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Submitter Details

First Name: allan

Last Name: probert
Street: 10 churchill drive
Suburb:  wilton

City:  wellington

Country: New Zealand
PostCode: 6012

Daytime Phone: 0272414393
eMail: proberts@gasp.co.nz

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ 1 could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

€ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
@ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support
Why do you say this?

its an important part of Wellington esp. coast line and Miramar peninsula

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support




Why do you say this?

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments
additionally pest control should be given greater priority in these areas esp. the Miramar Peninsula
and local and regional council need to take greater responsibility esp. in regard to stray cat control.

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No
Your comments

as per (3)

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

© Yes® No

Your comments
not all- stray cat control should be developed as a policy ie. as part of current animal control. This
could become a contestable function such as Kitten Inn or SPCA

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

® Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments




8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

% Yes® No

Your comments
as above wrt. stray cat control

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information’' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments

we have neutered 6500 stray cats and kittens over the last 5 years on behalf of kitten inn. They are
outgrowing their facility which is home based. We believe that there should be a microchipping
policy put in place for all wellington cats to enable a policy of id and return to complement stray cat
capture and removal

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan




Submitter Details

First Name: Bronwen

Last Name: Shepherd

Street: 29 Ballantrae Place

Suburb:  Thorndon

City:  Wellington

Country:

PostCode: 6011

Mobile: 0212836909

eMail: Brony.shepherd@gmail.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ 1 could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

& | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
@ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

Goals and outcomes are ambitious but more importantly achievable as Wellington has the
community to support and drive with council backing. Good on the council for taking it to proposal
stage

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?




€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

There could be more resource support for existing entities such as zealandia and otari bush
particularly regarding issues which need a wellington wide approach - eg replacing pines and pest
monitoring and control

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

€ Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments




8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

% Yes® No

Your comments
What happens with financial or resource support for zealandia which is really the centre hub of our
green space and the source of our expanding biodiversity, community engagement and research.

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments
Thank you for responding to wellingtonians desire to become a green capital!

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan




Submitter Details

First Name: Simon

Last Name: Adams
Organisation: None

On behalf of:  Myself
Street: 1 Manchester Street
Suburb:  Melrose

City:  Wellington

Country:

PostCode: 6023

Daytime Phone: 0277065812
Mobile: 0277065812
eMail:  si.j,adams@gmail.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ 1 could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

& | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
@ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?
It's generally on the right track

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?




€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

| have no problem with the ones that are there, but would like to make a suggestion for another
one. It would be great if we could extend planting on road reserve to include planting fruit trees also
(the current rules stipulate that only natives are allowed). The reason for this is that it would meet
the council objectives for beautification of road reserve, but also provide delicious, healthy fruit for
everyone. In future years, this would contribute to health outcomes for Local children, impoverished
families etc as well as sustainability improvements. Most importantly | believe most residents
support this. | have discussed this with individuals as well as one community group and they are
wholeheartedly behind it. This need not come at any cost to the council. Residents would be
expected to provide and maintain their own plants.

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

© Yes® No

Your comments
It generally only has focus on Native biodiversity. There is a place for exotic or imported diversity
(e.g. pohutekawa trees, fruit trees, etc)

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

© Yes® No

Your comments
As above

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

© Yes® No

Your comments




7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

© Yes® No

Your comments
Need to allow for planting of edibles on council land. More consideration given to community
orchards etc.

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information’' tab)

© Yes® No

Your comments

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital - Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan




Submitter Details

First Name: Suze
Last Name: Keith
Street: 12 Cluny Avenue
Suburb: Kelburn
City:  Wellington
Country: New Zealand
PostCode: 6012
eMail: dk.sk@xtra.co.nz

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

€ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
€ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?
y y y 10




3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?
€ Yes® No
Your comments

| think central to finalising the plan is ensuring that spatial planning provides a foundation for the
development of this plan and others related to it. This is to help identify the overlap and connectitif)




between different pieces of legislation, institutions, and communities.

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

© Yes® No

Your comments

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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Submitter Details

First Name: Jamie

Last Name: Stewart

Organisation:  Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park Supporters Inc.
Street: 70 Chamberlain Rd

Suburb:  Karori

City:

Country:

PostCode: 6012

Daytime Phone: +64226293621
Mobile: +64226293621

eMail: jamesbrianstewart@gmail.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could € | could not

gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :

a. adversely affects the environment, and

b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

€ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
€ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?
It is a worthy plan, but focuses too much on 'nice to haves' in a fragmented city-scape. It needs to
focus more on the basics of land protection and pest control.

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes? 13




€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

© Yes® No

Your comments
Please see attached written submission

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

© Yes® No
Your comments

Please see attached written submission

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

€ Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

© Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments
Please see attached written submission

14




8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

% Yes® No

Your comments
Please see attached written submission

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments
Please see attached written submission

Attached Documents

File

MPS Our Natural Capital Submission

Our Natural Capital — Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park Supporters
C/0O Chairperson

Jamie Stewart

70 Chamberlain Rd

Karori

jamesbrianstewart@gmail.com

Submission of the Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park Supporters
To the WCC Draft Suburban Reserves Management Plan

The Makara Peak Mountain Bike Supporters are a local community group with a membership of
approximately 400 people. We work with Wellington City Council to manage the Makara Peak
Mountain Bike Park with a goal to creating a “world class mountain bike park, with dual use tracks,
in a restored native forest”. Our Mountain Bike Park attracts close to 100,000 visitors a year and is
well known for its setting in a regenerating native forest, its founding environmental ethic and its
contribution to cycling culture within Wellington.

One of the special elements of Wellington’s mountain bike culture is our desire to build and
maintain permanent tracks in regenerating native forest of increasing ecological significance. We
add richness to this forest through our use, appreciation and ecological restoration.

The Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park Supporters are one of, if not the, most active environmental
group in Wellington. Our environmental activities include:

- Advocacy for the Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park to become a scenic reserve (largely
achieved in 2013).

- Advocacy for an increased environmental ethic in the mountain biking community both
locally and nationally.

- Possum control at Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park, through installation and servicing of
bait stations.

- Stoat and rat control from the gates of Zealandia to Otari Wilton’s Bush including Wrights
Hill, South Karori, Makara Peak, Karori Park and Johnston’s Hill.

- Revegetation of the Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park, including planting (approximately
50,000 seedlings since 1999, care of the seedlings and active encouragement of increased
biodiversity through removing pest plants and creating light wells for climax species.

This submission includes both specific changes to this draft plan that are necessary for the continued
success of our and others ecological restoration projects and another biodiversity concept plan “Te
Kopahau Reserve 2050” that we feel add to the overall plan’s ability to secure Wellingtons status as
the Natural Capital.

16




Te Kopahau Reserve 2050

A concept to create a significant space for nature linking the sea with the skyline in

our Natural Capital — Wellington.

Wellington has a long term opportunity to be a city that makes an ecologically significant space for
nature. To be one of the first cities in the world to commit land the equivalent of its urban area to
the protection and restoration of biodiversity. It is not enough to focus on urban ecology in a
fragmented natural landscape. A long term vision is needed.

Zealandia has shown the benefits that biodiversity protection in the heart of the city can add to the
lives of our citizens. The chorus of Kakas is becoming one of the trademarks of our city. Zealandia
however has one important long term flaw — it is too small. In the long term a much greater area of
predator free forest will be required to preserve viable populations of many species. To bring say the
song of the kokako back to Wellington 2000 hectares of forest will be required rather than the
current 200.

Zealandia needs more than a halo. It needs to be re-envisaged as the apex of a much larger reserve
stretching from the sea to the skyline. A reserve that has the natural boundary of the South Coast,
South Karori Stream and the Outer Green Belt. Our submission includes steps towards the

achievement of this vision.

