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• Flow intermittence creates challenges
for ecological status assessments.

• Classifying ecologically relevant typolo-
gieswill underpin future biomonitoring.

• Methods used in perennial rivers need
evaluation before use in temporary
rivers.

• Metrics may need adaptation due to
taxon-specific sensitivity to intermit-
tence.

• Novel biomonitoring tools (e.g. DNA,
terrestrial biota) also require
development.
Abbreviations: BQE, biological quality element; COS
Intercalibration Group; IRES, intermittent rivers and eph
WFD, Water Framework Directive.
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Intermittent rivers and ephemeral streams (IRES) are common across Europe and dominate someMediterranean
river networks. In all climate zones, IRES support high biodiversity and provide ecosystem services. As dynamic
ecosystems that transition between flowing, pool, and dry states, IRES are typically poorly represented in bio-
monitoring programmes implemented to characterize EU Water Framework Directive ecological status. We re-
port the results of a survey completed by representatives from 20 European countries to identify current
challenges to IRES status assessment, examples of best practice, and priorities for future research. We identify
five major barriers to effective ecological status classification in IRES: 1. the exclusion of IRES from Water
T, European Cooperation in Science and Technology; EU, European Union; GES, good ecological status; GIG, Geographical
emeral streams; RBD, River Basin District; SMIRES, Science and Management of Intermittent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams;
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Framework Directive biomonitoring based on their small catchment size; 2. the lack of river typologies that dis-
tinguish between contrasting IRES; 3. difficulties in defining the ‘reference conditions’ that represent unimpacted
dynamic ecosystems; 4. classification of IRES ecological status based on lotic communities sampled using
methods developed for perennial rivers; and 5. a reliance on taxonomic characterization of local communities.
Despite these challenges, we recognize examples of innovative practice that can inform modification of current
biomonitoring activity to promote effective IRES status classification. Priorities for future research include recon-
ceptualization of the reference condition approach to accommodate spatiotemporal fluctuations in community
composition, andmodification of indices of ecosystem health to recognize both taxon-specific sensitivities to in-
termittence and dispersal abilities, within a landscape context.
© 2017 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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1. Introduction

Temporary rivers and streams, which are defined by periodic flow
cessation and often experience loss of some or all surface water (Datry
et al., 2014a; Leigh et al., 2015), are common in oceanic and continental
temperate regions (Snelder et al., 2013; Stubbington et al., 2017), and
can dominate mediterranean-climate and semi-arid river networks
(Skoulikidis et al., 2011, 2017; Tockner et al., 2009). These ecosystems
are often classified as intermittent rivers or ephemeral streams (IRES),
with intermittent rivers typically conceptualized as systems with rela-
tively long, seasonal flowing phases, compared to precipitation-driven
hydrological unpredictability in ephemeral streams. However, the inter-
mittent-ephemeral boundary is indistinct and encompasses only two of
many possible intermittence regimes, from near-perennial to episodic
flow (Cid et al., 2017; Datry et al., 2017a; Uys and O'Keeffe, 1997). De-
spite this variability, for simplicity, we use IRES, temporary, and intermit-
tence as terms encompassing all lotic ecosystems that experience flow
cessation and/or drying, and for clarity, we provide descriptive detail
in each instance where a particular type of intermittence is considered.

IRES flowing-phase communities can be diverse in multiple aquatic
groups including diatoms (Tornés and Ruhí, 2013), macrophytes
(Westwood et al., 2006), invertebrates (Bonada et al., 2007; Datry,
2012), and fish (Pires et al., 1999). Although local-scale taxonomic di-
versity typically declines with increasing intermittence (Davey and
t al., Biomonitoring of interm
otal Environ (2017), https://
Kelly, 2007; Datry et al., 2014b; Tornés and Ruhí, 2013), diversity
among sites (i.e. spatial β-diversity) can be higher in IRES compared
to perennial systems due to habitat heterogeneity (Schriever and
Lytle, 2016; Tornés and Ruhí, 2013; Westwood et al., 2006; but see
Datry et al., 2016a) and dispersal limitation, in particular in isolated
headwaters (Brown and Swan, 2010; Sarremejane et al., 2017). Equally,
taxonomic diversity among times (i.e. temporal β-diversity) can be en-
hanced in temporary compared with perennial systems due to fluctua-
tions in community composition between lotic, lentic, and terrestrial
phases (Bogan and Lytle, 2007; Corti and Datry, 2015; Ruhí et al.,
2017). These diversity contributions can result in higher regional-scale
biodiversity in networks that include temporary reaches (Katz et al.,
2012; Larned et al., 2010; Stubbington et al., 2017).

Recognition of IRES biodiversity and ecosystem service provision
across all hydrological phases (Datry et al., 2017b) coincides with
increasing anthropogenic alteration of intermittence regimes, with con-
siderable water resource pressures in regions dominated by urban and
agricultural land uses (Acuña et al., 2017; Kummu et al., 2016).
Increases in the spatiotemporal extent of intermittence reflect over-ab-
straction (Boix et al., 2010; Jaeger et al., 2014; Mainstone et al., 1999),
whereas effluent discharge, water diversions, and releases from im-
poundments can cause artificial perennialization (Hendriks et al.,
2014; Luthy et al., 2015; Morais et al., 2004). These pressures interact
within a changing climate that features more extreme events, including
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
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hydrological droughts (i.e. surface water deficits; Forzieri et al., 2014;
Ledger andMilner, 2015). Anthropogenic activities typically reduce bio-
diversity by eliminating sensitive taxa, particularlywhere intermittence
increases (Benejam et al., 2010; Datry et al., 2014b; Garcia et al., 2016).

The European Union (EU) Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC
(WFD; EC, 2000) requires EU Member States and other participating
countries to achieve at least ‘good’ ecological status (GES) or ‘good eco-
logical potential’ in all surface waters (EC, 2003a). Ecological status
(hereafter, status) is assessed through comparison of ‘biological quality
elements’ (BQEs, for example benthic invertebrate assemblages) with
‘reference conditions’, i.e. the communities indicative of undisturbed
or minimally disturbed sites. Progress towards GES has been limited
(EC, 2012; Voulvoulis et al., 2017), and one significant challenge is to in-
corporate IRES into biomonitoring programmes (Reyjol et al., 2014;
Skoulikidis et al., 2017). Other legislative drivers for biomonitoring in-
clude the EU Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC (EC, 1992), under which
IRES may fall within Special Areas of Conservation monitored to assess
the conservation status of habitats and/or species (see Section 4.1).
The EU Biodiversity Strategy also provides impetus for the monitoring
and protection of ecosystems supporting high biodiversity and robust
ecosystem service provision (EC, 2011). In addition, national status as-
sessments have identified rare IRES inhabitants including specialist spe-
cies (Macadam, 2016), providing impetus for population monitoring
and legislative protection (e.g. Službeni list RCG br. 76/06, 2006 in
Montenegro).

The EU COST Action CA15113 (Science and Management of Intermit-
tent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams; SMIRES; COST, 2015) is seeking to
translate increasing understanding of IRES into tangible tools for ecosys-
tem management. The SMIRES Working Group 4: Community Ecology
and Biomonitoring in IRES (WG4; SMIRES, 2016) is tasked with adapting
current biomonitoring methods and developing novel tools to promote
effective IRES status assessments. In this paper, we use information
gathered from WG4 members to review current practice in IRES bio-
monitoring. We identify challenges to effective status assessment and,
as a result, we establish the need to develop new, specifically designed
tools to enable status characterization in IRES across and beyond Eu-
rope. To this end, we highlight best practice in IRES status characteriza-
tion, identify opportunities for its wider adoption, and suggest priorities
for future research.

2. Ecological status assessments in European rivers: collation of
information

SMIRES WG4 comprises N90 members based in 25 ‘COST Member
Countries’ (COST, 2016), including academic researchers, and stake-
holders from national ‘competent authorities’ with responsibility for
WFD compliance. WG4 members were asked to collaborate to provide
written accounts of national biomonitoring activity. Specifically, infor-
mationwas requested about the biomonitoring conducted to assess sta-
tus in both IRES and perennial rivers, including the biotic groups used as
bioindicators (Appendix A). In addition, qualitative descriptions of per-
ceived issues surrounding, and limitations of, current IRES biomonitor-
ing were sought. This initial survey was supplemented by a second
survey focussing on national implementation of WFD stages including
“water body” designation; classification of river typologies; reference
site identification; characterization of reference conditions; use of pe-
rennial status assessment methods; and development of alternative
methods for IRES (Appendix B). Information provided in written re-
sponses to the initial and second surveys was supplemented by discus-
sion with respondents, both at WG4 meetings and via email.

Representatives from 20 countries contributed biomonitoring infor-
mation in the initial survey (Fig. 1); in addition, Romania provided lim-
ited comments. Of the 20 represented countries, 15 are EU Member
States, 13 of which had adopted all of their second WFD ‘River Basin
Management Plans’ by early 2017; the two exceptions are Greece and
the archipelago-specific ‘River Basin District’ (RBD) of the Canary
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
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Islands, Spain (EC, 2016). Of the non-Member State respondents, Ice-
land is also committed to WFD implementation as part of the European
Economic Area; Switzerland has set targets comparable to those in the
WFD as part of trade agreements; and Macedonia, Montenegro, and
Serbia are being supported in implementing the WFD as candidate
countries seeking accession to the EU.Mediterranean and other temper-
ate-climate regionswere well-represented in bothWestern and Central
Europe, with Finland and Iceland representing northern latitudes. Ger-
many, Norway, and Sweden were the most significant omissions in
terms of land area, and regionally, Eastern Europewas poorly represent-
ed. All river ‘Geographical Intercalibration Groups’ (GIGs; formed to
promote status benchmarking across countries implementing the
WFD; Van de Bund, 2009) were represented, by 3 of 5 Alpine; 8 of 18
Central/Baltic; 5 of 9 Eastern Continental; 8 of 9 Mediterranean; and 2 of
5 Northern countries, respectively. Representatives from 13 countries
(Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Macedonia, Monte-
negro, Netherlands, Serbia, Slovakia, Spain, Switzerland, UK) spanning
4 GIGs (Alpine, Central/Baltic, Eastern Continental, Mediterranean)
also responded to the second survey.

3. Ecological status assessments in European rivers: results

Considering all lotic ecosystems, 18 of 20 surveyed countries have
established status assessment protocols for perennial rivers, all of
which are based on biota characterized at the community level using a
taxonomic approach; methods remain in development in Malta and
Montenegro (Table 1). Common bioindicator groups comprise the
BQEs benthic invertebrates (18 countries), phytobenthos (17), macro-
phytes (16), fish (15), and phytoplankton (6); as such, benthic inverte-
brates are the only BQE used across all surveyed countries with
established protocols. This information agrees with and can be supple-
mented by the comprehensive review of Birk et al. (2012), who report-
ed freshwater monitoring methods used in 28 European countries:
those surveyed here, with five exceptions (Iceland, Macedonia, Monte-
negro, Serbia, Switzerland) and 13 additions (Austria, Belgium,
Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Norway, Romania, Slovenia, Sweden). We direct readers to Birk et al.
(2012) for further informationonmethods used in perennial freshwater
ecosystems, and to Dallas (2013) for information specific to mediterra-
nean-climate rivers; here, we focus on IRES biomonitoring.

Of the 18 surveyed countries with established biomonitoring
programmes, 16 (and Romania) include IRES (typically larger systems
with predictable intermittence) within sampling networks, whereas
perennial rivers are prioritized in Finland and Macedonia (Table 1). In
many countries, including Croatia, Czech Republic, Iceland, Poland, Slo-
vakia, Switzerland, and the UK, respondents noted that a ‘small’ propor-
tion of biomonitoring sites were temporary; poor understanding of the
extent of IRES within river networks typically prevented quantification
this proportion in relation to IRES occurrence. However, in the Nether-
lands, the proportion has been quantified as 266 of 6460 sites (i.e. 4%)
in total and in the upper reaches, where an estimated two-thirds of
the network is temporary, these sites poorly represent IRES compared
to 1665 perennial sites. In contrast, in Hungary, an estimated 35% of
the WFD-monitored river length is temporary, which effectively repre-
sents intermittence at 291 of 923 (i.e. 31%) of monitored water bodies
(but see Section 4.1).

Temporary reaches account for amuchhigher proportion of the total
length of river networks in Mediterranean-Basin RBDs, but IRES some-
times remain underrepresented by water body-based biomonitoring
networks. For example, N80% of the network length is temporary in
the Algarve, Guadiana, and Sado and Mira RBDs of southern Portugal,
but only 40% of biomonitoring sites are within IRES. In contrast, in the
16,438 km2 Catalan RBD in north-east Spain, 64% of 248 water bodies
(and therefore biomonitoring sites) are temporary, comprising 51%
larger rivers with seasonal intermittence and 13% smaller streams
with ephemeral flow; this proportion of water bodies exceeds the
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137
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Fig. 1. European countries providing information about national biomonitoring activity in river ecosystems. Abbreviations: CH, Switzerland; CY, Cyprus; CZ, Czech Republic; EL, Greece; ES,
Spain; FI, Finland; FR, France; HR, Croatia; HU,Hungary; IS, Iceland; IT, Italy;ME,Montenegro;MK, Republic ofMacedonia;MT,Malta; NL, Netherlands; PO, Poland; PT, Portugal; RS, Serbia;
SK, Slovakia; UK, United Kingdom.
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estimated 58% temporary river length, comprising 50% seasonal, inter-
mittent rivers and 8% ephemeral streams. Similarly, in Cyprus, 87% of
water bodies classified for WFD monitoring are IRES, exceeding the
85% estimated temporary river length.

Survey respondents' descriptions of issues surrounding (and limita-
tions of) current IRES biomonitoring, and their responses to the second
survey of WFD-focussed questions, are explored in Section 4.

4. Challenges to effective IRES ecological status assessment

Currently, status assessments are routinely conducted for IRES in the
Mediterranean regions in which they dominate; elsewhere in Europe,
poor recognition of their extent has left IRES excluded from or poorly
represented in biomonitoring programmes, which prevents identifica-
tion of degraded ecosystems that require restoration or management
actions. Even where biomonitoring is conducted, poor understanding
of IRES may limit its effectiveness. The ongoing challenges of status as-
sessment in IRES have recently been examined by Dallas (2013),
Reyjol et al. (2014), Cid et al. (2017), and Skoulikidis et al. (2017);
these Mediterranean-focussed reviews raise issues of wider interest,
complementing our broader consideration of IRES across European cli-
mate zones.

4.1. Legislative definitions may not recognize IRES

TheWFD aims to protect “all bodies of surface water”, but alongside
perennial streams,many IRES (and in particular ephemeral streams) are
within catchments that fall below the lowest WFD size typology (10–
100 km2), leaving them without legal recognition as “water bodies”.
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
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These small systems are typically excluded from biomonitoring net-
works, or their status is classified based on contiguous perennial
reaches. For example, in Hungary, only 1031 of 9800 nationally regis-
tered watercourses have catchments N10 km2, leaving 89.5% of water-
courses (equating to 74% of the network length) beyond the remit of
WFD-related monitoring. Given the contribution that IRES headwaters
make to biodiversity, their inhabitation by rare and endemic IRES spe-
cialists (e.g. Macadam, 2016; Matono et al., 2012), and their provision
of wider ecosystem services (Datry et al., 2017b), this exclusion is at
oddswith national and EU-wide commitments to ecosystem protection
(EC, 2011), especially in regions where small IRES are numerous
(Lazaridou et al., 2016). Skoulikidis et al. (2017) and Stubbington et al.
(2017) explore this issue in relation to Mediterranean-region and oce-
anic-climate IRES, respectively.

Small IRES may fulfil other nationally determined criteria for desig-
nation as aWFDwater body. For example, some IRES in Cyprus are des-
ignated because they support native fish populations of conservation
interest. In addition, two IRES types are Habitats Directive Annex I hab-
itats: “water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion
fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation”, which include the
‘winterbourne’ headwaters of UK chalk IRES; and “intermittently
flowing Mediterranean rivers of the Paspalo-Agrostidion”, which occur
across six Mediterranean countries. Certain UK chalk streams are desig-
nated as water bodies regardless of size, because they fulfil a national
criterion requiring maintenance and improvement of Special Areas of
Conservation (UKTAG, 2003). In contrast, in Spain, many intermittently
flowing rivers of the Paspalo-Agrostidion remain excluded from WFD
consideration because of their small catchment size. For example, in
the Catalan RBD, 143 of 248 designated water bodies (equating to
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137
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Table 1
Summary of survey responses received from 20 European countries reporting national
biomonitoring activity in rivers including intermittent rivers and ephemeral streams
(IRES).

