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1. Introduction

This report summarises the deliverables of the  Stoke Streams Rescue project , which

commenced in July 2011 and will come to a close in September 2013. Originally
proposed to reach completion in June 2013, the final deadline has been extended due
to severe flooding in April 2013 , which impacted severely on two of the four streams

within the Stoke area.

The purpose of the pro  ject was to trial a community engagement process and to

improve water  quality of the four Stoke streams that have previously been monitored
by the Nelson City Council as part ofits S  tate of Environment (S  OE) monitoring
programme . All streams were very degraded (E) in 2010

The Stoke Streams  Rescue project is a partnership between Nelson City Council (NCO),
Waimaori Streamcare  and the Cawthron Inst  itute Trust Board and is supported with
funding from the Ministry for the Environment (MFE).

The purpose of this report is to summarise activities that have been the basis of this
programme, discuss the outcomes, what has been successful, areas that can be
improved on and to provide recommendations.

2. Project objectives

The major objectives of the project are to:

1 Improve water quality in four Stoke streams

1 Improve riparian habitat i n f our Stoke streams

1 Create behaviour change to support improved water quality and riparian habitat
in four Stoke streams

9 Trial an environmental community engagement project

A number of d eliverables were agreed between NCC  and MFE and these are explained
in detail below in Section4 i Deliverables .

Project objectives are discussed further in Section 5.0

3. Recommendations

The summary of recommendations from the catchment reports which outlines
actions that can be taken to improve water quality can be found in 4.3.1.1 on page
6. These include encouraging fencing and riparian planting in the rural environs,

increased education T including signage, use of stormwater controls, and actions to

improv e fish habitat and ability for fish to migrate.

Other recommendations include:

Town planning T historically town planning has allowed for dwellings and
outbuildings to be constructed close to streams without fully accounting for the
dynamics of waterways and what may occur during or after a storm event. As a
consequence, a number of properties ar e either subject to flooding or concerns are
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raised as stream channels shift and erode during storm events, leaving buildings

and property at risk of being undermined. The outcome of this invariably involves
6remedi al actions6 t o eitditlsposition pridrtothestorrhe channel
event or hard engineering to reinforce the eroded stream banks. Both these

methods are destructive to wildlife and habitat with the latter, in particular, being

very difficult to restore to a satisfactory ecological stand ard.

Recommendation

Future planning should better account for stream flooding and channel movement

by ensuring wider esplanade reserves and ensuring building setbacks of at least

20m.

Stormwater management and stream ecology

Issues around channel capacit y are ongoing and preliminary discussions with
engineers have reflected concerns about how streams are able to cope during flood
events. There is a need to widen and deepen channels along with ongoing

measures to remove gravel build -up within the stream be  ds. E ngineering staff
understand about fresh water ecology and the importance of riparian plantings,
however in an urban catchment protecting infrastructure and property tends to

take priority over wildlife and water quality.

Due to the likelihood of futu re river control work, there is a hiatus on riparian
planting in esplanade reserves along some of the streams until there is a better
understanding of where future work may be required.

Recommendation

Planning for future river/stream control to allow fo r good riparian management to
be incorporated and to ensure that all needs are met.

Industrial Consent Monitoring

Council s environmental inspections contractors
undertaking actions to work with industrial operators in the lo wer reaches of the
Stoke streams in Year 2 of the project. As a consequence the project manager was
requested not to contact industry to avoid confusion. An officer was assigned to

work in this area but due to changes in staff and other priorities, this ha s not
occurred.

Recommendation

Working with industrial operators to educate, assess and where necessary enforce
consent conditions needs to take a higher priority than it currently does and this

work needs to be undertaken as soon as possible.

Life of Pro  ject

It is important to the success of the project to maintain a level of community

liaison and education and the project needs to be kept alive in some way. While it

is recommended that some work continues with the wider Stoke community so as

not to lose momentum, it is suggested that one stream in particular is now

highlighted and attention is focussed on this.

Poorman Valley Stream has been identified as a stream that should be used as a
flagship for the Nelson area. There are several reasons for this i ncluding it has a
number of schools alongside, there is very little rural activity in the upper

catchment, sensitive native fish have been found in the stream, and there is an
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active trapping group in the upper catchment. Of the Stoke streams, it has the

most potential to achieve the best water quality improvements in the shortest

space of time.

