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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

1.

10.

11.

My name is William Bruce Shaw.

| am Lead Principal Ecologist and a Director of Wildland Consultants Ltd based
in Rotorua. | have been a practising ecologist since 1980, and | have been in

my current role at Wildland Consultants Ltd since 1996.

| have a Master of Science degree from the University of Canterbury, 1980,
and a Bachelor of Science in Earth Sciences and Biology (double major) from

the University of Waikato, 1977.

My professional memberships include the Royal Society of New Zealand
(MRSNZ), the New Zealand Ecological Society, the New Zealand Institute of
Forestry (MNZIF), the New Zealand Biosecurity Institute, the Ornithological

Society of New Zealand, and the New Zealand Botanical Society.

| am the author of 24 conference papers, 25 scientific or technical publications,
39 published articles and more than 800 ecological reports, species lists, and

general ecological accounts.

| have particular expertise in the evaluation of ecological significance,
ecological management, ecological restoration, and the assessment of

ecological effects of actual and proposed land uses.

My work has included extensive field studies throughout Aotearoa New
Zealand, including its offshore islands, and more widely in the Pacific. |
previously worked for a consulting firm in Christchurch, and have undertaken
ecological survey work and related assessments in urban, rural, and remote
back country situations over more than 40 years. | have many years of
experience with management planning for natural areas, undertaking
extensive botanical and biological surveys and assessments of conservation
management requirements. From 1986-1990 | was employed as a Scientist by
the Forest Research Institute, Rotorua, specialising in forest ecology,

threatened plants, vegetation mapping, and the ranking and management of
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12.

13.

14.

natural areas. From 1990 to 1996 | was a Conservancy Advisory Scientist
(1990-1994) and then (1994-1996) Protection, Planning and Use Manager for
the Department of Conservation. | also performed national-level roles with
the Department. | have also lectured in ecology, nature conservation and
natural area management to tertiary level students of Resource Management,

and undergraduate Parks and Recreation students (at Lincoln University).

| was the lead author for the first threatened plant recovery plan published in
Aotearoa New Zealand, in 1993, and have written restoration plans for large
scale indigenous biodiversity enhancement projects, some involving >50,000

hectares.

Since 2009 | have been a Crown-appointee to Te Pua O Whirinaki Regeneration
Trust, working with Ngati Whare. In 2015, for Ngai Tdhoe, | led the
establishment of a new management team for Te Urewera. | am a previous
member of the Whirinaki Conservation Park Advisory Committee (member
five years, Chairperson three years), and was a seconded member of the East

Coast National Parks and Reserves Board for two years.

Ecological evaluation is a discipline in which | have more than 35 years of
experience having, in the 1980s, developed an ecological ranking system that
was applied regionally and nationally by the Department of Conservation. |
have also developed, for Environment Waikato, a technical guideline for
application of natural heritage criteria in their Regional Policy Statement, been
an advisor to the Ministry for the Environment on criteria for the evaluation
of Section 6(c) of the Resource Management Act, developed ecological
evaluation criteria for the previous and current Bay of Plenty Regional Policy
Statement, and developed (with Dr Kelvin Lloyd) ecological criteria for the
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. | have written criteria sets and related
application guidance documents that have been used in various district plans,
regional policy statements (Bay of Plenty, Waikato, Canterbury, Auckland),
and at a national level by the Department of Conservation. | have presented
ecological evidence before Boards of Inquiry, the Environment Court (about
40 cases), the High Court, the District Court, the Waitangi Tribunal, and many

planning hearings. My first experience with the delineation of significant
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

natural areas was in the early 1980s, in Canterbury, for district schemes

prepared under the ambit of the Town and Country Planning Act 1953.

In the mid-1990s | was commissioned by the Ministry for the Environment
(MfE) to provide a formal peer review of draft ecological significance criteria

for Aotearoa New Zealand, but these were never released for general use.

| provided technical advice on nationwide trends in indigenous biodiversity for
development and publication of the first New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy in
2000. Leading up to the release of the Draft National Policy Statement on
Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB), | provided analysis and advice for various
parties involved in the Biodiversity Consultative Group that compiled the draft

National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-1B).

My experience with application of the Resource Management Act and
assessment of ecological significance includes field surveys undertaken across
Aotearoa New Zealand, interactions with countless rural landowners and
managers, authorship of numerous reports, presentations to councils and
rural (and other) stakeholders, provision of technical and strategic advice to
councils at every stage of SNA assessment and statutory plan preparation.
This has involved long-term working relationships with many district and
regional staff, with some plans taking five to 10 years to reach completion.
Examples of district councils where | have provided long-term strategic advice
with plan preparation and implementation include Rotorua, Whakatane,

Opotiki, Matamata-Piako, Taupd, and New Plymouth.

| am familiar with Wellington Region and Porirua District through my
professional experience and involvement in many ecological projects

undertaken there over the last 25 years or so.

| have read the following information when preparing my evidence:

a. Submission 179 on the Proposed Porirua District Plan (PDP) by Silverwood
Corporation Ltd (SCL), including the ecological assessment report by RMA
Ecology.
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b. Review of the ecological assessment by RMA Ecology prepared by my
colleagues Dr Nyree Fea (Senior Ecologist) and Mr Nicholas Goldwater
(Principal Ecologist), and Dr Sarah Herbert (Senior Ecologist)*.

c. Notes and photographs taken by my colleagues during a visit to the site

with Council planners and staff on 17 November 2021.

