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1. Description 

The Westbrook and Stonebridge pond are part of a seminatural watercourse that has played a major role in 

the History of Faversham. This spring fed natural waterway has been utilised since medieval times as a 

source of waterpower for local industries including corn milling and gunpowder production. It has been 

repeatedly modified by the creation of a series of millponds and additions channels to both power 

watermills and provide canals for moving gunpowder around the extensive gunpowder works that 

surrounded much of its length. In the 1960s and 70s the area around the Westbrook was developed as 

housing, the St Ann’s Estate. 

Fig 1 Westbrook Stream 

 

The closure of the gunpowder works in the 1920s and its subsequent neglect and redevelopment for housing 

has adversely affected the Westbrooks functioning as a stream ecosystem as sections have been culverted 

and ponds filled in. Now Stonebridge pond is the only mill pond left and even that has severe siltation issues. 

The abstraction of water for potable use seems to have increased markedly since the 1960s and the stream’s 

upper reaches at Lorendon and Ospringe have completely dried up. The severely reduced water flows and 

lack of active management have resulted in excessive siltation along much of the stream so that the original 

gravel/chalk streambed had become overlaid with 10-30 cm of silt along much of its length by 2013. 

Since then the local volunteer conservation group    the Friends of the Westbrook and Stonebridge Pond 

have been formed and have been active in efforts to revive the watercourse. A programme of stream clears, 

and rubbish picks have restored the channels by removing rubbish, builders’ debris and invasive vegetation.  

A management plan was developed with expert help and a programme of channel restriction through 

installing faggot bundles has been implemented. This is aimed at restoring more natural stream course and 
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flow patterns to scour out excessive siltation and create a more diverse natural stream course in sections 

previously canalised. Through these efforts it is hoped that the stream’s natural gravel/chalk stream profile 

will be recovered, and biodiversity and amenity values enhanced.  

Fig 2 Proposed mitigation measures for restoring Westbrook stream and Stonebridge pond 

 

 

2. Aims and Objectives 

 

2.1.The aims of the present project were to: 

• collect baseline data on the aquatic macroinvertebrate fauna of the Westbrook Stream. 

• to establish a baseline for future monitoring of the waterway to help inform future management. 

• To use a methodology that is repeatable by volunteers as part of a regular monitoring regime. 

• To communicate the results of the survey to the membership of the Friends of Westbrook and 

Stonebridge Pond using images and text on the group’s website to increase awareness of the 

diversity of life within the stream. 

 

2.2. Objectives 

• To ensure that management is having a positive effect on the biodiversity within the watercourse 
and to revise management where necessary 

• To look for enhancement opportunities and work with other organisations,  volunteers and 

contractors to implement these as opportunities arise 
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3. Methodology 

Benthic aquatic macroinvertebrates were sampled at three sites within the lower reaches of the Westbrook 

Stream between the West Street bridge and Chart Mill in August 2020. 

A semi-quantitative sampling method was used. Semi-quantitative sampling methods are designed to 

collect a wide variety of aquatic macroinvertebrates and determine diversity and abundance. 

Quantitative sampling techniques sample a known area which allows for the enumeration of organisms to 

determine population density, diversity and abundance.  

The semi quantitative sampling protocol used is designed to collect presence/absence or semi-quantitative 

data from habitats within soft-bottomed streams. Consequently, it is appropriate for use with coded 

abundance and fixed count processing methodologies and provides data suitable for general ecosystem 

condition and threatened species monitoring where quantitative data are not considered necessary. This 

data may be used to calculate a variety of species richness and relative abundance metrics. 

Sampling was undertaken using an EA/FBA standard kick-net with 1mm mesh size, whilst moving 

progressively upstream so that disturbed silt does not obscure the stream bed. Hard substrates were 

sampled at Chart Mill to permit data comparability between soft-bottomed sites. The standard method used 

was to kick sample representative sectors of the stream bed for a total time of three minutes followed by a 

one-minute search of adjacent habitats. This standard methodology is used by Environment Agency for 

aquatic invertebrate surveys in streams and rivers. 

