase coarseness and

sorting (Montgomery et al., 1996). However, altered surface sediment

characteristics were not evident from barbel redds in comparison to

surrounding riffles. Spawning salmon have also been shown to alter

the composition of subsurface sediments, reducing fines content of

the egg pocket (Young et al., 1989). Although not tested here, obser-

vations of plumes of fine sediment from barbel spawning were made.

The surface sediment showed elevated fines in the pit compared with

the tailspill, which could be due to the topography of the pit causing

flow recirculation and fine sediment deposition (Buxton, Buffington,

Yager, et al., 2015). Barbel eggs were detected 50 mm below the sedi-

ment surface in the tailspill, where previous sampling has found eggs

within depths of 200 mm (Pinder et al., 2009). In cyprinid species such

as nase, egg burial depths can vary between 0 and 300 mm, with

those deposited at the surface (less than 5%) being most susceptible

to mortality (Duerregger et al., 2018). Barbel eggs that are not

retained in the bed can be consumed by other fish, such as grayling,

Thymallus thymallus (Perks, 2019), suggesting higher egg mortality for

shallowly deposited eggs or in highly mobile sediments. By compari-

son, salmonids deposit eggs between 0 and 500 mm (Table 1) from

the sediment surface within the tailspill, where the top of the egg

pocket is 110 mm (mean). Thus, barbel can be considered shallow

spawners, with the majority of their bed disturbance resulting from

redd construction occurring within the surface layers, which could

leave eggs vulnerable to predation and entrainment. Further research

should explore alternative and non-invasive methods of measuring in-

situ changes in the structure, composition and/or topography of flu-

vial surfaces through spawning and indeed, other animal behaviours.

The impact of redd construction on river habitats transcends

changes in channel morphology and substrata condition. In line with

the geomorphic capabilities of some fishes, it is reasonable to assume

bed disturbance by spawning barbel may also influence near-bed

hydraulics and/or sediment transport processes in at least three ways.

First, and as with barbel foraging (Pledger et al., 2014, 2016, 2017), it

is reasonable to assume particles displaced during spawning, particu-

larly those deposited in elevated positions as part of the tailspill, may

sit proud on the sediment surface and in positions of relative instabil-

ity. Thus, displaced grains may be more susceptible to entrainment,

particularly during subsequent high flows. Second, bioturbation of

surficial sediments might result in the loss of bed sediment structure

and adjustments in packing (Buxton, 2018; Montgomery et al., 1996).

Reworking of sediments in this manner, generating structureless or

loosely packed fabrics, may promote bed load transport by reducing

critical shear values required for particle entrainment (Buxton, 2018).

Third, redd creation has a significant and varied impact on bed topog-

raphy, which can influence near-bed hydraulics (Montgomery et al.,

1996) and so, potential for particle entrainment. For example, topo-

graphic change through barbel redd construction may reduce basal

shear stresses (Hassan et al., 2015) by increasing bed form drag, which

may be mitigated by increased shear stresses on tailspill structures

(Buxton, 2018; Buxton, Buffington, Tonina, et al., 2015), loss of stabi-

lizing surface structures and/or substrate loosening, increasing particle

entrainment probabilities. Further work is required to investigate the

impacts of barbel and other cyprinid redd construction on near-bed

hydraulics and sediment transport processes.

The spawning riffles studied here were not utilized by high densi-

ties of barbel, whereas in the river Ourthe (Belgium), up to 600 barbel

utilize riffles of 150 m2 to spawn (Baras, 1994). Most will be male, but

up to 19 females can use the same riffle in a month (Baras, 1994). A

single female can have up to 17 successful spawnings in a year, with

less than 4 successful attempts being more typical (Baras, 1994). Thus,

not all eggs will be deposited in a single redd, as per most salmonid

species (Elliott, 1989). Multiple redd creation by barbel thus compli-

cates the estimates of reproductive potential when salmonid model

parameters are used. This is also compounded by the high density of

female barbel during the spawning season compared to some salmo-

nids, such as S. trutta (e.g., barbel: 0.16 females/m2, Baras, 1994;

S. trutta: 0.03 females/m2, Elliott, 1989). Where spawning habitats are

limited, salmonids may utilize suboptimal habitats, and this can facili-

tate future successful spawning here, the adaptability of barbel to use

suboptimal habitats is unknown, but Baras (1994) showed that limited

spawning success happened when there was not sufficient spawning

habitat, such as specific depth and flow velocity. Barbel spawn in

much greater densities than salmonids (salmonids = 0.01 to 0.43;

Riebe et al., 2014); barbel = 0.24–0.49 redds m−2 (Table 6) which

could lead to more intensive bed disturbance. Consequently, these

differences between barbel and salmonids suggest that future work

predicting barbel spawning success, such as egg production and sur-

vival, is needed to develop more specific models based on their

spawning biology (e.g., multiple redd creation).

5 | CONCLUSION

The present study has started to fill the considerable knowledge gap

in the two-way interactions between non-salmonid redd builders and

their spawning environment, using barbel as a model species. Barbel

were not limited by the size distribution of sediment available for redd

construction on riffles in the study rivers, but recruitment may be

impacted by fine sediment concentrations within spawning gravels.

