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Methods

® Allocation of wetland type to each plot (n = 255) based on
vegetation composition (canopy layer) by ecologists

® Determined main environmental characteristics (soil) for
each wetland type

® Modeled the responses of wetland type and the top-20
wetland species to environmental variables using GRASP
(Generalised Regression Analysis and Spatial Predictor)

Wetland type environmental means
from soil analyses (90 percentile range)
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- Al relationships shown are statistically significant
2 All models are good to very good, with ROC values ranging from 0.78
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Alien species in wetland types

Clarkson et al. 2008

Moanatuatua

e . X Comparison of peat properties
® Decline in wetland biodiversity

from 1974 to 1997 (25 yr)
Vascular species: 17 to 11
Mean water table: -21.1 cm
to -45 cm
Wetland condition index:
20/25 to 15.5/25
In 1997 still dominated by
peat formers
2009????

. Clarkson et al. 1998
Empodisma minus peat-

¥ formine cluster roots

Case study: impact of drainage and other modifications

Kopuatai bog
>9000 ha

Moanatuatua

Conclusion

Species have distinct nutrient profiles across the range of
wetlands in NZ

Nutrient profiles could be used for identifying indicator species
for wetland types

Nutrient profiles allow matching species with nutrient levels of
modified habitats for increased restoration success

Some wetland types are less resilient than others to
environmental disturbances

e.g., weed invasion greater threat in swamps & marshes
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Moanatuatua: effects of deepening of

marginal drain
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