Description of national
biomonitoring activity

n (%)
agreeing

Additional information on
exceptions

Protocols are established for
ecological status assessment
in perennial rivers

18 of 20
(90)

No established protocols in:
• Malta
• Montenegro

Biota are characterized at the
community level using a
taxonomic approach

18 of 18
(100)

No exceptions; no routine
biomonitoring:
• is at non-community levels
• uses functional approaches
• uses metabarcoding of DNA

IRES are included within
biomonitoring networks

16 of 18
(89)

IRES not included in networks in:
• Finland
• Macedonia

Intermittence is recognized in
WFD river typologies

9 of 18 (50) Recognized in:
• All 8 Mediterranean GIG coun-
tries

• Mediterranean regions of Croatia

Status assessment is only done
to characterize flowing
phases

16 of 16
(100)

No exceptions; no routine
biomonitoring:
• to characterize pool-phase status
• to characterize dry-phase status

IRES status is assessed using
protocols developed for
perennial rivers

12 of 16
(81)

IRES-specific protocols used in:
• Cyprus
• Portugal
• Spain
IRES-evaluated method used in
Greece

GIG, Geographical Intercalibration Group; RBD, River Basin District; WFD, Water Frame-
work Directive.
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1059 kmof the 3808 kmriver length, and encompassing all flowperma-
nence regimes) are also ‘Natura 2000’ protected areas and are moni-
tored, but an additional 7176 km of small systems, including 1750 km
located within the Natura 2000 network, are excluded based on their
catchment size.

The Habitats Directive provides alternative impetus to assess the
conservation status of IRES in designated sites (Fritz et al., 2017).
However, different authoritiesmay be responsible forWFD andHabitats
Directive implementation, and collaboration is needed to ensure that
IRES are not excluded from monitoring programmes. For example, the
Environment Agency of England may conduct WFD status assessments
in downstream perennial reaches of chalk streams in which the
winterbourne headwaters are also protected under the Habitats
Directive. A second public body, Natural England, has Habitats Directive
responsibility and conducts complementary monitoring that encom-
passes winterbourne reaches; their assessment of conservation status
is also informed by Environment Agency data. Habitat protection may
also be afforded by other international- to local-scale site-specific desig-
nations, but such legal protection leaves most IRES excluded frommon-
itoring activity.

4.2. Typologies that distinguish between contrasting IRES require
development

WFD status assessments are based on robust surface water typolo-
gies, and incorporation of IRES into biomonitoring programmes there-
fore requires classification of IRES types. IRES are recognized by the
WFD, which classifies a “temporary” river type that occurs in five Med-
iterranean countries (VandeBund, 2009). This classification of one tem-
porary category overlooks profound variability among IRES (Belmar et
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
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al., 2011; Cid et al., 2017), variability which is reflected by IRES commu-
nities, most strikingly between the fundamental ‘intermittent’ and
‘ephemeral’ IRES types (e.g. Argyroudi et al., 2009; Bonada et al., 2007;
Stubbington et al., 2009; but see Delgado et al., 2012). This variability
(and associated differences in boundaries between status classes) has
necessitated flexibility, rather than consistency, in the biomonitoring
methods and indices developed for and used within Mediterranean
“temporary” rivers (Fritz et al., 2017).

Accordingly, national river classifications in few Mediterranean
countries adequately represent IRES. For example, Spain has 37 classi-
fied river typologies based on natural variables including climate, geol-
ogy, geomorphology, and altitude as well as river discharge, with
several typologies including but not distinguishing between IRES and
perennial systems (BOE, 2015). Similarly, in Portugal, eight of 15 nation-
al river classifications encompass both perennial and temporary water
bodies. Exceptions include Cyprus, Greece, and Italy, where contrasting
intermittence regimes are distinguished (using variable terminology)
by the duration and predictability of flowing phases (Lazaridou et al.,
2016; Skoulikidis et al., 2017); in Cyprus, this hydrological classification
uses the ‘temporary stream regime’ tool developed by Gallart et al.
(2012). In addition, five intermittent river types have been defined in
the Mediterranean-climate Dinaric ecoregion of Croatia, spanning
small and medium catchment sizes; upland and lowland altitudinal
classes; and three sub-ecoregions with climates characterized by year-
round precipitation (NN, 2013). These exceptions highlight EU-wide in-
consistency in IRES subtype recognition, and a common failure to make
even fundamental distinctions, notably between IRES that seasonally
recede to chains of pools and those that experience unpredictable pe-
riods of complete drying (Argyroudi et al., 2009); these issues are ex-
plored by Skoulikidis et al. (2017) and have been addressed by the
MIRAGE project (CORDIS, 2015; Nikolaidis et al., 2013; see Section 5.1).

Of the 13 non-Mediterranean surveyed countries in whichWFD sta-
tus assessment methods are established, none recognize flow perma-
nence in river typologies. For example, the UK defined 18 river
typologies using WFD “System A”, i.e. using prescribed altitude, catch-
ment area, and geology categories; no hydrological parameters inform
this classification system (UKTAG, 2003). Discharge categories do, how-
ever, inform UK model predictions of community composition across,
for example, 43 benthic invertebrate assemblage end groups, but the
lowest discharge category is b0.31 m3 s−1 i.e. intermittence is not rec-
ognized (UKTAG, 2008). Other countries have used WFD “System B”
to define typologies, which allows classification to be informed by addi-
tional, optional factors including a “river discharge [flow] category”. De-
spite this, SystemB classification categoriesmay be reminiscent of those
in System A, for example Hungary used slope, catchment area, and geo-
chemistry (comparable to altitude, catchment area, and geology) along
with sediment size. In Switzerland, a non-WFD classification system is
used, but despite the inclusion of one hydrological category (average
annual discharge) along with biogeographical region, altitude, average
slope, and geology, none of 54 river typologies are IRES (OFEV, 2015).
However, national examples of good practice exist. In particular, the
temporary reaches of slow-flowing, sand-bed streams which lose sur-
face water for b10 weeks annually are classified as a type monitored
in the Netherlands, but this is in addition to WFD-related activity, be-
cause these streams are too small to be deemed “water bodies”. Roma-
nian regulatory agencies also distinguish between three intermittence
classes based on drying frequency. Similarly, to inform future improve-
ments in regulatory biomonitoring, the Czech BIODROUGHT project
(see Section 5.3) distinguishes IRES with annual drying of N1 km for
N7 days from near-perennial and perennial systems.

Classification of sufficient IRES typologies to characterize their het-
erogeneity is needed at the national scales at which regulators operate,
with international collaboration desirable from the outset to share best
practice and harmonize national typologies. Ideally, quantitative hydro-
logical metrics should be developed to inform classification of ecologi-
cally relevant IRES types, with zero-flow periods recognized as
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
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primary sources of variation in community composition (Leigh and
Datry, 2017; Oueslati et al., 2015). Metrics should incorporate the tem-
poral characteristics of intermittence: the frequency, magnitude, dura-
tion, rate of change, timing, and predictability of lotic, lentic, and
terrestrial phases (Costigan et al., 2017; Leigh and Datry, 2017; Poff et
al., 1997).

Development of quantitative hydrological metrics is hampered by
poor IRES representation in gauging station networks, with few contin-
uous hydrological monitoring points located in temporary reaches
(Costigan et al., 2017; Leigh and Datry, 2017; Snelder et al., 2013), for
example, b5% of the network in Portugal; b1% in Spain and Switzerland;
and none in countries includingGreece, Hungary,Macedonia,Montene-
gro, theNetherlands, Poland, and Slovakia. Fewer still coincidewith bio-
monitoring sites, for example, of N5000 gauging stations in France, 123
are in IRES, and at two of these, biotic and hydrological data can be
linked – despite intermittence characterizing an estimated 39% of the
river network (Snelder et al., 2013). Exceptions to this poor representa-
tion include Cyprus, where hydrological monitoring encompasses pe-
rennial to episodic systems, with 80 of 104 gauging stations on rivers
with intermittent or ephemeral flow, 30 of which correspond with bio-
monitoring sites; Croatia,where ≥60 of 440 gauging stations are on IRES
and hydrological data are collected at nine of 41 IRES biomonitoring
points; and Serbia, where 218 flow gauging sites include 54 on IRES,
of which 19 are also biomonitored. Even when hydrological data are
available, the characteristics of an intermittence regime can be unclear
due to difficulties in distinguishing between lentic and dry zero-flow
states. To address this limitation of gauging station data, Cypriot author-
ities also make qualitative observations of aquatic states, following
Gallart et al. (2012).

The scarcity of hydrological data necessitates use of other intermit-
tence indicators. Aquatic communities including macroinvertebrates
can indicate intermittence, but to date, have only proved able to differ-
entiate between broad, antecedent states i.e. flowing or disconnected
pool states (Cid et al., 2016; Řezníčková et al., 2013). Other informative
qualitative methods encompass remote sensing using aerial or satellite
photography or deployed sensors (González-Ferreras and Barquín,
2017; Spence and Mengistu, 2016) and citizen science initiatives
(Datry et al., 2016b; Gallart et al., 2016; Turner and Richter, 2011),
and perennial-dominated gauging-station data may allow modelling
of IRES distribution (Snelder et al., 2013) and characterization of spatial
patterns of intermittence (Larned et al., 2011). Qualitative description of
intermittence may enable ecologically relevant classification, with
Gallart et al. (2012) defining Mediterranean ‘intermittent pool’, ‘inter-
mittent-dry’, and ‘episodic or ephemeral’ types (Nikolaidis et al.,
2013). Equally, Delgado et al. (2012) assigned 60 Mediterranean island
‘temporary streams’with overlapping intermittence regimes using non-
hydrological criteria, namely altitude, slope, and other geomorphologi-
cal and topographic discriminators. Beyond the Mediterranean region,
broad IRES types such as UK winterbourne chalk streams (Westwood et
al., 2006) and Dutch slow-flowing, sand-bed upper reaches (Van der
Molen et al., 2013) have well-characterized environmental characteris-
tics that encompass geomorphological variability, representing a
starting point for classification.

4.3. Determination of reference conditions is challenging in dynamic IRES

Only once IRES typologies are classified can undisturbed orminimal-
ly disturbed typology-specific reference sites be identified, and their
communities then characterized. Accordingly, few surveyed countries
have identified IRES-specific reference sites, withmost exceptions com-
ing from IRES-rich Mediterranean regions. Relevant research initiatives
include the GUADALMED (Sánchez-Montoya et al., 2009; see Dallas,
2013) and MIRAGE projects (Prat et al., 2014; see Section 5.1), which
evaluated reference site selection criteria, informed by WFD guidance
to use information about anthropogenic pressures to screen potential
sites (EC, 2003b). For example, Prat et al. (2014) used threshold values
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
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for 37 attributes (relating to catchment land uses, morphological alter-
ations, invasive species, and flow regime modification) to identify pres-
sures and therefore potential reference sites. Similarly, Delgado et al.
(2012) used land cover percentages and the absence of other anthropo-
genic pressures (point sources of pollution, hydromorphological alter-
ation, and significant flow regulation) to select potential IRES
reference sites in Spain's Mediterranean Balearic Islands. In addition,
predictive models built using perennial reference conditions (e.g. the
UK RIVPACS/RICT approach; UKTAG, 2008)warrant exploration to eval-
uate their applicability to IRES. These broad screening procedures re-
quire validation by expert judgement of habitat quality, as well as
supplementation by quantitative analysis of chemical variables and bi-
otic assemblages (Chaves et al., 2006; Lunde et al., 2013).

Distinguishing natural from artificial IRES during the site selection
process is crucial to inform ecological target-setting based on the natu-
ral flow regime (Reyjol et al., 2014) or an alternate desired state
(Acreman et al., 2014; Dallas, 2013), but scarcity of hydrological data
hampers such differentiation. In response, and building on Richter et
al.'s (1996) perennial-focussed ‘indicators of hydrologic alteration’, the
‘MIRAGE toolbox’ (Prat et al., 2014) and ‘Temporary Rivers Ecological
and Hydrological Status' (TREHS) software (Gallart et al., 2017) outline
a means of distinguishing natural from artificial IRES (see Section 5.1).
Guidance developed for perennial systems (EC, 2003b)may also inform
identification of reference sites and subsequent definition of reference
conditions in and beyond Mediterranean IRES.

Identifying undisturbed reference sites may be unfeasible across
much of Europe, due to widespread, long-term human influences
encompassing land use change, river regulation, and physical habitat
modification (EC, 2003b), and in IRES, the problem of reference site
identification may be compounded by difficulties in characterizing the
natural intermittence regime. Across river ecosystems, ‘best available’
sites (i.e. those representing the least disturbed conditions; Feio et al.,
2014), which may be located across international borders (Nijboer et
al., 2004),mayprovide alternatives. For example, data frompristine Pol-
ish sites were used to characterize reference conditions for Dutch com-
munities, due to the common occurrence of most indicator taxa
(Nijboer et al., 2006). However, the notion that any site remains ‘pris-
tine’ is questionable, especially due to climate change: the truly pristine
benchmark against which to compare sampled sites is shifting
(Hawkins et al., 2010), with climate-driven increases in drying exacer-
bating deviations in IRES (Datry et al., 2014a), especially in Mediterra-
nean regions (Schneider et al., 2013).

Characterization of reference conditions at validated sites is compli-
cated by IRES spatial heterogeneity, withMunné and Prat (2009, p. 659)
describing benthic invertebrate assemblages from Catalan IRES refer-
ence sites as lacking “a unique typological aggregation”. The composi-
tion of unimpacted communities partly reflects the spatial
arrangement of temporary and perennial reaches (Datry et al., 2016c),
and where intermittence varies longitudinally, corresponding variabili-
ty in community composition may complicate selection of representa-
tive sites (Westwood et al., 2006). Community composition also varies
between systems within a typology due to environmental heterogene-
ity among sites with equivalent spatial positions (Schriever and Lytle,
2016) and comparable instream habitats, reflecting the longitudinal,
lateral and vertical dimensions of the landscape context in which indi-
vidual sites are situated (Ward et al., 2002; see Section 4.5.1). Data
from multiple sites may therefore require integration to adequately
characterize assemblages (Jyrkänkallio-Mikkola et al., 2016; Passy and
Blanchet, 2007).

As well as these practical challenges, reference conditions present
conceptual difficulties in IRES: they are viewed as a single benchmark
against which other states are compared (Hawkins et al., 2010;
Stoddard et al., 2006), whereas IRES are ecosystems characterized by
spatiotemporal variability (Bonada et al., 2007; Cid et al., 2017; Datry
et al., 2016c). Increasing the spatial resolution of sampling networks
and/or the temporal resolution of sample collection may therefore be
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
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necessary to characterize variability within each classified river type
(Dallas, 2013). However, even if such increased biomonitoring activity
can be resourced and seasonal variation accounted for (Munné and
Prat, 2011), description of one assemblage that characterizes
unimpacted conditionsmay still be compromised by unpredictable var-
iation in assemblage composition (Bunn and Davies, 2000; Datry et al.,
2016c). Such variability aswell as low taxa richness compared to peren-
nial systems may mean that the aquatic groups defined as WFD BQEs
(Van de Bund, 2009) are inappropriate, in particular to represent sys-
tems with ephemeral or episodic flow (e.g. Cazemier et al., 2011). De-
bate is therefore needed to either: (a) select a single state in which
status can be adequately represented using an established bioindicator
(e.g. the benthic invertebrate BQE sampled late in a flowing phase in a
predictable, near-perennial river; Sánchez-Montoya et al., 2012); (b)
select a single state in which status may be effectively characterized
by a novel bioindicator (e.g. terrestrial biota in an IRES with long, unin-
terrupted dry phases; see Section 4.4.2); or (c) integrate aquatic and
terrestrial assemblage data collected across flowing, pool, and dry
phases to provide a holistic picture of ecosystem health.

4.4. Ecological status classification is based on perennial reaches, flowing
phases, and perennial indices

4.4.1. Status classification is based on perennial reaches
Small catchment size may result in IRES status classification being

based on perennial sites within a contiguousWFD “water body”, a prac-
tice which assumes that sites with contrasting flow permanence have
comparable ecological responses to equivalent anthropogenic pres-
sures. However, contrasting environmental conditions and biotas may
render this assumption invalid, and in all situations where one status
class does not represent contiguous perennial and temporary reaches,
designation as one water body may contravene WFD guidance (EC,
2003c) and monitoring networks may require expansion. For example,
IRESmay be less impacted by non-native invasive species than perenni-
al rivers, if invaders cannot tolerate flow cessation and/or drying, or
more impacted, if invaders are highly adaptable (Larson et al., 2009;
Stoffels et al., 2017; Stromberg et al., 2007). Equally, abstraction at a
given rate may have minimal ecological impacts in perennial rivers
that decrease in depth;moderate impacts in IRES that experience longer
dry phases; and severe impacts when perennial flow shifts to a tempo-
rary regime that includes dry phases (Skoulikidis et al., 2011).

Polluting effluents can have greater impacts when discharged into
IRES. Firstly, an effluent which artificially sustains perennial flow in a
e
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natural IRES inherently causes the hydrological regime to fall below
GES (Fig. 2). In such situations, water quality is also unlikely to meet
WFD physico-chemical status targets, in particular as natural contribu-
tions to streamflow decline during dry seasons, reducing effluent dilu-
tion (Fig. 2; David et al., 2013; Morais et al., 2004). Biotic communities
will respond to fluctuations in physico-chemical water quality and hy-
drological regime (Fig. 2), but attempting to characterize status using
aquatic BQEs is inappropriate during artificial flowing phases. Instead,
novel dry-phase biomonitors require development (see Section 4.4.2).

4.4.2. Status classification is based on flowing phases
Where status assessments are conducted in IRES (i.e. in 16 surveyed

countries), all restrict biomonitoring activity to wet phases. Sampling is
timed to maximize the likelihood of capturing a predictable and stable
lotic community that has had sufficient time to establish since the last
flow resumption. Such scheduling is primarily feasible in IRES with
long, predictable flowing phases, whereas systems with short, unpre-
dictable flowing phases pose considerable challenges, because charac-
terization of an unknown stage in community succession prevents
accurate status assessment. Across IRES, if lentic conditions are encoun-
tered, samples are typically collected in suboptimal conditions, which
may lead to inaccurate status classification (Argyroudi et al., 2009;
Buffagni et al., 2009); if a channel is dry, samples are not collected.