Wellington
Makara Peak

Mount

Zealandia

- Newtown
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Detailed comments on draft plan provisions

Reference: (pg 17: 7. Guiding Principles — We will build on our natural capital)

Request: Please reword as follows: This strategy will help to build and enhance Wellington’s natural
capital. We will respect the importance of indigenous biodiversity to Aotearoa/New Zealand and its
right to exist. We will commit the equivalent of our urban area to nature in an unfragmented reserve
stretching from the sea to the skyline. In our urban environment we will protect and restore the
natural areas remaining and learn to live with our indigenous wildlife.

Explanation: The change recognises that long term a large unfragmented natural area is required in
Wellington City to achieve the goal of being the Natural Capital.

Reference: (pg 19. 9. Biodiversity Concept Plans)

Request: Please add 9.3 Te Kopahau Reserve 2050 as summarised above (the concept in the
appropriate format is attached to this document).

Explanation: As per information above.

Reference: (pg 21. 1.1.1(a)

Request: Please reword as follows: “Ensure that all ecologically significant areas on Council-owned
land are vested as scenic reserves

Explanation: The scenic reserve classification provides appropriate statutory protection for
ecologically significant areas that other reserve classifications do not.

Reference: (pg 21.1.1.1 (d))
Request: Please remove this action

Explanation: The creation of an ecological management plan for Te Kopahau is provided forin 1.1.1c.
The action in d. premeditates the outcome of that planning process.

18



Reference: (pg 21. Goal 1.1.2)

Request: Please add 1.1.2 (d) as follows “Give priority through District Plan processes to the
protection of regenerating indigenous vegetation within the Te Kopahau Reserve 2050 concept area.

Explanation: A step towards Te Kopahau Reserve 2050

Reference (pg 21. Goal 1.1)

Request: Please add 1.1.3 as follows: Obj “Seek to acquire title to all land in the Te Kopahau Reserve
2050 concept area” Action a. “Acquire land within the Te Kopahau Reserve 2050 area as opportunity
arises” Funding: N, Priority: 1, Timeframe: Long

Explanation: A step towards Te Kopahau Reserve 2050

Reference (pg 22. Goal 1.3.1 (d))
Request: Please remove following words “particularly within Te Kopahau Reserve”

Explanation: Gaps in the possum control network should be identified and addressed where-ever
they are identified. Possum and goat control must be a priority above all priorities.

Reference (pg 23. Goal 1.3.3 (b))

Request: Please reword as follows: “Gradually implement animal pest control on private land in the
Te Kopahau Reserve 2050 area beginning with areas immediately to the south-west of Zealandia.

Explanation: Step towards Te Kopahau Reserve 2050

Reference (pg 24. Goal 1.4.4)

Request: Please reword Objective 1.4.4 and action (a) as follows: “Ensure the conservation and
enhancement of existing biodiversity is encouraged on proposed development sites” & “Develop
guidelines for track development on WCC owned land which balance recreational and ecological

values”

19




Explanation: The importance of conserving and enhancing biodiversity may at times need to be
weighed against the recreational opportunity a track development may provide. Wellington is
committed through the Our Capital Spaces plan towards developing a World Class Mountain Bike
track network. One of the special elements of Wellington’s mountain bike culture is our desire to
build and maintain permanent tracks in regenerating native forest of increasing ecological
significance. We add richness to this forest through our use, appreciation and ecological restoration.

Reference (pg 27. Goal 3.1.2 (a)

Request: Please reword as follows “Ensure all Wellingtonians in suburban areas can access a natural
space or multi-use trail network within a 10-minute walk or cycle.

Explanation: There is a common fallacy that people on bikes do not connect with nature. Cycling,
including mountain biking, is the recreation of choice for many and this should be reflected in this
action.

Reference (pg 28. Goal 3.2.3)

Request: Please reword the objective as follows “Give children and youth the opportunity to
experience and learn about nature”, and add g. Identify and promote opportunities for children and
youth to recreate in our reserves”

Explanation: The existing goal and actions seek to shape children’s encounters with nature rather
than letting them encounter nature on their own terms.

Reference (pg 28. Goal 3.3.1)
Request. We especially support the actions proposed here.

Explanation: The culture around cat ownership will have to change for Wellington to become a
natural capital with flourishing birdlife.

Reference (pg 30. Goal 3.4.4)

20



Request. Please add action (g) as follows “Where possible facilitate merger and strengthening of
community environmental groups to ensure a sustainable community contribution to conservation.”

Explanation: There are too many environmental groups in Wellington. The council could assist in
strengthening the contribution overall by encouraging the use of umbrella groups and bringing
people together to ensure more lasting contributions.

Reference: (Pg 51. Guideline 13.1.4

Request: Please add a new guideline as follows. “We will prioritise the control of pests that prevent
native forest regeneration, and ensure appropriate control of these pests over all significant
ecological areas”

Explanation: The guidelines are very non-committal on the priority given to possum and goat
control. It is fundamental to all ecological restoration projects in Wellington city that the control of
goats and possums is continued and where possible enhanced. This should be prioritised over any
“nice to haves”

Reference: (Pg 51. Guideline 13.1.4 (8)
Request: Please add “volunteers” to the list of suitably qualified people to undertake these activities.

Explanation: Our group has long standing volunteer possum and weed control activities that fit
within this definition.

Reference: (Pg 51. Guideline 13.1.4 (11)

Request: Please add Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park to the list of ecologically sensitive areas
adjacent to grazing areas where fencing should be prioritized

Explanation: Good fences are the best way to minimise goat incursions into our ecological
restoration area where planting is taking place.

Reference: (Pg 51. Guideline 13.1.4 (16)
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Request. Please reword as follows, “Develop guidelines for track development on WCC owned land
which balance recreational and ecological values”

Explanation: The importance of conserving and enhancing biodiversity may at times need to be
weighed against the recreational opportunity a track development may provide. Wellington is
committed through the Our Capital Spaces plan towards developing a World Class Mountain Bike
track network. One of the special elements of Wellington’s mountain bike culture is our desire to
build and maintain permanent tracks in regenerating native forest of increasing ecological
significance. We add richness to this forest through our use, appreciation and ecological restoration.

Reference: (Pg 51. Guideline 13.1.4)

Request. Please add (18) as follows. We will identify opportunities to purchase and further protect
through District Planning Processes the Te Kopahau Reserve 2050 area.

Explanation: step towards Te Kopahau Reserve 2050

Reference: (Pg 55. Guidelines)

Request: Can you please add the following guideline 21. “We will work with community groups to
deliver biodiversity outcomes, guided by existing agreements and the tiered support levels provided
for in appendix 2”

Explanation: The current guidelines do not expressly recognise the WCC’s relationship with the
community groups who do the work, despite recognising various other relationships

Reference: (Pg 63. Guidelines 1-5)

Request. Can you please remove or alternatively reword the guidelines 1 to 5 so that they mean
something.

Explanation: We don’t understand how these guidelines could provide guidance.
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Reference: (Pg 63. Guidelines)

Request: Can you please add the following guideline 16. “We will work with community groups to
deliver biodiversity outcomes, guided by existing agreements and the tiered support levels provided
for in appendix 2”

Explanation: The current guidelines do not expressly recognise the WCC's relationship with the
community groups who do the work, despite recognising various other relationships

Reference: (Pg 63. Guidelines)

Request: Can you please add the following guideline 17. “We will ensure all Wellingtonians in
suburban areas can access a natural space or multi-use trail network within a 10-minute walk or
cycle.”

Explanation: People primarily connect with their natural environment by having access to it close to
home.