CODE OF CONDUCT

20.

| have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses set out in the
Environment Court's Practice Note 2014. | have complied with the Code of
Conduct in preparing my evidence and will continue to comply with it while
giving oral evidence before the Environment Court. My qualifications as an
expert are set out above. Except where | state | rely on the evidence of another
person, | confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are
within my area of expertise, and | have not omitted to consider material facts

known to me that might alter or detract from my expressed opinions.

SUMMARY

21.

22.

It is feasible that future urban development within the site proposed for
rezoning to FUZ by SCL can avoid adverse ecological effects. However, there is
insufficient evidence provided in Submission 172 to be able to ensure that

adverse ecological effects will be avoided.

While a considerable amount of information has been provided in RMA Ecology
(2020), further clarity and additional information is required to be able to fully
understand the scope of works, magnitude of effects, and the appropriateness

of the mitigation proposed.

23. The approaches offered in the submitter’s ecological assessment by RMA

Ecology (2020) are adequate to avoid, minimise, and mitigate potential adverse

ecological effects on the identified characteristics and values of the two

1 A copy of this review is appended to this statement of evidence.
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Significant Natural Areas (SNAs) that are partially within the site: SNA083 (Duck

Creek and Saltmarsh) and SNA084 (Exploration Drive Kanuka Forest).

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

24. My statement of evidence addresses the following matters:

a.  Whether significant adverse ecological effects can be avoided at the site
proposed for rezoning to Future Urban Zone (FUZ) by Silverwood

Corporation Ltd (SCL), and

b. Whether the proposed rezoning will adequately avoid, remedy, or
mitigate any adverse ecological effects on the identified characteristics
and values of any areas identified in SCHED7 - Significant Natural Areas

of the PDP, as per criterion 2(c) of FUZ-P1.

25. Note that comment on other (i.e. non-ecological) effects, and effects on any
areas identified in SCHED9 - Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes,
SCHED11 - Coastal High Natural Character Areas, and SCHED10 - Special

Amenity Landscapes, is outside the scope of my evidence.

26. Note also that comment on whether the site proposed for rezoning meets

criteria 1, 2(a), 2(b) and 2(d) is also outside the scope of my evidence.

BACKGROUND

27. This statement of evidence has been prepared on behalf of the Porirua City
Council (Council) in respect of technical related matters arising from the
submissions and further submissions on the Proposed Porirua District Plan

(PDP).

28. This statement of evidence relates to Submission 172 by Silverwood
Corporation Limited (SCL) on the PDP. The submission seeks that the site is
rezoned from ‘Rural’ to ‘Future Urban Zone’ (FUZ). This is a "holding zone"

until further rezoning occurs to enable urban development.
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29. The land that SCL has submitted on includes the following allotments

(hereafter referred to as the ‘site’):

e Lot 6 North (Sec 9 SO475749, 1.5 hectares),

e Lot 6 South (Sec 10 SO475749, 42.3 hectares),

e Lot 1 South (Sec 7 SO475749, 8.3 hectares), and

e 90 Arahura Crescent or the ‘Landcorp’ site (Lot 2 DP 389024 and Lot 34 DP
29428, 62.2 hectares).

30. My evidence addresses the following matters in relation to the urban

development that would result from the proposed rezoning:

a. Whether it will avoid significant adverse ecological effects, as per Policy

FUZ-P1 of the PDP;

b. Whether it will adequately avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse
ecological effects on the identified characteristics and values of any areas
identified in SCHED7 - Significant Natural Areas of the PDP as per Policy
FUZ-P1 of the PDP; and

c.  Whether points (a) and (b) are addressed adequately in the ecological

assessment provided as part of the submission?.

31. Policy FUZ-P1 in the PDP has the following requirements for land in Porirua

City to be eligible for rezoning as Future Urban Zone (FUZ):

a. Are consistent with the Porirua Urban Growth Strategy 2048 (2019);

and

i.  Avoidsignificant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate
any other adverse effects on the identified characteristics and

values of any areas identified in SCHEDS9 - Outstanding Natural

2 Appendix 5 to Submission 172: RMA Ecology Limited 2020: Silverwood, Whitby:
Ecological assessment for rezoning. Report number 2045. Prepared for Silverwood
Corporation Limited, October 2020.
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32.

33.

Features and Landscapes, SCHED7 - Significant Natural
Areas, SCHED11 - Coastal High Natural Character

Areas and SCHED10 - Special Amenity Landscapes; and

ii. Will not result in an increase in risk to people’s lives and
properties within any area located in a Natural Hazard

Overlay or a Coastal Hazard Overlay; or

b. Are of a size, scale and location which could accommodate

comprehensive and integrated future development that:

i. Is serviced by infrastructure or planned to be serviced

by infrastructure in the Council’s Long-Term Plan;

ii. Is connected to or planned to be connected to the transport
network;
iii. Avoids significant adverse effects and avoids, remedies or

mitigates any other adverse effects on the identified
characteristics and values of any areas identified in SCHED9 -
Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes, SCHED7 -
Significant Natural Areas, SCHED11 - Coastal High Natural
Character Areas and SCHED10 - Special Amenity Landscapes;

and

iv. Will not result in an increase in risk to people’s lives and
properties within any area located in a Natural Hazard

Overlay or a Coastal Hazard Overlay.