Different habitat types require a different sampling technique. Bank margins were vigorously jabbed with 

the net or a boot before making 2–3 sweeps of the net to collect dislodged organisms. Large logs may be 

sampled in situ provided there is sufficient velocity to wash disturbed organisms into the net.  Emergent and 

aquatic vegetation is dominant over much of the soft bottomed streambed, mainly dense Water-cress beds 

(Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum) , with lesser amounts of Fools-water-cress (Apium nodiflorum) and Water-

starworts Callitriche spp. Aquatic macrophyte beds were sampled by jabbing the net into submerged plants 

for a distance of 1 m followed by 2–3 sweeps of the net. Plants were also shaken and brushed by hand to 

dislodge individuals. In all cases it is wise to avoid contact with the bed of the stream as fine sediments may 

cause clogging of the net. 

The fine, silty beds of soft-bottomed streams do not tend to harbour large numbers of invertebrates. In the 

Westbrook Stream there is often more than 30 cm of silt. In future surveys the following method may be a 

more suitable sampling technique: “Kick sampling with lots of silt is probably still going to be the best 

method if it’s a shallow stream. But the fauna is likely to be different as it has to be adapted to the finer 

sediment.  We sometimes just scoop with the net taking the surface of the silt layer and doing lots of 

washing out in the water when the sample is still in the net.” K. Friend (EA) pers comm. 

An alternative method was used to sample watercress at one site, by picking watercress from an area of c 

0.25m2 and shaking the contents into a white bucket. This revealed a higher number of molluscs than the 

jabbing method described above but has not been used in the analysis in this report. The results are however 

tabulated in Table 5 

Net samples were washed in the hand net within the stream to remove excessive silt and then transferred 

either to a bucket or white plastic tray and specimens collected using a paint brush or fine pointed forceps. 

An estimate of numbers of dominant species such as freshwater shrimps (Gammarus} or Water Louse 
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(Asellus aquaticus) was made in the field. Samples of these were collected for species identification and with 

other invertebrates collected were put into sample pots and preserved in 70% isopropyl alcohol. 

Identification of preserved specimens at home was undertaken using a 10 –45 x magnification Meiji 

binocular microscope and for critical identification a Zeiss Standard Biological Compound Microscope with 

magnifications of 25x – 1000x. The latter was used just to examine Gammarus and worm (Oligochaeta) 

chaeta that are required for genus/species identification. 

 

 

4. Results 

The results are tabulated in Tables 2 – 4. 

 

• The method used to analyse the results is per the UKTAG Guide to Invertebrates in Rivers1. 

• This classification method enables the assessment of invertebrates in rivers (in relation to general 

degradation, including organic pollution) according to the requirements of the Water Framework 

Directive (WFD). 

• The classification comprises two metric that are assessed separately and then combined to provide 

the overall invertebrate classification. 

• WHPT ASPT (Average Score Per 2Taxon) 

• WHPT NTAXA (Number of taxa contributing to the assessment) 

Although some specimens collected in this survey were identified to species level, they are aggregated to 

family level for the purposes of analysis and numerical abundance converted to a log score AB1 – AB4 for 

tabulation. 

Table 1: WHPT logarithmic abundance categories. 

Abundance Category Numerical Abundance 
AB1 1-9 

AB2 10-99 

AB3 100-999 

AB4 >1000 

• The scores given for each taxon indicate its tolerance to organic pollution, 1 = pollution tolerant and 
10 = pollution sensitive.  WHPT is an improvement on BMWP (The scoring system previously used 
by EA) because it also considers the abundance rather than just presence of each taxon. 

• The average score per taxon gives a measure of the sensitivity of the invertebrate community.  The 
higher the score the better quality (i.e. water quality predominantly).  