Reference. Pg 76. Appendix 2

Request. Please add to support offered to Matai groups as follows: “Contractor briefing and
supervision for any contractor hired by the WCC or group to work on the ecological restoration
project” and “Ranger supervision of corporate work parties”. Please also add “further support may
be negotiated through memorandums of understanding”

Explanation: The first two requests are support we have found we need as a volunteer organisation.
The last is an observation that existing or future commitments through memorandums of
understanding must be honoured.
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93Te Knnanau neserve 2050

Te Kopahau Reserve 2050 is a vision fo nmmlogn unllagmented mrl.al tesene ﬂiat ARO ‘

will become a reserviour for the cifys mldll[emm seate slvlme

llmectwes for Te Kopahua Ileserve 2050 are:

- long term an areais nntected sufficient for the reiniroduction of kol(al(o by
- Halural connections are reestablished heiween the sea and the skyline

ﬂGllﬂllS

- Opportunities te purchase land within the lnlure reserve area are pursuei (

- Regneration inthe area is preiecied throngh the District Plan
- A multi-use trail is established connecting Owhire Bay aml Makara Peak,
(as per the open spaces access sirategyl’ 2

- Welllmglomans are proud that thelr cily is selting aslde space for nature.
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Submitter Details

First Name: Jessi

Last Name: Morgan
Organisation: Morgan Foundation
On behalf of:  Geoff Simmons and Jessi Morgan
Street: PO Box 19218

Suburb:  Courtenay Place

City:  Wellington

Country:

PostCode: 6149

Daytime Phone: +6421467122
Mobile: +6421467122

eMail:  jessi.morgan@gmail.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could € | could not

gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :

a. adversely affects the environment, and
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Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

& Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

We support the use of the term Our Natural Capital and having a plan in place to increase
biodiversity in Wellington. It is refreshing to see that you recognise the value that native biota bring
to Wellington, both social and economic. Biodiversity is a real advantage for Wellington to leverage
and created a place where skilled people want to live ala Sir Paul Callaghan. We congratulate you
for recognizing the impact that cats have on our biodiversity and raising this as an issue. As a 25




council a lot of money and effort is spent on Zealandia and predator control in reserves and our
urban area. This is futile if we don't control the damage and effect on native populations that the
cats do. The Morgan Foundation, along with support from the Council, has put a significant amount
of effort in the Enhancing the Halo program and this has been successful in getting urban trapping
more mainstream. We would be happy to hand this over for the Council to build on.

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?

rongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly suppo
€ st I o € Neith rt cs rt® St I rt

Why do you say this?

Generally we agree with the thrust of these, however we would go further - Wellington has the
potential to be the first functionally predator free city in the world. We would like this to be the
ultimate long-term vision and see a plan to move towards that.

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

© Yes® No

Your comments

With the burgeoning number of cats in Wellington (owned, feral and in colonies) there is a huge
impact on our biodiversity. Wandering cats kill native birds. Studies have shown that in our cities
cats kill native birds faster than they can breed.* The damage inflicted on native lizards and
invertebrates is unknown but probably even greater- the Victoria University cat camera study
suggested on average pet cats kill one lizard and three invertebrates each per day.” This is a huge
issue for our native wildlife, and one we need to deal with. The current definitions of feral, stray and
companion cats are unworkable from a cat management perspective. Cats can wander and Kkill,
cause damage or spread disease, while property owners have no reasonable recourse. Part of the
solution is being able to identify companion cats and their owners, which can only be done through
micro-chipping. Encouraging responsible cat ownership, including compulsory micro-chipping of
cats, should be a priority for council - similar to what we have in place for dogs. * van Heezik, Y., et
al. (2010) Do domestic cats impose an unsustainable harvest on urban bird populations? Biol.
Conserv. 143, 121-130 # http://wellington.govt.nz/~/media/about-wellington/research-and-
evaluation/natural-environment/2014-what-do-owned-free-ranging-domestic-cats-get-up-to.pdf

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

© Yes® No

Your comments

Cat management, especially within the Halo area around Zealandia needs urgent attention. With
the significant network of predator control in reserves, and increasingly in backyards, cats are now
the most prolific wandering predator of native birds and reptiles within the city*. Without appropriate
controls on cats investing money in Zealandia is a waste of time as birds aren't safe outside the
fence. The Morgan Foundation has pulled together a huge amount of research on cat predation,
both domestic and international, and would be happy to share this. Our motion cameras in 26




properties around Wellington showed that there are over 49 million cat trespasses each year. We
are miles behind cat management in Australia (where most cities have cat management regimes in
place) and Wellington has the opportunity to be a leader within NZ. * http://halo.org.nz/cat-control/

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

© Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments
Overall outcomes sound right. However need to include lizards in our native species. Lizards are
extremely vulnerable to cat predation.

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

We would support more education and support around predator control if these areas are not being
adequately managed by contractors. The more involved these people are are protecting these
areas from predators the better.

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

% Yes® No

Your comments
We need clear definitions of feral, stray and companion cats. We also need a plan for managing
wandering cats, particularly within sensitive wildlife areas.

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments 27




The recent finding of 18 Tui remains being found in Mapuia highlights the need for responsible cat
ownership. It is futile to continue to spend ratepayer money to enhance biodiversity, in Wellington,
while we don't have any means of enforcing responsible cat ownership. Anecdotally we are told that
increasingly frustrated property owners are taking the law into their own hands - trapping and killing
cats that trespass. There are a number of known cat colonies in Wellington. People are feeding
these cats but the cats are not 'owned'. These colonies can be on council land but currently the
council have no means to deal with them. This is not about devaluing or degrading cats. It is about
making them more valuable, by making people more responsible for their cats. We need to manage
cats like dogs. Zealandia, the Wellington Zoo and other council properties should be used to
educate public about the risk of cats to our indigenous biodiversity and the importance of
responsible pet ownership.

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

With the increasing pressure on the natural environment due to pollution, increased mobility of the
population and increasing population pressure, public education on threats to biodiversity and the
value of preserving native biodiversity is of increasing importance. The enhancement of the city's
status thanks to its policy on the conservation of its biodiversity must make it an increasingly
attractive city to live in and for outside people to visit.
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2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?
€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support
Why do you say this?

The guiding principles, goals and outcomes are in line with international best practice in the area of
managing indigenous biodiversity

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

We would like to add Otari Wilton's Bush to the list of organisations in Goal 4.3.1c in the
development of a Centre of Excellence in ecological restoration. The highly qualified staff at Otari is
already conducting research in the restoration of endangered plant species and the plant
biodiversity present in the reserve is the best in the Welllington City area. A number of research
projects have also been completed or are under way in conjunction with Victoria University on
subjects utilising the biodiversity present in Otari Wilton's Bush.

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments
We are pleased to see that these are based on the City Biodiversity Index.
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7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

We are pleased with the emphasis placed on working with community groups for the
implementation of the Wellington Bioidiversity Strategy and look forward to contributing towards
this. We particularly value the cooperation and good working relationship we have with Council
staff in protecting the biodiversity of Otari Wilton's Bush as an important element in the protection of
biodiversity in the whole of Wellington City and the region.

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

# Yes® No

Your comments

While we appreciate that Our National Capital is a draft strategy document at this stage we would
very much like to see the development of a timeline with costings to give an idea of how the Council
sees the strategy being implemented over the period of the Action Plan's implementation. In its

present form it appears to us very much of a wish-list based on very sound principles more than an
actual action plan.

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

© Yes® No

Your comments

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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Comments on Draft WCC Plan for Consultation

Our Natural Capital — Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans

Bob Stephens
Senior Research Associate, School of Government, Victoria University of Wellington

Introduction

I would like to thank the WCC for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Report on
Natural Capital — Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan. In general it is an excellent
report, indicating the commitment that WCC is making towards the natural
environment and the restoration of the natural environment towards its original state.
The report thus links in with other reports on the Town Belt and Botanical Gardens,
and shows that the Council has a strong commitment in the area of conservation.
From my perspective there are, of course, aspects that are missing or require further
elaboration in the draft plan, and these are noted below.