My statement of evidence addresses whether rezoning of the site to FUZ as
requested by SCL will avoid significant adverse ecological effects and
adequately avoids, remedies or mitigates any potential adverse ecological
effects on the identified characteristics and values of any areas identified in
SCHED?7 - Significant Natural Areas of the PDP, as per criterion 2(c) of FUZ-
P1.

Note that comment on other (non-ecological) effects, and on effects on any

areas identified in SCHED9 - Outstanding Natural Features and
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Landscapes, SCHED11 - Coastal High Natural Character Areas, and
SCHED10 - Special Amenity Landscapes are outside the scope of my

evidence.

34. Note that comment on whether the site proposed for rezoning meets

criteria 1, 2(a), 2(b) and 2(d) is also outside the scope of my evidence.

COMMENTS ON THE SUBMISSION

35. Wildland Consultants staff produced a review of the ecological assessment

(RMA Ecology 2020) in 20213,

36. On the basis of the Wildlands review of the submitter’s ecological assessment
provided in 2021, and having reviewed my colleague’s photographs and notes

from the site visit on 17 November 2021, it is my opinion that:

a. ltis feasible that future urban development within the site proposed for
rezoning to FUZ by SCL can avoid adverse ecological effects. However,
there is insufficient evidence provided in Submission 172 to be able to

ensure that adverse ecological effects will be avoided.

b. The approaches offered in the submitter’s ecological assessment by RMA
Ecology (2020) are adequate to avoid, minimise, and mitigate potential
adverse ecological effects on the identified characteristics and values of
the two Significant Natural Areas (SNAs) that are partially within the site:
SNAO083 (Duck Creek and Saltmarsh) and SNA084 (Exploration Drive

Kanuka Forest).

37. However, while a considerable amount of information has been provided
in RMA Ecology (2020), further clarity and additional information is

required to be able to fully understand the scope of works, magnitude of

3 wildland Consultants 2021: Review of ecological impact assessment rural land rezoning
near Waitangirua, Wellington. Wildland Consultants Ltd Contract Report No. 4391h-ii.
Prepared for Porirua City Council. 12 pp.
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effects, and the appropriateness of the mitigation proposed, on the

following matters:

e Terrestrial and wetland vegetation
e Freshwater flora and fauna

e Bats

e Indigenous lizards

e Indigenous birds

e Mitigation suggested for adverse ecological effects

38. These matters are outlined below.

Terrestrial and wetland vegetation

39. A vegetation map for both the eastern (Landcorp) and western portions of
the site, and quantification of the area of each habitat type. This should

include freshwater and terrestrial vegetation types.

40. A more detailed description is also required- vegetation types and species

list — for the western portion that did receive a site visit.

Freshwater flora and fauna

41. Provide information from the NIWA Freshwater Fish Database to verify the
presence/absence of rare or threatened freshwater species, and therefore
better inform the evaluation of the likely magnitude of ecological effects

on freshwater species.

Bats

42. Details of the sources cited and locations of the bat surveys are needed to
confirm the statement that bats are unlikely to reside or transit through

the site.
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Indigenous lizards

43. The applicant’s ecologist(s) should undertake a search of the Department

44.

of Conservation Herpetofauna Database and the iNaturalist database and
provide further information on the relative location of the lizard species

recorded within 10 kilometres of the site.

While not required at this stage of the evaluation process, a lizard survey
should be undertaken prior to applying for a resource consent for the
development, and an application for a Wildlife Act Authority to disturb

lizard habitats (if required).

Indigenous birds

45.

No mention is made of any ‘Threatened’ or ‘At Risk ‘bird species that might
occur in the near vicinity of the site, in both terrestrial and wetland
habitats. The ecological assessment should account for any additional

species that may occur at the site.

Mitigation suggested for adverse ecological effects

46.

47.

In the absence of a site visit to the eastern (Landcorp) portion of the site,
it is difficult to determine which species will be affected, and the potential
magnitude of those effects. It is therefore not possible to assess the

appropriateness of the proposed mitigation measures.

The authors of the ecological assessment do suggest some ecologically-
positive provisions, e.g. permanent protection of SNAs; control of pest
plants and animals; and planting of indigenous shrubland and forest
species in priority areas. If these are implemented as part of any future
urban development in the area, then adverse ecological effects on the site

and SNAs may be adequately mitigated.
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CONCLUSION

48. The submitter has provided an ecological assessment to support their proposal
for rezoning of the subject site. It is feasible that future urban development
within the site proposed for rezoning to FUZ by SCL can avoid adverse
ecological effects. While the ecological assessment provided in the submission
is useful, further ecological information is required on various aspects of the
site, as set out above, to be able to ensure that adverse ecological effects will

be avoided, remedied, or mitigated.
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1. INTRODUCTION

"i’i- ﬂdlmd Consultants Ltd has been engaged by Porimua City Council (PCC) to provide

ot review of an Ecological Impact Assessment umdertaken by
FJ-L—‘L Ecology (BMAE) on a c.114-hectare parcel of land near Waitangima, Porma,
Wellington (The “Silverwood and Landeorp sites”, hereafter referred to as “the Site”).
The Silverwooed Corporation Limited seeks rezoning of the Site from ‘Rural” 1o *Future
Urban Zone' and that this new zenmg be meluded on the Proposed District Plan
Planning Maps. This report includes a review of the submitted Ecological Impact
Assessment (EcLA) with regards to the methods applied, the information supplied in the
submission, plus an assessment of the EcIA’s predicted effects agamst plans to rezone
the Site to Future Urban Zone. Finally, this report also provides recommendations for
the expert advice provided to the Council by EMAE on the nature and degree of
ecological effects.