Reliance onflowing-phase sampling views ecological quality as tem-
porally stable, but fluctuations between lotic, lentic, and terrestrial hab-
itats are accompanied by changes in biotic communities and so
potentially in responses to anthropogenic pressures. A singular focus
on lotic assemblagesmay therefore provide an incomplete characteriza-
tion of ecosystem health, in particular as lentic and dry phase durations
increase. Although acceptable in a WFD-driven context, policy drivers
including the EU Biodiversity Strategy (EC, 2011) provide impetus for
comprehensive health assessments that encompass lentic and dry
phases, to ensure that IRES habitats favour persistence of all life stages
of associated rare species, and to verify robust ecosystem service provi-
sion. For example, specialist IRES insects may be present as juveniles
during flowing phases and as dormant eggs in dry channels, with their
persistence depending on environmental conditions during both wet
and dry phases (Armitage and Bass, 2013); use of riparian zones by
adults also necessitates appropriate habitat availability beyond an IRES
channel.

Novel bioindicators may be required to supplement flowing-phase
classification if comprehensive assessments encompassing temporal
variability in status across lotic, lentic, and dry phases are pursued
           Autumn

Good Physico-chemical status

Hydrological regimeModerate

 perennial flow

w

hemical quality and hydrological regime) in relation to seasonal changes in discharge in an
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(Skoulikidis et al., 2017). Identification of effective dry-phase
biomonitors is a priority, and biotic groups including terrestrial inverte-
brate communities (Gerlach et al., 2013; Hodkinson and Jackson, 2005),
terrestrial carabid beetles (Rainio and Niemelä, 2003), aquatic inverte-
brate ‘seedbanks’ (Stubbington and Datry, 2013), dried biofilms includ-
ing diatoms (Barthès et al., 2015) and/or bacteria (Romaní et al., 2013),
and instream vegetation (Westwood et al., 2006) may have the poten-
tial to distinguish between sites of contrasting status; different biotic
groups will be needed to characterize responses to various
hydromorphological and physico-chemical pressures.

4.4.3. Status classification is based on perennial indices
In total, 13 of 16 surveyed countries that characterize IRES flowing-

phase status do so using indices developed exclusively for perennial
systems (Table 1; Table 2 footnote, plus France and Greece), which as-
sumes the suitability of these approaches for IRES. Although sometimes
evaluated and found to be appropriate (e.g. Prat et al., 2014; Table 2; see
Section 5.1), the accuracy with which perennial indices characterize
IRES flowing-phase status varies (Argyroudi et al., 2009; Morais et al.,
2004; Munné and Prat, 2011). For example, Munné and Prat (2011)
noted interannual variability in perennial index values calculated to
characterize benthic invertebrate communities at temporary reference
sites in north-east Spain, reflecting taxonomic differences between
high- and low-discharge years. Equally, a perennial macrophyte index
(evaluated as appropriate in other Mediterranean countries) is consid-
ered unsuitable in IRES in Cyprus due to taxonomic differences in com-
munity composition (Papastergiadou and Manolaki, 2012); in contrast,
standard benthic invertebrate and phytobenthos indices are effective in
Cypriot rivers with seasonal intermittent flow, but not in unpredictable
ephemeral streams (Buffagni et al., 2012; Montesantou et al., 2008). In
response to evaluation of perennial metrics as inappropriate for IRES,
three Mediterranean survey respondent countries (Cyprus, Portugal,
and Spain) have developed indices for status classification specifically
for IRES, as explored in Section 5. In addition, Greece has developed
‘HESY-2’, an index evaluated as suitable for the assessment of benthic
invertebrate assemblages in both temporary and perennial national
river types (Lazaridou et al., 2016).

Spatial and temporal characteristics of IRES flow regimes interact to
influence the suitability of perennial indices for flowing-phase status as-
sessments (Fig. 3). Spatially, as distance from a temporary reach to up-
stream and/or downstream perennial recolonist sources increases,
differences between temporary and perennial lotic communities be-
come more pronounced (Datry, 2012; Pavićević and Pešić, 2012) and
Table 2
Evaluation of biotic indices developed for perennial rivers to determine their suitability for inter
being tested by or are in use by WFD competent authorities are listed. Indices have not been e

WFD GIG Country Index Biotic grou

Eastern Continental Croatia IBMWP, SIHR MIV
IPS Diatoms

Mediterraneanc Cyprus STAR_ICMi MIV
IPS Diatoms
IBMR Macrophy

Greece HESY-2 MIV
Portugal IPtIS, IPtIN MIV

IPS Diatoms
Spain – Catalan RBD IBMWP MIV

IPS Diatoms
Northern; Central/Baltic France I2M2 MIV

a No indices have been evaluated as suitable for IRESwith short, unpredictable (i.e. ephemera
b I.e. Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, the Netherlands (using an adapted spe
c Spain is also in the Central/Baltic GIG but examples are relevant only to the Mediterranean
Abbreviations: HESY-2, Hellenic Evaluation System-2; I2M2, French macroinvertebrate mult

IBMWP, Iberian Biological MonitoringWorking Party; IMMi-L, Iberian MediterraneanMultimet
Index; IPtIN, Invertebrate Index for northern Portugal; IPtIS, Invertebrate Index for southern P
District; SIHR, Croatian index; STAR_ICMi, Standardization of River Classifications Intercalibratio
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perennial index suitability may decline (Fig. 3, b–d). The spatial ar-
rangement of temporary reaches in relation to perennial reaches also
influences IRES community composition; for example, upstream peren-
nial reaches promote recolonization by drifting aquatic taxa (Fritz and
Dodds, 2004; Fig. 3, a,f). Time is a crucial modifier of the resultant com-
positional differences between perennial and temporary communities:
as flowing phase duration increases, differences decline then disappear,
as taxa with varying dispersal abilities form a recovering assemblage
originating from catchment-wide recolonist sources (Datry et al.,
2014b; Leigh et al., 2016). Therefore, as spatial isolation increases, the
period in which perennial metrics are suitable for IRES status assess-
ments may decrease (Fig. 3, a–d). Sampled assemblages should there-
fore be explored in a landscape context and informed by taxon-
specific dispersal abilities (see Section 4.5.1).

Broad-scale ecohydrological analyses of macroinvertebrate biomon-
itoring data have identified drying events as a primary determinant of
community composition in IRES, with taxon-specific responses to inter-
mittence reflecting trait variation (Leigh and Datry, 2017). Biotic sensi-
tivity to anthropogenic stressors and to flow intermittence often covary
(Hughes et al., 2009), meaning that a taxon's absence from IRES may
reflect either deviation from GES or an antecedent flow-cessation or
drying event. For example, many mayfly and stonefly juveniles are
sensitive to both environmental degradation (Paisley et al., 2014) and
intermittence (Boulton and Lake, 2008; Chadd et al., 2017; see Section
5.3). As a result, indices developed to assess the status of perennial riv-
ers may perform poorly in IRES, and require adaptation to recognize the
influence of taxon-specific sensitivities to flow cessation and drying on
the occurrence and abundance of individual taxa.With short-termdevi-
ation from GES permissible under theWFD if deterioration reflects nat-
ural events such as hydrological drought, such adapted indices are
needed to prevent inaccurate claims that the absence of intermit-
tence-sensitive taxa indicate a legislative breach.

4.5. All biomonitoring is restricted to community-level, taxonomic
characterization

4.5.1. Metacommunity dynamics require recognition
Biomonitoring reported by all 20 survey respondents uses a taxo-

nomic approach to characterize biota at a local community level in all
water bodies, including both temporary and perennial systems. This in-
dicates EU-wide collection, analysis, and interpretation of biomonitor-
ing data according to the ‘species sorting’ perspective, which assumes
that taxa differ in their responses to environmental variation, and that
mittent rivers characterized by long, seasonalflowing phasesa. Only ‘replacements’ that are
valuated in other surveyed countries in which IRES biomonitoring is conductedb.

p Suitable? Replacement Source

Yes Mihaljević et al. (2011)
No TDI Mihaljević et al. (2011)
Yes Buffagni et al. (2012)
Yes Montesantou et al. (2008)

tes No MMI Papastergiadou and Manolaki (2012)
Yes Lazaridou et al. (2016)
Yes INAG (2009)
Yes EC (2012), in Skoulikidis et al. (2017)
No IMMi-T;

IMMi-L
Munné and Prat (2011)

Yes Burfeid et al. (2017)
No Required Pelte et al. (2012, 2014)

l or episodic)flowingphases; caveats to use in IRESwith seasonal intermittencemay apply.
cies list), Poland, Serbia, Slovakia, Switzerland, and the UK.
GIG.

imetric index (Mondy et al., 2012); IBMR, L'Indice Biologique Macrophytique en Rivière;
ric Index (IMMi) – qualitative; IMMi-T, IMMi – quantitative; IPS, Specific Polluosensitivity
ortugal; MIV, macroinvertebrates; MMI, Multimetric Macrophyte Index; RBD, River Basin
n Common Metric index; TDI, Trophic Diatom Index.
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Fig. 3. Plan view of a hypothetical river network, indicating spatial and temporal influences on the suitability of a perennial biotic index for use at temporary sites. Size of symbols a to h is
proportional to index ‘suitability’, where suitability is based on similarity in community composition between perennial and temporary sites during periods of peak diversity. Fill of partial
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meaning that the perennial index is unsuitable and requires modification to recognize taxon-specific intermittence sensitivities. Perennial indices are unlikely to be suitable at sites g
and h within an annual cycle, since ephemeral reaches experience flowing phases that are unpredictable and often short.
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local abiotic conditions are the primary determinants of community
composition (Leibold et al., 2004). However, local communities con-
nected by dispersal form metacommunities structured by the wider
processes that influence dispersal (Heino, 2013; Sarremejane et al.,
2017). Ignoringmetacommunity dynamicsmay impede accurate status
classification; for example, due to dispersal limitation, sites isolated by
distance or by natural landscape features may support fewer taxa (a,
Fig. 4) than sites of equivalent status that are longitudinally, laterally,
and vertically connected to many recolonist sources (b, Fig. 4). A
metacommunity perspective is particularly important in IRES, where
transitions between flowing, pool, and dry phases necessitate repeated
recolonization from instream, riparian, and more distant refuges
(Cañedo-Argüelles et al., 2015; Datry et al., 2016c).

Taxon-specific dispersal abilities require consideration within a
landscape framework that recognizes the spatial arrangement of tem-
porary reaches (Fig. 4): (1) longitudinally, in particular the occurrence
of and distance to connected perennial upstream and downstream
Headwater site

(b)(a)

Mid-reach site

Fig. 4. Longitudinal, lateral, and vertical dimensions of the landscape influence lotic community
temporary river sites of equivalent status. Two possible scenarios are shown: plan view of (a)
surface waters, a low drainage density, and fine-sediment-clogged (light brown) or absent (d
(b) a catchment with dense riparian vegetation, no natural barriers, abundant lentic surface
status may be overestimated in the mid-reaches. 1Symbol size is proportional to richness; d
increases (temporal changes not shown).
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refuges (Larned et al., 2011); (2) laterally, including the availability of
terrestrial habitat to support aerial adult insects (Stubbington et al.,
2016) and the distance to other recolonist sources (White et al.,
2017); and (3) vertically, including the quality of subsurface sediments
as a refuge for recolonists, potentially including saturated hyporheic
sediments (Stubbington, 2012; Vander Vorste et al., 2016a) and/or dry-
ing sediments that support an invertebrate ‘seedbank’ (Stubbington and
Datry, 2013). This landscape influence requires interpretation of sam-
pled assemblages in a context of temporal variability: local communities
will achieve peak diversity more quickly after a hydrological transition
(i.e. pool formation, drying, or flow resumption) where distance to
recolonist sources is lower.

4.5.2. Functional approaches may complement taxonomic community
characterization

Taxon-specific responses to environmental changes make taxono-
my-based indices of environmental degradation spatially and temporally
Flow permanence

Perennial Temporary

Riparian vegetation

Sparse Dense

Landscape features

Natural barrier Lentic water 

Hyporheic sediments

Saturated Accessible

Absent Inaccessible

Taxa richness of:

Weak dispersers1

Strong dispersers1

Landscape effect on status estimation

Overestimated

Underestimated

Accurate

taxa richness, which can result in overestimation or underestimation of ecological status at
a catchment with sparse riparian vegetation, natural barriers (e.g. waterfalls), few lentic
ark grey) hyporheic sediments; here, status may be underestimated in the headwaters;
waters, a high drainage density, and saturated, accessible hyporheic sediments; here,

ifferences between weak and strong dispersers will decrease as flowing phase duration
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variable, which can impede accurate status assessment (Bady et al.,
2005). Functional approaches can complement taxonomic community
characterization by exploring the biological and ecological traits pos-
sessed by a sampled assemblage. Despite limitations of biological trait
databases (Wilkes et al., 2017), measures of functional diversity can
be reliable indicators of human impacts in perennial rivers (Charvet et
al., 2000; Dolédec et al., 1999), and Bruno et al. (2016) found functional
redundancy (i.e. the number of taxa performing a comparable ecosys-
tem function) of woody riparian vegetation lining seasonal Mediterra-
nean intermittent rivers to be a sensitive indicator of anthropogenic
alteration that remained stable among sites of equivalent status. In
Hungarian rivers, metric screening during development of new macro-
invertebrate-basedmultimetric indices identified a combination of eco-
logical traits and taxonomic descriptors as the most effective
discriminator among status classes (Várbíró et al., 2011, 2015).

Traits of aquatic biota can also complement taxonomic descriptors to
indicate intermittence regimes, distinguishing among perennial, inter-
mittent, and ephemeral systems (Bonada et al., 2007; Giam et al.,
2017), between flowing and pool conditions (Cid et al., 2016), and iden-
tifying antecedent dry phases (Pařil et al., 2015). By acting as a proxy for
hydrological data in IRES, functional characterization of aquatic commu-
nities can inform description of IRES reference conditions (Cid et al.,
2016). However, differences among functional assemblages from sites
with contrasting flow regimes can be obscured by high variability with-
in a regime (Leigh et al., 2016) and by high functional redundancy
(Vander Vorste et al., 2016b), and as for taxonomic assemblages, com-
positional differences among temporary and perennial sites decline
then disappear as flowing phase duration increases (see Section 4.4.3;
Vander Vorste et al., 2016b).

Where development of new IRES-specific status assessment
methods is required, functional approaches warrant consideration
alongside taxonomic approaches, their potential to distinguish between
sites exposed to different natural and anthropogenic stressors having
been demonstrated in IRES for aquatic biota including macroinverte-
brates (Bonada et al., 2007; Cid et al., 2016; Mondy et al., 2016; Suárez
et al., 2017) and biofilms (including bacteria, algae, and diatoms;
Acuña et al., 2015; Amalfitano et al., 2008; Romaní et al., 2013). Func-
tional aspects of terrestrial biota remain poorly characterized in dry
channels (but see Corti and Datry, 2014; McCluney and Sabo, 2012)
but evidence from other habitats indicates their potential, with the
functional traits of riparian arthropod assemblages demonstrated as
sensitive to habitat conditions including flooding regime (Lambeets et
al., 2009).

4.5.3. Molecular approachesmay provide an integrated picture of IRES eco-
logical health

Molecular characterization of sampled assemblages may also have
advantages overmorphology-based taxonomic approaches,with genet-
ic tools receiving increasing attention by academic researchers (Leese et
al., 2016) and regulatory agencies (Vasselon et al., 2017). DNA se-
quences act as species-level ‘barcodes’ (Hebert et al., 2003), and
metabarcoding allows automated identification of the species in bulk
samples that comprise assemblages of whole organisms, or from de-
graded environmental DNA in water or sediment samples (Baird and
Hajibabaei, 2012; Elbrecht et al., 2017; Taberlet et al., 2012).
Metabarcoding and other molecular approaches overcome the taxo-
nomic limitations of standard biomonitoring in which reliance on mor-
phology can achieve too coarse an identification level to characterize
responses to environmental drivers (Cardoso et al., 2011; Macher et
al., 2016; Pešić et al., 2017). For example, identification of Chironomidae
(Diptera) to family andDeleatidium (Ephemeroptera) to genus prevents
quantification of their biodiversity contributions and obscures species-
level responses to environmental variability (Cañedo-Argüelles et al.,
2016; Macher et al., 2016; Stubbington et al., 2016). Species-level iden-
tification makes DNA-based tools particularly promising for application
to such taxonomically demanding IRES biota, especially in regulatory
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
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biomonitoring programmes where financial constraints promote up-
take of cost-effective solutions (Elbrecht et al., 2017). Through its inte-
gration of freshwater and terrestrial data from multiple sites,
metabarcoding may prove particularly appropriate for catchment-
scale characterization of IRES biodiversity (Deiner et al., 2016).