Summary and Introduction

1. While there is an excellent definition on what constitutes Wellington’s
indigenous vegetation, there is some confusion in the document about
biodiversity and indigenous biodiversity (in the Wellington region). This seen
in 2.2 What is Biodiversity? The Botanic Gardens view on biodiversity
incorporates exotic and indigenous plant species, and Otari takes a New
Zealand perspective on indigenous biodiversity, not just the Greater
Wellington region, whereas the emphasis for community groups planting
species relates to Wellington indigenous species.

2. The report is aspirational (excellent), but has limited comment on how to
implement the strategy, nor the costs of the policy — both direct and indirect in
terms of other projects or plantings etc. foregone. Moreover, there is limited
comment on monitoring progress to the objectives, and who is to do the
monitoring. The Council needs to set a mechanism whereby the conflict
between economic (including housing) development and environmental issues
can be resolved. This Biodiversity Strategy cannot be seen in isolation of other
Council initiatives.

3. Community groups should include the Wellington Branch of Forest and Bird
as they make a significant contribution to alerting the public to adverse
biodiversity impacts as well as undertaking significant pro-biodiversity work.

4. In 2.2 it could be stated that later sections give advice and guidelines to both
individuals and nurseries on what constitutes Wellington indigenous
biodiversity (not pohutukawa). Comment could also be made on how to ensure
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that new housing estates incorporate both preservation and development of
Wellington indigenous biodiversity into their plans.

5. In Section 4 comment is made about the Resource Management Act 1991 — of
course it is currently subject to amendment and these amendments, if
implemented could have a substantial effect on the relationship between the
environment and economic development strategies.

Vision, Principles and Goals

1. Wellington is a ‘living city’, but living is more than just Wellington
indigenous biodiversity: it covers coffee bars, shopping precincts, Weta, and
an uncluttered (with buildings) Waterfront. The Draft Plan should show how
Wellington indigenous biodiversity can be included into these other aspects of
a ‘living city’, rather than standing in isolation from them.

2. The Future needs to also state how corridors of vegetation can be included into
district plans [incidentally, I would like to know where Kinnoull Station is].

3. Building on *natural capital’ needs to show how this principle can be included
into new developments such as estates, ports, car parks (and by implication
roads and public transport).

4. The principles should cover the gradual weeding out of non-Wellington
indigenous biodiversity plants (the Botanical Gardens includes many pest
plants such as agapanthus, Mexican daisy and even barberry), and their
replacement with Wellington indigenous biodiversity plants. The latter will
require a substantial increase in the production and provision of Wellington
indigenous biodiversity plants through nurseries such as WCC Berhampore
nursery, Forest and Bird’s nursery and that of many community groups: there
will be a financial cost associated with this expansion.

5. There is limited knowledge in the general public, or even among some of the
community groups, of what constitutes Wellington indigenous biodiversity as
opposed to National (karo, pohutakawa for example). So a goal could be to
increase the knowledge of both the population and nurseries of what
constitutes Wellington indigenous biodiversity.

Concepts and Action Plan

1. Given point 5 above, it would be useful in the Concepts section to specify that
it is Wellington-based indigenous species.

2. Spreading out from Zealandia is too limiting, given Otari Bush and Ngaio
Gorge, and even the southern reaches of the Botanical Gardens, all of which
have a far greater native bush coverage.

3. Interms of Objectives, a very important first step is to get people to visit these
areas above — | am always surprised as to how few Wellingtonians have heard
of Otari and Ngaio Gorge, let alone visit them, or even the Southern end of the
Botanical Gardens. To get buy-in from the general public, it is necessary to get
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people (aka ratepayers) to enjoy and be willing to preserve and develop
Wellington-based indigenous flora and fauna.

4. While the paper states pest traps, it is silent on the eradication of weeds and
even wilding pines, which are starting to reappear on Te Ahumairangi.

5. In terms of the Blue Belt, there are several items that can be added: the need to
increase the size and number of Marine Reserves; recognising the role of
wading birds and their need for a clean and extensive water habitat; vigilance
in stopping poaching of paua etc., and overfishing; and also to reduce water
run-off from roads and footpaths — there was an earlier Council document
relating to the filtering of rain flow through wetlands — Waitangi Park, or
cobblestones rather than concrete.

The Action Plans are very detailed, and | find it commendable that most of those
actions needed are listed. I also like the distinction made between Protect, Restore,
Connect and Research. However, it is probably optimistic to expect much of the way
of grants etc. from liaison with other parties, so that the bulk of the work will either
have to be paid for by the Council, or rely upon volunteers/community groups to
achieve the Objectives. Council will thus need to be vigilant to ensure that this
conservation plan is placed high in the Council’s list of objectives, and receives the
appropriate level of funding to achieve the conservation objectives. A few detailed
points:

1. S.1.1.1-ltisnot just limiting new developments on Te Kopahau, but starting
to restore it, especially be the continued eradication of goats, and to a lesser
extent possums that continually travel into Wellington Central.

2. S.1.2.2b — Should have a priority of 1 — without that being of high priority
much of the other objectives will be difficult to achieve.

3. S1.3.1d — Add Makara Peak and British Peak — possums continuously come
across from those areas to Johnson’s Hill and Wrights Hill. This also applies
to S1.3.3b.

4. S1.4.2 — Ensure that private developers, especially new housing estates,
preserve biodiversity rules

5. S.2.1. Add *quality’ to air and water

6. Encouragement, information and funding for Community Groups and Forest
and Bird Wellington Branch to provide native eco-sourced plants.’

7. S2.1.3: an observation — the Botanical Gardens seem to be the worst example
of supporting this objective: there are a large number of weed species that are
allowed to grow, and the new planting on Magpie Lawn defies description and
sense.

8. S2.4 —the ecological networks need to link with the Hutt Valley, Porirua to
provide ecological corridors.

9. S2.4.2—itisnot just “assist landowners with seeking grants’, but often
informing them that they have ecological potential areas, and then providing
encouragement.

10. S3.1.1 — Northern Rata not Pohutukawa; tawa not kauri etc.
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11. S3.2.3b seems to have several different objectives: edible planting is a great
idea, but does not fit in with conservation ideas.

12. S3.3.6 — BioBlitz needs to be undertaken more frequently — every 2-3 years as
a lot of damage and growth of pest animals and species can occur over a 5
year cycle. I think DoC has a 4 year cycle for bio-diversity control and
monitoring.

13. S3.4.2/3 — Forest and Bird should be added to the list with a strong bio-
diversity focus.

14. S3.4.4f — add: areas where there is a lack of community groups working and
are needed. Also inform people of native alternatives to existing plantings —
renga-renga rather than agapanthus. This should also applies to plant nurseries.

Biodiversity

S.12 — useful to include habitats that are potentially regenerating — areas covered in
gorse, or retired, retiring farm land. Some of the regenerating mahoe etc. may run into
the difficulty of becoming a single species forest as there is little light getting through
for any seeds to propagate, and for many areas, the degree of propagation is likely to
be minimal or of weed species such as karo and tree lupin.

The coastal dunes from Owhiro Bay to Karori Rocks have been ruined by 4-wheel
drive vehicles, with most of the native vegetation that was there 20 years ago having
totally disappeared. Here is the typical conflict between recreation and conservation.
Introduced species can alter the composition of birds and geckos: karo increases tuis
and tree lupins Kereru, probably compared to pre-European and even Maori times.

Context
Most of this large and important section is excellent. There are a few issues, of
course:

1. It may be useful to start this section with some brief economics. The
Guidelines (13.1.4) should come at the start of this section as it sets the criteria
by which the other actions are to analysed.