Specifically, Silverwood Corporation Limmted (SCL) seeks that the rural zoned portions
of the following allotments (Figure 1) be rezoned “Future Urban':

* Lot 6 North (Sec 9 50475749, 1.5 hectares)
e Lot 6 South (Sec 10 50475740 42 3 hectares)
» Lot 1 South (Sec 7 50475749, 8.3 hectares)

» 90 Arahura Crescent or the “Landeorp” site (Lot 2 DP 389024 and Lot 34 DP 29428,
62 2 hactares)

The Site has been identified as a ‘Potental Residential Area” (medium term) m the
Ponma City Couneil Growth Strategy 2048 (PCC 2019). According to its submmssion,
SCL states that the Site comsists of varied topography, with ndges, spurs and gullies,
and faces predomimantly north, west and east. It describes the Site as undeveloped and
either prazed or used for forestry. and includes a mix of grazed pasture on the halls,
shelterbelts, forest plantations, with bush-filled gullies. It 1s described as bemg the last
remaining parcel of mural land in the area as it is suounded by development to the
north, west and east and is bordered by Belmont Regional Park to the south.

SCL states in its submission that “activities associated with the urbanisation of the Site
have the potential to affect ecological values through the earthworks, removal of
existing vegetation, modification of existing draimage and the generation of stormwater
as a result of development (1.e., buldings and roads)”. It therefore contracted Tomy
Payne of RMAE to provide an Ecological Assessment to ensure that any ecological
features within the site, including SNAs, are identified and to ensure that future
development of the Site would not adversely affect the ecological environment.

The EcIA by RMAE provides an overview of environments at the Site and includes an
assessment of the proposed SNAs. In addition, the assessment identifies further sites
that are considered to have ecological mmpertance. As a result of thewr ecological
assessment, BMAE coneluded that potential adverse significant ecological effects could
be avoided, mitigated or remedied, with any significant adverse residual effects
remammg bemg offset through onsite restoration activities. SCL states mn its submission
that it was therefore of the view that the development of the Site could be undertaken
while protecting important ecological values, and that it could appropnately address
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adverse ecological effects through management or offsettmg SCL adds that
development of the Site, according to the Masterplan designs, would also offer the
opportunity to significantly enhance degraded ecological values that may not occur
under the current land nse.

2. METHODS
Relevant documents and datasets were collated and reviewed, including:

* [Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) and its associated appendices (RMAE 2020,
» Submission 172 by Silverwood Corporation Limited to PCC.

* The Department of Conservation's (DOC) BioWeb Herpetofauna database.

»  National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Research’s freshwater fish database.

A site visit was carmied out by Wildlands and PCC staff on 17 November 2021, This
site visit focussed on the 63-hectare parcel of land managed by Landeorp that was not
visited by BMAE for their ecological assessment.

3. PROTECTED AREAS

The RMAE report states that two Significant Natural Areas were 1dentified on the Site.
In addition, site investigations by RMAE identified other significant areas.

The first SNA (*SNADS3: Duck Creek & Saltmarsh’, area on site: 9,087 m®) has been
identified at the north-eastern boundary of the Site, north of the proposed “Wailangirua
Link Road’, and 15 described in the Ponma City Council Proposed Distmict Plan
(PCCDP) as:

“Stream network and estuarine wetland of Duck Creek, Whithy (GWRC wetland
ID 140). Part of DOC s Duck Creek Scenic Reserve, which was established 1o
protect significant saltmarsh, rare plants and wildlife, and fragile habitats.
Estuarine saltmarsh dominated by sea rush, oioi and saltmarsh ribbonmwood.
Pockets of kanuka-mahoe-kahikarea (Dacrycarpus dacrydicides; aof local
interest)-rewarewa remnant forest exist along the riparian margin, as well rank
grass and exeiic plant species. Supports 11 Threatened, At Risk and regionally
scarce  bird species  including  black-billed  gull  {Lams  bullen;
Threatened-Nationally Critical); At Risk-Declining red-billed gull (Larus
novachollandiae scopulinus), and South Itland pied oystercatcher (Haematopus
finschi); At Risk-Naturally Uncomman roval spoonbill (Platalea regial, Australian
coot (Fulica atra australis), little black shag (Phalacrocorax sulcirostnis ), and black
shag (Phalacrocerax carbe novachollandiae), Ar Risk-Recovering pied shag
{Phalacrocorax varius varms/, variable oyvstercatcher (Haematopus unicolor), and
bush falcon {Faleo novaeseelandiae ferox); and bellbird {Anthormis melanura
melanura; Regionally scarce). Freshwater species recorded from this site include
the Threatened-Nationally vulmerable lamprey (Geotria australis), Ar Risk-
Declining  freshwarer mussel (Echyndella menziesi), giant kakopu
iGalaxias argentens), inanga {Galaxias maeulatus), koare (Galaxias brevipinmis),
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longfin el (Angmlla dieffenbachi), and redfin bully (Gobiomorphus huttoni); as
well as banded kakopu (Galaxias fasciatus), common bully (Gobiomorphus
cotidianus/, commen smelt (Retropinna retropinnal, shrimp (Paratya curvirostris),
and shortfin eel (Angmlla australis); dncludes kinuka (presumably EKunzea
robusta; Threatened-Nationally Viulnerable). The estuary provides habitat for the
Threarened-Nationally Crifical species of polychaete worm, Boccardiella
magnicvara. This site has been identified in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan,
Schedule F1b, and F4, as providing important inanga spawning habitat and as
a site with significant indigenouns biodiversity values in the coastal marine area.
Includer indigenous vegetation on Acutely Threatened land envirenments "

This SMA 15 considered to be extremely vulnerable to pollution and sediment nputs,
vegetation removal and weed incursions. As part of an area identified for intensification
in suburban character study, it is alse vulnerable to development.