Although metabarcoding is time-effective in its concurrent identifi-
cation of most common taxa, it may fail to identify rare species (i.e.
those occurring at low abundance, which may also be of conservation
interest), even in bulk samples (Hajibabaei et al., 2011). Molecular ap-
proaches may therefore complement but should not replace traditional
biomonitoring activity (Hajibabaei et al., 2016). Other molecular tools
with potential to characterize biotic responses to status variability in-
clude transcriptomics, proteomics, and metabolomics (Colin et al.,
2016). In particular, transcriptomics (i.e. characterization of gene ex-
pression using RNA transcripts) may complement taxonomic biomoni-
toring by determining themetabolic activity (and therefore, potentially,
the physiological health) of IRES communities – as well as presenting
novel opportunities to explore ecological quality using the expression
of genes responsible for important ecosystem processes (Poretsky et
al., 2005; von Schiller et al., 2017).

5. Best practice in IRES ecological status assessment

Despite the described challenges of IRES status characterization,
innovative examples of recent work to improve practice exist, nota-
bly in Mediterranean countries where IRES dominate lotic networks
and are consequently central to routine biomonitoring. The wider
applicability of this best practice requires exploration across regions
with different climates and therefore, potentially, contrasting IRES
typologies.

5.1. The MIRAGE and LIFE+ TRivers projects: defining a sampling time
window

Within the Mediterranean Basin, advances have been made to im-
prove biomonitoring of intermittent rivers with long seasonal flowing
phases, through adaptation of methods developed for perennial rivers.
The Mediterranean Intermittent River ManAGEment project (MIRAGE;
CORDIS, 2015) developed an integrated ‘toolbox’ to improve IRES bio-
monitoring, with classification of the hydrological regime (including
identification of artificial IRES) emphasized as a pre-requisite for effec-
tive status assessment (Gallart et al., 2016; Prat et al., 2014). The MI-
RAGE project tested macroinvertebrate-based methods developed for
perennial rivers in IRES, demonstrating their suitability for some IRES,
if flowing phases are long-lasting and sampling is conducted long
enough after flow resumption for aquatic diversity to peak
(García-Roger et al., 2011; Prat et al., 2014);Mazor et al. (2014) reached
comparable conclusions in Californian mediterranean-climate IRES.
Equally, Burfeid et al. (2017) determined that status can be assessed
in IRES using indices developed for perennial-river diatom assemblages,
but only duringflowing phases (Table 2); once flowbetween connected
pools ceases, index performance declines considerably.

To implement MIRAGE recommendations, the LIFE+ TRivers project
(TRivers, 2014) has developed TREHS software, which uses quantitative
gauging station data and qualitative information from interviews, aerial
photographs, and site visits to characterize temporary flow regimes, in-
cluding anthropogenic alteration of natural regimes and differentiation
of natural and artificial IRES (Gallart et al., 2017). The resultant flow re-
gime classification can inform selection of the most appropriate time
window for collection of lotic biomonitoring samples and also identifies
systems in which perennial sampling protocols are inappropriate.
TREHS is currently (in 2016–17) being tested by the Catalan (http://
aca-web.gencat.cat/aca) and Júcar River Basin (http://www.chj.es)
Water Agencies in Spain, and this evaluation will inform improvements
in hydrological regime classification, environmental objective setting,
and status assessments in Mediterranean IRES and more widely.
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5.2. Development of new biotic indices for intermittent Mediterranean
rivers

Evaluation of biotic indices designed for perennial rivers as unsuit-
able for IRES has provided impetus for index adaptation and for the
development of new approaches, most commonly for lotic macroinver-
tebrate communities in seasonally intermittent rivers. For example, the
IRES-specific multimetric indices IMMi-T and IMMi-L outperform the
standard perennial-river IBMWP metric in their detection of environ-
ment impacts in Spanish IRES (Munné and Prat, 2009;
Sánchez-Montoya et al., 2010; also see Dallas, 2013), leading to their in-
corporation into regulatory biomonitoring in the Catalan region
(Munné et al., 2016). Similarly, García et al. (2014) developed the
multimetric INVMIB index for Balearic Island IRES and demonstrated
its ability to distinguish between status classes usingmacroinvertebrate
assemblage data; this index has been adopted by regulators. Finally,
Morais et al. (2004) and Pinto et al. (2004) established that, compared
to perennial metrics, a specifically designed multimetric macroinverte-
brate-community index was more sensitive to organic pollution and
more robust to seasonal variability in siliceous catchments of IRES-dom-
inated southern Portugal, contributing to the subsequent development
of official indices (Table 2).

In Cyprus, theMultimetric Macrophyte Index (MMI) was developed
to assess water quality in intermittent rivers, after Papastergiadou and
Manolaki (2012) showed no response of a standard, perennial index
to the pressure gradient characterized for the Mediterranean “tempo-
rary” river type (Van de Bund, 2009; Table 2); testing is underway to en-
sure national reliability of this index.

5.3. Recognizing and characterizing responses to intermittence

Beyond theMediterraneanBasin, research initiatives examining var-
iation in IRES biota have focussed on responses to intermittence, rather
than to ecological quality, in oceanic-climate temperate regions. For ex-
ample, the Czech Republic BIODROUGHT project (Polášek, 2013a) used
taxonomic and functional analyses to develop a suite of 370 macroin-
vertebrate indicator taxa (primarily species) that can be used to calcu-
late the probability that a stream (sampled to represent peak lotic
diversity) has experienced no drying, a b 7 day drying event, or a longer
dry period in the preceding year (Polášek, 2013b; Pařil et al., 2015).
Quantifying such initiatives, a system developed in the Netherlands
has determined the sensitivity of 2236 invertebrate species to drying
(Verberk et al., 2012). ‘Affinity scores’ from 0 (none) to 10 (very high)
are assigned to species according to their associationwith one perennial
class and each of four intermittence classes (that describe IRESwith typ-
ical annual dry periods of b6 weeks to N5 months); for example,
Gammarus pulex (Amphipoda) scores 8 in the perennial class, 2 in the
b6 weeks intermittence class, and 0 in other classes. A comparable
Dutch system that assigns scores based on species-specific affinities
for lotic and lentic habitats (Verberk et al., 2012) can characterize inver-
tebrate community responses to flow cessation.

A complementary index has been developed to describe macroin-
vertebrate community responses to hydrological drought distur-
bances in near-perennial UK IRES (Chadd et al., 2017). Building on
work in Australia (Boulton and Lake, 2008), 92 families/genera
have been assigned to six habitat types based on their occurrence
(but not abundance) and scored to reflect their sensitivity to loss of
this habitat: 1. flow reduction (scores 10, 9); 2. loss of lateral connectiv-
ity (8, 7); 3. flow cessation (6, 5); 4. disconnected pool formation (4, 3);
5. disconnected pool contraction (2, 1); and 6. complete surface drying
(0). The resultant Drought Effect of Habitat Loss on Invertebrates
(DEHLI) index is calculated as the average score per taxon (Chadd et
al., 2017).

National assignment of taxon-specific scores indicating sensitivity to
flow cessation and drying has considerable potential to enhance IRES bio-
monitoring, and development of these national initiatives at the EU level
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
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is a priority of SMIRES WG4 (SMIRES, 2016). Firstly, the presence and/or
abundance of scored taxa could be integratedwithin an index indicating a
site's natural drying or flow cessation regime to inform classification of
river typologies. Scores could then inform expectations of community
composition during reference condition characterization and subsequent
status assessments, including identification of deviations from GES
caused by anthropogenic alteration of natural flow regimes. In addition,
interpretation of environmental degradation indices in light of intermit-
tence sensitivity scores may demonstrate that a short-term status deteri-
oration does not constitute a legislative breach, for example in near-
perennial rivers during drought disturbances.

Community-level approaches are complemented by recent explora-
tion of specific taxa as potential status indicators, in particular, mites
(Acari, which are recognized as perennial-river bioindicators;
Goldschmidt, 2016) in Mediterranean regions of the Balkan Peninsula.
Firstly, the ratio of Oribatida (Acari) to Ostracoda (Crustacea) can be
used to differentiate perennial from temporary streams (Pešić, unpub-
lished). Secondly, the ‘PTHfam’ index (informed by Plecoptera, Trichop-
tera, and Hydrachnidia [Acari] families; Miccoli et al., 2013) may be a
sensitive status indicator in IRES compared to other taxa combinations
(Pozojević and Pešić, unpublished). Research is ongoing to evaluate
and test the PTHfam index, prior to potential recommendation for
wider use.

Community-level and taxon-specific intermittence sensitivity scor-
ing can be informed by research initiatives compiling IRES biodiversity
information. Notably, the Intermittent River Biodiversity Synthesis
(IRBAS) project (www.irbas.cesab.org/irbas) has created an interna-
tional, open-access database of hydrological and biological data, primar-
ily reporting aquatic invertebrate assemblages sampled from IRES
during flowing phases (Leigh et al., 2017). The database currently com-
prises N2500 samples from European and other countries, and is ex-
pected to grow considerably due to input from ongoing initiatives
including the SMIRES consortium (COST, 2015).

6. Conclusions: priorities to address the challenges to IRES ecological
status assessment

A fundamental first step to enable establishment of IRES
biomonitoring programmes is to map IRES occurrence across
Europe (1, Fig. 5; 1, Table 3; SMIRES, 2016). Next, typologies
that represent IRES natural heterogeneity (in particular, their
contrasting intermittence regimes) and that recognize anthropo-
genic hydrologic alterations (in particular, discrimination of
natural and artificial IRES) need classification; exclusion of
typologies with small catchments is unlikely to be justifiable (2,
Fig. 5; 2–3, Table 3). Ideally, classification should be informed by
quantitative, long-term hydrological data that encompass natural
inter-annual variability (Dallas, 2013), although qualitative,
expert description of intermittence regimes may provide an
informative preliminary classification (2, Fig. 5; 3, Table 3).

Following typology classification, reference sites require identifica-
tion and validation during field visits to candidate sites identified by
pressure-based screening (3a, Fig. 5; 4, Table 3; EC, 2003b). Characteri-
zation of reference site communities for each typology is the next step
towards status assessment, although the benchmark definition of the
reference condition approach may require adaptation to provide a
more flexible view of unimpacted IRES (4, Fig. 5; 6, Table 3) and to en-
compass lentic and dry as well as flowing phases (5a, Table 3). To char-
acterize reference conditions (and lower status class boundaries)
effectively, status assessments methods require development, starting
with evaluation of those used in perennial rivers (3b, Fig. 5; 5b, Table
3).Where these methods need adaptation or replacement, the accuracy
ofmodified or novel approacheswill be enhanced by recognizing taxon-
specific intermittence sensitivities and dispersal abilities (5, Fig. 5; 5c,
Table 3). Mediterranean regions have spearheaded adaptation of indi-
ces, and new, IRES-specific methods (e.g. García et al., 2014; Munné
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
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and Prat, 2009; 5b, Table 3) warrant evaluation to establish their poten-
tial forwider adoption, or to informflexible development of comparable
tools elsewhere.

In interpreting sampled assemblages, regulators should recognize a
site's spatiotemporal context: its hydrological history, and the availabil-
ity of recolonists from the wider metacommunity (Fig. 4; 5, Fig. 5; 5c,
Table 3). Beyond the taxonomic classification of site-specific communi-
ties, integration of structural and functional aspects of multiple biotic
groups could promote sensitive characterization of ecological responses
to interacting anthropogenic stressors (Hughes et al., 2009; 5d, Table 3).
In addition, molecular approaches including DNA metabarcoding and
transcriptomics could transform biomonitoring by integrating taxo-
nomic, functional, and phylogenetic diversity information (Yu et al.,
2012) from the lotic, lentic, and terrestrial assemblages (Deiner et al.,
2016; 5d, Table 3) that collectively respond to interacting anthropogen-
ic pressures. Newly developed methods – potentially spanning charac-
terization of dry-phase biota and quantification of ecological
processes, using traditional and molecular approaches (von Schiller et
al., 2017) – will require rigorous testing and validation to inform
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
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implementation of standardized protocols by regulatory agencies, and
these protocolsmust be efficient, to facilitate uptake.Where novel biotic
groups that fall outside of WFD BQEs prove informative, debate will be
needed to justify their use (Jeppesen et al., 2011).

Collaboration is key to transforming IRES status assessment: be-
tween academics and river managers, to promote implementation
of research recommendations; between countries, to disseminate
best practice and enact new practices in a way that balances stan-
dardization with flexibility; between aquatic and terrestrial ecolo-
gists, to develop suites of bioindicators that represent both wet and
dry phases; and between ecologists and geneticists (including
DNAqua-Net COST Action members; Leese et al., 2016), to promote
incorporation of IRES into emerging metabarcoding approaches
from an early stage. The goal of these collaborations is to explicitly
recognize the extent and value of IRES; to develop effective status as-
sessment methods for use in biomonitoring schemes that adequately
represent IRES and their diverse communities; and ultimately, to
promote protection of IRES as they become an increasingly common
landscape feature.
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
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Table 3
The current state of biomonitoring in intermittent rivers and ephemeral streams (IRES) across Europe, including challenges limiting progress; highlights to date (i.e. best practice exam-
ples); overarching priority actions; and steps towards achieving these actions. Numbered points reflect a logical sequence of priority actions,with scope for concurrent progress to bemade
towardsmultiple actions; in particular, characterization of reference conditions and development of status assessmentmethods are complementary activities. Numbered citations are pro-
vided separately for each row.

Current state Highlights to date Priority actions Steps towards action completion Sources

1 Mapping of IRES
distribution hampered by
poor representation in
gauging station networks,
in particular for small,
headwater IRES.

Citizen scientists mapped N4000
km of flow states in France1;
these data have been explored by
the IRBAS project2, leading to a
national citizen science network3.

Locate and map distribution of
European IRES.

Develop a citizen science
network to supplement
hydrological monitoring data4

and support Europe-wide
mapping.

1Datry et al. (2016c); 2Leigh et al.
(2017); 3ONEMA (2017); 4SMIRES
(2016).

2 IRES with catchments b10
km2 are too small to be
defined as WFD “water
bodies” that require status
assessment1;
resources often restrict
biomonitoring to “water
bodies”.

Non-WFD biomonitoring done by
national agencies e.g. in
slow-flowing sand-bed Dutch
IRES2.

National criteria define some
small IRES as WFD water bodies
e.g. in the UK3.

Expand biomonitoring
networks to encompass small
streams including IRES,
motivated by non-WFD drivers
e.g.4.

Identify national priorities to
start expansion of biomonitoring
networks.

1EC (2000); 2Van der Molen et al.
(2013); 3UKTAG (2003); 4EC
(2011).

3 National IRES typologies
are non-existent or fail to
reflect IRES dynamism and
heterogeneity.

Hydrological data to inform
development of IRES
typologies are scarce.

Five WFD typologies
distinguished in Croatia1.

Official distinction of contrasting
IRES in Cyprus, Greece, and Italy2–3.

Classification of reach-scale
Mediterranean IRES flow
regimes4–6.

Classify national typologies,
including distinction between
IRES with flowing phases that
contrast in their predictability
and duration.

Build on qualitative IRES
descriptions in local use.

Evaluate ability of new tools to
inform typology classification
more widely, including
differentiation of natural and
artificial IRES4–7.

1NN (2013); 2Skoulikidis et al.
(2017); 3Lazaridou et al. (2016);
4Gallart et al. (2012); 5Prat et al.
(2014); 6Gallart et al. (2017);
7Polášek (2013a).

4 Reference sites identified in
few countries.

Absence of unimpacted
sites in some countries.

Pressure criteria to screen sites
developed for perennial rivers1

and for Mediterranean IRES2–4.

MIRAGE toolbox4 and TREHS
software5 identify natural IRES.

Expert judgement used to
identify reference sites for 3
Croatian WFD typologies6.

Screen and validate reference
sites for each classified
typology (see point 3), using
sufficient sites to represent
spatial variability7.

Explore wider use of pressure
criteria used to screen
Mediterranean IRES and
perennial rivers.

Validate screened sites using
expert judgement of field
conditions.

1Wallin et al. (2003);
2Sánchez-Montoya et al. (2009);
3Delgado et al. (2012); 4Prat et al.
(2014); 5Gallart et al. (2017); 6NN
(2013); 7Munné and Prat (2009).

5 If assessed, IRES status is
classified:

(a) during only wet,
typically flowing, phases,
whereas dry phases are
excluded

Initial exploration of dry-phase
communities1.

Characterization of pool-phase
communities2.

Characterize variability in
status among phases.

Develop tools to assess status
during each phase.

Define a time window in which
each tool is effective.

Evaluate potential of dry-phase
biotas to indicate status.

Evaluate ability of DNA-based
tools to integrate
catchment-wide biotic
information from all phases3.

1Corti and Datry (2015); 2Cid et al.
(2016); 3Deiner et al. (2016).

(b) using (often
unevaluated) perennial
methods

Perennial methods validated for
assessment of flowing phases in
IRES with long, predictable
flowing phases1–2.

New IRES-specific indices
developed for flowing phases3–6

when perennial methods have
been deemed unsuitable7.

Evaluate suitability of perennial
methods for flowing phase
assessments across Europe.

Adapt or replace unsuitable
methods, recognizing
covarying biotic responses to
degradation and intermittence.

Develop new tools for IRES with
short/unpredictable flowing
phases.

Assign taxon-specific
intermittence sensitivity
scores8–9 to inform expectations
of community composition in
IRES with different flow
permanence regimes.