 
1 UKTAG River Assessment Method, Benthic Invertebrate Fauna. Invertebrates(General Degradation): Whalley, 
Hawkes, Paisley & Trigg (WHPT) metric in River Invertebrate Classification Tool (RICT 
Water Framework Directive – United Kingdom Technical Advisory Group (WFD – UKTAG) 
2 Taxon, plural taxa: (1) Any group or rank in a biological classification into which related organisms are classified (2) 
A taxonomic unit in the biological system of classification of organisms, for example: a phylum, order, family, genus 
or species. 
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• The total number of taxa present gives an indication of diversity - so the higher the number, the 
better invertebrate community present. 

• A very good quality WHPT score in Kent rivers would be 5-6.  Poor quality organically polluted ones 
would be 3 or below. 

• The three sites sampled had scores of:  Site 1 -3.893; Site 2 – 3.87; Site 3 4.69 indicating an average 
WHPT score.  See Tables 2 – 4.  

• The samples for the two silt dominated sites have remarkably similar scores: that of the stony 
bottom stream at Chart Mill slightly higher at 4.69, despite it containing fewer taxa than the silt sites 
with fringes of watercress. At Chart Mill the water is shallow and fast flowing over a stony bottom 
comprising natural bedrock and imported material such as bricks and concrete. This latter site 
supported taxa typical of faster flowing riffle type habitat, some of which  such as caseless caddis 
larvae in the family Polycentropodidae and Black fly larvae (Simulidae) are filter feeders extracting 
food from the water current. These are not found in the silt laden stretches downstream of Chart 
Mill. Cased caddis flies were also found at the Chart Mill site. 

• The Hog/Water Louse (Asellus aquaticus) and Freshwater Shrimp Gammurus pulex were common 
to all three sample sites, the former the dominant species in the channels between the watercress 
beds whereas Gammarus pulex was the dominant species at Chart Mill. Hog Louse is a silt tolerant 
species and indicative of silt laden habitats in the slower flowing sections of streams. 

• Watercress is a habitat supporting a range of taxa, especially Mollusca, that feed directly on the 
plant or on the film of algae on the plant stems. Species present here included the Pond Snail Radix 
balthica, Bladder Snail Physa fontinalis, and the Planorbid snails, (Ramshorn Snails, 3Anisus vortex 
and Planorbis carinatus. 

• The watercress beds also support a good population of the vertebrate Ten-spined Stickleback, 
Pungitius pungitius. These were sampled but are not included in the analysis in this report.  

• The predatory Fish Leech, Piscicola geometra and the Snail Leech, Glossiphonia complanata were 
found at all three sites. Two specimens of the Large amphibious leech Trocheta subviridus were 
found at Chart Mill. This amphibious leech is often found in the soil where it feeds on earthworms, 
slugs etc. returning to the water in summer to breed. 

• Insect larvae were poorly represented in the samples, perhaps related to the time of year or to the 
nature of the predominantly silt laden habitat downstream of Chart Mill, large sections of which are 
shaded by mature trees.  

  

 
3 Identification of Planorbid snails confirmed by local authority R.Carr 
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Site: 1 Watercress bed Bank-top Grid Ref: TR 01117 61460 

Taxa Total present 
in sample 

Abundance category 
(AB1 – AB4) 

Score 

TRICLADA (Flatworms)    

Dugesiidae 1 AB1 2.8 

Planariidae 5 AB1 4.7 

MOLLUSCA (Snails)     

Sphaeriidae (Pea mussels) 2 AB1 4.4 

Lymnaeidae 6 AB1 3.6 

Planorbidae 4 AB1 3.2 

Physidae 2 AB1 2.7 

OLIGOCHAETA (Worms)    

Oligochaeta 5 AB1 3.6 

HIRUNDINIA    

Piscicolidae 1 AB1 5.2 

Glossiphoniidae 1 AB1 3.4 

CRUSTACEA (Shrimps, slaters)    