SMAQE3 has been assessed against the Regional Policy Statement 23 (RPS23) critena
as follows:

= RBP523a Bepresentativeness: Yes. Representative of Singers and Rogers (2014)
SAD (searush oioi, glasswort, sea primrose rushlandherbfield) which represent salt
marsh plant commmmities which are endangered in the Wellington Conservancy,
and estuanine wetlands which are a nationally vulnerable ecosystem type. Remnant
riparian forests are representative of original ecosystem types which are no longer
commonplace and are under-protcted in Porima City.

« RP523b Ranty: Yes. Supports 11 Threatened, At Risk, and regionally scarce bird
species and seven Threatemed or At Risk fish species. Contains an estuarine
wetland, which 1s a Threatened-Nationally Vulnerable ecosystem type and a plant
commmunity type which is endangered within the Wellinston region. Includes
mdurem:rus vegetation on a Category 1' Threatened Land Environment.

« RP523¢ Diversity: Yes. Supports a reasonable level of natural diversity.

= RP523d Ecological Context: Yes. Provides habitat and enhances connectivity for
fish and bird species within Duck Creek.

« EP5232 Tangata Whenua Values: Yes. This site is significant 1w Ngati Toa
Rangitira for kfinga, wihi tapu, puna raranga, wai mion, kai awa, kai ngahere,
rongod, and wihi maumahara reasons.

The second SNA (‘SNAOS4: Exploration Drive Kinuka Forest’, area on site:
27725 w") has been identified at the north-eastern boundary of the Site, and is
described in the PCCPDP as:

“An area of advanced regenerating kinuka-mianuka-mahoe-mamaku foress, on lowland
hills, with a good diversity of podocarp seedlings in the understergy including idtara.
Thiz site significantly enhances commectivity between Eastern Portrua and Whithy,
provides habitat for birds including morepork and protecis a fributary of Duck Creef,
which supports the Ar Risk-Decliming longfin el (Angmilla dieffenbachial, inanga

! This was previously referred to as an “Acutely Threatened"” land environment in the Threatened Environment
Classfication system.
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Galaxias maculams), and giamt kokopn (Galaxias argenteus); includes kdmuka
ipresumably Kinzea robusta; IThreatemed-Nationally Vulnerable), and mdmika
iLeptospermum scoparium,; Ar Risk-Declining). Includes an area protected by the
PCC covenant (1601)."

The condition of SNAO24 is threatened by further fragmentation by residential and
Transmission Gully development, amthropogemic distwrbances such as track
development, and garden weed invasion.

This SMNA has been assessed agamst the Rezional Policy Statement 23 (RP523) as
follows:

« RP523a Representativeness: Yes. Kinuka and/or minuka forests are representative
of current indigenous vegetation types, which are rare and poorly protectzd
Porirua City.

=« RP3523b Rarty: Yes. May support four At Risk freshwater species.

=« RP3523¢ Diversity: No. Contams a low level of diversity, due to largely regenerating
vegetation types.

« RP523d Ecological Context: Yes. Provides stepping stone habitats for birds which
enhanees comectivity between eastern Porima and Whithy.

« PBP523e Tangata Whema Values: Not assessed.

There are also two other areas of the Site that meet the criteria in Policy 23 of the
EPS for determmimg significant indigencus biodiversity values, but are not delinated as
SMNAs by the PCCPDP. These areas include the seral kinuka forest beneath the
transmission limes, which meets criterion (a) and the nparian margins surownding Duck
Creek which meets criterion (d)(1) (RMAE 2020).

4 REVIEW OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON TERRESTRIAL AND
WETLAND HABITATS

The EclA by BMAE does not include a detailed vegetation map for the site (although
a map of likely wetland areas has been provided), making it difficult to assess the arsa
of each terrestrial vegetation type. Furthermore, no site visit was undertaken for the
63-hectare parcel of land managed by Landcorp, with vegetation having been assessed
based on aerial photographs and previous expenience with the region.

During the site visit conducted on 17 November 2021, five temrestnial vegetation types
were observed on the property. Due to the relatively quick site wisit by PCC and
Wildlands staff (relative to the site visits conductad by RMAE), it should be noted that
this list of vegetation types is not complete for the enfire site, partieularly the westam
portion.

'?};"Wi]d]and@zuzz 4 Contract Report No. 433101

- COHIULTANTS



The vegetation types observed during the site visit were as follows:

1. Pine shelterbelt comprised of radiata pine (Pinus radiara).

Manuka-broadleaved species shmbland The dominant components of this
vegetation type were minuka (Leprospermum scoparivm agg) and mihoe
(Melicytus ramiflorus). Ground cover vegetation consisted of typical exofic pasture
grassland species.

3. Blackberry (Rubus fiuticosus agg.) vineland.

4. (PineVmihoe scrub. This vegetation type consisted of mostly karami (Coprosma
rebusta), kanome (C. aunmmalis [=grandifloral), and large-leaved pohuelme
(Muehlenbeckia australis).