Recommendation

Building on the Stoke Streams project future effort is focused on Poorman Valley

Stream as a flagship urban stream for improving water quality and to encourage
community ownership and responsibility.

Resources (staff and financial)

As water quality of streams throughout NZ is becoming more of an issue , local
authorities and other organisations with a responsibility for or interest in improving

water quality need to ensure there are sufficient staff and monetary resources on

hand to implement change. Nelson City Council has grants available to rural land

owners to help with fencing and planting riparian margins. There is currently one

0.6FTE employee w orking with the community and private land owners across all
aspects of biodiversity.

Recommendation

More staff hours should be allocated to addressing water quality issues in the

Nelson area. This would ensure that water quality remains in the public eye in the
Stoke area and the pilot programme is extended to other urban catchments.

Signage/fish symbols on drains

Highlighted in both the catchment reports and the residents survey is the
suggestion of signage to identify the issues and to offer solution S.

A start was made with painting fish symbols alongside drains and it would be ideal
to continue to work with the community to carry on with this. It is a cheap and
simple way to raise awareness that drains are only for rain and is a good way to
work wit h local community groups.

Recommendation

Investigate whether interpretation panels could be used to highlight the values of
streams. Continue on with painting fish motifs alongside drains.

4, Deliverables

Milestones for both years were similar and are summarised below . They are set out in
the order of the Milestones for year one , as detailed in the Project Plan

4.1 Survey and plant

4.1.1 Stoke Streams Survey
The purpose of the initial survey was for gathering information from a random
group of residents to ob  tain basel ine information about what they knew about
their local streams and whether they had an interest in or were concerned about
water quality of these stream s. There were 266 responses from members of the
Stoke community. The responses indicated that there was genuine concern for the
state of the local waterways and that most people would take actions to improve
water quality if they could.

The sec ond survey , to ascertain whether people are more aware of the issues now
than at the commencement of the project and whether residents are taking
actions to help improve water quality , has been deferred due to the impacts of

e —
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recent flooding in the area. While it is hoped there will be some change in

knowledge and attitudes , the fact that there have been two m ajor weather related
events during the course of the project is likely to have a negative impact on what
some people think about their streams

Comparison of Start and Finish Survey Results
Full survey results can be found in Appendi ces | &ll

The main purpose  of the before and after surveys was to gain an insight into
whether the programme had helped to raise an awareness of water quality issues
in the Stoke area and whether residents have made any changes to their actions
in order to help imp  rove water quality.

Nine questions were used in both surveys plus one that was quite similar. This has

allowed for clear comparisons to be made between the two surveys. Other

questions relate to the flooding in April 2013, and others ask for responses such

as Owhat are the actions that you would, or have,

Repeat Questions (figures in brackets use the recent survey first)
Q3. Do you know the name of the stream nearest to where you live?

3.6% more respondents (57.4%) knew the answer to this compare d to the first
survey (53.8%)

Q4. What do you value about your local stream?

Overall these responses remained fairly similar with aesthetics and wildlife habitat
scoring the highest and stormwater management considered important by around
50% of respondents.

Q7. Do you know anything about the water quality of your local stream?

There was a downward trend o f25% 5% -75%) to O6Yes gaslighite a | ot 6
upward movement of 4% to 0y25. 22%) iwittlhe d&n atd nfuw2coh &
6not hi ng ithint1%aHahgé w

Q8. If yes to the above, how you found out about this?

There was an increase of 40.7% (54.3% -13.6%) to  d&\elson City Council / Stoke
Streams 6and an increase of 24% (38.3% -15.5%) to dewspaper @ Also a 33%
increase (39.5% - 6.4%)for docalschool6 and an increase -of 9.9% (23

13.6%) for o6éword of mout ho.

The first three of these were all elements of the Stoke Streams project. A number
of articles appeared in the Nelson Malil, Live Nelson and the Leader throughout the
project and schools with  in the Stoke area were targeted through the Waimaori
Schools programme. Word of mouth could also be taken in part to be attributable
to the project.