The study also indicates a need for further research to determine the

optimal conditions for cyprinid egg and larval development and
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therefore, survival, and how these early-life survival rates influence

subsequent recruitment success of cohorts. The influence of these

conditions can be tested empirically using both in- and ex-situ scenar-

ios as has been done with salmonids (Cocchiglia, Curran, Hannigan,

Purcell, & Kelly-Quinn, 2012), coupled with standardized monitoring

of river sediment, water velocity and oxygen conditions. Until this

knowledge is developed, the ability of river managers to enhance the

spawning success of non-salmonid fishes, such as barbel, will remain

highly constrained. Moreover, these studies may enable investigation

of how anthropogenically altered rivers are impacting non-salmonid

fish communities, and how restoration efforts can ensure sustainable

populations in the face of continued environmental change.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors thank the angling clubs for allowing access including;

Derbyshire County Angling, Worcester Angling Society, St John's

Angling Society and the Barbel Society. The authors also thank The

Barbel Society, Environment Agency and Severn Rivers Trust for pro-

viding financial support. The authors are grateful for the technical

staff who have assisted the project at Loughborough and Bourne-

mouth Universities. They are grateful to have had field assistance

from Igor Ormus, Matthew Johnson and Eloise Davies.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are openly available in

[BORDAR] at https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=

http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%

7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%

7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%

7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%

7C637104058265888818&sdata=

wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&

reserved=0.

ORCID

Catherine Gutmann Roberts https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8506-

3355

REFERENCES

Acolas, M. L., Anras, M. L. B., Veron, V., Jourdan, H., Sabatie, M. R., &

Bagliniere, J. L. (2004). An assessment of the upstream migration and

reproductive behaviour of allis shad (Alosa alosa L.) using acoustic

tracking. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 61(8), 1291–1304. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.icesjms.2004.07.023

Antognazza, C. M., Andreou, D., Zaccara, S., & Britton, J. R. (2016). Loss of

genetic integrity and biological invasions result from stocking

and introductions of Barbus barbus: Insights from rivers in England. Ecol-

ogy and Evolution, 6(10), 3439–3439. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2181
APEM, 2009. An investigation into the spawning and recruitment success

of barbel in the River Wensum 2009. (EA 410776):1–20.
Arlinghaus, R., & Wolter, C. (2003). Amplitude of ecological potential:

Chub Leuciscus cephalus (L.) spawning in an artificial lowland canal.

Journal of Applied Ichthyology, 19(1), 52–54. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.
1439-0426.2003.00343.x

Armstrong, J. D., Kemp, P. S., Kennedy, G. J. A., Ladle, M., & Milner, N. J.

(2003). Habitat requirements of Atlantic salmon and brown trout in

rivers and streams. Fisheries Research, 62(2), 143–170. https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0165-7836(02)00160-1

Aulstad, D., & Gjedrem, T. (1973). The egg size of salmon (Salmo salar) in

Norwegian rivers. Aquaculture, 2, 337–341. https://doi.org/10.

1016/0044-8486(73)90166-X

Baras, E. (1994). Constraints imposed by high densities on behaviour spawning

strategies in the barbel Barbus barbus. Folia Zoologica, 43(3), 255–266.
Baras, E. (1997). Environmental determinants of residence area selection

by Barbus barbus in the river Ourthe. Aquatic Living Resources, 10,

195–206. https://doi.org/10.1051/alr:1997021
Baras, E., & Cherry, B. (1990). Seasonal activities of female barbel Barbus

barbus (L.) in the river Ourthe (southern Belgium), as revealed by radio

tracking. Aquatic Living Resources, 3, 283–294.
Baras, E., Lambert, H., & Philippart, J. C. (1994). A comprehensive assess-

ment of the failure of Barbus barbus spawning migrations through a

fish pass in the canalized river Meuse (Belgium). Aquatic Living

Resources, 7, 181–189.
Baši�c, T., & Britton, J. R. (2016). Characterizing the trophic niches of

stocked and resident cyprinid fishes: Consistency in partitioning over

time, space and body sizes. Ecology and Evolution, 6(14), 5093–5104.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2272

Baši�c, T., Britton, J. R., Rice, S. P., & Pledger, A. G. (2017). Impacts of

gravel jetting on the composition of fish spawning substrates:

Implications for river restoration and fisheries management. Ecological

Engineering, 107, 71–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2017.

06.057

Baši�c, T., Britton, J. R., Rice, S. P., & Pledger, A. G. (2018). Does sand con-

tent in spawning substrate result in early larval emergence? Evidence

from a lithophilic cyprinid fish. Ecology of Freshwater Fish, 28(1),

110–122. https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12435
Beacham, T. D., & Murray, C. B. (1993). Fecundity and egg size variation in

North-American Pacific Salmon (Oncorhynchus). Journal of Fish Biology,

42(4), 485–508. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1993.

tb00354.x

Beechie, T. J., Moir, H., & Pess, G. (2008). Hierarchical physical controls on

salmonid spawning location and timing. Salmonid spawning habitat in

rivers: Physical controls, biological responses, and approaches to reme-

diation. American Fisheries Society, Symposium, 65, 86– 87.

Bless, R. (1992). Einsichten in die bkologie der Elritze Phoxinus phoxinus

(L.). Schr Landschaft Natur, 35, 57.

Bowerman, T., Neilson, B. T., & Budy, P. (2014). Effects of fine sediment,

hyporheic flow, and spawning site characteristics on survival and

development of bull trout embryos. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and

Aquatic Sciences, 71(7), 1059–1071. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-

2013-0372

Bowling, S. R., Khasawneh, M. T., Kaewkuekool, S., & Cho, B. R. (2009). A

logistic approximation to the cumulative normal distribution. Journal of

Industrial Engineering and Management, 2(1), 14. https://doi.org/10.

3926/jiem.v2n1.p114-127

Bravard, J. P., Amoros, C., Pautou, G., Bornette, G., Bournaud, M., Creuzé

des Châtelliers, M., … Tachet, H. (1997). River incision in south-East

France: Morphological phenomena and ecological effects. Regulated

Rivers: Research & Management, 13(1), 75–90. https://doi.org/10.