1Prat et al. (2014); 2Morais et al.
(2004); 3Munné and Prat (2011);
4Papastergiadou and Manolaki
(2012); 5Sánchez-Montoya et al.
(2010); 6García et al. (2014);
7Munné et al. (2016); 8Verberk et al.
(2012); 9Chadd et al., 2017.

(c) using only
community-level methods

Recognition that biomonitoring
across freshwaters should
incorporate metacommunity
dynamics1–3.

Interpret communities in a
landscape context that
recognizes the spatial
arrangement of perennial and
temporary reaches and wider
recolonist sources.

Assign taxon-specific dispersal
weightings, to inform
expectations of community
composition in IRES in different
landscape contexts.

1Heino (2013); 2Datry et al.
(2016c); 3Ruhí et al. (2017).

(d) using only taxonomic
methods.

Trait-based communities more
stable than taxonomic
communities within status
classes1 (but see2–3).

Explore functional approaches
(trait-based and ecosystem
services4) to status assessment.

Explore the potential of
molecular approaches e.g. DNA
metabarcoding and
transcriptomics to overcome
taxonomic limitations of
traditional biomonitoring5.

1Bruno et al. (2016); 2Leigh et al.
(2016); 3Vander Vorste et al.
(2016b); 4von Schiller et al. (2017);
5Leese et al. (2016).

6 Reference conditions
characterized in few
countries.

Diatom4 and invertebrate5

assemblages characterized in
Mediterranean IRES with long,
predictable flowing phases.

Develop conceptual
alternatives to defining a single
benchmark in dynamic
ecosystems.

Recognize influence of
metacommunity dynamics and
landscape context on reference
conditions.

1Bunn and Davies (2000); 2Datry et
al. (2016c); 3Ruhí et al. (2017);
4Delgado et al. (2012); 5Munné and
Prat (2009); 6NN (2013).

(continued on next page)
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Table 3 (continued)

Current state Highlights to date Priority actions Steps towards action completion Sources

Single benchmark concept
inappropriate for dynamic
ecosystems with
unpredictable taxonomic
communities1–3.

‘Best’ and ‘worst’ values
calculated for macrophytes,
macroinvertebrates, and
phytobenthos in Croatia6.

Characterize reference
conditions and class boundaries
for each typology, informed by
development of status
classification methods.

WFD, Water Framework Directive (EC, 2000).
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AppendixA. Initial survey used to request information about nation-
al biomonitoring activity from Working Group 4 members in the
COST Action CA15113 Science andManagement of Intermittent Riv-
ers and Ephemeral Streams

SECTION 1 – RESPONDENT DETAILS
Your name:
Other Action participants involved in preparing this document:
Non-Action participants involved in preparing this document:
Country you represent:

SECTION 2 – BIOINDICATORSANDBIOMONITORING PROTOCOLS IN
YOUR COUNTRY

*Numbers reflect the order of tasks listed in CA15113 Memorandum of
Understanding.

WG4 task 1*: “List the different bioindicators and protocols used in the
participating countries to assess the ecological status of rivers, including
IRES when relevant”
2.1 State the biotic groups used as bioindicators/biomonitors (in-

cluding those used in perennial systems).
2.2 For each group listed in (2.1), describe the protocols used,

and/or provide links to online descriptions, and/or provide
protocols as attachments.

WG4 task 3*: “identify issues and limitations [of current bioindicators
and biomonitoring protocols]”.
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
priorities to enhance ecological status..., Sci Total Environ (2017), https://
2.3 Briefly note any issues and limitations for further discussion at
WG meetings (optional section, leave blank if you have no
comments at this stage).

SECTION 3 – RESEARCH ACTIVITY* INVOLVING YOUR COUNTRY
*Including MSc, PhD, post-doc and other projects or activities, and in-

cluding collaborations with other countries

3.1 Give details of any research activity relating to WG4 activities
currently being conducted.
[Hyperlink to online shared spreadsheet]

3.2 Give details of any planned future research activity relating to
WG4 activities.
[Hyperlink to online shared spreadsheet]

Appendix B. Second survey used to request further information
about national biomonitoring activity fromWorking Group 4mem-
bers in the COST Action CA15113 Science and Management of Inter-
mittent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams

In your country:

1. Have WFD typologies been developed that distinguish between dif-
ferent types of IRES? If “yes”, provide details of classification
criteria/each IRES type. If “no”, state any descriptions that are in com-
mon use (e.g. in the UK, ‘winterbourne chalk streams/rivers’).

2. Are river typologies (including perennial typologies) classified using
WFD System A or B (see WFD Annex II, Sections 1.1 and 1.2.1)? If
System B is used, which “optional factors” are used in addition to
the obligatory factors?

3. Have reference sites been identified for IRES typologies? If so, pro-
vide details of the site identification process (e.g. pressure criteria
for site screening, modelling, expert judgement).

4. Have reference conditions (and boundaries between ecological sta-
tus classes) been described for IRES typologies? If so, give details of
classification criteria (e.g. quality elements considered).

5. Are any flow gauging stations located on IRES? If so, how many are
on IRES and of these, how many match biomonitoring sites? What
% of the gauging station network is located on IRES - and how does
this relate to the % of the river network that is intermittent?

6. Are river flows (or pool/dry states) characterized by regulatory agen-
cies using any method other than hydrological monitoring at gaug-
ing stations (e.g. citizen science initiatives, models)?
7. If perennial methods are used to assess IRES ecological status, has
their suitability been evaluated? If so, state the methods/metrics
tested and the results of the evaluation (suitable/not suitable).

[Responses used to inform Table 1]

8. If specificmethods/indices have been developed for IRES (or IRs; e.g.
because perennial methods were evaluated and found to be unsuit-
able), provide details.
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137
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[Responses used to inform Table 1]

9. Are any non-taxonomic (e.g. DNA metabarcoding, trait-based) ap-
proaches used to assess the ecological status of any rivers (including
perennial rivers)?

10. Do any IRES that are too small to be designated asWFDwater bod-
ies based on catchment size fulfil other criteria for designation as a
WFD water body?

References

Acreman, M., Arthington, A.H., Colloff, M.J., Couch, C., Crossman, N.D., Dyer, F., Overton, I.,
Pollino, C.A., Stewardson, M.J., Young, W., 2014. Environmental flows for natural, hy-
brid, and novel riverine ecosystems in a changing world. Front. Ecol. Environ. 12:
466–473. https://doi.org/10.1890/130134.

Acuña, V., Casellas, M., Corcoll, N., Timoner, X., Sabater, S., 2015. Increasing extent of pe-
riods of no flow in intermittent waterways promotes heterotrophy. Freshw. Biol. 60:
1810–1823. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12612.

Acuña, V., Hunter, M., Ruhí, A., 2017. Managing temporary streams and rivers as unique
rather than second-class ecosystems. Biol. Conserv. 211:12–19. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.biocon.2016.12.025.

Amalfitano, S., Fazi, S., Zoppini, A., Barra Caracciolo, A., Grenni, P., Puddu, A., 2008. Re-
sponses of benthic bacteria to experimental drying in sediments fromMediterranean
temporary rivers. Microb. Ecol. 55:270–279. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00248-007-
9274-6.

Argyroudi, A., Chatzinikolaou, Y., Poirazidis, K., Lazaridou, M., 2009. Do intermittent and
ephemeral Mediterranean rivers belong to the same river type? Aquat. Ecol. 43:
465–476. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10452-008-9176-9.

Armitage, P.D., Bass, J., 2013. Long-term resilience and short-term vulnerability of South.
Winterbourne macroinvertebrates. Proceedings of the Dorset Natural History & Ar-
chaeological Society. 134, pp. 43–55.

Bady, P., Dolédec, S., Fesl, C., Gayraud, S., Bacchi, M., Schöll, F., 2005. Use of invertebrate
traits for the biomonitoring of European large rivers: the effects of sampling effort
on genus richness and functional diversity. Freshw. Biol. 50:159–173. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1365-2427.2004.01287.x.

Baird, D.J., Hajibabaei, M., 2012. Biomonitoring 2.0: a new paradigm in ecosystem assess-
ment made possible by next-generation DNA sequencing. Mol. Ecol. 21:2039–2044.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05519.x.

Barthès, A., Leflaive, J., Coulon, S., Peres, F., Rols, J.L., Ten-Hage, L., 2015. Impact of drought
on diatom communities and the consequences for the use of Diatom Index Values in
the River Maureillas (Pyrénées-Orientales, France). River Res. Appl. 31:993–1002.
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.2793.

Belmar, O., Velasco, J., Martinez-Capel, F., 2011. Hydrological classification of natural flow
regimes to support environmental flow assessments in intensively regulated Mediter-
ranean rivers, Segura River basin (Spain). Environ. Manag. 47:992–1004. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s00267-011-9661-0.

Benejam, L.l., Angermeier, P.L., Munné, A., García-Berthou, E., 2010. Assessing effects of
water abstraction on fish assemblages in Mediterranean streams. Freshw. Biol. 55:
628–642. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02299.x.

Birk, S., Bonne, W., Borja, A., Brucet, S., Courrat, A., Poikane, S., Solimini, A., Van de Bund, W.,
Zampoukas, N., Hering, D., 2012. Three hundredways to assess Europe's surfacewaters:
an almost complete overview of biological methods to implement the Water Frame-
work Directive. Ecol. Indic. 18:31–41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.10.009.

BOE (Boletín Oficial del Estado), 2015. Real decreto 817/2015, de 11 de Septiembre, por el
que se establecen los criterios de seguimiento y evaluación del estado de las aguas
superficiales y las normas de calidad ambiental. Vol. 219:pp. 80582–80677. https://
www.boe.es/boe/dias/2015/09/12/pdfs/BOE-A-2015-9806.pdf (accessed 07.06.17).

Bogan, M.T., Lytle, D.A., 2007. Seasonal flow variation allows ‘time-sharing’ by disparate
aquatic insect communities in montane desert streams. Freshw. Biol. 52:290–304.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2006.01691.x.

Boix, D., García-Berthou, E., Gascón, S., Benejam, L., Tornés, E., Sala, J., Benito, J., Munné, A.,
Solà, C., Sabater, S., 2010. Response of community structure to sustained drought in
Mediterranean rivers. J. Hydrol. 383:135–146. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jhydrol.2010.01.014.

Bonada, N., Rieradevall, M., Prat, N., 2007. Macroinvertebrate community structure and
biological traits related to flow permanence in a Mediterranean river network.
Hydrobiologia 589:91–106. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-007-0723-5.

Boulton, A.J., Lake, P.S., 2008. Effects of droughts on stream insects and its ecological conse-
quences. In: Lancaster, J., Briers, R.A. (Eds.), Aquatic Insects: Challenges to Populations.
CAB International, Wallingford, UK, pp. 81–102.

Brown, B.L., Swan, C.M., 2010. Dendritic network structure constrains metacommunity
properties in riverine ecosystems. J. Anim. Ecol. 79:571–580. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1365-2656.2010.01668.x.

Bruno, D., Gutiérrez-Cánovas, C., Velasco, J., Sánchez-Fernández, D., 2016. Functional redun-
dancy as a tool for bioassessment: a test using riparian vegetation. Sci. Total Environ.
566–567:1268–1276. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.05.186.

Buffagni, A., Armanini, D.G., Stefania, E.R.B.A., 2009. Does the lentic-lotic character of rivers
affect invertebrate metrics used in the assessment of ecological quality? J. Limnol. 68:
92–105. https://doi.org/10.4081/jlimnol.2009.92.

Buffagni, A., Stocchetti, E., Armanini, D.G., Demartini, D., 2012. Establishment of an Assess-
mentMethod for the Biological Quality Element ‘Benthic Invertebrates’ in Cyprus Tem-
porary Rivers and Participation in the Corresponding Intercalibration Exercise 2010–
2011 for the Implementation of the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC. Tender
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
priorities to enhance ecological status..., Sci Total Environ (2017), https://
Procedure No.: TAY26/2010. Republic of Cyprus - Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Re-
sources and Environment - Water Development Department.

Bunn, S.E., Davies, P.M., 2000. Biological processes in runningwaters and their implications
for the assessment of ecological integrity. In: Jungwirth, M., Muhar, S., Schmutz, S.
(Eds.), Assessing the Ecological Integrity of Running Waters. Springer, Netherlands,
pp. 61–70.

Burfeid, A., Flor-Arnau, N., Cid, N., Vinyoles, D., Fortuño, P., Gallart, F., Latron, J., Llorens, P.,
Cambra-Sánchez, J., Prat, N., et al., 2017. Bioassessment of intermittent rivers and
ephemeral streams from the Mediterranean Basin using diatoms: are current methods
adequate? 11th International Phycological Congress, 13–19 August 2017, Szczecin,
Poland

Cañedo-Argüelles, M., Boersma, K.S., Bogan, M.T., Olden, J.D., Phillipsen, I., Schriever, T.A.,
Lytle, D.A., 2015. Dispersal strength determines meta-community structure in a den-
dritic riverine network. J. Biogeogr. 42:778–790. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.12457.

Cañedo-Argüelles, M., Bogan, M.T., Lytle, D.A., Prat, N., 2016. Are Chironomidae (Diptera)
good indicators of water scarcity? Dryland streams as a case study. Ecol. Indic. 71:
155–162. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.07.002.

Cardoso, P., Erwin, T.L., Borges, P.A.V., New, T.R., 2011. The seven impediments in inverte-
brate conservation and how to overcome them. Biol. Conserv. 144:2647–2655. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.07.024.

Cazemier, M.M., Querner, E.P., van Lanen, H.A.J., Gallart, F., Prat, N., Tzoraki, O., Froebich, J.,
2011. Hydrological Analysis of the Evrotas Basin, Greece.Wageningen, Alterra, Alterra
Report. Vol. 2249 (90 pp.).

Chadd, R.P., England, J.A., Constable, D., Dunbar, M.J., Murray-Bligh, J.A., Wood, P.J., Extence,
C.A., Leeming, D.J., 2017. An index to track the ecological effects of drought develop-
ment and recovery on riverine invertebrate communities. Ecol. Indic. 82:344–356.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.06.058.

Charvet, S., Statzner, B., Usseglio-Polatera, P., Dumont, B., 2000. Traits of benthic macroin-
vertebrates in semi-natural French streams: an initial application to biomonitoring in
Europe. Freshw. Biol. 43:277–296. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.2000.00545.x.

Chaves, M.L., Costa, J.L., Chainho, P., Costa, M.J., Prat, N., 2006. Selection and validation of
reference sites in small river basins. Hydrobiologia 573:133–154. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10750-006-0270-5.

Cid, N., Verkaik, I., García-Roger, E.M., Rieradevall, M., Bonada, N., Sánchez-Montoya, M.M.,
Gómez, R., Suárez, M.L., Vidal-Abarca, M.R., Demartini, D., Buffagni, A., 2016. A biological
tool to assess flow connectivity in reference temporary streams from theMediterranean
Basin. Sci. Total Environ. 540:178–190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.06.086.

Cid, N., Bonada, N., Carlson, S.M., Grantham, T.E., Gasith, A., Resh, V.H., 2017. High variability
is a defining component of Mediterranean-climate rivers and their biota. Water 9:52.
https://doi.org/10.3390/w9010052.

Colin, N., Porte, C., Fernandes, D., Barata, C., Padrós, F., Carrassón, M., Monroy, M., Cano-
Rocabayera, O., de Sostoa, A., Piña, B., et al., 2016. Ecological relevance of biomarkers
in monitoring studies of macro-invertebrates and fish in Mediterranean rivers. Sci.
Total Environ. 540:307–323. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.06.099.

CORDIS (Community Research and Development Information Service), 2015. MIRAGE
Project ID: 211732 – Mediterranean Intermittent River Management. http://
cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/89399_en.html (accessed 06.11.16).

Corti, R., Datry, T., 2014. Drying of a temperate, intermittent river has little effect on adja-
cent riparian arthropod communities. Freshw. Biol. 59:666–678. https://doi.org/
10.1111/fwb.12294.

Corti, R., Datry, T., 2015. Terrestrial and aquatic invertebrates in the riverbed of an intermit-
tent river: parallels and contrasts in community organisation. Freshw. Biol. 61:
1308–1320. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12692.

COST (European Cooperation in Science and Technology), 2015. CA COST Action CA15113:
Science and Management of Intermittent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams (SMIRES).
http://www.cost.eu/COST_Actions/ca/CA15113 (accessed 06.11.16).

COST (European Cooperation in Science and Technology), 2016. COST Countries. http://
www.cost.eu/about_cost/cost_countries (accessed 23.02.17).

Costigan, K., Leigh, C., Sauquet, E., Kennard,M., Datry, T., Boulton, A.J., 2017. Flow regimes in
intermittent rivers and ephemeral streams. In: Datry, T., Bonada, N., Boulton, A.J. (Eds.),
Intermittent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams: Ecology andManagement. Elsevier, Neth-
erlands, pp. 51–78.

Dallas, H.F., 2013. Ecological status assessment in Mediterranean rivers: complexities and
challenges in developing tools for assessing ecological status and defining reference
conditions. Hydrobiologia 719:483–507. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-012-1305-8.

Datry, T., 2012. Benthic and hyporheic invertebrate assemblages along a flow intermittence
gradient: effects of duration of dry events. Freshw. Biol. 57:563–574. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02725.x.