Q9. Do you think it matters whether the water in our streams is clean or polluted?

Responsesto Yes, verym uch (84.9% - 89.1%) and Yes, a little bit (12.6% -9.4%)
remained relatively similar.

Q10. Do think the contaminants listed might be present in your stream?

e —
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This was worded slightly differently between the two surveys but overall there is
around 15% greater  awareness that pollutants such as paint, oil, and detergents
are likely to be present in waterways. There is an approximate 5% greater
awareness to animal faeces, plastics and litter, and heavy metals.

Q11. Do you think the water quality in the Stoke stre ams has any impact on the Waimea

Inlet?

There is a decrease by 9.8% (65.3% -75.1%) to 6 yesbd6b, although a 5
to O6no-G.@A%N%. O6Dondt knowd i ncr eld.9%) Huttbeyew8s. 2% (20. 1
also an increase for-5®9 little bit (11.1%

Q12. Doyou think that native fish live in your stream?

6Yesd remained similar i-5l.5%)@atdmo (§0B%V e-153%) 51 . 3 %
and donét k n a3%2%) &iicelléd%ach other out.

Q13. Where do you think that the water that flows down the roadside drains ends up ?

Not a huge change to these responses. Sewerage/wastewater (27.4% -28.1%),
piped directly into the sea without treatment (38.1% -39.8%), piped directly to the
sea with treatment (5.9% - 8.1%), the nearest stream without any treatment

(23.4% -25.8%).

The following questions were not included in the first survey

Q1. Did you respond to the previous Stoke Streams survey?

22.7% of respondents also completed the first survey

Q2. Were you impacted by the recent flood events?

31.2% of respondents were im pacted by the recent flooding events.

Q5. If yes to Q2, has this changed how you think about your local stream?

25.9% answered that the flooding had changed the way they think about their
local stream with 21.2% unsure. 52.9% claimed that the flooding did not impact
on what they think about their local stream.

Q6. If yes to the above - tell us in what way.

Responses to this varied and included being much more aware of how streams
cope in flooding situations, to the importance of improving drainage.

Q14. Are  you aware that some of your actions may be contributing to poor water quality of
your stream?

49. 7% responded that they are aware of this and 1
answered no to this question

Q15. Have you or would you change your actions to help imp rove water quality of your

streams?

43.4% answered yes to this with 31.8% saying they intend to . 24.7% said no.

This is in contrast to the Ifvoewereciawane thatsomehe f i r st
of your actions may be contributing to poor water quality of your stream would

you avoid doing these things?d6 93.9% responded 0y
timedb. There appears to be a backwards trend here

e —
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survey) claiming they would not change their actions to improve water quality.
This could be a result from the flooding.

Q16. If yes to the above i what are the actions that you would, or have changed?

101 of 129 responses indicated that actions would or are being taken eg washing
cars on the lawn, ensuring contaminants do not ente r stormwater drains.

Q17. Suggestions or comments about how we can improve water quality in our local
streams

A total of 75 responses were received . Education was most dominant and included
use of signage . Other comments were for more planting , Stormwater
improvements (to counteract impacts of flooding ), address littering by having
more bins present and ensuring | ivestock are fenced off from streams.

4.1. 1.1 Commentary:

While the overall responses to awareness have not improved hugely, it seems th at
for those that do have an awareness, the Stoke Streams project and associated
methods of engagement have been successful.

In contrast to the marginal improvements of knowledge and understanding

depicted in the two surveys, responses to Q16 would  allow f or quite a different
interpretation. Almost 101 respondents stated that positive actions are, or will, be
taken eg washing cars on the lawn, ensuring contaminants do not enter

stormwater drains etc. This indicates that around half the people surveyed are

guite aware of the issues and therefore must be getting a message from

somewhere. It may be that the connection with the Stoke Streams Rescue project
itself is not being made but that through the various and repeated efforts to raise
awareness through the ¢ ourse of this project that some sort of understanding of

the issues is being achieved.