1002/(SICI)1099-1646(199701)13:1<75::AID-RRR444>3.0.CO;2-6

Britton, J. R., Davies, G. D., & Pegg, J. (2013). Spatial variation in the

somatic growth rates of European barbel Barbus barbus: A

UKperspective. Ecology of Freshwater Fish, 22(1), 21–29. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0633.2012.00588.x

Britton, J. R., & Pegg, J. (2011). Ecology of European barbel Barbus barbus:

Implications for river, fishery, and conservation management. Reviews

in Fisheries Science, 19(4), 321–330. https://doi.org/10.1080/

10641262.2011.599886

Bryce, S. A., Lomnicky, G. A., & Kaufmann, P. R. (2010).

Protecting sediment-sensitive aquatic species in mountain streams

through the application of biologically based streambed sediment

GUTMANN ROBERTS ET AL. 275

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbordar.bournemouth.ac.uk%2F45%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ccgutmannroberts%40bournemouth.ac.uk%7C4ffbeb4ad4e249137ea308d772c3f535%7Cede29655d09742e4bbb5f38d427fbfb8%7C0%7C0%7C637104058265888818&sdata=wbJKeom2w4nnz1l86t7ifqF0MNtYd9TcmsZayzc%2Bn%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8506-3355
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8506-3355
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8506-3355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.icesjms.2004.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.icesjms.2004.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2181
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1439-0426.2003.00343.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1439-0426.2003.00343.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-7836(02)00160-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-7836(02)00160-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0044-8486(73)90166-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0044-8486(73)90166-X
https://doi.org/10.1051/alr:1997021
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2272
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2017.06.057
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2017.06.057
https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12435
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1993.tb00354.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1993.tb00354.x
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2013-0372
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2013-0372
https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.v2n1.p114-127
https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.v2n1.p114-127
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1646(199701)13:1&lt;75::AID-RRR444&gt;3.0.CO;2-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1646(199701)13:1&lt;75::AID-RRR444&gt;3.0.CO;2-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0633.2012.00588.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0633.2012.00588.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10641262.2011.599886
https://doi.org/10.1080/10641262.2011.599886


criteria. Journal of the North American Benthological Society, 29(2),

657–672. https://doi.org/10.1899/09-061.1
Bunte, K., Abt, S. R., & Station, R. M. R. (2001). Sampling surface and subsur-

face particle-size distributions in wadable gravel- and cobble-bed streams

for analyses in sediment transport, hydraulics, and streambed monitoring.

Fort Collins, Colorado: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky

Mountain Research Station.

Burner, C. (1951). Characteristics of spawning nests of Columbia River

salmon. United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Ser-

vices Fishery Bulletin, 61, 110.

Butler, D. R. (1995). Zoogeomorphology: Animals as geomorphic agents.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Buxton, T. H. (2018). Flume simulations of salmon bioturbation effects on

critical shear stress and bedload transport in rivers. River Research and

Applications, 34(4), 357–371. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3250
Buxton, T. H., Buffington, J. M., Tonina, D., Fremier, A. K., & Yager, E. M.

(2015). Modeling the influence of salmon spawning on hyporheic

exchange of marine-derived nutrients in gravel stream beds. Canadian

Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 72(8), 1146–1158. https://
doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2014-0413

Buxton, T. H., Buffington, J. M., Yager, E. M., Hassan, M. A., &

Fremier, A. K. (2015). The relative stability of salmon redds and

unspawned streambeds. Water Resources Research, 51, 6074–6092.
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015WR016908

Chapman, D. W. (1988). Critical-review of variables used to define effects

of fines in redds of large salmonids. Transactions of the American Fish-

eries Society, 117(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1988)
117<0001:Crovut>2.3.Co;2

Chapman, J. M., Proulx, C. L., Veilleux, M. A. N., Levert, C., Bliss, S.,

Andre, M. E., … Cooke, S. J. (2014). Clear as mud: A meta-analysis on

the effects of sedimentation on freshwater fish and the effectiveness

of sediment-control measures. Water Research, 56, 190–202. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.02.047

Clarke, S. J., & Wharton, G. (2001). Sediment nutrient characteristics and

aquatic macrophytes in lowland English rivers. Science of the Total

Environment, 266(1), 103–112. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-9697
(00)00754-3

Cocchiglia, L., Curran, S., Hannigan, E., Purcell, P. J., & Kelly-Quinn, M.

(2012). Evaluation of the effects of fine sediment inputs from stream

culverts on brown trout egg survival through field and laboratory

assessments. Inland Waters, 2(1), 47–58. https://doi.org/10.5268/Iw-

2.1.495

Collins, A., Williams, L., Zhang, Y., Marius, M., Dungait, J., Smallman, D., …
Jones, J. (2013). Catchment source contributions to the sediment-

bound organic matter degrading salmonid spawning gravels in a low-

land river, southern England. Science of the Total Environment, 456,

181–195. 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.03.093
Collins, A. L., Naden, P. S., Sear, D. A., Jones, J. I., Foster, I. D. L., &

Morrow, K. (2011). Sediment targets for informing river

catchment management: International experience and prospects.

Hydrological Processes, 25(13), 2112–2129. https://doi.org/10.1002/
hyp.7965

Cowx, I. G. & Welcomme, R. L. (1998). Rehabilitation of rivers for fish.

Rome: Food & Agriculture Organisation.

Crisp, D. T., & Carling, P. A. (1989). Observations on siting, dimensions and

structure of salmonid redds. Journal of Fish Biology, 34(1), 119–134.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1989.tb02962.x

Curry, R. A., Noakes, D. L. G., & Morgan, G. E. (1995). Groundwater and

the incubation and emergence of brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis).

Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 52(8), 1741–1749.
https://doi.org/10.1139/f95-766

DeVries, P. (1997). Riverine salmonid egg burial depths: Review of publi-

shed data and implications for scour studies. Canadian Journal of Fish-

eries and Aquatic Sciences, 54(8), 1685–1698. https://doi.org/10.

1139/cjfas-54-8-1685

Downs, P. W., & Thorne, C. R. (1998). Design principles and suitability

testing for rehabilitation in a flood defence channel: The river idle,

Nottinghamshire, UK. Aquatic Conservation, 8(1), 17–38. https://doi.
org/10.1002/(Sici)1099-0755(199801/02)8:1<17::Aid-Aqc256>3.0.

Co;2-#

Duerregger, A., Pander, J., Palt, M., Mueller, M., Nagel, C., & Geist, J.

(2018). The importance of stream interstitial conditions for the early-

life-stage development of the European nase (Chondrostoma nasus L.).

Ecology of Freshwater Fish, 27(4), 920–932. https://doi.org/10.1111/
eff.12403

Elliott, J. M. (1989). Mechanisms responsible for population regulation in

young migratory trout, Salmo trutta. I. the critical time for survival. Jour-

nal of Animal Ecology, 58(3), 987–1001. https://doi.org/10.2307/5137
Elosegi, A., Díez, J., & Mutz, M. (2010). Effects of hydromorphological integ-

rity on biodiversity and functioning of river ecosystems. Hydrobiologia,

657(1), 199–215. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-0083-4
Elshout, P., Dionisio Pires, L., Leuven, R., Wendelaar Bonga, S., &

Hendriks, A. (2013). Low oxygen tolerance of different life stages of

temperate freshwater fish species. Journal of Fish Biology, 83(1),

190–206. https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12167
Environment Agency, (2017). Available from https://environment.data.

gov.uk/. Accessed 10/05/2017.

Everest, F., Beschta RL, Scrivener JC, Koski KV, Sedell JR, Cederholm JC,

1987. Fine sediment and salmonid production: a paradox. In: Salo,

E. O. a. C., T.W. (ed) Streamside management: forestry and fishery

interactions vol 57, University of Washington, College of Forest

Resources, Contribution, 98–142.
Franssen, J., Blais, C., Lapointe, M., Bérubé, F., Bergeron, N., & Magnan, P.

(2012). Asphyxiation and entombment mechanisms in fines rich

spawning substrates: Experimental evidence with brook trout

(Salvelinus fontinalis) embryos. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic

Sciences, 69(3), 587–599. https://doi.org/10.1139/f2011-168
Freixa, A., Rubol, S., Carles-Brangarí, A., Fernàndez-Garcia, D.,

Butturini, A., Sanchez-Vila, X., & Romaní, A. M. (2016). The effects of

sediment depth and oxygen concentration on the use of organic mat-

ter: An experimental study using an infiltration sediment tank. Science

of the Total Environment, 540, 20–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

scitotenv.2015.04.007

Gardner, C., Coghlan, S. M., & Zydlewski, J. (2012). Distribution and abun-

dance of anadromous sea lamprey spawners in a fragmented stream:

Current status and potential range expansion following barrier

removal. Northeastern Naturalist, 19(1), 99–110. https://doi.org/10.

1656/045.019.0108

Goode, J. R., Buffington, J. M., Tonina, D., Isaak, D. J., Thurow, R. F.,

Wenger, S., … Soulsby, C. (2013). Potential effects of climate change

on streambed scour and risks to salmonid survival in snow-dominated

mountain basins. Hydrological Processes, 27, 750–765. https://doi.

org/10.1002/hyp.9728

Goode, J. R., Luce, C. H., & Buffington, J. M. (2012). Enhanced sediment

delivery in a changing climate in semi-arid mountain basins: Implica-

tions for water resource management and aquatic habitat in the north-

ern Rocky Mountains. Geomorphology, 139-140, 1–15. https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2011.06.021

Gottesfeld, A. S., Hassan, M. A., Tunnicliffe, J. F., & Poirier, R. W. (2004).

Sediment dispersion in salmon spawning streams: The influence of

floods and salmon redd construction. Journal of the American Water

Resources Association, 40(4), 1071–1086. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.

1752-1688.2004.tb01068.x

Gougnard, I., Poncin, P., Ruwet, J. C., & Philippart, J.-C. (1987). Description

et analyse du comportement de reproduction du Barbeau Barbus bar-

bus (L) en aquarium. Influence du nombre de mâles courtisants sur les

comportements observés. Cahiers d'Ethologie, 7(3), 293–302.
Greig, S., Sear, D., & Carling, P. (2007). A field-based assessment of oxygen

supply to incubating Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) embryos. Hydrologi-

cal Processes, 21(22), 3087–3100. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.6635

GUTMANN ROBERTS ET AL.276

https://doi.org/10.1899/09-061.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3250
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2014-0413
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2014-0413
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015WR016908
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1988)117%3C0001:Crovut%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1988)117%3C0001:Crovut%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-9697(00)00754-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-9697(00)00754-3
https://doi.org/10.5268/Iw-2.1.495
https://doi.org/10.5268/Iw-2.1.495
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.03.093
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7965
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7965
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1989.tb02962.x
https://doi.org/10.1139/f95-766
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-54-8-1685
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-54-8-1685
https://doi.org/10.1002/(Sici)1099-0755(199801/02)8:1%3C17::Aid-Aqc256%3E3.0.Co;2-#
https://doi.org/10.1002/(Sici)1099-0755(199801/02)8:1%3C17::Aid-Aqc256%3E3.0.Co;2-#
https://doi.org/10.1002/(Sici)1099-0755(199801/02)8:1%3C17::Aid-Aqc256%3E3.0.Co;2-#
https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12403
https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12403
https://doi.org/10.2307/5137
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-0083-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12167
https://environment.data.gov.uk/
https://environment.data.gov.uk/
https://doi.org/10.1139/f2011-168
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1656/045.019.0108
https://doi.org/10.1656/045.019.0108
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.9728
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.9728
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2011.06.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2011.06.021
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2004.tb01068.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2004.tb01068.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.6635