Datry, T., Larned, S.T., Fritz, K.M., Bogan, M.T., Wood, P.J., Meyer, E.I., Santos, A.N., 2014a.
Broad-scale patterns of invertebrate richness and community composition in tempo-
rary rivers: effects of flow intermittence. Ecography 37:94–104. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1600-0587.2013.00287.x.

Datry, T., Larned, S.T., Tockner, K., 2014b. Intermittent rivers: a challenge for freshwater
ecology. Bioscience:bit027v1 https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bit027.

Datry, T., Bonada, N., Heino, J., 2016a. Towards understanding the organisation of
metacommunities in highly dynamic ecological systems. Oikos 125:149–159. https://
doi.org/10.1111/oik.02922.

Datry, T., Moya, N., Zubieta, J., Oberdorff, T., 2016b. Determinants of local and regional com-
munities in intermittent and perennial headwaters of the Bolivian Amazon. Freshw.
Biol. 61:1335–1349. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12706.

Datry, T., Pella, H., Leigh, C., Bonada, N., Hugueny, B., 2016c. A landscape approach to ad-
vance intermittent river ecology. Freshw. Biol. 61:1200–1213. https://doi.org/
10.1111/fwb.12645.

Datry, T., Bonada, N., Boulton, A.J., 2017a. General introduction. In: Datry, T., Bonada, N.,
Boulton, A.J. (Eds.), Intermittent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams: Ecology and Man-
agement. Elsevier, Netherlands, pp. 1–16.
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137

https://doi.org/10.1890/130134
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12612
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00248-007-9274-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00248-007-9274-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10452-008-9176-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2004.01287.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2004.01287.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05519.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.2793
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-011-9661-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-011-9661-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02299.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.10.009
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2015/09/12/pdfs/BOE-A-2015-9806.pdf
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2015/09/12/pdfs/BOE-A-2015-9806.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2006.01691.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2010.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2010.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-007-0723-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2010.01668.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2010.01668.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.05.186
https://doi.org/10.4081/jlimnol.2009.92
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.12457
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.07.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.07.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.06.058
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.2000.00545.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-006-0270-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-006-0270-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.06.086
https://doi.org/10.3390/w9010052
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.06.099
http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/89399_en.html
http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/89399_en.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12294
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12294
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12692
http://www.cost.eu/COST_Actions/ca/CA15113
http://www.cost.eu/about_cost/cost_countries
http://www.cost.eu/about_cost/cost_countries
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-012-1305-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02725.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02725.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2013.00287.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2013.00287.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bit027
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.02922
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.02922
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12706
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12645
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(17)32486-5/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(17)32486-5/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(17)32486-5/rf0235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137


16 R. Stubbington et al. / Science of the Total Environment xxx (2017) xxx–xxx
Datry, T., Boulton, A.J., Bonada, N., Fritz, K., Leigh, C., Sauquet, E., Tockner, K., Hugueny, B.,
Dahm, C.N., 2017b. Flow intermittence and ecosystem services in rivers of the
Anthropocene. J. Appl. Ecol. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12941.

Davey, A.J., Kelly, D.J., 2007. Fish community responses to drying disturbances in an inter-
mittent stream: a landscape perspective. Freshw. Biol. 52:1719–1733. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1365-2427.2007.01800.x.

David, A., Tournoud, M.G., Perrin, J.L., Rosain, D., Rodier, C., Salles, C., Bancon-Montigny, C.,
Picot, B., 2013. Spatial and temporal trends in water quality in aMediterranean tempo-
rary river impacted by sewage effluents. Environ. Monit. Assess. 185:2517–2534.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-012-2728-4.

Deiner, K., Fronhofer, E.A., Mächler, E., Walser, J.-C., Altermatt, F., 2016. Environmental DNA
reveals that rivers are conveyer belts of biodiversity information. Nat. Commun. 7:
12544. https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12544.

Delgado, C., Pardo, I., García, L., 2012. Diatom communities as indicators of ecological status
in Mediterranean temporary streams (Balearic Islands, Spain). Ecol. Indic. 15:131–139.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.09.037.

Dolédec, S., Statzner, B., Bournard, M., 1999. Species traits for future biomonitoring across
ecoregions: patterns along a human-impacted river. Freshw. Biol. 42:737–758.
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.1999.00509.x.

EC (European Commission), 1992. Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21May 1992 on the Con-
servation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora. Office for Official Publica-
tions of the European Communities, Luxembourg.

EC (European Commission), 2000. Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of
the Council of 23 October 2000 Establishing a Framework for Community Action in the
Field of Water Policy. Office for Official Publications of the European Communities,
Luxembourg.

EC (European Commission), 2003a. Common Implementation Strategy for the Water
Framework Directive (2000/60/EC): Guidance Document No. 11: Planning Processes.
Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg http://
ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_
en.htm (accessed 05.07.17).

EC (European Commission), 2003b. Common Implementation Strategy for the Water
Framework Directive (2000/60/EC): Guidance Document No. 10: River and Lakes – Ty-
pology, Reference Conditions and Classification Systems. Office for the Official Publica-
tions of the European Communities, Luxembourg http://ec.europa.eu/environment/
water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm (accessed 26.03.17).

EC (European Commission), 2003c. Common Implementation Strategy for the Water
Framework Directive (2000/6-/EC): Guidance Document No. 2: Identification of
Water Bodies. Office for the Official Publications of the European Communities, Lux-
embourg http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/
guidance_docs_en.htm (accessed 26.03.17).

EC (European Commission), 2011. The EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020. Office for the Of-
ficial Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg https://doi.org/10.2779/
39229 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/strategy/index_en.htm
(accessed 13.04.17).

EC (European Commission), 2012. Communication from the Commission to the European
Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Com-
mittee of the Regions: A Blueprint to Safeguard Europe's Water Resources (COM
(2012)673). EC, Brussels.

EC (European Commission), 2016. Status of Implementation of the WFD in the Member
States. EC, Brussels http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/map_mc/
map.htm (accessed 11.06.17).

Elbrecht, V., Vamos, E.E., Meissner, K., Aroviita, J., Leese, F., 2017. Assessing strengths
and weaknesses of DNA metabarcoding-based macroinvertebrate identification
for routine stream monitoring. Methods Ecol. Evol. https://doi.org/10.1111/
2041-210X.12789.

Feio, M.J., Aguiar, F.C., Almeida, S.F.P., Ferreira, J., Ferreira, M.T., Elias, C., Serra, S.R.Q.,
Buffagni, A., Cambra, J., Chauvin, C., et al., 2014. Least disturbed condition for European
Mediterranean rivers. Sci. Total Environ. 476:745–756. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.scitotenv.2013.05.056.

Forzieri, G., Feyen, L., Rojas, R., Flörke, M., Wimmer, F., Bianchi, A., 2014. Ensemble projec-
tions of future streamflow droughts in Europe. Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. 18:85–108.
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-85-2014.

Fritz, K.M., Dodds, W.K., 2004. Resistance and resilience of macroinvertebrate assemblages
to drying and flood in a tallgrass prairie stream system. Hydrobiologia 527:99–112.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HYDR.0000043188.53497.9b.

Fritz, K.M., Cid, N., Autrey, B., 2017. Governance, legislation and protection of intermittent
rivers and ephemeral streams. In: Datry, T., Bonada, N., Boulton, A.J. (Eds.), Intermittent
Rivers and Ephemeral Streams: Ecology and Management. Elsevier, Netherlands,
pp. 477–508.

Gallart, F., Prat, N., García-Roger, E.M., Latron, J., Rieradevall, M., Llorens, P., Barberá, G.G.,
Brito, D., De Girolamo, A.M., Porto, A.L., Buffagni, A., 2012. A novel approach to
analysing the regimes of temporary streams in relation to their controls on the compo-
sition and structure of aquatic biota. Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. 16:3165–3182. https://
doi.org/10.5194/hess-16-3165-2012.

Gallart, F., Llorens, P., Latron, J., Cid, N., Rieradevall, M., Prat, N., 2016. Validating al-
ternative methodologies to estimate the regime of temporary rivers when flow
data are unavailable. Sci. Total Environ. 565:1001–1010. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.scitotenv.2016.05.116.

Gallart, F., Cid, N., Latron, J., Llorens, P., Bonada, N., Jeuffroy, J., Jiménez-Argudo, S.M., Vega,
R.M., Solà, C., Soria, M., et al., 2017. TREHS: an open-access software tool for investigat-
ing and evaluating temporary river regimes as a first step for their ecological status as-
sessment. Sci. Total Environ. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.209.

García, L., Pardo, I., Delgado, C., 2014. Macroinvertebrate indicators of ecological status in
Mediterranean temporary stream types of the Balearic Islands. Ecol. Indic. 45:
650–663. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2014.05.030.
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
priorities to enhance ecological status..., Sci Total Environ (2017), https://
Garcia, C., Gibbins, C.N., Pardo, I., Batalla, R.J., 2016. Long term flow change threatens inver-
tebrate diversity in temporary streams: evidence from an island. Sci. Total Environ.
580:1453–1459. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.12.119.

García-Roger, E.M., del Mar Sánchez-Montoya, M., Gómez, R., Suárez, M.L., Vidal-Abarca,
M.R., Latron, J., Rieradevall, M., Prat, N., 2011. Do seasonal changes in habitat features
influence aquatic macroinvertebrate assemblages in perennial versus temporary Med-
iterranean streams? Aquat. Sci. 73:567–579. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-
0218-3.

Gerlach, J., Samways, M., Pryke, J., 2013. Terrestrial invertebrates as bioindicators: an over-
view of available taxonomic groups. J. Insect Conserv. 17:831–850. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10841-013-9565-9.

Giam, X., Chen, W., Schriever, T.A., Van Driesche, R., Muneepeerakul, R., Lytle, D.A., Olden,
J.D., 2017. Hydrology drives seasonal variation in dryland stream macroinvertebrate
communities. Aquat. Sci. 75:705–717. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-017-0530-7.

Goldschmidt, T., 2016.Water mites (Acari, Hydrachnidia): powerful but widely neglected
bioindicators – a review. Neotropical Biodiversity 2:12–25. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23766808.2016.1144359.

González-Ferreras, A.M., Barquín, J., 2017. Mapping the temporary and perennial character
of whole river networks. Water Resour. Res. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017WR020390.

Hajibabaei, M., Shokralla, S., Zhou, X., Singer, G.A.C., Baird, D.J., 2011. Environmental
barcoding: a next-generation sequencing approach for biomonitoring applications
using river benthos. PLoS One 6, e17497. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0017497.

Hajibabaei, M., Baird, D.J., Fahner, N.A., Beiko, R., Golding, G.B., 2016. A new way to con-
template Darwin's tangled bank: how DNA barcodes are reconnecting biodiversity
science and biomonitoring. Philos. Trans. B 371:20150330. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rstb.2015.0330.

Hawkins, C.P., Olson, J.R., Hill, R.A., 2010. The reference condition: predicting benchmarks
for ecological and water-quality assessments. J. N. Am. Benthol. Soc. 29:312–343.
https://doi.org/10.1899/09-092.1.

Hebert, P.D., Cywinska, A., Ball, S.L., 2003. Biological identifications through DNA barcodes.
Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 270:313–321. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2002.2218.

Heino, J., 2013. The importance ofmetacommunity ecology for environmental assessment
research in the freshwater realm. Biol. Rev. 88:166–178. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1469-185X.2012.00244.x.

Hendriks, D.M.D., Kuijper, M.J.M., Van Ek, R., 2014. Groundwater impact on environmental
flow needs of streams in sandy catchments in the Netherlands. Hydrol. Sci. J. 59:
562–577. https://doi.org/10.1080/02626667.2014.892601.

Hodkinson, A.I., Jackson, J.K., 2005. Terrestrial and aquatic invertebrates as bioindicators for
environmental monitoring, with particular reference to mountain ecosystems. Envi-
ron. Manag. 5:649–666. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-004-0211-x.

Hughes, S.J., Santos, J., Ferreira, M.T., Caraça, R., Mendes, A.M., 2009. Ecological assessment
of an intermittent Mediterranean river using community structure and function: eval-
uating the role of different organism groups. Freshw. Biol. 54:2383–2400. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02253.x.

INAG (Instituto da Água), 2009. Critérios para a classificação do estado das massas de água
superficiais - rios e albufeiras. INAG, IPT, Ministério do Ambiente, do Ordenamento do
Território e do Desenvolvimento Regional.

Jaeger, K.L., Olden, J.D., Pelland, N.A., 2014. Climate change poised to threaten hydrologic
connectivity and endemic fishes in dryland streams. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 111:
13894–13899. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1320890111.

Jeppesen, E., Nõges, P., Davidson, T.A., Haberman, J., Nõges, T., Blank, K., Lauridsen, T.L.,
Søndergaard, M., Sayer, C., Laugaste, R., et al., 2011. Zooplankton as indicators in
lakes: a scientific-based plea for including zooplankton in the ecological quality assess-
ment of lakes according to the European Water Framework Directive (WFD).
Hydrobiologia 676:279–297. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-011-0831-0.

Jyrkänkallio-Mikkola, J., Heino, J., Soininen, J., 2016. Beta diversity of stream diatoms at two
hierarchical spatial scales: implications for biomonitoring. Freshw. Biol. 61:239–250.
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12697.

Katz, G.L., Denslow, M.W., Stromberg, J.C., 2012. The Goldilocks effect: intermittent streams
sustain more plant species than those with perennial or ephemeral flow. Freshw. Biol.
57:467–480. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02714.x.

Kummu, M., Guillaume, J.H.A., de Moel, H., Eisner, S., Flörke, M., Porkka, M., Siebert, S.,
Veldkamp, T.I.E., Ward, P.J., 2016. The world's road to water scarcity: shortage and
stress in the 20th century and pathways towards sustainability. Sci Rep 6:38495.
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep38495.

Lambeets, K., Vandegehuchte, M.L., Maelfait, J.P., Bonte, D., 2009. Integrating environmental
conditions and functional life-history traits for riparian arthropod conservation plan-
ning. Biol. Conserv. 142:625–637. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.11.015.

Larned, S.T., Datry, T., Arscott, D.B., Tockner, K., 2010. Emerging concepts in temporary-river
ecology. Freshw. Biol. 55:717–738. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02322.x.

Larned, S.T., Schmidt, J., Datry, T., Konrad, C.P., Dumas, J.K., Diettrich, J.C., 2011. Longitudinal
river ecohydrology: flow variation down the lengths of alluvial rivers. Ecohydrology 4:
532–548. https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.126.

Larson, E.R., Magoulick, D.D., Turner, C., Laycock, K.H., 2009. Disturbance and species dis-
placement: different tolerances to stream drying and desiccation in a native and an
invasive crayfish. Freshw. Biol. 54:1899–1908. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2427.2009.02243.x.

Lazaridou, M., Ntislidou, C., Karaouzas, I., Skoulikidis, N., 2016. Report development of a na-
tional assessmentmethod for the ecological status of rivers in Greece, using the biolog-
ical quality element “benthic macroinvertebrates”, the Hellenic Evaluation System-2
(HESY-2), and harmonisation with the results of the completed intercalibration of
the Med GIG (RM1, RM2, RM4, RM5). https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/a089d466-
d417-4892-8208-934aca7d9530/GR_MZB_Intercalibration%20rivers_Greece_FINAL_
ACCEPTED_OCT2016.PDF (accessed 29.05.17).

Ledger, M.E., Milner, A.M., 2015. Extreme events in running waters. Freshw. Biol. 60:
245–560. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12673.
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2007.01800.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2007.01800.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-012-2728-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12544
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.09.037
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.1999.00509.x
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A62005CJ0183
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A62005CJ0183
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A62005CJ0183
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32000L0060
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32000L0060
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32000L0060
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32000L0060
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/facts_figures/guidance_docs_en.htm
https://doi.org/10.2779/39229
https://doi.org/10.2779/39229
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/strategy/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/blueprint/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/blueprint/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/blueprint/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/blueprint/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/map_mc/map.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/participation/map_mc/map.htm
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12789
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12789
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.05.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.05.056
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-85-2014
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HYDR.0000043188.53497.9b
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-16-3165-2012
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-16-3165-2012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.05.116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.05.116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2014.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.12.119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0218-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0218-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-013-9565-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-013-9565-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-017-0530-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/23766808.2016.1144359
https://doi.org/10.1080/23766808.2016.1144359
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017WR020390
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0017497
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2015.0330
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2015.0330
https://doi.org/10.1899/09-092.1
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2002.2218
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2012.00244.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2012.00244.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02626667.2014.892601
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-004-0211-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02253.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02253.x
https://www.apambiente.pt/dqa/assets/crit%C3%A9rios-classifica%C3%A7%C3%A3o-rios-e-albufeiras.pdf
https://www.apambiente.pt/dqa/assets/crit%C3%A9rios-classifica%C3%A7%C3%A3o-rios-e-albufeiras.pdf
https://www.apambiente.pt/dqa/assets/crit%C3%A9rios-classifica%C3%A7%C3%A3o-rios-e-albufeiras.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1320890111
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-011-0831-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12697
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02714.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep38495
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02322.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.126
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02243.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02243.x
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/a089d466-d417-4892-8208-934aca7d9530/GR_MZB_Intercalibration%20rivers_Greece_FINAL_ACCEPTED_OCT2016.PDF
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/a089d466-d417-4892-8208-934aca7d9530/GR_MZB_Intercalibration%20rivers_Greece_FINAL_ACCEPTED_OCT2016.PDF
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/a089d466-d417-4892-8208-934aca7d9530/GR_MZB_Intercalibration%20rivers_Greece_FINAL_ACCEPTED_OCT2016.PDF
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12673
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137


17R. Stubbington et al. / Science of the Total Environment xxx (2017) xxx–xxx
Leese, F., Altermatt, F., Bouchez, A., Ekrem, T., Hering, D., Meissner, K., Mergen, P.,
Pawlowski, J., Piggott, J.J., Rimet, F., et al., 2016. DNAqua-Net: developing new genetic
tools for bioassessment and monitoring of aquatic ecosystems in Europe. Research
Ideas and Outcomes, e11321 https://doi.org/10.3897/rio.2.e11321.