4.1.2 Riparian Planting
405 native plants were planted by Stoke School children along Orphanage Stream
during the first year and a further 500 by the local community in the second year.
In addition , Nayland College planted 400 predominantly native grasses along the
riparian margin  of Poorman Valley Stream beside the school , and Nelson Boys
Coll ege hpuwedbad section of ,@hicpthey hasegoeen St r eam
planting and u tilising for learning activities based around water quality and
riparian management.

Nelson College are also using the Stoke Stream Rescue Catchment Management
Plans as source materia |to undertake a comparison of Orphanage and Brook
stream s. The field component of the work is facilitated by the Council Monitoring
Officer. The student reports will be marked and contribute to their end of year
grades.

Monitoring shows an approximate 80 % success rate for planting . A number of
plants , particularly in the lower margin  were affected by the =~ December 2011 flood
event and further losses were received by the more recent event in April 2013.

The latter was considered a one in 500 year event.
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Figure 1: Students from Stoke School plan ting alongside Orphanage Stream.

41.3 Whitebait Habitat Report

This was completed by Tiakina and the Department of Conservation ( DOC) in Year
One and gives a comprehensive overview of the extent of native fish in our
streams, spawning requirements and recommendations to improve habitat . In
addition to this , we have gained extensive data from the fish recovery programme

which was part of the December 2011 stormre mediation work and has shown

that traditional method s of surveying for fish species is only giving an indication of
presence and abundance. A giant kokopu was found in Orphanage Stream

(previously , there has only ever been one recording in Poorman Valley Stream )
and a short jawed kokopu was found in Poorman Valley Stream . There have been
no previous records of this species in Nelson & waterways. The unk nown is the
impact that the recovery may have on survival after the fish have been relocated.

It would appear that invertebrates are recovering relatively qu ickly , although it
would be expected that until populations have fully recovered that there may be a
shortage of food for fish species.

The whitebait spaw ning workshop hosted by T asman District Council (T  DC) in April
2012 identified the locations of spaw ning sites in the four  Stoke streams and this
was follow ed up in 2013 by NCC staff who noted fewer eggs at the time of the site

visits. There has been some loss of this very important and limited habitat in
Saxton Creek and Orphanage Stream due to stream b ank erosion caused by the
April floods.

NCCébs monitoring officer also ran a workshop
the importance of whitebait habitat, in particular spawning habitat, the importance

of understanding instream values when operating machinery, correct riparian

vegetation and maintaining vegetation at spawning sites.
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The four catchment improvement reports prepared by The Lawless Edge identified

a number of fish barriers in the four streams and NCC and NELMAC staff have
been taking actions to remedy these as much as possible. The catchment reports
also identified ar eas where vegetation is present - providing fish habitat , and also

recommended areas where planting could be undertaken

Figure 2: Inanga spawning site at Orphanage Stream. One of the outcomes of the workshop with
contractors was to identify inanga spawning habitat with wooden pegs painted with fish symbols to
reduce the likelihood of it being sprayed or mowed by contractors.

4.2 Inform and monitor

42.1 Flyer s
These milestone s saw the preparation of  a flyer which was distribut ed to 7,200
households in  January 2012 . The flyers were designed to advise urban dwellers of
water quality issues  in the Stoke Streams  and to recommend a number of simple
actions that could be undertaken by resident s to ensure less contaminants were
entering the stor mwater system , and therefore , helping to improve water quality.

In Year 2 , the front and rear cover of the flyer along with the introduction on page
two were changed and the  revised flyer was delivered to all residents in the Stoke
area in February 2013.

Feedback for both versions of the flyer has been very good. This is potentially the
most effective measure to raise awareness and encourage positive actions .
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Figure 3: Original flyer produced in Year 1 of the project

4.2.2 Library Display
Set up in the Stoke Library for 6 weeks in November and December 2012 and
again for three weeks in May 2013 , this has highlighted some of the work that
Waimaori has completed with schools and local groups and also projects that
Nayland College and Nayland P rimary School have been involved with. It has also
provided some general information about the project with flyers and stickers
available from the stands
The display has served as a reminder to local residents that the project was
underway and thatthe |  ocal schools are active in educati ng and raising awareness
of water quality issues.

Figure 4: Three of the four display boards at Stoke Library.
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