5. Exotic grassland”. These areas are dominated intensively grazed pasture including
sweet vemal (Anthovamthum odoratum), anmual poa (Pea ammua), cocksfoot
(Dacytlis glomerata), Yorkshire fog (Holcus lanatus), pink ragwort (Semecio
glastifolius), and rye grass (Lolium perenne). Creeping l:lmerfup (Ranunculus
repens) and lotus (Lotus pedunculatus) are present in damper areas. The wetland
areas in gullies are grazed, but also include stands of soft msh (Jimens ffiisus var.
gffisis) and water pepper (Persicaria  hyvdropiper).  Scattered  gorse
(LTex eurapaens) shrbs are also present n some of the gullies.

[

The areas described as discrete patches of low scrub (most likely gorse) within the lower
gully systems by RMAE (2020) are partially correct, although during the site visit it
was noted that at least one of these areas contained minuka-broadleaved srhubland

For the adjoining eastem portion of the Site, the report only includes a general summary
of the terrestrial vegetation types in this 50-hectare area. The descriptions state that the
area had been cleared of onginal forest and converted to pine firest in the late 1930s.
The current state is described as mixed vegeation commumities with maturs pine,
suecessional mihoe and gorse scrub and patches of mihoe serub with tree ferns
sumounding Duck Creek and its fbutaries. The report also mentions seral kinuka
(Kunzea robusra) forest beneath the transmission lmes where pme forest was not
origmally estabbshed, and on the northem bowundary of the site beneath emergent
mature eucalyptus trees within SNAQE4. It is therefore difficult to assess whether the
ecological values assigned to each terrestnial or wetland vegetation type are appropriate
and further detail is needed.

Regarding ecological assessment of the wetland environments on the Site, based on
mspection of aenal photography m the report, it appears that all wetlands within the
eastern portion of the project area have been accurately mapped. However it s difficult
to venfy if the extent of the wetlands on the westem portion are accurate, given the
absence of a site visit on the eastern side. Furthermore, the body of the report does not
include detailed descriptions of the current wetland vegetation and structure. Detailed
descriptions of wetland vegetation are required as they can inform whether certain fma
species may be present, e g , cryptic species such as spotless crake (Porzana tabuensis)
and fembird {(Bowdleria pumctata).

* This vegetation dascription is based on a relatively quick site visit (compared to that camiad out by BMAE) and
therefore includes both the areas of dry pastare on ridgelines and hillslopes, and the likely PMEP § NES-FM
wetland areas i the gallies mapped n Figares 1-3 in BMAE (2020).
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5. REVIEW OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS OM FEESHWATER FLORA
AND FAUNA

The report by BMAE states that the site 1s divided mto two catchments. They describe
the western Landeorp portion of the site as part the wider Porirua Stream catchment,
and the eastern 52-hectare portion of the site as part of the Duck Creek eatchment, both
of which ultmately feed imto the Pormrua Harbour. The authors state that both
catchments are listed in the RPS as a ‘river with significant indigenous ecosysiems’,
and are 1dentified as having manga spawming habitat at the reach of idal mfluence, with
streams having habitat for threatened mdigenous fish species, and habitat for six or
more migratory indigencus fish species.

The authors further describe the Site with the eastern portion bounded by the main stem
of Duck Cresk with four small, tnbutaries as of relatively high ecological value (with
hard-bottomed stream beds, diverse merphologeal features, and high shading from
dense nparan scrub and pine forest). For the westemn portion of the site, the report states
that the waterways consist of ten (10) small unnamed watercourses and that the gullies
consist of a degraded mosaic of mosthy small mtermittent streams. and novel (induced)
wetlands (based on a review of aenal images and recent experience surveying similar
environments in the region). With the lack of mapping of the species within and
sumounding these waterways (1., no site visit and/or research of the NIWA freshwater
database), it 15 not possible to verify the presence or absence of rare or threatened
freshwater species, and therefore the magnitude of ecological effects on freshwater

species.

Given the significance of the two catchments in the RPS, there are no recommendations
for detailed surveys of the freshwater species that may be affected by the change m
zomation, and ulimately residential development of the Site. The report mstead states
that mapping of inland natural wetlands 15 required by the NPS-FM, and that
GWEC may be about to commence this. Furthermore, the repert does not appear to
inclnde deseniptions of the vegstation present in the freshwater habitats.

In Section 4.1, the authors do, however, provide clear statements on the legal
requirements for the protection of the streams, tnbutaries and wetlands on the property,
and how these requirements might constrain habitat modification and development on
the Site.

6. REVIEW OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON INDIGENOQUS BATS

The potential for long-tailed bats to use the site appears to have been adequately
assessed, however, more information is needed to venfy their results. The authors do
not provide a citation for the bat surveys that were undertaken at six locations in
2019 for the SH5E project, nor are distances relative to the Site disclosed. There are
also no dates or sources provided for the other ‘number of surveys’ within
a 20-kdlometre radius of the Site. Understanding where and when these results were
taken would help to venfy the veracity of their evidence, and to assess the hikelihood of
bats ocowrring at the Site.
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7. REVIEW OF POTEMTIAL EFFECTS ON INDIGENOUS LIZARDS

The BMAE report notes that: *“The areas of scrub and rank grass throughout the site
provide suitable habitat for the ‘At Risk’ listed glossy brown skink (Oligosoma
zelandienm), northern grass skink {Oligosoma polychroma) amd the copper skink
(Oligosoma aeneum). The kanuka forest alvo provides suitable habitat for the “Ar Risk’
barking gecko Naultinus punctatus) and ‘At Risk” Ngahere gecko (Mokopirrakan
‘Southern Novth Island’). Again, as part of any resource consent process a detailed
survey for these species should be undertaken. ™

However, the source(s) of this information 15 not erted, neither 15 any mformation given
about the location of lizard species records relative to the site.