2. Thus add a section on economics and financial planning. There are a range of
benefits to be achieved by each action and areas of habit loss and pest control.
But each has different costs associated with them, and likelihoods of success.
One would not want a Cost-Benefit Analysis to be done of options, but some
guts-feel from environmental council staff may suffice — control of goats may
have a huge impact on the development of Te Kopahou or Terawhiti, at
relatively low cost, while eliminating karo from the South Coast may reap the
same benefits, but at a huge cost. Prioritisation is not just about biological
control mechanisms, but also likelihood of biological success and the cost of
implementing the control mechanism. The guidelines may also have to
indicate the relative roles of council staff and volunteers, and how the
volunteers have to follow the overall council plan.
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10.

13.1.3(a). Control of species — what is the response when it happens of
landowners cannot, or are unable, to control an area, and even when old man’s
beard, for example, grows on Council land. Is it appropriate to inform the
Council (they cannot cover every inch of Wellington)? Some species currently
stabilise banks — agapanthus, gorse, for example — there is an issue of control
of these species when eradication may cause worse, immediate damage. There
is discussion on the fencing of properties to exclude goats etc. — who should
pay for that fencing (and goats are notorious for getting around fences).

13.1.3 (c). Pollution and sedimentation do not just influence the direct sea life,
but also birds which feed on those molluscs etc. Many of the streams pass
through old tip areas — Kaiwharawhara Stream goes under lan Galloway and
Appleton Parks, where leaching from the tips seem to enter the water ways:
may be impossible to deal with, or very expensive filtration plants are
required.

13.1.3 (d). Acceptance of climate change is almost the starting point of the
whole document: it is the largest long-term impact on the natural environment,
within which the short-term impacts occur. Many plant and bird species will
gradually extend their range south; the heavier rainfall makes the introduction
of Waitangi Park filtration-type systems more necessary (the Water sensitivity
water design).

13.2.2 Add Forest and Bird nursery to restoration planting programme.
Restoring the integrity of areas — the first growth species of mahoe and
kohekohe often have a tendency to block out the light, and thus preventing the
next stage of ecological recovery: natural regeneration may have to be
controlled, to ensure long-term appropriate regeneration. Track building
should include weed control as well as the maintenance of tracks. Beyond
planting: windfall of macrocarpa etc. is useful for food sources etc. but care
must be taken about wilding pines that often result from the open spaces
created by the windfall.

13.2.5 (13) *‘move birds’ this raises the question of what to do with blackbirds,
starlings, pigeons, all of which are introduced pests. (18) ‘strategic approach’
— without specifying the strategy, that says nothing.

13.3. The CBD is an area where there is little relationship to the natural
environment: a case for more parks along the lines of Midland Park. Also, the
Waterfront needs to be kept as a natural environment as far as feasible, not as
a place for more buildings. An interesting and often not understood reason for
indigenous forest biodiversity, as opposed to pine trees etc. is how native
forest provides such a shelter from Wellington’s gentle zephyrs so that they
provide recreational opportunities when the wind is blowing.

Community restoration groups — provide a reference to where these can be
located, who to contact, what is the relationship between the community group
and the Council, and how to establish a new site if there is a gap.

13.4.3 A distinction can be made between improving the existing Wellington-
based indigenous biodiversity in area, from increasing the level and size of
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Wellington-based indigenous biodiversity- the former would relate to
something like Ngaio Gorge, the latter to Te Kopahue. In terms of lizard
distribution, my daughter found, on Stephens Island, that lizards and skinks
were prevalent on the grasslands but rare in the areas of regeneration. In other
words, a range of habitats need to be created, so that different species can have
areas ecologically suited to them.

Conclusions

1.

A well-thought out document that should add to the pressure for greater
Wellington-based indigenous biodiversity, providing information to the
Council and the general population.

The Report needs to be integrated with other aspects of the WCC strategy, and
not be a stand-alone document.

Cost impacts should be added to the priority — many small gain but low cost
approaches may be more cost effective than a couple of big schemes.

In addition, the effectiveness of the different approaches to increase
Wellington-based indigenous biodiversity should be considered, given cost
(rates) limitations. Is it feasible to control goats, or mustelids to a sufficient
level that Wellington can become a haven for all Wellington-based indigenous
biodiversity plant and animal species.

This needs to link in with the areas of highest priorities — is it Te Kopahou,
which few people visit but has potentially high ecological significance, or
Massey memorial with high visitation rates, but is an area which has
ecological alternatives such as the Eastern Walkway.

The division between Council and voluntary groups, and how to ensure that
the voluntary groups are co-ordinated into the Council plan for all of
Wellington.

The report needs to indicate how the strategy is to be implemented, and the
costs of the policy — both direct and indirect in terms of other projects or
plantings etc. foregone. Moreover, comment needs to be made on the
mechanisms for monitoring progress to the objectives, and who is to do the
monitoring.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to participate in this development of a
Wellington-based indigenous biodiversity strategy, and | wish it every success in its
progression through Council. I am willing to make an oral presentation to Council if
that would be beneficial.

Yours truly,
Robert Stephens
Senior Research Associate, School of Government, Victoria University of Wellington
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1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

Living in a city and environment intrinsically connected to its natural values is a core reason myself
and my partner returned to Wellington from overseas to raise a family here. Our OE encompassed
an Oxford masters, working for Discovery Channel, and working as a corporate lawyer respectively,
and we returned, keen to contribute those experiences in our hometown. Raising kids amongst
extended whanau and in a 'livable' city where people walked and talked to each other and have Egg




freedom to explore was also influential in our decision. Soon after returning, while paused on a
dawn run above Aro Valley to check out a curious kaka parrot in a tree, it flopped down and landed
on my arm. That moment encompassed why our decision to return home was a good one.

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?
€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support
Why do you say this?

See above

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

® Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments
As organizations like Predator Free NZ gather steam new partnerships may become apparent

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

39




% Yes® No

Your comments

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

© Yes® No

Your comments

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information’' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments

I've been involved in a volunteer group of residents helping restore the natural capital of Polhill
Reserve, abutting Zealandia and the suburbs of Aro Valley, Highbury and Brooklyn. The Polhill
Restoration Group uses volunteers to run trap and monitoring lines in the reserve and complement
the work that the WCC and WRC have been doing there. It is a unique space because it's so close
to the city, but also - as part of 'The Halo' - enjoys significant spillover birds from Zealandia. The
reserve is well patronised by residents, students, runners, mountain bikers, dog walkers and
ramblers. | regularly use the park as part of a running route and got involved when | noticed the rare
birds that were inhabiting it and wondering about what their survival chances were 'in the wild'. The
most high profile of these is the saddleback, which in October last year were discovered to be
nesting, just up from Holloway Road. They were the first known tieke to nest in the wild on
mainland New Zealand outside of a sanctuary, in over a century. These charismatic ancient
wattlebirds (cousins with huia and kokako) would've been common in Wellington when settlers
arrived. I've been documenting the survivor story - photographing the progress of the trailblazing
tieke family - and sharing it on social networks. The story has received national and international
attention. Dom Post and Stuff have run pieces and photo albums shared on Facebook by umbrella
groups like Forest & Bird and Zealandia have received thousands of likes and been shared
hundreds of times, inspiring similar groups the length of the country. Typical of responses was this
one from Avon River Park in Christchurch who shared a post with this message: 'So you know we
want tui and more pork in the red zone. How about saddleback, kaka and robins? Far-fetched? ...
We can do this Christchurch!" People were fascinated by the pictures of these rare birds in the wild,
not inside a sanctuary fence. These birds - kaka, kakariki, saddleback/tieke, robin, whitehead,
hihi/stichbird - are usually associated with trips to offshore sanctuaries like Kapiti or Tiritiri Matangi,
not a scrappy piece of regenerating bush just five minutes from the top of Willis St and the heart of
Wellington City. Many comments under the photos of kaka and saddleback asked: 'where is this?'
and expressed surprise at the urban location. Punters were also entranced by the survivor story, as
the birds faced up to the threats of predators (cats, stoats etc). One of the juveniles went missing a
few weeks after fledging, and the other lost most of its tail feathers. These have since regrown and
the tyro tieke has been raised to independence. This is a fantastic success (it has been described
as a 'significant conservation story') and credit to the Halo vision of Zealandia and the pest
suppression work done by the councils (regional and local) to enable it. | sincerely hope that this
pest and weed control continues as a base line of the 'natural capital' being fostered in the reserve,
around the halo and further afield. It is also clear that we need to undertake more monitoring of the
animal population in the gully so we can quantify how effective the restoration efforts are. We look
forward to further coordinating the work with other community groups working around the halo 40