Leibold, M.A., Holyoak, M., Mouquet, N., Amarasekare, P., Chase, J.M., Hoopes, M.F., Holt,
R.D., Shurin, J.B., Law, R., Tilman, D., et al., 2004. Themetacommunity concept: a frame-
work for multi-scale community ecology. Ecol. Lett. 7:601–613. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00608.x.

Leigh, C., Datry, T., 2017. Drying as a primary hydrological determinant of biodiversity in
river systems: a broad-scale analysis. Ecography 40:487–499. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ecog.02230.

Leigh, C., Boulton, A.J., Courtwright, J.L., Fritz, K., May, C.L., Walker, R.H., Datry, T., 2015.
Ecological research and management of intermittent rivers: an historical review and
future directions. Freshw. Biol. 61:1181–1199. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12646.

Leigh, C., Bonada, N., Boulton, A.J., Hugueny, B., Larned, S.T., Vander Vorste, R., Datry, T.,
2016. Invertebrate assemblage responses and the dual roles of resistance and resil-
ience to drying in intermittent rivers. Aquat. Sci. 78:291–301. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00027-015-0427-2.

Leigh, C., LaPorte, B., Bonada, N., Fritz, K., Pella, H., Sauquet, E., Tockner, K., Datry, T., 2017.
IRBAS: an online database to collate, analyze, and synthesize data on the biodiversity
and ecology of intermittent rivers worldwide. Ecol. Evol. 7:815–823. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ece3.2679.

Lunde, K.B., Cover, M.R., Mazor, R.D., Sommers, C.A., Resh, V.H., 2013. Identifying reference
conditions and quantifying biological variability within benthic macroinvertebrate
communities in perennial and non-perennial northern California streams. Environ.
Manag. 51:1262–1273. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-013-0057-1.

Luthy, R.G., Sedlak, D.L., Plumlee, M.H., Austin, D., Resh, V.H., 2015. Wastewater-effluent-
dominated streams as ecosystem-management tools in a drier climate. Front. Ecol. En-
viron. 13:477–485. https://doi.org/10.1890/150038.

Macadam, C.R., 2016. A review of the status of the mayflies (Ephemeroptera) of Great Brit-
ain - species status no. 28. Natural England Commissioned Reports (No. 193, 49 pp.).

Macher, J.N., Salis, R.K., Blakemore, K.S., Tollrian, R., Matthaei, C.D., Leese, F., 2016. Multi-
ple-stressor effects on stream invertebrates: DNA barcoding reveals contrasting re-
sponses of cryptic mayfly species. Ecol. Indic. 61:159–169. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ecolind.2015.08.024.

Mainstone, C.P., Holmes, N.T., Armitage, P.D., Wilson, A.M., Marchant, J.H., Evans, K.,
Solomon, D., 1999. Chalk Rivers – Nature Conservation and Management. WRc Report
to English Nature and the Environment Agency, Medmenham (184 pp.).

Matono, P., Bernardo, J.M., Oberdorff, T., Ilhéu, M., 2012. Effects of natural hydrological var-
iability on fish assemblages in small Mediterranean streams: implications for ecologi-
cal assessment. Ecol. Indic. 23:467–481. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.04.024.

Mazor, R.D., Stein, E.D., Ode, P.R., Schiff, K., 2014. Integrating intermittent streams into wa-
tershed assessments: applicability of an index of biotic integrity. Freshw. Sci. 33:
459–474. https://doi.org/10.1086/675683.

McCluney, K.E., Sabo, J.L., 2012. River drying lowers the diversity and alters the composition
of an assemblage of desert riparian arthropods. Freshw. Biol. 57:91–103. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02698.x.

Miccoli, F.P., Lombardo, P., Cicolani, B., 2013. Indicator value of lotic water mites (Acari:
Hydrachnidia) and their use in macroinvertebrate-based indices for water quality as-
sessment purposes. Knowl. Manag. Aquat. Ecosyst. 411:08. https://doi.org/10.1051/
kmae/2013075.

Mihaljević, Z., Kerovec, M., Mrakovčić, M., Plenković, A., Alegro, A., Primc-Habdija, B., 2011.
Testing of Biological Methods for Ecological Status Assessment (Water Framework Di-
rective 2000/60/EC) in Representative River Basins of the Pannonian and Dinaric
Ecoregions. Faculty of Science, University of Zagreb, Croatia (253 pp., in Croatian).

Mondy, C.P., Villeneuve, B., Archaimbault, V., Usseglio-Polatera, P., 2012. A new macroin-
vertebrate-based multimetric index (I2M2) to evaluate ecological quality of French
wadeable streams fulfilling the WFD demands: a taxonomical and trait approach.
Ecol. Indic. 18:452–467. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.12.013.

Mondy, C.P., Muñoz, I., Dolédec, S., 2016. Life-history strategies constrain invertebrate com-
munity tolerance to multiple stressors: a case study in the Ebro basin. Sci. Total Envi-
ron. 572:196–206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.07.227.

Montesantou, B., Ector, L., Daniilides, D., Hlubikova, D., Goma, J., Spathari, S., Kafouris, S.,
Kotzageorgis, G., Vayanou, F., Kirkos, G., 2008. Evaluation of the Ecological Status of
Running Waters of Cyprus Using Diatoms as Biological Indicators (Phytobenthos) –
Implementation of theWater Framework Directive 2000/60/EE – Final Intercalibration
Report. Contract No. 22/2007.

Morais, M., Pinto, P., Guilherme, P., Rosado, J., Antunes, I., 2004. Assessment of tem-
porary streams: the robustness of metric and multimetric indices under different
hydrological conditions. Hydrobiologia 516:229–249. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:
HYDR.0000025268.66163.32.

Munné, A., Prat, N., 2009. Use of macroinvertebrate-based multimetric indices for water
quality evaluation in Spanish Mediterranean rivers: an intercalibration approach
with the IBMWP index. Hydrobiologia 628:203–225. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-
009-9757-1.

Munné, A., Prat, N., 2011. Effects of Mediterranean climate annual variability on stream
biological quality assessment using macroinvertebrate communities. Ecol. Indic. 11:
651–662. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2010.09.004.

Munné, A., Ginebreda, A., Prat, N., 2016. Experiences from surface water quality monitor-
ing. The EU Water Framework Directive implementation in the Catalan River Basin
District (Part I). In: Barceló, D., Kostianoy, A.G. (Eds.), The Handbook of Environmental
Chemistry. 42. Springer International Publishing, Switzerland, pp. 1–36.

Nijboer, R.C., Verdonschot, P.F.M., Johnson, R.K., Sommerhäuser, M., Buffagni, A., 2004. Es-
tablishing reference conditions for European streams. In: Hering, D., Verdonschot,
P.F.M., Moog, O., Sandin, L. (Eds.), Integrated Assessment of RunningWaters in Europe.
Kluwer Academic Publishers, Netherlands, pp. 91–105.
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
priorities to enhance ecological status..., Sci Total Environ (2017), https://
Nijboer, R., Verdonschot, P., Piechocki, A., Tończyk, G., Klukowska, M., 2006. Characterisa-
tion of Pristine Polish River Systems and Their Use as Reference Conditions for Dutch
River Systems. Wageningen, Alterra, Alterra-rapport. 1367 (221 pp.).

Nikolaidis, N.P., Demetropoulou, L., Froebrich, J., Jacobs, C., Gallart, F., Prat, N., Porto, A.L.,
Campana, C., Papadoulakis, V., Skoulikidis, N., et al., 2013. Towards sustainable man-
agement ofMediterranean river basins: policy recommendations onmanagement as-
pects of temporary streams. Water Policy 15:830–849. https://doi.org/10.2166/
wp.2013.158.

NN (Narodne Novine), 2013. Uredba o standardu kakvoće voda, 73/13. NN, Zagreb, Croatia.
OFEV (Office Fédéral de l'Environnement), 2015. Typologie des cours d'eau Suisses. OFEV,

Bern, Switzerland https://www.bafu.admin.ch/bafu/fr/home/themes/eaux/publica-
tions/publications-eaux/typologie-cours-eau-suisses.html (accessed 28.04.17).

ONEMA (Office National de L'Eau et des Milieux Aquatiques), 2017. Mandat due projet EN
QUETE D'EAU. ONEMA, Vincennes, France http://www.reseau.eaufrance.fr/ressource/
mandat-projet-en-quete-eau (accessed 13.07.17).

Oueslati, O., De Girolamo, A.M., Abouabdillah, A., Kjeldsen, T.R., Lo Porto, A., 2015. Classify-
ing the flow regimes of Mediterranean streams using multivariate analysis. Hydrol.
Process. 29:4666–4682. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10530.

Paisley, M.F., Trigg, D.J., Walley, W.J., 2014. Revision of the Biological Monitoring Working
Party (BMWP) score system: derivation of present-only and abundance-related scores
from field data. River Res. Appl. 30:887–904. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.2686.

Papastergiadou, E., Manolaki, P., 2012. Developing an Assessment System of RM-4 & RM-5
River Types for Cyprus Rivers. Final Report of Project ΤΑΥ 84/2009. Natural Resources
and Environment, Water Development Department, Ministry of Agriculture, Cyprus.

Pařil, P., Syrovátka, V., Zahrádková, S., Straka, M., Polášek, M., Němejcová, D., Opatřilová, L.,
Šikulová, L., Řezníčková, P., 2015. Method for Retrospective Bioindication of Stream
Drying Up Episodes Based on Macrozoobenthos Analysis. Ministry of the Environment
of the Czech Republic No. 91808/ENV/15 (34 pp.).

Passy, S.I., Blanchet, F.G., 2007. Algal communities in human-impacted stream ecosystems
suffer beta-diversity decline. Divers. Distrib. 13:670–679. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1472-4642.2007.00361.x.

Pavićević, A., Pešić, V., 2012.Water beetle distribution along a perennial distance gradient
in an intermittent stream from the Mediterranean part of Montenegro. Archives of
Biological Sciences. 64:pp. 345–351. https://doi.org/10.2298/ABS1201345P.

Pelte, T., Navarro, L., Stroffek, S., Dupre la Tour, J., Langon, M., Martinez, P.-J., Delhaye, H.,
Datry, T., 2012. Les cours d'eau intermittents, quelques repères pour unemeilleure in-
tégration aux plans de gestion. Note technique du SDAGE. Agence de l'Eau Rhône
Méditerranée Corse, Lyon, France (16 pp.).

Pelte, T., Stroffek, S., Datry, T., 2014. Les cours d'eau intermittents: elements de
connaissance et premieres preconisations. Note du secretariat technique due SDAGE.
Agence de l'Eau Rhône Méditerranée Corse, Lyon, France (45 pp.).

Pešić, V., Asadi, M., Cimpean, M., Dabert, M., Esen, Y., Gerecke, R., Martin, P., Savić, A., Smit,
H., Stur, E., 2017. Six species in one: evidence of cryptic speciation in the Hygrobates
fluviatilis complex (Acariformes, Hydrachnidia, Hygrobatidae). Systematic & Applied
Acarology. 22:pp. 1327–1377. https://doi.org/10.11158/saa.22.9.4.

Pinto, P., Rosado, J., Morais, M., Antunes, I., 2004. Assessment methodology for southern
siliceous basins in Portugal. Hydrobiologia 516:191–214. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:
HYDR.0000025266.86493.a2.

Pires, A.M., Cowx, I.G., Coelho, M.M., 1999. Seasonal changes in fish community structure of
intermittent streams in the middle reaches of the Guadiana basin, Portugal. J. Fish Biol.
54:235–249. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1999.tb00827.x.

Poff, N.L., Allan, J.D., Bain, M.B., Karr, J.R., Prestegaard, K.L., Richter, B.D., Sparks, R.E.,
Stromberg, J.C., 1997. The natural flow regime. Bioscience 47:769–784. https://
doi.org/10.2307/1313099.

Polášek, M., 2013a. BIODROUGHT: Drying Up of Streams During Climate Change. Project of
Technology Agency of the Czech Republic No. TA02020395. http://biodrought.eu
(accessed 26.03.17).

Polášek, M., 2013b. BIODROUGHT Index Calculator. Project of Technology Agency of the
Czech Republic No. TA02020395. http://biodrought.eu/BScalc.php (accessed 18.07.17).

Poretsky, R.S., Bano, N., Buchan, A., LeCleir, G., Kleikemper, J., Pickering, M., Pate, W.M.,
Moran, M.A., Hollibaugh, J.T., 2005. Analysis of microbial gene transcripts in environ-
mental samples. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 71:4121–4126. https://doi.org/10.1128/
AEM.71.7.4121-4126.2005.

Prat, N., Gallart, F., Von Schiller, D., Polesello, S., García-Roger, E.M., Latron, J., Rieradevall,
M., Llorens, P., Barberá, G.G., Brito, D., De Girolamo, A.M., 2014. The MIRAGE toolbox:
an integrated assessment tool for temporary streams. River Res. Appl. 30:1318–1334.
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.2757.

Rainio, J., Niemelä, J., 2003. Ground beetles (Coleoptera: Carabidae) as bioindicators.
Biodivers. Conserv. 12:487–506. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022412617568.

Reyjol, Y., Argillier, C., Bonne,W., Borja, A., Buijse, A.D., Cardoso, A.C., Daufresne, M., Kernan,
M., Ferreira, M.T., Poikane, S., et al., 2014. Assessing the ecological status in the context
of the EuropeanWater Framework Directive: where do we go now? Sci. Total Environ.
497:332–344. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.07.119.

Řezníčková, P., Tajmrová, L., Pařil, P., Zahrádková, S., 2013. Effects of drought on the compo-
sition and structure of benthic macroinvertebrate assemblages – a case study. Acta
Universitatis Agriculturae et Silviculturae Mendelianae Brunensis. 61:pp. 1853–1865.
https://doi.org/10.11118/actaun201361061853.

Richter, B.D., Baumgartner, J.V., Powell, J., Braun, D.P., 1996. Amethod for assessing hydro-
logic alteration within ecosystems. Conserv. Biol. 10:1163–1174. https://doi.org/
10.1046/j.1523-1739.1996.10041163.x.

Romaní, A.M., Amalfitano, S., Artigas, J., Fazi, S., Sabater, S., Timoner, X., Ylla, I., Zoppini, A.,
2013. Microbial biofilm structure and organic matter use in Mediterranean streams.
Hydrobiologia 719:43–58. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-012-1302-y.

Ruhí, A., Datry, T., Sabo, J.L., 2017. Interpreting beta-diversity components over time to con-
serve metacommunities in highly dynamic ecosystems. Conserv. Biol. https://doi.org/
10.1111/cobi.12906.
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137

https://doi.org/10.3897/rio.2.e11321
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00608.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00608.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02230
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02230
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12646
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-015-0427-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-015-0427-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2679
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2679
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-013-0057-1
https://doi.org/10.1890/150038
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4635857668538368
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4635857668538368
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2015.08.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2015.08.024
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5981928
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5981928
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.04.024
https://doi.org/10.1086/675683
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02698.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02698.x
https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2013075
https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2013075
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.07.227
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HYDR.0000025268.66163.32
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HYDR.0000025268.66163.32
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9757-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9757-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2010.09.004
http://www.springer.com/br/book/9783319238944
http://www.springer.com/br/book/9783319238944
http://www.springer.com/br/book/9783319238944
http://www.springer.com/br/book/9783319238944
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-007-0993-5_6
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-007-0993-5_6
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-007-0993-5_6
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-94-007-0993-5_6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(17)32486-5/rf0605
https://doi.org/10.2166/wp.2013.158
https://doi.org/10.2166/wp.2013.158
https://narodne-novine.nn.hr/clanci/sluzbeni/2013_06_73_1463.html
https://www.bafu.admin.ch/bafu/fr/home/themes/eaux/publications/publications-eaux/typologie-cours-eau-suisses.html
https://www.bafu.admin.ch/bafu/fr/home/themes/eaux/publications/publications-eaux/typologie-cours-eau-suisses.html
http://www.reseau.eaufrance.fr/ressource/mandat-projet-en-quete-eau
http://www.reseau.eaufrance.fr/ressource/mandat-projet-en-quete-eau
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10530
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.2686
https://www.muni.cz/en/research/publications/1320874
https://www.muni.cz/en/research/publications/1320874
https://www.muni.cz/en/research/publications/1320874
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00361.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2007.00361.x
https://doi.org/10.2298/ABS1201345P
http://www.rhone-mediterranee.eaufrance.fr/docs/dce/sdage/docs-complementaires/note_coursdo_intermittents_janv2014_VF.pdf
http://www.rhone-mediterranee.eaufrance.fr/docs/dce/sdage/docs-complementaires/note_coursdo_intermittents_janv2014_VF.pdf
http://www.rhone-mediterranee.eaufrance.fr/docs/dce/sdage/docs-complementaires/note_coursdo_intermittents_janv2014_VF.pdf
https://doi.org/10.11158/saa.22.9.4
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HYDR.0000025266.86493.a2
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HYDR.0000025266.86493.a2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.1999.tb00827.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1313099
https://doi.org/10.2307/1313099
http://biodrought.eu
http://biodrought.eu/BScalc.php
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.71.7.4121-4126.2005
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.71.7.4121-4126.2005
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.2757
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022412617568
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.07.119
https://doi.org/10.11118/actaun201361061853
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.1996.10041163.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.1996.10041163.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-012-1302-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12906
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12906
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137


18 R. Stubbington et al. / Science of the Total Environment xxx (2017) xxx–xxx
Sánchez-Montoya, M.M., Vidal-Abarca, M.R., Puntí, T., Poquet, J.M., Prat, N., Rieradevall, M.,
Alba-Tercedor, J., Zamora-Muñoz, C., Toro, M., Robles, S., et al., 2009. Defining criteria
to select reference sites in Mediterranean streams. Hydrobiologia 619:39–54. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10750-008-9580-0.