At this stage of the ecological assessment process, the identification of lizard habitat on
the property, and a recommendation for further survey to determine the presence or
absence of terrestrial and arboreal species, are appropriate. The list of lizard species
1dentified as bemg potentially present at the site 1s generally correct, however, Rankawa
geckos (Woodworthia maculata; nationally and regionally Not Threatened) and omate
skanks (figosoma ormata; nationally At Risk - Declining and regionally Threatened)
could also be present based on the habitat descriptions and records in the Department
of Conservation herpetofmma database. It should be noted that the threat clsssification
of copper skinks has been elevated to “At Risk - Declining” in the most recent national
threat classification listmgs for lizards (Hitchmeough er al. 2021), and that this species
15 regionally threatened (Crisp 2020), therefora the presence or absence of this species
will have a more important weight on resource consent decisions going forward.

With the exception of the pine shelterbelt and intensively grazed pasture, all vegetation
types present at the Site have the potential to support lizards, and it therefore stmnzlv
recommendad that a lizard survey is undertaken prior to applying for resource consent

for development’.

8. ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON INDIGENOUS
BIRDS

Some consideration has been given im the EclA for potential adverse effects on
indigenous bird species that are likely to be associated with terrestrial and freshwater
habitats, although some omissions need to be addressed. No details are provided on
which indigenous bird species favour wetland habitats. The authors state that most of
the wetland extent is likely to have formed because of surrounding land use practices
mclnding famming and stock activity (ie., they are novel or ‘induced” wetlands),
however, the report should include recent survey results (eBird, iNaturalist or the NZ
Bird Atlas) to verify the absence of rare or threatenad wetland bird species.

The authers cerrectly state that, as part of anmy resource consent process, a detailed
survey should be underaken for the two “At Risk” species that are the most likely to

use the Site for nesting: New Zealand falcon (Faleco novaeseelandiae), which may use
the scrub and/or forestry slash areas on the upper ridge of the Silverwood site as nesting

* In addiion, 3 Wildlife Act Authority from the Deparmment of Conservation will be required if vegetation
clearance or other disturbance of lizard habitat is likely to oooar.
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sites; and New Zealand pipit (Anthus novaeseelandiae), which nests m rough pasture
and dense groundcover vegetation.

The report futher states that a wide range of commen indigenous species would frequent
the site, especially those that occur in the sumoumdmg rural and residential areas.
However, as there are patches of indigenous forest and areas of wetland on the Site,
other mdigenous species that could occur in the terrestrial and wetland habitats may not
only include “common and cosmopolitan species™.

One mdigencus bird species, (pitangitangi/paradise sheldnck: (Tadorna variegata
nationally Not Threatened), and two exotic bird species (skylark and goldfinch) were
encountersd in the eastemn portion of the Site during the visit on 17 November 2021

According to recent observations (< 3 years) on iNaturalist or eBird for the Porirua
district, a mumber of Threatened or At Risk species have been observed within five
klometres of the Site. For temrestmal species, these meclude red-crowned parakeet
(Cyemoramphus novaezelandiae, At Risk) and Nerth Island kaka (Nestor meridionalis
septenirionalis, At Risk). For wetland species, these mclude bittem (Botawrus
poiciloptilus, Threatened), banded rail (Gallirallus philippensis, At Risk), spotless
crake (At Risk), fernbird (At Risk). Two “At Risk” species were also observed on the
property itself (white-fronted temn, Srerna strigfa; and New Zealand pipit).

In the absence of a detailed site visit on the eastemn portion of the property, the presence
of these other Threatened or At Risk species camnot be muled out. Therefore, the
ecological assessment should mclude any of these species that may have been
overlooked.

9. REVIEW OF APPROACH TO ADDRESS ADVERSE EFFECTS
(TERRESTRIAL HABITATS)

According to the submission by SCL, “Many of the constraints and potential adverse
ecological effects identified abave can be avoided, mitigated (minimized) or remedied,
with any significant adverse residual effects remaining being offtet through ensite
restorafion acfivifies. "

Approaches that were offered as effectrve ways to manage and mitigate potential effects
include:

1. Permanent protection of SNAs and other ecologically important habitats by way of
vesting in public agencies, joint private ewnership through seme type of body
corperate or other communal evnership struchure, or covenant registered against
the titles of mdividual Lots;

Pest and weed control measures;
3. Planting using indigenous species to establish shrbland and forest on prionity areas,
including watercourses and buffers surroumding SNAs; and

4. Best practice stormwater desizn mcluding meorporation of water sensitive design
TEasUTes.

I
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10.

101

102

103

104

105

Thesa recommendations offer positive ways for generalised mupacts to be managed
however, more detail 15 needed on both the eastern and western portions of the Site to
more accurately assess the effects, and subsequently the recommended mitigation or
offseting approaches. For example, mapping of both the wetland and terrestrial
vegetation commmmities is required to better understand the fauna that may or may not
be associated with those habitats.

REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFOEMATION AND GEMERAL
RECOMMENDATIONS

Owvendew

The EclA relating to the rezoning of the ¢.114-hectare site near Waitanginua has beeu
reviewed. While a great deal of information has been provided in the EcIA

further clanty and additional information is required to fully wnderstand the scope u-f
works, mgmmde of effects, and the appropnateness of ‘the mitigation propeosed.
Specific requests are outlined below.