(Makara Peak, Crofton Downs) and joining the dots with projects in Miramar and elsewhere.
Council support is key in the ongoing vitality of these volunteer efforts. On the hillsides of the gully
I've had kaka come within touching distance and robin land on my arm: encounters inconceivable in
Wellington not so long ago. | have met dozens of people while tracking the saddleback (from
mountain bikers and kids to tourists) who are passionate about Polhill and excited about the
prospects for the city: the burgeoning spillover clearly means something special to them, and is part
of their Wellington identity. Like the kaka and tui boom in the city, these Polhill birds are backyard
ambassadors for a powerful and world-leading vision of what urban + nature can mean in the 21st
Century. | fully endorse the Our Natural Capital vision.

Attached Documents

File

Polhillsocialmedia

Polhillsocialmedia2

Our Natural Capital — Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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L 2 people ke this.

igﬁ' Forest & Bird shared Paul Stanley Ward's album.
8345 28 November 2014 - @

S0me great tieke / saddleback shots from Faul Stanley Ward as he
documents a tieke family surviving outside a predator free fence. Phil

show Attachment

Unlike - Comment - Share - ¥9492 L1186 &7 1

Alfie Kaka shared Paul Stanley Ward's album.
78 November 2014 - @&

Wonderful news that the saddleback fledglings over the fence in Polhill
Reserve are still doing so well!
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Enhanclng the Halo shared Paul Stﬁﬁlﬂ"y’ Ward's album.
27 November 2014 - @&

Great to see the tieke are still surviving in Polhill...
Show Attachment

Unlike - Comment - Share - ¥217 L1 1

_ Paul Stanley Ward shared an album to the aroup: Polhill
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6 January at 20:06 -

K Avon River Park shared Paul Stanley Ward s album
:"1 Ill:'l"‘

S0 we know we want tui and morepork in the red zone - how about
saddlebacks, kaka and robins? Far fetched? Well, all these photos were
taken OUTSIDE Zealandia, in suburban Wellington. Here's what the
photographer said : "Yip, they're all taken in Polhill Gully, which borders
Zealandia Ecosanctuary on its western side, and the suburbs of Brooklyn,
Highbury and Aro Valley on the others; it's five minutes walk from the top
of Willis St in the city. The sanctuary spillover ({combined with sustained
possum suppression courtesy of the Regional council) is going strong, and
many of these birds (eg. kaka, kakariki) are frequenting backyards as far
away as Miramar. They're ambassadors for the Enhancing the Halo vision
and spurs for residents to get engaged with pest control and restoration.
Polhill is patronised by mountain bikers, runners, ramblers and residents,
and volunteers run a couple of trap lines there." We can do this
Christchurch.

show Attachment
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Biodiversity — WCC 3 March 2015
Four points, based on personal observations.

1) Pest Plants - include Himalayan Balsam please.

2) lack of mention of dogs impact to biodiversity. Please consider.

3) Old Man's Beard infestations on neighbouring properties to Parks not treated
adequately by Regional Council.

4) Native Fish and eel migration impediments — also Korimako catchment

In more detail, below

1) Pest Plants - include Himalayan Balsam please.

The pest list could be endless | know, but one plant left off your list is Himalayan
Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera). This plant was intensely prevalent in Trelissick
Park 5 or 6 years ago - with large stream side infestations - crowding out stream side
plantings. Annual removals have reduced the prevalence - so that we have been
able to focus on the source of the seeds.

A main sources of seeding in the Korimako catchment were plants in Cummings
Park. In the Kaiwharawhara catchment the sources were Otari/Wilton and Churchill
Reserve. Volunteers have substantially reduced the numbers of such plants in the
past two years. (In the case of Otari/Wilton their staff did the major portion of removal
upstream of the picnic area.)

The above is specific to one pest plant - others are just as bad - all take time and
effort and coordination between various areas to alleviate impact.

2) lack of mention of dogs impact to biodiversity. Please consider.

In the 82 pages of strategy, there is one reference to dogs - mainly to say to keep on
leash near penguins. There are other considerations beyond penguins.

As Myfanwy has been quoted....  “Huntleigh Park is part of a predator-free community and
they are putting in hundreds of hours of effort to protect these birds. So to see this sort of needless
event is quite heart-breaking. ~ replace Huntleigh with Trelissick and the same is true,
excepting that the City has made Trelissick Park off-leash for its entire 20+ hectares,
both on track and off-tracks, at all times of day and year.

As someone who spends a fair amount of my time in the Park off-track, | am often
visited by dogs which are not under control. Not a problem to an adult human, but it
is a problem to fledgling birds in season.

In the longer term it will require education of responsible dog owners to keep their
dogs under control on (and off) the Trelissick Park tracks. It could also require sign
posting in season to require dogs to be on leash on the lesser used wilderness
tracks in Trelissick. Inthe open areas near the magazines and in Wightwick's Field

44

10




this isn't an issue - but on and off the lesser tracks are likely to be locations for
potential native bird nestings.

While | can't verify specific dog kills of native birds in Trelissick Park, Kakas are
particularly vulnerable in trying to establish safe nesting areas.

Baby ducklings (not sure if considered native or not) have been reported as being
killed by dogs, particularly in the Kaiwharawhara catchment.

The City made Trelissick Park totally open to dogs, on and off track in its last revision
to dog policy in Wellington. This change was not part of the proposed changes to
dog policy at that time - so was hard to object to in advance. There was no
preparation by WCC Animal Control to mitigate or educate on adverse effects, or
responsibilities of dog owners. The only thing done was to signpost Park entrances
saying 'dogs off leash' in the Park.

As Myfanwy is quoted the Council provides appropriate areas for this where our native wildlife
isn’t at risk

Trelissick Park wilderness and biodiversity aspects suffer in comparison to Wilton
Bush in this regard. Dogs are not allowed off-leash in the 100+ hectares of Wilton
Bush at any time for instance.

3) Old Man's Beard infestations on neighbouring properties to Park not treated
adequately by Regional Council.

Since OMB is no longer treated as a noxious weed in Wellington City (contrasted to
Hutt), the Regional Council refuses to do anything with neighbouring properties to
Trelissick Park. They will only take action if an adjoining private property owner
makes a formal complaint about their neighbour, and attests that they have no OMB
on their own property. WCC should be able to represent Trelissick Park and make
representation to the Regional Council on behalf of the Park. Much OMB infiltration
is suspected from adjoining private properties.

4) Native Fish and eel migration impediments — also Korimako catchment
There is adequate strategy on native fish — but the following points come to mind.

e The reference to the Kaiwharawhara Stream should be expanded to
recognise the Korimako Stream. While maybe meant to be a tributary of the
Kaiwharawhara in your document, | believe the Korimako is a larger
catchment and also subject to more damaging storm water intrusion. The
number of eels in the Korimako are definitely much depleted from a decade or
two ago.