Aselliidae 50 AB2 2.3 

Gammaridae 25 AB2 4.5 

TRICHOPTERA (Caddis flies)    

Limnephilidae 1 AB1 5.9 

DIPTERA (True Flies)    

Chironomidae 8 AB1 1.2 

Dixidae 1 AB1 7.0 

Number of Taxa 14 

Score 54.5 

Average Score Per 
Taxa 
Sum of scores for all 
Taxa÷ number of taxa 

 
3.89286 

AB1 = 1 –  09 

AB2 = 10 – 99 

AB3 = 100 -999 

AB4 = > 1000  

Table 2 
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AB1 = 1 -09 

AB2 = 10 - 99 

AB3 = 100 - 999 

AB4 = > 1000      

Table 3 

Site: 2; Watercress bed Bank-top Grid Ref: TR 01099 61385 

Taxa Total present 
in sample 

Abundance category 
(AB1 – AB4) 

Score 

TRICLADA (Flatworms)    

Dendrocoelidae 1 AB1 3.0 

Dugesiidae 2 AB1 2.8 

Planariidae 12 AB2 5.4 

MOLLUSCA (Snails)     

Sphaeriidae (Pea mussels) 1 AB1 4.4 

Lymnaeidae 3 AB1 3.6 

Planorbidae 5 AB1 3.2 

Physidae 2 AB1 2.7 

Hydrobiidae 1 AB1 4.1 

OLIGOCHAETA (Worms)    

Oligochaeta 3 AB1 3.6 

HIRUNDINIA    

Piscicolidae 2 AB1 5.2 

Glossiphoniidae 2 AB1 3.4 

Erpobdellidae 1 AB1 3.6 

CRUSTACEA (Shrimps, slaters)    

Aselliidae 50 AB2 2.3 

Gammaridae 25 AB2 4.5 

TRICHOPTERA (Caddis flies)    

Limnephilidae 1 AB1 5.9 

DIPTERA (True Flies)    

Chironomidae 8 AB1 1.2 

Dixidae 1 AB1 7.0 

Number of Taxa 17 

Score 65.9 

Average Score Per 
Taxa 
Sum of scores for all 
Taxa÷number of taxa 

 
3.87647 
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Site: 3 Chart Mill Bank-top Grid Ref: TR 00952 61235 

Taxa Total present 
in sample 

Abundance category 
(AB1 – AB4) 

Score 

TRICLADA (Flatworms)    

    

Planariidae 1 AB1 4.7 

MOLLUSCA (Snails)  0   

OLIGOCHAETA (Worms)    

Oligochaeta 8 AB1 3.6 

HIRUNDINIA    

Piscicolidae 2 AB1 5.2 

Glossiphoniidae 1 AB1 3.4 

Erpobdellidae 1 AB1 3.6 

CRUSTACEA (Shrimps, slaters)    

Aselliidae 12 AB2 2.3 

Gammaridae 40 AB2 4.5 

TRICHOPTERA (Caddis flies -
caseless) 

   

Polycentropodidae 6 AB1 8.2 

TRICHOPTERA (Caddis flies- 
cased) 

   

Limnephilidae 4 AB1 5.9 

DIPTERA (True Flies)    

Simuliidae 1 AB1 5.5 

    

Number of Taxa 10 

Score 46.9 

Average Score Per 
Taxa 
Sum of scores for all 
Taxa÷number of taxa 

 
4.69 

AB1 = 01 - 09 

AB2 = 10 - 99 

AB3 = 100 - 999 

AB4 = > 1000      

Table 4 
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TRICLADA (Flatworms)  
Dendrocoelidae 1 

Dugesiidae 2 

Planariidae 12 

MOLLUSCA (Snails, limpets & Mussels)  
Lymnaeidae (pond snails) 8 

Planorbidae (Ramshorn snails) 14 

Physidae ( Bladder snails) 25 
HIRUNDINIA (Leeches)  