Gutmann Roberts, C., Baši�c, T., Pledger, A.; 2019; Quantifying the habitat

and zoogeomorphic capabilities of spawning European barbel Barbus

barbus, a lithophilous cyprinid; BORDAR; Version 1; http://bordar.

bournemouth.ac.uk/45/

Gutmann Roberts, C., & Britton, J. (2018). Quantifying trophic interactions

and niche sizes of juvenile fishes in an invaded riverine cyprinid fish

community. Ecology of Freshwater Fish., 27(4), 976–987. https://doi.
org/10.1111/eff.12408

Gutmann Roberts, C., A. Hindes & J. R. Britton, 2019. Factors

influencing individual movements and behaviours of invasive

European barbel Barbus barbus in a regulated river. Hydrobiologia 1–
16, 830, 213, 228. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-018-3864-9

Hancock, R. S. (1979). The annual cycle of intraovarian egg size and fecun-

dity of the barbel Barbus barbus in the river Severn. Freshwater Biology,

9(6), 535–542. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.1979.tb01537.x
Hancock, R. S., Jones, J. W., & Shaw, R. (1976). A preliminary report on the

spawning behaviour and nature of sexual selection in the barbel, Bar-

bus barbus (L.). Journal of Fish Biology, 9, 21–28.
Hanrahan, T. P., Dauble, D. D., & Geist, D. R. (2004). An estimate of Chi-

nook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) spawning habitat and redd

capacity upstream of a migration barrier in the upper Columbia River.

Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 61(1), 23–33.
https://doi.org/10.1139/F03-140

Hassan, M. A., Tonina, D., & Buxton, T. H. (2015). Does small-bodied

salmon spawning activity enhance streambed mobility? Water

Resources Research, 51(9), 7467–7484. https://doi.org/10.1002/

2015wr017079

Heiri, O., Lotter, A. F., & Lemcke, G. (2001). Loss on ignition as a method

for estimating organic and carbonate content in sediments: Reproduc-

ibility and comparability of results. Journal of Paleolimnology, 25(1),

101–110. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1008119611481
Hogg, R. S., Coghlan, S. M., Zydlewski, J., & Simon, K. S. (2014). Anadro-

mous Sea lampreys (Petromyzon marinus) are ecosystem engineers in a

spawning tributary. Freshwater Biology, 59(6), 1294–1307. https://doi.
org/10.1111/fwb.12349

Huet, M. (1959). Profiles and biology of western European streams as

related to fish management. Transactions of the American Fisheries Soci-

ety, 88(3), 155–163. https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1959)88

[155:PABOWE]2.0.CO;2

Hunt, P. C., & Jones, J. W. (1975). A population study of Barbus barbus

L. in the river Severn, England III. Growth. Journal of Fish Biology, 7,

361–376.
Julien, H., & Bergeron, N. (2006). Effect of fine sediment infiltration during

the incubation period on Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) embryo survival.

Hydrobiologia, 563(1), 61–71. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-005-

1035-2

Kemp, P., Sear, D., Collins, A., Naden, P., & Jones, I. (2011). The impacts of

fine sediment on riverine fish. Hydrological Processes, 25(11),

1800–1821. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7940
Kondolf, G. M. (2000). Assessing salmonid spawning gravel quality. Trans-

actions of the American Fisheries Society, 129(1), 262–281. https://doi.
org/10.1577/1548-8659(2000)129<0262:Assgq>2.0.Co;2

Kondolf, G. M., Sale, M. J., & Wolman, M. G. (1993). Modification of fluvial

gravel size by spawning salmonids. Water Resources Research, 29(7),

2265–2274.
Kondolf, G. M., & Wolman, M. G. (1993). The sizes of salmonid spawning

gravels. Water Resources Research, 29(7), 2275–2285. https://doi.org/
10.1029/93wr00402

Krupka, I. (1988). Early development of the barbel [Barbus barbus

(Linnaeus, 1758)]. Pr Ustavu Ryb Hydrobiol Bratisl, 6, 115–138.
Lapointe, M., Bergeron, N., Berube, F., Pouliot, M., & Johnston, P. (2004).

Interactive effects of substrate sand and silt contents, redd-scale

hydraulic gradients, and interstitial velocities on egg-to-emergence

survival of Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). Canadian Journal of Fisheries

and Aquatic Sciences, 61(12), 2271–2277. https://doi.org/10.1139/

F04-236

Lapointe, M., Eaton, B., Driscoll, S., & Latulippe, C. (2000). Modeling the

probability of salmonid egg pocket scour due to floods. Canadian Jour-

nal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 57, 1120–1130. https://doi.

org/10.1139/f00-033

Levasseur, M., Bergeron, N. E., Lapointe, M. F., & Bérubé, F. (2006).

