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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1. My name is William Bruce Shaw.  

2. I am Lead Principal Ecologist and a Director of Wildland Consultants Ltd based 

in Rotorua. I have been a practising ecologist since 1980, and I have been in 

my current role at Wildland Consultants Ltd since 1996.  

3. I 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. 

8. 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. 

9. I 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. 

 

10. I 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. 

 

11. My work has included extensive field studies throughout Aotearoa New 

Zealand, including its offshore islands, and more widely in the Pacific.  I 

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. I 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 I 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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natural areas. From 1990 to 1996 I was a Conservancy Advisory Scientist 

(1990-1994) and then (1994-1996) Protection, Planning and Use Manager for 

the Department of Conservation.  I also performed national-level roles with 

the Department.  I 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). 

 

12. I 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. 

 

13. Since 2009 I have been a Crown-appointee to Te Pua O Whirinaki Regeneration 

Trust, working with Ngāti Whare.  In 2015, for Ngai Tūhoe, I led the 

establishment of a new management team for Te Urewera.  I 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.   

 

14. Ecological evaluation is a discipline in which I 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. I 

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

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

 

15. In the mid-1990s I 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. 

 

16. I 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), I provided analysis and advice for various 

parties involved in the Biodiversity Consultative Group that compiled the draft 

National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB).   

 

17. 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 I have provided long-term strategic advice 

with plan preparation and implementation include Rotorua, Whakatāne, 

Ōpōtiki, Matamata-Piako, Taupō, and New Plymouth.  

 

18. I 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.  

 

19. I 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)1. 

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. I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses set out in the 

Environment Court's Practice Note 2014. I 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 I state I rely on the evidence of another 

person, I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are 

within my area of expertise, and I have not omitted to consider material facts 

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

SUMMARY  

21. 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.  

22. 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 Kānuka 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’): 

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

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

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

• 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 submission2.  

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. Avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate 

any other adverse effects on the identified characteristics and 

values of any areas identified in SCHED9 - 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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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. 

32. 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 

SCHED7 - Significant Natural Areas of the PDP, as per criterion 2(c) of FUZ-

P1.  

33. 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. 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.  

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: 

SNA083 (Duck Creek and Saltmarsh) and SNA084 (Exploration Drive 

Kānuka 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:  

• Terrestrial and wetland vegetation 

• Freshwater flora and fauna 

• Bats 

• Indigenous lizards 

• Indigenous birds 

• 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 

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.  

44. 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. 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. 

47. 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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APPENDIX 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

REVIEW OF THE ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

FOR PROPOSED RURAL LAND REZONING 

NEAR WAITANGIRUA, WELLINGTON 

 

 

 

  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 