Sánchez-Montoya, M.M., Vidal-Abarca, M.R., Suárez, M.L., 2010. Comparing the sensitivity
of diverse macroinvertebrate metrics to a multiple stressor gradient in Mediterranean
streams and its influence on the assessment of ecological status. Ecol. Indic. 10:
896–904. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2010.01.008.

Sánchez-Montoya, M.D.M., Arce, M.I., Vidal-Abarca, M.R., Suárez, M.L., Prat, N., Gómez, R.,
2012. Establishing physico-chemical reference conditions in Mediterranean streams
according to the European Water Framework Directive. Water Res. 46:2257–2269.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2012.01.042.

Sarremejane, R., Mykrä, H., Bonada, N., Aroviita, J., Muotka, T., 2017. Habitat connectivity
and dispersal ability drive the assembly mechanisms of macroinvertebrate communi-
ties in river networks. Freshw. Biol. 62:1073–1082. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12926.

von Schiller, D., Acuña, V., Aristi, I., Arroita, M., Basaguren, A., Bellin, A., Boyero, L., Butturini,
A., Ginebreda, A., Kalogianni, E., et al., 2017. River ecosystem processes: a synthesis of
approaches, criteria of use and sensitivity to environmental stressors. Sci. Total Envi-
ron. 596:465–480. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.04.081.

Schneider, C., Laizé, C.L.R., Acreman, M.C., Florke, M., 2013. Howwill climate changemodify
river flow regimes in Europe? Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. 17:325–339. https://doi.org/
10.5194/hess-17-325-2013.

Schriever, T.A., Lytle, D.A., 2016. Convergent diversity and trait composition in temporary
streams and ponds. Ecosphere 7, e01350. https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.1350.

Skoulikidis, N.T., Vardakas, L., Karaouzas, I., Economou, A.N., Dimitriou, E., Zogaris, S., 2011.
Assessing water stress in Mediterranean lotic systems: insights from an artificially in-
termittent river in Greece. Aquat. Sci. 73:581–597. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-
011-0228-1.

Skoulikidis, N.T., Sabater, S., Datry, T., Morais, M.M., Buffagni, A., Dörflinger, G., Zogaris, S., del
Mar Sánchez-Montoya, M., Bonada, N., Kalogianni, E., et al., 2017. Non-perennial Med-
iterranean rivers in Europe: status, pressures, and challenges for research and manage-
ment. Sci. Total Environ. 577:1–18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.10.147.

Službeni list RCG br. 76/06, 2006. Rješenje o stavljanju pod zaštitu pojedinih biljnih i
životinjskih vrsta. Official Gazette of the Republic of Montenegro, no. 76/06.

SMIRES (Science and Management of Intermittent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams), 2016.
Science and Management of Intermittent Rivers and Ephemeral Streams COST Action
CA15113 – WGs. http://www.smires.eu/working-groups/ (accessed 06.11.16).

Snelder, T.H., Datry, T., Lamouroux, N., Larned, S.T., Sauquet, E., Pella, H., Catalogne, C., 2013.
Regionalization of patterns of flow intermittence from gauging station records. Hydrol.
Earth Syst. Sci. 17:2685–2699. https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-17-2685-2013.

Spence, C., Mengistu, S., 2016. Deployment of an unmanned aerial system to assist in map-
ping an intermittent stream. Hydrol. Process. 30:493–500. https://doi.org/10.1002/
hyp.10597.

Stoddard, J.L., Larsen, D.P., Hawkins, C.P., Johnson, R.K., Norris, R.H., 2006. Setting expec-
tations for the ecological condition of streams: the concept of reference condition.
Ecol. Appl. 16:1267–1276. https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2006)016[1267:
SEFTEC]2.0.CO;2.

Stoffels, R.J., Weatherman, K.E., Allen-Ankins, S., 2017. Heat and hypoxia give a global in-
vader, Gambusia holbrooki, the edge over a threatened endemic fish on Australian
floodplains. Biol. Invasions https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1457-6.

Stromberg, J.C., Lite, S.J., Marler, R., Paradzick, C., Shafroth, P.B., Shorrock, D., White, J.M.,
White, M.S., 2007. Altered stream-flow regimes and invasive plant species: the
Tamarix case. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 16:381–393. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-
8238.2007.00297.x.

Stubbington, R., 2012. The hyporheic zone as an invertebrate refuge: a review of variability
in space, time, taxa and behaviour. Mar. Freshw. Res. 63:293–311. https://doi.org/
10.1071/MF11196.

Stubbington, R., Datry, T., 2013. The macroinvertebrate seedbank promotes community
persistence in temporary rivers across climate zones. Freshw. Biol. 58:1202–1220.
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12121.

Stubbington, R., Greenwood, A.M., Wood, P.J., Armitage, P.D., Gunn, J., Robertson, A.L., 2009.
The response of perennial and temporary headwater stream invertebrate communities
to hydrological extremes. Hydrobiologia 630:299–312. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10750-009-9823-8.

Stubbington, R., Gunn, J., Little, S., Worrall, T.P., Wood, P.J., 2016. Macroinvertebrate
seedbank composition in relation to antecedent duration of drying and multiple
wet-dry cycles in a temporary stream. Freshw. Biol. 61:1293–1307. https://doi.org/
10.1111/fwb.12770.

Stubbington, R., England, J., Sefton, C., Wood, P.J., 2017. Temporary streams in temperate
zones: recognizing, monitoring and restoring transitional aquatic-terrestrial ecosys-
tems. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Water https://doi.org/10.1002/wat2.1223.

Suárez, M.L., Sánchez-Montoya, M.M., Gómez, R., Arce, M.I., del Campo, R., Vidal-Abarca,
M.R., 2017. Functional response of aquatic invertebrate communities along two natural
stress gradients (water salinity and flow intermittence) in Mediterranean streams.
Aquat. Sci. 79. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-016-0475-2.
Please cite this article as: Stubbington, R., et al., Biomonitoring of interm
priorities to enhance ecological status..., Sci Total Environ (2017), https://
Taberlet, P., Coissac, E., Pompanon, F., Brochmann, C., Willerslev, E., 2012. Towards next-
generation biodiversity assessment using DNA metabarcoding. Mol. Ecol. 21:
2045–2050. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05470.x.

Tockner, K., Uehlinger, U., Robinson, C.T., 2009. Rivers of Europe. Academic Press, London,
UK (728 pp.).

Tornés, E., Ruhí, A., 2013. Flow intermittency decreases nestedness and specialisation of
diatom communities in Mediterranean rivers. Freshw. Biol. 58:2555–2566. https://
doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12232.

TRivers, 2014. Life TRivers: Implementing the Water Framework Directive to Temporary
Rivers – LIFE13/ENV/ES/000341. http://www.lifetrivers.eu/en/ (accessed 29.03.17).

Turner, D.S., Richter, H.E., 2011. Wet/dry mapping: using citizen scientists to monitor the
extent of perennial surface flow in dryland regions. Environ. Manag. 47:497–505.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-010-9607-y.

UKTAG (United Kingdom Technical Advisory Group of the Water Framework Directive),
2003. Guidance on typology for rivers for Scotland, England and Wales. https://
www.wfduk.org/resources/guidance-typology-rivers-scotland-england-and-wales
(accessed 29.04.17).

UKTAG (United Kingdom Technical Advisory Group of the Water Framework Directive),
2008. UKTAG River Assessment Methods: Benthic Invertebrate Fauna: River Inverte-
brate Classification Tool (RICT). SNIFFER, Edinburgh, UK (93 pp.).

Uys, M.C., O'Keeffe, J.H., 1997. Simple words and fuzzy zones: early directions for tempo-
rary river research in South Africa. Environ. Manag. 21:517–531. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s002679900047.

Van de Bund, W., 2009. Water Framework Directive Intercalibration Technical Report. Part
1: Rivers. JRC Scientific and Technical Reports EUR 23838 EN/1 – 2009. Office for Offi-
cial Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg:p. 140 https://doi.org/
10.2788/23384 (accessed 19.09.17).

Van der Molen, D.T., Pot, R., Evers, C.H.M., Buskens, R., Van Herpen, F.C.J., 2013.
Referenties en maatlatten voor overige wateren (geen KRW-waterlichamen).
STOWA Report 2013–14. Stichting Toegepast Onderzoek Waterbeheer (STOWA),
Amersfoort, Netherlands http://krw.stowa.nl/upload/publicaties/STOWA%202013%
2014.pdf (accessed 22.05.17). (188 pp.).

Vander Vorste, R., Corti, R., Sagouis, A., Datry, T., 2016a. Invertebrate communities in gravel-
bed, braided rivers are highly resilient to flow intermittence. Freshw. Sci. 35:164–177.
https://doi.org/10.1086/683274.

Vander Vorste, R., Malard, F., Datry, T., 2016b. Is drift the primary process promoting the
resilience of river invertebrate communities? A manipulative field experiment in an
intermittent alluvial river. Freshw. Biol. 61:1276–1292. https://doi.org/10.1111/
fwb.12658/full.

Várbíró, G., Fekete, O., Ortmann-Ajkai, A., Ficsor, M., Cser, B., Kovács, K., Kiss, G., Czirok, A.,
Horvai, V., Deák, Cs, 2011. Developing a multimetric macroinvertebrate index on
mountainous, small and medium sized water bodies. Acta Biologica Debrecina
Supplementum Oecologica Hungarica. 26, pp. 211–220.

Várbíró, G., Boda, P., Csányi, B., Szekeres, J., 2015. Módszertani útmutató a makroszkopikus
vízi gerinctelenek élőlénycsoport VKI szerinti gyűjtéséhez és feldolgozásához. MTA
Centre for Ecological Research, Tihany http://www.kornyezetvedok.hu/vgt/vgt2/
orszagos/6_1_hatteranyag_Makrozoobentosz_Modszertani_utmutatoVGT2.pdf
(accessed 13.06.17). (35 pp.).

Vasselon, V., Rimet, F., Tapolczai, K., Bouchez, A., 2017. Assessing ecological status with di-
atoms DNA metabarcoding: scaling-up on a WFD monitoring network (Mayotte is-
land, France). Ecol. Indic. 82:1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.06.024.

Verberk, W.C.E.P., Verdonschot, P.F.M., van Haaren, T., van Maanen, B., 2012. Milieu- en
habitatpreferenties van Nederlandse zoetwatermacrofauna. WEW Themanummer
23, Van de Garde-Jémé, Eindhoven, Netherlands (32 pp.).

Voulvoulis, N., Arpon, K.D., Giakoumis, T., 2017. The EU Water Framework Directive: from
great expectations to problems with implementation. Sci. Total Environ. 575:358–366.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.09.228.

Wallin, M., Wiederholm, T., Johnson, R.K., 2003. Guidance on establishing reference condi-
tions and ecological status class boundaries for inland surface waters. Common Imple-
mentation Strategy Working Group 2.3 – REFCOND. 2 (93 pp.).

Ward, J.V., Tockner, K., Arscott, D.B., Claret, C., 2002. Riverine landscape diversity. Freshw.
Biol. 47:517–539. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.2002.00893.x.

Westwood, C.G., Teeuw, R.M.,Wade, P.M., Holmes, N.T., Guyard, P., 2006. Influences of en-
vironmental conditions on macrophyte communities in drought-affected headwater
streams. River Res. Appl. 22:703–726. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.934.

White, J.C., House, A., Punchard, N., Hannah, D.M., Wilding, N.A., Wood, P.J., 2017. Macroin-
vertebrate community responses to hydrological controls and groundwater abstrac-
tion effects across intermittent and perennial headwater streams. Sci. Total Environ.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.081.

Wilkes, M.A., Mckenzie, M., Murphy, J.F., Chadd, R.P., 2017. Assessing the mechanistic basis
for fine sediment biomonitoring: inconsistencies among the literature, traits and indi-
ces. River Res. Appl. https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3139.

Yu, D.W., Ji, Y., Emerson, B.C., Wang, X., Ye, C., Yang, C., Ding, Z., 2012. Biodiversity soup:
metabarcoding of arthropods for rapid biodiversity assessment and biomonitoring.
Methods Ecol. Evol. 3:613–623. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00198.x.
ittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-008-9580-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-008-9580-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2010.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2012.01.042
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12926
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.04.081
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-17-325-2013
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-17-325-2013
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.1350
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0228-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0228-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.10.147
http://www.sluzbenilist.me/PravniAktDetalji.aspx?tag=%7B43FC514F-EA49-4B25-82C8-FAE638FECB23%7D
http://www.sluzbenilist.me/PravniAktDetalji.aspx?tag=%7B43FC514F-EA49-4B25-82C8-FAE638FECB23%7D
http://www.smires.eu/working-groups/
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-17-2685-2013
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10597
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10597
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1890/1051-0761(2006)016%5B1267:SEFTEC%5D2.0.CO;2/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1890/1051-0761(2006)016%5B1267:SEFTEC%5D2.0.CO;2/abstract
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1457-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2007.00297.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2007.00297.x
https://doi.org/10.1071/MF11196
https://doi.org/10.1071/MF11196
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12121
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9823-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9823-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12770
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12770
https://doi.org/10.1002/wat2.1223
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-016-0475-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05470.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12232
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12232
http://www.lifetrivers.eu/en/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-010-9607-y
https://www.wfduk.org/resources/guidance-typology-rivers-scotland-england-and-wales
https://www.wfduk.org/resources/guidance-typology-rivers-scotland-england-and-wales
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(17)32486-5/rf0885
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(17)32486-5/rf0885
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002679900047
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002679900047
https://doi.org/10.2788/23384
https://doi.org/10.2788/23384
http://krw.stowa.nl/upload/publicaties/STOWA%202013%2014.pdf
http://krw.stowa.nl/upload/publicaties/STOWA%202013%2014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1086/683274
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12658/full
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12658/full
http://www.kornyezetvedok.hu/vgt/vgt2/orszagos/6_1_hatteranyag_Makrozoobentosz_Modszertani_utmutatoVGT2.pdf
http://www.kornyezetvedok.hu/vgt/vgt2/orszagos/6_1_hatteranyag_Makrozoobentosz_Modszertani_utmutatoVGT2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.06.024
http://www.stowa.nl/publicaties/publicaties/milieu-_en_habitatpreferenties_nederlandse_zoetwatermacrofauna
http://www.stowa.nl/publicaties/publicaties/milieu-_en_habitatpreferenties_nederlandse_zoetwatermacrofauna
http://www.stowa.nl/publicaties/publicaties/milieu-_en_habitatpreferenties_nederlandse_zoetwatermacrofauna
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.09.228
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.2002.00893.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.934
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.081
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.3139
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2012.00198.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.09.137
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1890/1051-0761(2006)016%5B1267:SEFTEC%5D2.0.CO;2/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/fwb.12658/abstract

	Biomonitoring of intermittent rivers and ephemeral streams in Europe: Current practice and priorities to enhance ecological...
	1. Introduction
	2. Ecological status assessments in European rivers: collation of information
	3. Ecological status assessments in European rivers: results
	4. Challenges to effective IRES ecological status assessment
	4.1. Legislative definitions may not recognize IRES
	4.2. Typologies that distinguish between contrasting IRES require development
	4.3. Determination of reference conditions is challenging in dynamic IRES
	4.4. Ecological status classification is based on perennial reaches, flowing phases, and perennial indices
	4.4.1. Status classification is based on perennial reaches
	4.4.2. Status classification is based on flowing phases
	4.4.3. Status classification is based on perennial indices

	4.5. All biomonitoring is restricted to community-level, taxonomic characterization
	4.5.1. Metacommunity dynamics require recognition
	4.5.2. Functional approaches may complement taxonomic community characterization
	4.5.3. Molecular approaches may provide an integrated picture of IRES ecological health


	5. Best practice in IRES ecological status assessment
	5.1. The MIRAGE and LIFE+ TRivers projects: defining a sampling time window
	5.2. Development of new biotic indices for intermittent Mediterranean rivers
	5.3. Recognizing and characterizing responses to intermittence

	6. Conclusions: priorities to address the challenges to IRES ecological status assessment
	section21
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A. Initial survey used to request information about national biomonitoring activity from Working Group 4 members i...
	Appendix B. Second survey used to request further information about national biomonitoring activity from Working Group 4 me...
	References