Terresfrial and wetland vegetation

* A vegetation map for both the 2astern (Landeorp) and westem portions of the Site,
and quantification of the area of each habitat type. This should include freshwater
and temrestrial vegetation types.

= A more detailed deseription 15 also required (vegetation types and species list) for
the westemn portion that did receive a site visit.

Freshwater flora and fauna

e Provide mformation from the NIWA Freshwater Fish Database to venfy the
presencefabsence of rare or threatened freshwater species, and therefore better
inform the magnitude of ecological effects on freshwater species.

Indigenous bats

# Details of the sources cited and locations of the bat surveys are needed to confirm
the statemnent that bats are unlikely to reside or transit through the Site.

Indigenous lizards

+ Conduct a search of the Department of Conservation herpetofana database and
iNaturalist and provide further information on the relative location of the lizard
species recorded within 10 kalometres of the Site.

* While not required at this stage of the ecological assessment process, it 1s strongly
recommended that a lizard survey occur prier to applying for resource consent for
development and application for a Wildlife Act Authority to disturb lizard habitats
(if requred).
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10.6 Indigenous birds

= No mention is made of Threatened or At Risk bird species that occur in the near
vicimty of the Site, in both terrestrial and wetland habitats. The ecologieal
assessment should account for any additinal species that may cccur at the site.

10.7 Mitigation measures and biodiversity offsetfing

» Inthe absence of site visit to the eastern (Landcorp) portion of the Site, it is difficult
to determine what species will be affected, and the magnimde of those effects. It is
therafore not passible to assess the appropriatensss of the mitigation measures and
offsetting proposed.

e The submitters do make some ecoclogically posiive and generalised
recommendations to protect and enhance ecological values at the site (g,
permanent protection of SNAs; pest plant and ammal confrol: planting of
mdigenous shrubland and forest species on pnenty areas).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to Tomay McDomell (Principal Planmer) of Ponma City Council and Gina
Sweetman (Principal Planner) of PCC and Sweetman Planming Services, who provided client
liaison and backeround information.

REFERENCES

Clarkson BR. 2013: A vegetation tool for wetland delineation in New Zealand. Landcare
Research  Contract  Repert  LCI783. 42 p. Availlable:  httpufwww.
landeareresearch conz/ datafassets/pdf file/0003/71949 v2patation tool wetland deh
neation.pdf .

Cnsp P. 2020: Conservation status of indigenous vascular plant species m the Wellington
region. Greater Wellington Regional Council Publication No. GW/ESCIG-20/20.
Wellington.

Hitchmough B, Barr B, Knox C., Lettink M., Monks J M., Patterson GB., Reardon ].T., van
Winkel D., Rolfe I., & Michel P. 2021: Conservation status of New Zealand Reptiles,
2021, New Zealand Threat Classification Series 33. Department of Conservation
Wellington. ppl3.

EMAE (BEMA Ecology Limited) 2020: Silverwood, Whitby: Ecological assessment for

rezoning. Report mumber 2045 prepared for Silverweod Corporation Linited, October
2020.

'?};"Wi]d]and@zuzz 10 Contract Report No. 433101

- COHIULTANTS



APPENDIX 1

VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES RECORDED DURING THE VISIT
TO THE SILVERWOOD SITE,11 NOVEMBER 2021

INDIGENOUS SPECIES
Dicot. trees and shrubs
Coprozma autumnaliz [=grandifolia)

Coprozma robusta
Kunzea robusta

Leprospermum scoparium agg.
O-othammic leptophyllus
Monocot. lianes
Muehlenbeckia australiz
Femns

Microzorum pustulatum
Preridium esculentum

kanono, raurékau, raurikau, manono
karamil, kiramuramu

kanuka

manuka

tauhmu

puka

kdwaowao, paraharaha, hound’s tongue fern
rarahu, bracken

Rushes

Juncus edgariae wi, wiwi

NATURALISED AND EXOTIC SPECIES

Gymnosperms

Pinus radiata radiata pine

Dicot. trees and shrubs

Cotoneaster  watereri

Erica lusitanica Spanish heath

Rubus sp. (R. fruticozus agg.) blackberry

Ulex suropaens gorse

Grasses

Anthoxanthum odoratum sweet vernal

Dacnliz glomerata cocksfoot

Holcus lananis Yorkshire fog

Lolium perenne Tye grass

Poa ammua anmual poa

Rushes

Juncus effuzus var. gffusus soft rush, leafless rush
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Composite herbs

Belliz perenmiz lawn daisy
Cirzium arvensze Californian thistle
Cirzium vulgare Scotch thistle
Hypochaeriz glabva smooth catsear
Hhpochaeris radicara catsear
Senecio glasrifolinz pimk ragwort
Taraxacum gfficinale dandelion
Dicot. herbs (other than composites)
Braszica rapa subsp. pylvesiris wild tormp
Diigitaliz prpurea foxglone
Galinm aparine clearers
Geranium dissectrom cut-leaved gerannmm
Lomuz pedunculats lotus
Persicaria kydropiper water pepper
Plantago major broad-learad plantain
Ranwmenlus repens cresping buttercup
Rumex acetosella sheep’s somel
Stachys phvatica hedze woundwrort
Stellaria media chickerasd
Trifalivem repens white clover
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