¢ Man made dams impede migration of both fish and eels. Some of the
observed dams are short lived between storms and likely to be built by
energetic kids, but some more major structures were erected in recent years
by a particularly assertive dog owner — wanting water play areas for his dogs.
These have been dismantled when found to insure at least one fish/eel
migration path through the rocks.
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e The City debris trap on the Kaiwharawhara has been lowered to be more fish
and eel friendly. Thanks to the City for their efforts to reduce the detrimental
effects. It may take many years for the damage to fish/eel migration to be
undone. The volunteers keep a watchful eye to ensure fish/eel passages
remain open.

Regards,

Bill Hester

6A Trelissick Crescent, Ngaio, 04 934 1404
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Submitter Details

First Name: Peter

Last Name: Henderson

Street: 78 Homebush Road
Suburb:  Khandallah

City:  Wellington

Country:  New Zealand

PostCode: 6035

Daytime Phone: 04 479 0679

eMail: peter.henderson@xtra.co.nz

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ 1 could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

€ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs: The draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, as a document, has much to
commend it. The question is, however, will this document have the same lack of impact as previous
excellent environmental policies and proposed strategies because of Council's commercial
opportunism along with its support of property speculators? It will be a great day when the
environment receives adequate funding and volunteers construct the runway extension, build a film
museum or whatever. .

Correspondence to:
& Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?
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2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan? 48
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© Yes® No

Your comments

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information’' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital - Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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SUBMISSION ON WCC DRAFT BIODIVERSITY STRATEGY AND ACTION PLAN 2014
Name and contact details

Jennifer Boshier
68 Creswick Terrace
Wellington 6012
Phone 022 037 0136

Making a submission
| am making a submission on behalf of the Creswick Valley Residents Association, which has both a
practical and a strategic interest in the city’s biodiversity.

| would like to make an oral submission on the morning of 19 March 2015.

Submission
1 Assessment of the success of the previous biodiversity action plan is not mentioned in this
document.

There is no section in this strategy document where results of the success or progress of the 2007
biodiversity action plan are mentioned. It therefore is somewhat difficult to assess whether the
priorities in the current draft plan and the related actions are relevant to the ongoing need to mitigate
current and future threats to biodiversity in the Wellington City area.

2 Comments on the goals and outcomes
2.1 Goal 1 Protect biodiversity
The document states that most of the indigenous biodiversity has been lost over time, ie

e less than 5 per cent remains of the podocarp-broadleaved forest which once was the dominant land
cover within the Wellington City area

e about 2 per cent of original sand dunes remain

e about 1 per cent of wetlands are left today.

Therefore the identification of ecologically significant sites (at a scale much greater than Map 1 in the
document) is essential. These areas should include critical locations to maintain connectivity in the
landscape. The sites identified by the Wellington Regional Council as regionally significant should be
added into the list of ecologically significant sites. It is not clear whether this has been done.

The focus of this draft Biodiversity Strategy and action plan should be to identify both the ecologically
significant areas and those areas that have potential to be restored to provide functioning ecosystems,
and protecting them from inappropriate land development.
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Once these areas have been identified and made public, they should be listed in the District Plan as
areas to protect, with no ability for land development to remove significant areas of vegetation.

2.2 Restore biodiversity
The first goal (page 18):

“The loss or decline of our indigenous biodiversity is reversed and self-sustaining and resilient
ecosystems created”.

This seemingly laudable statement requires further thought and some careful definitions eg what is a
“resilient ecosystem” and why does an ecosystem need to be resilient? How do we reverse a loss? How
do we demonstrate that decline in our indigenous biodiversity has been reversed?

Resilience is the capacity of a system to absorb disturbance and still retain its basic function and
structure (Walker and Salt 2006). Resilience science identifies two kinds of resilience: general resilience
and specified resilience. General resilience refers to a system’s preparedness and capacity to cope with a
wide range of known and unknown disturbances. Specified resilience refers to the ability of a particular
part of a system to respond to a particular kind of disturbance. Resilience management should aim to
address both general and specified resilience to ensure both predictable and unpredictable or sudden
changes are catered for.

The biodiversity strategy should be clear about what is meant by resilient ecosystems.

The related outcome statement (page 18) needs a more careful description — “All known original
ecosystems within Wellington are well-represented and are self-sustaining...” This statement is
meaningless and needs to be re-worked. What does “well-represented” mean and what does a self-
sustaining ecosystem mean? Without clear definitions, relevant outcomes and actions cannot be
devised and monitoring to achieve these outcomes cannot be detailed.

The Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) identifies and prioritises sites with the highest
biodiversity values for management. These sites are managed as Key Native Ecosystem (KNE) sites to
maintain or enhance the biodiversity values present. It would be useful for the Wellington City Council
to liaise with the GWRC to ensure there are no gaps or dual identification of sites between the two
councils’ biodiversity strategies.

There is an underlying assumption in the draft Biodiversity Strategy that restoration of habitats and
ecosystems will produce habitat of good condition and functionality. Restoration of habitats is a long
term goal and requires careful monitoring to ascertain that the condition and functionality of habitats
has improved. Substituting new plantings for a mature stand of vegetation does reduce the functionality
of the vegetation; it takes many years to create mature vegetation as habitat for species.

There seems a risk too, that the focus will be on selected, but disconnected, habitats of “good”
condition. CVRA values open spaces for their undeveloped character and ability to provide connectivity
through the surrounding urban landscape. That attribute should be an important part of biodiversity and
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landscape values in a biodiversity strategy. The retention of open spaces can coincide with the concept
of creating “stepping stones” to areas of established biodiversity habitat, biodiversity corridors for
indigenous fauna and flora and buffers for habitats of higher value or at greater risk.

23 Outcome to connect people to biodiversity

There may be a tendency for the Council to focus its efforts on this set of goals and outcomes, as it is
“easier” than attempting the more difficult task of achieving biodiversity outcomes. However, this
tendency should be resisted and the amount of effort allocated to the outcome should be
commensurate with its value to the biodiversity outcomes.

This aspirational goal is notoriously difficult to assess whether it is being achieved. There is a tendency
to rely on input and output measures to demonstrate that people are more “connected” to biodiversity
(although it is not clear what is actually meant by the term “connected” in this context).

A robust way of assessing change in the “connection” of people to biodiversity could be to conduct five-
yearly surveys of a sample of the Wellington city population to see if attitudes to the value of
biodiversity to the city, and participation in biodiversity-related activities is changing over time.
Contextual information is also required to be able to interpret the data in a sensible fashion.

24 Outcome to research biodiversity

This section is particularly opaque and not at all clear why research is needed, what needs to be
researched, how the research will assist in the management of some aspect of biodiversity and who will
do the research.

2.4.1 To be world leaders in urban biodiversity

This goal, and its associated outcome (page 18), is not at all requires further clarity. The outcome “We
are leaders in managing indigenous biodiversity in an urban context” seems to be aspirational and, in
CVRA'’s view, requires much more definition to make this a workable outcome.

There is no indication as to how this outcome might be achieved and why this is seen to be a goal for
research. If one wants to be a world leader in managing biodiversity in an urban context, surely the
focus should be on innovative management of biodiversity.

Internationally, there are some resources that may be helpful to the Council. For example the Curitiba
Meeting on Cities and Biodiversity: Achieving the 2010 Target
http://www.unep.org/urban_environment/events/citiesbiodiversity.asp

(accessed 25 February 2015).