Effects of silt and very fine sand dynamics in Atlantic salmon (Salmo

salar) redds on embryo hatching success. Canadian Journal of Fisheries

and Aquatic Sciences, 63(7), 1450–1459. https://doi.org/10.1139/

f06-050

Lorenz, J. M., & Eiler, J. H. (1989). Spawning habitat and redd characteris-

tics of sockeye-salmon in the glacial Taku river, British-Columbia

and Alaska. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 118(5),

495–502. https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1989)118<0495:

Sharco>2.3.Co;2

Louhi, P., Mäki-Petäys, A., & Erkinaro, J. (2008). Spawning habitat of Atlan-

tic salmon and brown trout: General criteria and intragravel factors.

River Research and Applications, 24(3), 330–339. https://doi.org/10.
1002/rra.1072

Lucas, M. C., & Batley, E. (1996). Seasonal movements and behaviour of

adult barbel Barbus barbus, a riverine cyprinid fish: Implications for

river management. Journal of Applied Ecology, 33(6), 1345–1358.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2404775

Magee, J. P., McMahon, T. E., & Thurow, R. F. (1996). Spatial variation in

spawning habitat of cutthroat trout in a sediment-rich stream basin.

Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 125(5), 768–779.
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1996)125<0768:Svisho>2.3.

Co;2

Malcolm, I. A., Youngson, A. F., & Soulsby, C. (2003). Survival of

salmonid eggs in a degraded gravel-bed stream: Effects of

groundwater–surface water interactions. River Research and Applica-

tions, 19(4), 303–316. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.706
Manion, P. J., & Hanson, L. H. (1980). Spawning behavior and fecundity of

lampreys from the upper three Great Lakes. Canadian Journal of Fisher-

ies and Aquatic Sciences, 37(11), 1635–1640.
Mann, R. (1996). Environmental requirements of European non-salmonid

fish in rivers. Hydrobiologia, 323(3), 223–235.
Maurakis, E. G., & Woolcott, W. S. (1993). Spawning behaviors in Luxilus

albeolus and Luxilus cerasinus (Cyprinidae). Virginia Journal of Science,

44(3), 275–278.
McAuliffe, J. R., & Bennett, D. H. (1981). Observations on the spawning

habits of the yellowfin shiner. Notropis lutipinnis. Journal of the Elisha

Mitchell Scientific Society, 97(3), 200–203.
McCart, P. (1969). Digging behaviour of Oncorhynchus nerka spawning in

streams at Babine Lake, British Columbia. Symposium on Salmon and

trout in streams (Northcote, TG, ed) University of British Columbia

Press. Vancouver, 39–51.
Melcher, A. H., & Schmutz, S. (2010). The importance of structural features

for spawning habitat of nase Chondrostoma nasus (L.) and barbel Bar-

bus barbus (L.) in a pre-alpine river. River Systems, 19(1), 33–42.
https://doi.org/10.1127/1868-5749/2010/019-0033

Middelkoop, H., & Asselman, N. E. (1998). Spatial variability of floodplain

sedimentation at the event scale in the Rhine–Meuse delta, The Neth-

erlands. Earth surface processes and landforms: The Journal of the Brit-

ish Geomorphological. Group, 23(6), 561–573.
Mills, C. A. (1981). Egg population dynamics of naturally spawning dace,

Leuciscus leuciscus (L.). Environmental Biology of Fishes, 6(2), 151–158.
Minckley, W. L., & Barber, W. E. (1971). Some aspects of biology of the

Longfin dace, a cyprinid fish characteristic of streams in the Sonoran

Desert. The Southwestern Naturalist, 15(4), 459–464. https://doi.org/
10.2307/3670225

Moir, H. J., C. Soulsby & A. F. Youngson, 2002. Hydraulic and sedimentary

controls on the availability and use of Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar)

GUTMANN ROBERTS ET AL. 277

http://bordar.bournemouth.ac.uk/45/
http://bordar.bournemouth.ac.uk/45/
https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12408
https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12408
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-018-3864-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.1979.tb01537.x
https://doi.org/10.1139/F03-140
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015wr017079
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015wr017079
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1008119611481
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12349
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12349
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1959)88%5B155:PABOWE%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1959)88%5B155:PABOWE%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-005-1035-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-005-1035-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7940
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(2000)129%3C0262:Assgq%3E2.0.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(2000)129%3C0262:Assgq%3E2.0.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1029/93wr00402
https://doi.org/10.1029/93wr00402
https://doi.org/10.1139/F04-236
https://doi.org/10.1139/F04-236
https://doi.org/10.1139/f00-033
https://doi.org/10.1139/f00-033
https://doi.org/10.1139/f06-050
https://doi.org/10.1139/f06-050
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1989)118%3C0495:Sharco%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1989)118%3C0495:Sharco%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.1072
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.1072
https://doi.org/10.2307/2404775
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1996)125%3C0768:Svisho%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1996)125%3C0768:Svisho%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.706
https://doi.org/10.1127/1868-5749/2010/019-0033
https://doi.org/10.2307/3670225
https://doi.org/10.2307/3670225


spawning habitat in the river Dee system, north-East Scotland. Geo-

morphology 45(3–4):291–308 doi:Pii S0169-555x(01)00160-X

Montgomery, D. R., Buffington, J. M., Peterson, N. P., SchuettHames, D., &

Quinn, T. P. (1996). Stream-bed scour, egg burial depths, and the influ-

ence of salmonid spawning on bed surface mobility and embryo sur-

vival. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 53(5),

1061–1070. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-53-5-1061
Moore, J. W., Schindler, D. E., Carter, J. L., Fox, J., Griffiths, J., &

Holtgrieve, G. W. (2007). Biotic control of stream fluxes:

Spawning salmon drive nutrient and matter export. Ecology, 88(5),

1278–1291. https://doi.org/10.1890/06-0782
Nagel, C., Pander, J., Mueller, M., & Geist, J. (2020). Substrate composition

determines emergence success and development of European nase

larvae (Chondrostoma nasus L.). Ecology of Freshwater Fish, 29, 121–
131. https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12500

Neal, C., Jarvie, H. P., Williams, R. J., Pinder, L. C. V., Collett, G. D.,

Neal, M., & Bhardwaj, L. (2000). The water quality of the great Ouse.

