


We gatlw;edr around at the Kara Rd#ream site
and Kim briefed us while we gobbléd down a
‘t’qmck bite to eat.
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We heard the plan for the'afterno 0 ‘artmg at
tributary high up |n iheg NG ;flnlshm
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We were asked to rag

how healthy we each 3
thought the Mangere T
catchment’s waterways °
were... It took us
while to get going but
we soon all decided on
a number...
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There’s no right or wrong — this is based on
your own personal experience, knowledge
and values...this number might chqggg as we, .

e o
go th‘igh the catchment group pr.pceis:?‘.
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Hmmmm......it’s good to kéep reflecting back on this and noting down why and if
there are any changes in your number or if you think the number should be higher or
lower and how you think that could happen...
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Righf now we’ve got that
out of the way ...let’s
checkt
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fo&'nd throughout the catchment as they d t need togoto
ﬂete their Il.fecycle ( so barriers such dams dBn t » 2N
e fcﬂt-them) Flndmg freshwater fis "hke this.is g




This is what Kim's
face does when you
ask her about Trout’s
effects on native
freshwater fish like
Bullies and

Whitebait..eeek...
Trout do compete
with Bullies and
Whitebait for space
and food and also eat
them.







We found lots
more Bullies and
Woody-cased
Caddisflies that
were enjoying
hanging out on

the hard
substrate that the
gee minnow fish
traps were
providing!




b (e. .;5;-‘},;\.;;.‘*;_";‘ K ,l”)wnhout using bait
V also do a great job of catching
many othgr thmgs'
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R ;p\-"- \ F ‘J‘Géd’r,gg is standlng amongst an algae
S -/r; St ey oy - (aquat"rc.plant) called Chara f(brOSIS.
43\9" -m,, . @ Itsa naﬁv\e plant and i is probably
Ak g% found in abundance nght‘here as it’s
| ust downstream of where cattle are
| /’ "ente rmg_jme stream — the excess
. ients going into the.water ffom
ows (poos affd wees) ang also ;
S ! iment they disturb mixed with *
e P R Tt ght penetrating thé water
E ' allov plant to grow geally well —
_ ~ ' whilst @lgae is essentialffor the bugs
= "' to eat, to@much of it gan cause
5 “spikes and laws in djfsolved oxygen
and pH in the'Watef so is not always a '
_goodthﬁThe pod news is that it’ s

nofakip eed/though!! , N
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| emperaturey
was 16 degrees ?" a,
celgn’u]s at this SI "
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o rh‘in\ﬁryl.lies — every trap was full
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Wé als&sted ph w‘hlch was 7 (neutral) and
conductivity which was 130 micro S|emens which is
also good.. = =, A . ‘




what does that all mean..?
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Well it means that the
water quality 'jtestg V\.Ie~\
have done are showing
that water quality is pretty

good here- o R
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I Now let’s see if the

macroinvertebrates tell us the
same thing ...




We netted for f
macroinvertebrates (bugs)
and identified them to see if
they were sensitive species
or not -
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Here’s some pictures
of us discovering what
was wriggling around
in our buckets

























We found a range of life (biodiversity) — some
high scoring and some mid-range and some low
which is good and what we would hope to see in
a shaded stream site like this with a stony
bottom and diverse microhabitats...
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at the |
site...

- -~ " Checking the f|sh traps - |












Lots more Bullies —
still no Kokopu —
hmmm should we try
to put the kokopu
back in Kokopu??
















Some quick testing
before the sun went

down!
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At this site we found that the water

quality was more degraded despite the
surrounding and instream habitat being
very similar









We also found pest
weeds at this site —
Curly pondweed.
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The Results....



Habitat Assessment

T eone stetwo

Watercourse Type Stream Stream

Catchment Landuse Bush/pasture Bush/pasture

General substrate Muddy, gravelly and sandy  Muddy, gravelly and sandy

Microhabitat Mud scrape, macrophytes, Mud scrape, open water,
root systems, woody macrophytes, root systems,
debris, stones woody debris, stones

Shade Some trees/some shade Some trees/some shade

Current Slow Slow

Bank Stability Some erosion Some erosion

The habitats were very similar and in the
same catchment so the sites are
interesting to compare



Water Quality Tests

Conductivity 130 170
Temperature 16 18
pH 7 6.5
Clarity 91cm 62cm

There was a significant decrease in water
quality at Site Two especially in terms of
conductivity, temperature and clarity



Macroinvertebrate Community Index (MCI)

T Geone Istetwo

Macroinvertebrates Score 5 - Water Fleas 7 - Freshwater Mussel
3 —Snails 6 — Dragonfly
5 — Freshwater Crayfish 5 — Water Boatman

5 — Woody-cased Caddisfly 5 — Woody-cased Caddisfly
5 - Free-living Caddisfly

1 — Oligochaete Worm

3 - Sandfly Larvae

5 — Cranefly Larvae

7 — Dobsonfly

8 — Flat Mayflies

More biodiversity at Site One and the presence of higher
scoring bugs gives us a higher overall score for Site One.

PS — Helen Moody’s group won the macroinvertebrate ID challenge — Kim will get the drink
bottles to you all along with the invertebrate field guides at the next meeting ©



In summary... The Mangere River still seems to have plenty of life and Mauri
(lifeforce) but the water quality at Site One was a lot better than Site Two. Both
sites have room for improvement if that is the goal. As we didn’t do the full suite
of tests and didn’t do fair comparative tests (e.g. less time spent at site two and in
diminishing light) it is difficult to put an exact number on the health of the
waterways but Kim’s gut feeling, based on what she saw, is that the Kara Rd site is
about a 8/10 and the Knights Rd site is about 5/10.

The Kara Rd site would be a lot easier to improve than the Knights Rd site as it has
very little influence from upstream (mostly bush) and would really just involve
some fencing and planting in situ, whereas the Knights Rd site water flows through
a lot of farmed land which is fairly unshaded and unfenced before it even gets to
site two, so it would definitely need to be more of a catchment approach if the
goal was to improve water quality at this site.

Regarding the issue of no Kokopu in Kokopu!! If fish migration was aided by the
installation of fish ladders at barriers then this would benefit both sites — not to
mention the whole wider catchment area.

Kim can come in and do a presentation on the Whitebait lifecycle, mountains to
sea food chain links and habitat requirements if the group would find it beneficial.



Lastly — a HUGE thank you to
e landowners for opening
Iy to let this g an
apa | ; Bl
happen Learnmg based on real
hands-on experience is the best
kind and will help shape thk\ \
journey that the Mangere '
Catchment Group is on to \!
secure the future health of the \'" ¢
Mangere catchment. Mauri ora.Q_s
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