Upper Thames Catchment 

GIS and Modelling Working Group

The working groups should carry out a SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weakness, Opportunities and Threats) for their issue and assess how this is covered within the Catchment Management Plan. I think it might be helpful to focus on what changes you suggest for the Plan.  

GIS and modelling
	Strengths
	Weakness
	Opportunities
	Threats

	GIS

One system that captures, stores, manipulates, analyzes, manages, and presents all types of geographical data.
Example outputs in the plan include maps (map overlays/ cartographic modeling) such as figures 1.2 & 1.3 & 4 which combines several spatial datasets (points, lines, or polygons) to create a new output vector dataset, visually similar to stacking several maps of the same area. 

	Difficult to replicate GIS capabilities in a document e.g. cannot always show map overlays to full potential  multilayered data onto one map becomes cluttered -  need a series of maps (see Catchment Schematics

 note in opportunities)
In plan - data sources not referenced and map keys do not tell whole picture e.g. river waterbodies are coded with no key for codes (could reference to relevant tables).
Also check copyright statement (basic text should be on the map).
Lack of compatibility between the different datasets, this would hamper the ideal of a comprehensive GIS approach with all layers in the same database.  The lack of a common starting place for Defra/EA/NE even though they are in the same 'family' is one point.


	To include more map overlay outputs e.g. section 1.1.1 describes location and condition this could be supported by spatial data.
Section 1.3 could be supported by a map.
Catchment Schematics - try to address issue of presenting multilayer data.
Include more spatial datasets (not just WFD) to build up a better picture of the issues/partner contributions affecting the catchment.  

GIS seems not to be used to ease understanding or presenting the data in a way that would assist understanding by non-EA or water expert groups.  It seems as if the CMP is a technical document for experts only. So there is an opportunity to present the data so that it is more inclusive.
	Copyright and data sharing.  Need GIS software (expensive). 
Misinterpretation of spatial data and maps.
(see notes re map titles in weaknesses section).



	Models (catchment)

Identifies areas of land at risk for diffuse pollution.  Provides a more targeted approach for mitigation measures.

	Does not tell you where the diffuse pollution is coming from only where to look first – has to be backed up by field visits.

Each model does something slightly different e.g. scale, pollution. 
Out puts not included in plan other than brief reference to CSF initative (see note re CSF report).
	Three models (SCIMAP, PSYCHIC and FARMSCOPER) have already been developed which could help support the delivery of the plan. 
ADAS PSYCHIC simulations for sediment and P loss have already been completed and appear in CSF report for the North Cotswolds.
Do we want to adopt a model to help deliver the plan?
	Models are still being developed and/or trailed in the field. Cost of field work to back up model is expensive. 

Training to use models.

Models are already being used by other catchment partnerships e.g. Demonstration Test Catchments.