Science of the Total Environment, 251, 423–440. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0048-9697(00)00420-4

Nunn, A., Harvey, J., & Cowx, I. (2007). Variations in the spawning period-

icity of eight fish species in three English lowland rivers over a 6 year

period, inferred from 0+ year fish length distributions. Journal of Fish

Biology, 70(4), 1254–1267. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.

2007.01415.x

O'Connor, W. C. K., & Andrew, T. (1998). The effects of siltation on Atlan-

tic salmon, Salmo salar L., embryos in the river bush. Fisheries Manage-

ment and Ecology, 5(5), 393–401.
Ottaway, E., Carling, P., Clarke, A., & Reader, N. (1981). Observations on

the structure of brown trout, Salmo trutta Linnaeus, redds. Journal of

Fish Biology, 19(5), 593–607.
Perks, J., 2019. online video: https://twitter.com/JackPerksPhoto/status/

1083410814122508289, accessed January 25, 2019

Peterson, R. H. & J. L. Metcalfe, 1981. Emergence of Atlantic salmon fry

from gravels of varying compositions: A laboratory study. Canadian

technical report of fisheries and aquatic sciences1020. Biological Station,

St. Andrews, New Brunswick, 1–15.
Phillips, R. W., Lantz, R. L., Claire, E. W., & Moring, J. R. (1975). Some

effects of gravel mixtures on emergence of Coho salmon and steel-

head trout fry. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 104(3),

461–466. https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1975)104<461:

SEOGMO>2.0.CO;2

Pinder, A. C. (2001). Keys to larval and juvenile stages of coarse fishes from

fresh waters in the British Isles (Vol. 60). Ambleside, UK: Freshwater

Biological Association.

Pinder, A. C., Andreou, D., Hardouin, E., Sana, S., Gillingham, P., &

C. Gutmann Roberts, 2016. Spawning success and population struc-

ture of shad (Alosa spp.) in the River Teme, 2015: with supplementary

note on Sea Lamprey spawning. Report for Natural England by

Bournemouth University Global Environmental Solutions. Reference

ECM 7017.

Pinder, A. C., S. Clough, K. Morris & R. Fletcher, 2009. An investigation

into the spawning and recruitment success of barbel in the River

Wensum. APEM 410776, Environment Agency, 1–20.
Pinder, A. C., Hopkins, E., Scott, L. J., & Britton, J. R. (2016). b. Rapid visual

assessment of spawning activity and associated habitat utilisation of

sea lamprey (Petromyzon marinus Linnaeus, 1758) in a chalk stream:

Implications for conservation monitoring. Journal of Applied Ichthyol-

ogy, 32(2), 364–368. https://doi.org/10.1111/jai.13010
Pledger, A. G. (2015). Foraging fish as zoogeomorphic agents: Their effects on

the structure and composition of gravel-bed river sediments with implica-

tions for bed material transport. Loughborough, UK: Loughborough

University.

Pledger, A. G., Rice, S. P., & Millett, J. (2014). Reduced bed material stabil-

ity and increased bedload transport caused by foraging fish: A flume

study with juvenile Barbel (Barbus barbus). Earth Surface Processes and

Landforms, 39(11), 1500–1513. https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.3592
Pledger, A. G., Rice, S. P., & Millett, J. (2016). Bed disturbance via foraging

fish increases bedload transport during subsequent high flows and is

controlled by fish size and species. Geomorphology, 253, 83–93.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2015.09.021

Pledger, A. G., Rice, S. P., & Millett, J. (2017). Foraging fish as zoogeomorphic

agents: An assessment of fish impacts at patch, barform and reach

scales. Journal of Geophysical Research: Earth Surface, 122, 2105–2123.
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JF004362

Quinn, T. P., Hendry, A. P., & Wetzel, L. A. (1995). The influence of life his-

tory trade-offs and the size of incubation gravels on egg size variation

in sockeye Salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka). Oikos, 74(3), 425–438.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3545987

Quinn, T. P., (2005). Behavior and ecology of Pacific salmon and trout.

Vancouver, B. C.: UBC Press.

R Core Team (2017). R: A language and environment for statistical computing.

In R Foundation for Statistical Computing (ed). Vienna, Austria: R Core Team.

Rennie, C. D., & Millar, R. B. (2000). Spatial variability of streambed scour

and fill: A comparison of scour depth in chum Salmon (Oncorhynchus

keta) redds and adjacent bed. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic

Sciences, 57, 928–938. https://doi.org/10.1139/f00-038
Rice, S., & Church, M. (1996). Sampling surficial fluvial gravels: The preci-

sion of size distribution percentile estimates. Journal of Sedimentary

Research, 66(3), 654–665.
Rice, S., Pledger, A., Toone, J., & Mathers, K. (2018). Zoogeomorphological

behaviours in fish and the potential impact of benthic feeding on bed

material mobility in fluvial landscapes. Earth Surface Processes and

Landforms, 44, 54–66. https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.4541
Riebe, C. S., Sklar, L. S., Overstreet, B. T., & Wooster, J. K. (2014). Optimal

reproduction in salmon spawning substrates linked to grain size and

fish length. Water Resources Research, 50(2), 898–918. https://doi.org/
10.1002/2013wr014231

Rombough, P. J. (2007). Oxygen as a constraining factor in egg size evolu-

tion in salmonids. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 64

(4), 692–699. https://doi.org/10.1139/f07-047
Sear, D., Jones, J., Collins, A., Hulin, A., Burke, N., Bateman, S., … Naden, P.