Piscicolidae (Fish Leech) 2 

Glossiphoniidae (Snail leech) 2 

DIPTERA (True Flies)  
Dixidae (Meniscus midge) 1 

 

Table 5: Number of taxa shaken into a bucket from a sample of watercress taken from 0.25 m2 
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5. Conclusions and recommendations for future monitoring and management 

• Insects were under-represented in this study. Insects recorded by casual observations whilst engaged 

in stream cleaning work parties have included the Water Cricket, Pond Skater sp. and water beetle 

species but none were recorded by the sampling methodology in this survey. The surface inhabiting 

water crickets and and pond skaters were looked for before entering the stream to carry out the kick 

netting but not observed at the three sampling sites. No mayflies or stone flies were recorded. 

• The number of taxa recorded was not large in this preliminary survey, but the snail and caddis fauna 

are perhaps typical of silt laden, shaded sites. At Chart Mill the flow has reduced in recent dry 

summers and this will have negatively influenced the short-term distribution of aquatic 

invertebrates, many of which are incapable of surviving in dry stream beds. 

 

5.1 Future monitoring 

• Carry out the planned spring season of sampling, using the same methodology to provide a better 

understanding of the overall richness of the invertebrate assemblage.  

• Repeat the spring and autumn surveys in the next year or two to ensure that the results obtained 

were not due to unusual seasonal variation. 

• Average Scores per taxa for Sites 1 and 2 were very similar. As the habitat was also remarkably 

similar, i.e narrow channels between watercress beds, a single monitoring site for this section of 

stream may be sufficient for subsequent monitoring visits. 

• Sample Frequency. The UKTAG guide states that for a site to be classified, two macro-invertebrate 

samples and associated environmental measurements should be collected per year. Samples should 

be collected in the spring (01 March - 31 May) and autumn (01 September – 31 November). Sites 

may be classified using invertebrate data from one, two or three years. 

• Carry out environmental monitoring of nutrient levels, nitrate, phosphorus in the stream, pH and 

conductivity. This will enable pollution levels to be assessed. A simple method of measuring the flow 

rate should also be considered. 

 

 

  5.2 Recommendations for future management 

• Continue  the establishment of woody debris in selected parts of the stream. Woody debris - large 

logs, branches or faggot bundles - is a valuable substrate and harbourage for several aquatic 

invertebrates e.g caddis larvae, fly larvae.  Short lengths of large logs/ branches could be anchored 

at the bank, projecting at an angle into the stream to provide microhabitat for these invertebrates 

and provide a calm backwater in the lee of the log for surface living invertebrates such as pond 

skaters, water crickets and whirlygig beetles. 

• Resist the temptation to remove bricks, concrete etc from the stream bed as they can provide refugia 

for stream living invertebrates, such as freshwater shrimps, caseless caddis larvae, mayflies and 

Blackfly larvae 

• Continue the dialogue with Environment Agency and the Lower Medway Internal Drainage Board to 

reduce water abstraction (an ambitious target!), improve the flow in the stream to eliminate/reduce 

the frequency of periodic drying out of the stream bed which is detrimental to the aquatic vegetation 

and wildlife.  
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• Continue to examine the feasibility of undertaking silt removal in the wider shaded stretches of the 

stream bed  to encourage reversion to a bed resembling a chalk stream habitat but have regard to 

critically endangered European eels that inhabit the silt habitat. 

• Continue the present management of channel restriction, using faggots, to increase the flow rate 

locally to flush and remove silt overlying the stony streambed. This will benefit biodiversity and 

increase the population of aquatic species that inhabit hard substrates. 

• Continue the current management of the aquatic macrophytes such as watercress to maintain free 

flowing channels between the beds. 

• Selectively fell trees to enable light to penetrate to the stream and promote macrophyte 

establishment. 