(2016). Does fine sediment source as well as quantity affect salmonid

embryo mortality and development? Science of the Total Environment,

541, 957–968. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.09.155
Sear, D., Pattison, I., Collins, A., Smallman, D., Jones, J. I., & Naden, P.

(2017). The magnitude and significance of sediment oxygen demand in

gravel spawning beds for the incubation of salmonid embryos. River

Research and Applications, 33(10), 1642–1654. https://doi.org/10.

1002/rra.3212

Severn Rivers Trust, 2012. The Teme Catchment Partnership Teme Pilot

Management Plan final. 1–30.
Smith, S. J., & Marsden, J. E. (2009). Factors affecting sea lamprey egg sur-

vival. North American Journal of Fisheries Management, 29(4), 859–868.
https://doi.org/10.1577/M07-196.1

South East Rivers Trust, 2018. Video clip of chub spawning on rehabili-

tated gravels Coarse fish - the gravel spawners.

Springate, J., & Bromage, N. (1985). Effects of egg size on early growth

and survival in rainbow trout (Salmo gairdneri Richardson). Aquaculture,

47(2–3), 163–172.
Tonina, D., & Buffington, J. M. (2009a). A three-dimensional model for

analyzing the effects of salmon redds on hyporheic exchange and egg

pocket habitat. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 66

(12), 2157–2173. https://doi.org/10.1139/F09-146
Tonina, D., & Buffington, J. M. (2009b). Hyporheic exchange in mountain

rivers I: Mechanics and environmental effects. Geography Compass, 3

(3), 1063–1086. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-8198.2009.00226.x
Twine, K. (2013). Conservation of barbel (Barbus barbus) in the river great

Ouse. Hull, UK: The University of Hull.

GUTMANN ROBERTS ET AL.278

https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-53-5-1061
https://doi.org/10.1890/06-0782
https://doi.org/10.1111/eff.12500
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-9697(00)00420-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-9697(00)00420-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2007.01415.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2007.01415.x
https://twitter.com/JackPerksPhoto/status/1083410814122508289
https://twitter.com/JackPerksPhoto/status/1083410814122508289
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1975)104%3C461:SEOGMO%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1975)104%3C461:SEOGMO%3E2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/jai.13010
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.3592
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2015.09.021
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JF004362
https://doi.org/10.2307/3545987
https://doi.org/10.1139/f00-038
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.4541
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013wr014231
https://doi.org/10.1002/2013wr014231
https://doi.org/10.1139/f07-047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.09.155
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3212
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3212
https://doi.org/10.1577/M07-196.1
https://doi.org/10.1139/F09-146
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-8198.2009.00226.x


van den Berghe, E. P., & Gross, M. R. (1984). Female size and nest depth in

coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). Canadian Journal of Fisheries and

Aquatic Sciences, 41(1), 204–206.
Vilizzi, L., Copp, G. H., & Britton, J. R. (2013). Age and growth of European

barbel Barbus barbus (Cyprinidae) in the small, mesotrophic river lee

and relative to other populations in England. Knowledge and Manage-

ment of Aquatic Ecosystems, 409, 09. https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/

2013054

Vives, S. P., & Minckley, W. L. (1990). Autumn spawning and other repro-

ductive notes on loach minnow, a threatened cyprinid fish of the

American southwest. The Southwestern Naturalist, 35(4), 451–454.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3672046

Winfield, I. & J. S. Nelson, 1991. Cyprinid fishes: Systematics, biology and

exploitation, vol 3. London: Chapman & Hall, ISBN 0-412-34920-5.

Wu, F.-C. (2000). Modeling embryo survival affected by sediment deposi-

tion into salmonid spawning gravels: Application to flushing flow pre-

scriptions. Water Resources Research, 36(6), 1595–1603. https://doi.
org/10.1029/2000WR900021

Young, M. K., Hubert, W. A., & Wesche, T. A. (1989). Substrate alteration

by spawning brook trout in a southeastern Wyoming stream. Transac-

tions of the American Fisheries Society, 118(4), 379–385. https://doi.
org/10.1577/1548-8659(1989)118<0379:Sabsbt>2.3.Co;2

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found online in the

Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Gutmann Roberts C, Baši�c T,

Britton JR, Rice S, Pledger AG. Quantifying the habitat and

zoogeomorphic capabilities of spawning European barbel

Barbus barbus, a lithophilous cyprinid. River Res Applic. 2020;

36:259–279. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3573

GUTMANN ROBERTS ET AL. 279

https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2013054
https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2013054
https://doi.org/10.2307/3672046
https://doi.org/10.1029/2000WR900021
https://doi.org/10.1029/2000WR900021
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1989)118%3C0379:Sabsbt%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8659(1989)118%3C0379:Sabsbt%3E2.3.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3573

	Quantifying the habitat and zoogeomorphic capabilities of spawning European barbel Barbus barbus, a lithophilous cyprinid
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  MATERIALS, METHODS AND DATA ANALYSIS
	2.1  Study sites
	2.2  Riffle surface and subsurface sediment and analyses
	2.3  Characterizing site dimensions, flow, oxygen availability and analysis
	2.4  Barbel redd characteristics and their impact on surface sediment
	2.5  Barbel reproductive potential and geomorphological controls

	3  RESULTS
	3.1  Barbel spawning site characteristics
	3.2  Barbel redd characteristics
	3.3  Barbel reproductive potential and geomorphological controls

	4  DISCUSSION
	5  CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	  DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