• Continue to raise awareness among the local population of the importance of the stream for wildlife 

and as a local community asset 
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Appendix 1. Taxa used in the WHPT index 
 

 AB1 AB2 AB3 AB4 

TRICLADA (Flatworms)     

Dendrocoelidae 3.0 2.6 2.6 2.6 

Dugesiidae 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.1 

Planariidae 4.7 5.4 5.4 5.4 

MOLLUSCA (Snails, Limpets and Mussels)     

Neritidae 6.4 6.5 6.9 6.9 

Viviparidae 5.2 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Unionidae 5.2 6.8 6.8 6.8 

Sphaeriidae (Pea mussels) 4.4 3.5 3.4 2.3 

Lymnaeidae 3.6 2.5 1.2 1.2 

Planorbidae (excl. Ancylus group) 3.2 3.0 2.4 2.4 

Valvatidae 3.3 3.1 2.7 2.7 

Physidae 2.7 2.0 0.4 0.4 

Acroloxidae 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 

Ancylus group (= Ancylidae) 5.8 5.5 5.5 5.5 

Bithyniidae 3.6 3.8 3.3 3.3 

Dreissenidae 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 

Hydrobiidae 4.1 4.2 4.6 3.7 

OLIGOCHAETA (worms)     

Oligochaeta 3.6 2.3 1.4 -0.6 

HIRUDINIA (Leeches)     

Piscicolidae 5.2 4.9 4.9 4.9 

Glossiphoniidae 3.4 2.5 0.8 0.8 

Erpobdellidae 3.6 2.0 -0.8 -0.8 
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 AB1 AB2 AB3 AB4 

Hirudinidae -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 

CRUSTACEA (Crayfish, Shrimps and Slaters)     

Astacidae (including non-native species) 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9 

Corophiidae 5.7 5.8 5.8 5.8 

Asellidae 4.0 2.3 0.8 -1.6 

Crangonyctidae 3.8 4.0 3.6 3.6 

Gammaridae 4.2 4.5 4.6 3.9 

Niphargidae 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.3 

EPHEMEROPTERA (Mayflies)     

Siphlonuridae (including Ameletidae) 11.3 12.2 12.2 12.2 

Heptageniidae (incl. Arthropleidae) 8.5 10.3 11.1 11.1 

Ephemeridae 8.3 8.8 9.4 9.4 

Leptophlebiidae 8.8 9.1 9.2 9.2 

Ephemerellidae 7.9 8.5 9.0 9.0 

Potamanthidae 9.8 10.4 10.4 10.4 

Caenidae 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 

Baetidae 3.6 5.9 7.2 7.5 

PLECOPTERA (Stoneflies)     

Perlidae 12.6 13.0 13.0 13.0 

Chloroperlidae 11.4 12.2 12.2 12.2 

Taeniopterygidae 11.0 11.9 12.1 12.1 

Perlodidae 10.5 11.5 11.5 11.5 

Capniidae 9.7 9.4 9.4 9.4 

euctridae 9.3 10.6 10.6 10.6 

Nemouridae 8.7 10.7 10.7 10.7 
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 AB1 AB2 AB3 AB4 

ODONATA (Damselflies)     

Calopterygidae (= Agriidae) 5.9 6.2 6.2 6.2 

Platycnemididae 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 

Coenagrionidae (= Coenagriidae) 3.4 3.8 3.8 3.8 

ODONATA (Dragonflies)     

Cordulegasteridae 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 

Aeshnidae 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 

Libellulidae 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1 

HEMIPTERA (Bugs)     

Aphelocheiridae 8.6 8.5 8.0 8.0 

Hydrometridae 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 

Gerridae 5.2 5.5 5.5 5.5 

Mesoveliidae 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 

Nepidae 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 

Naucoridae 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 

Pleidae 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Notonectidae 3.4 3.9 3.9 3.9 

Corixidae 3.7 3.9 3.7 3.7 

Veliidae 4.5 3.9 3.9 3.9 

COLEOPTERA (Beetles)     

Gyrinidae 8.1 9.0 9.0 9.0 

Scirtidae (= Helododae) 6.9 6.8 6.8 6.8 

Dryopidae 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 

Elmidae 5.3 7.4 8.3 8.3 

Haliplidae 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.4 
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 AB1 AB2 AB3 AB4 

Paelobiidae (= Hygrobiidae) 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 

Dytiscidae 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.8 

Hydraenidae 8.5 10.5 10.5 10.5 

Hydrophilidae 5.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 

Noteridae 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 

MEGALOPTERA     

Sialidae 4.2 4.4 4.4 4.4 

NEUROPTERA, PLANIPENNIA     

Sisyridae 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 

TRICHOPTERA (Caddis-flies - caseless)     

Philopotamidae 11.2 11.1 11.1 11.1 

Polycentropodidae 8.2 8.1 8.1 8.1 

Hydropsychidae 5.8 7.2 7.4 7.4 

Glossosomatidae 7.8 7.6 7.2 7.2 

Psychomyiidae 5.8 5.7 5.7 5.7 

Rhyacophilidae 8.1 9.2 8.3 8.3 

TRICHOPTERA (Caddis-flies - cased)     

Odontoceridae 11.1 10.3 10.3 10.3 

Lepidostomatidae 9.9 10.3 10.2 10.2 

Goeridae 8.8 8.8 9.4 9.4 

Brachycentridae 9.6 9.5 8.9 8.9 

Sericostomatidae 8.9 9.4 9.5 9.5 

Beraeidae 8.8 7.3 7.3 7.3 

Molannidae 6.5 7.6 7.6 7.6 

Leptoceridae 6.7 6.9 7.1 7.1 



 

 

 
 AB1 AB2 AB3 AB4 

Phryganeidae 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 

Limnephilidae (including Apataniidae) 5.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 

Hydroptilidae 6.1 6.5 6.8 6.8 

DIPTERA (True flies)     

Simuliidae 5.5 6.1 5.8 3.9 

Tipulidae (including Cylindrotomidae, Limoniidae & 

Pedicidae) 

5.4 6.9 6.9 7.1 

Chironomidae 1.2 1.3 -0.9 -0.9 

Athericidae 9.3 9.5 9.5 9.5 

Ceratopogonidae 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.5 

Chaoboridae 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Culicidae 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.9 

Dixidae 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 

Dolichopodidae 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9 

Empididae 7.0 7.6 7.6 7.6 

Ephydridae 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 

Muscidae 4.0 2.6 2.6 2.6 

Psychodidae 4.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Ptychopteridae 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4 

Rhagionidae 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 

Sciomyzidae 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 

Stratiomyidae 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Syrphidae 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 

Tabanidae 7.1 7.3 7.3 7.3 
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Taxa identified to Genus or Species 

Taxon name Scientific Common Name 
Radix balthica Pond Snail 

Physa fontinalis Bladder Snail 

Anisus vortex Whirlpool Ramshorn Snail 

Gammarus pulex Freshwater Shrimp 
Asellus aquaticus Water Louse 

Lumbriculus sp An aquatic worm 

Chironomid sp – Prodiamesinae Non biting midge larva 

Glossiphonia complanata Snail Leech 

Sphaerium sp Pea mussel 

Potamopyrgus antipodarum New Zealand Mudsnail 
Dendrocoelum lacteum a Flatworm 

Dugesia sp a Flatworm 

Simulium sp. Black Fly larva 

Dixa sp Meniscus midge larva 
Polycelis nigra a Flatworm 

Piscicola geometra Fish Leech 

Trocheta subviridis a Leech 
Limnephilis sp a Cased Caddis larva 

 Plectrocnemia sp a Caseless Caddis larva 

Planorbis carinatus Keeled Ramshorn Snail 
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