UNEP noted ” However, there are common aspects to successful interventions which indicate that, in
order to manage biodiversity successfully, cities have to mainstream biodiversity into planning; establish
functioning governance structures that are able to enforce legislation; involve citizens and especially
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poor communities from the start; invest in education and awareness; and cooperate with other levels of
government.” (ibid)

2.5 Research on biodiversity assets

Research should be conducted on Wellington’s little-known biodiversity assets eg there are several
glowworm colonies present in the Wellington area but there is little research on their environmental
needs to maintain the glowworm populations, how the populations fluctuate over time, and what
management actions would be required to ensure their survival. Anecdotal information from some of
our members is that part of the previously extensive glow-worm colony near the Curtis Street end of the
Old Karori Road pathway has not been seen since security lighting was installed for an adjacent childcare
centre. Planning documents that stipulate a maximum of 8 Lux fail to appreciate that this is the light
level of twilight; at 8 Lux ambient lighting there is simply no nightfall for nocturnal fauna.

The concept of citizen science to assist in gathering information could be useful in some situations but
requires careful planning and management to ensure that consistent methodologies are used by all
participants and that relevant locations are well represented in any research design. Otherwise the data
can be quite variable in quality and there may be insufficient data points to draw robust conclusions.

If the concept of resilience thinking is to be adopted (refer to earlier comments in section 2.2), then
research would be needed to identify the critical biodiversity assets for Wellington and also identify the
critical thresholds for each of the assets. For example, the amount of vegetation present in a sub-
catchment may be a critical asset. The critical threshold may be retaining more than 70% of this
vegetation in the sub-catchment.

3 Threats to biodiversity

The draft Biodiversity Strategy covers some of the threats to biodiversity but not all. In CVRA's view, the
significant threats to Wellington’s biodiversity are:

e The spread of environmental pest plants and animals

e The loss of habitat through inappropriate land development and through vegetation clearance

e Fragmentation and loss of connectivity due to land development and significant vegetation
clearance

o The cumulative loss of habitat and vegetation where land is developed in stages, or land uses
change over time

e Invasive diseases or new pest insects becoming established in Wellington

The draft Biodiversity Strategy rightly points out that sustained pest control eg for possums over time is
critical to the continued regeneration of vegetation both in reserves and in surrounding land. Where
pest animals have been excluded from a block of land eg in Zealandia’s 225 hectares, the resulting
change in indigenous vegetation since 1999 is dramatic and positive.

The spread of native birds from Zealandia into other areas of the city will ultimately not be successful in
the long term if pest control outside the sanctuary reduces over time.
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4 Actions

The actions in the draft Biodiversity Strategy should focus on mitigating or eliminating these threats, and
giving effect to the actions through developing relevant rules in the District Plan. Otherwise, all these
laudable aspirations will not translate into effective management of the city’s remaining diminished,
fractured and therefore increasingly important areas for biodiversity.

Where actions do mention the inclusion of mechanisms in the District Plan to better protect significant
ecological areas (see page 21), the time frame suggested is medium (3 to 5 years). This timeframe fails
to recognize the importance of getting actions reflected in the District Plan as soon as possible,
otherwise this Strategy will be reviewed in 5 years with the distinct possibility that these actions haven’t
been achieved and implemented.

5 Monitoring and indicators

This area of the draft Biodiversity Strategy requires much more careful thought as to what might be
monitored and why. Just because UNEP and the CBD have created a set of indicators is not a great
reason to follow them.

The purpose of using indicators is to demonstrate change in the outcomes in the Biodiversity Strategy. A
test might be to use the SMART acronym, ie indicators should be: Simple, Measurable, Attainable,
Relevant and Time-bound.

A useful technique to assess change in condition of vegetation is the establishment of photo points in
key areas using a consistent methodology each time. Photos taken yearly and made accessible to the
Wellington community could both add value to the city’s monitoring effort and tell the biodiversity story
of investment in biodiversity actions and what has changed over time.

In our view, it would be best to use a few relevant indicators that would enable the community to see
progress against the outcome statements rather than to struggle with a larger set of “nice to have “
indicators.

We recommend that the outcome statements are reviewed to ensure that they are capable of
demonstrating change in a biodiversity outcome over time (taking into account that some changes will
take 10 to 20 years).

6 Need for baseline information

One of the major gaps in this draft Biodiversity Strategy is the lack of any baseline measurements of
biodiversity from the previous action plan. Without a baseline, change over the period of this strategy
and action plan cannot be properly assessed. Contextual information should also be collected so that
data interpretation takes account of variability in the climate over the five years that could affect the
condition of vegetation or of ecological habitats.
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7 Summary

The CVRA supports the aspirations of this draft Biodiversity Strategy, but there are several issues to be
addressed to make this a useful Strategy and action plan.

Several of the goals and outcomes are ill-defined or overly aspirational and need further clarification to
ensure they are practical and achievable.

CVRA considers that the issue of cumulative habitat loss, and fragmentation of vegetation due to
inappropriate land development are the major threats to biodiversity in Wellington.

The priorities in the draft Biodiversity Strategy do not recognize the value of undeveloped or natural
open spaces as potential “stepping stones” for biodiversity.

The proposed set of indicators to assess progress against the outcomes should be reduced and only
those that meet the SMART test should be used.

The lack of baseline biodiversity information on progress towards the goals and outcomes of the 2007
action plan is a significant information gap for this draft strategy.

The means by which the goals and outcomes of this biodiversity strategy will be given effect to ensure
they are taken into account in future decision-making are not given sufficient weight or urgency.
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06 March 2015 Shed 39, Harbour Quays

PO Box 11646
Manners Street
File Ref: X/26/02/196 Wellington 6142
T 04 384 5708
FREEPOST F 04 385 6950
QOur Natural Capital W gw.govtnz
Parks, Sport and Recreation (REPLO1)
PO Box 2199
Wellington 6140

ournaturalcapital@wec.govt.nz

For: Myfanwy Emeny

Dear Myfanwy

Submission on Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity
Strategy and Action Plan

Please find enclosed the Greater Wellington Regional Council’s submission on Cur Natural
Capital: Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 2014.

Please feel free to contact me on 04 830 4083 or ali.caddy@gw.govt.nz if you have any questions or
concerns.

Yours sincerely

1i Caddy
Biodiversity Adviser, Biodiversity Department

Encl: Submission
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greater wWeLLINGTON
REGIONAL COUNCIL
Te Pane Matua Taiao

Greater Wellington Regional Council: Submission

To:

Wellington City Council

Submission on: Our Natural Capital: Welfington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy and

Action Plan 2014

1.2

1.3

2.2

2.3

3.2

1460280-V1

Reason for submission

The Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) wishes to make a
submission on Our Natural Capital: Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy
and Action Plan 2014 (the Strategy).

GWRC supports Our Natural Capital: Wellington's Draft Biodiversity Strategy
and Action Plan 2014.

The primary reasons for supporting the Strategy are:

* The intention and strategic approach to biodiversity work is
comprehensive and clearly set out in the Strategy.

o  Wellington City Council (WCC) demonstrates a strong commitment to
biodiversity work through the Strategy and we have confidence in their
expertise and capacity to deliver on the Strategy’s goals.

Policy framework

GWRC is particularly interested in how the Strategy will support and
contribute to achieving the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources in the Wellington region.

Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region

Although the Strategy is not a statutory document, some of the actions within it
involve the need for changes to the Wellington City District Plan. When these
district plan changes are undertaken, the policies contained within the Regional
Policy Statement (RPS) must be given effect to.

The RPS gives regional guidance on the future direction for the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources in the Wellington region. The
RPS sets out objectives and policies to address regionally significant issues.

Key comments

GWRC supports the intention and approach to biodiversity work that is set out
in the Strategy. The strategic direction, from vision and guiding principles to
goals and outcomes, is clear and well set out (p.16-18). We commend this
commitment to biodiversity work and have confidence in WCC’s expertise in
this area and their capacity to deliver on the goals included in the Strategy.

The comprehensive scope of the work laid out in the action plan section is
mmpressive. In particular, we commend the expansion of integrated pest control
efforts (under Objectives 1.2.2 and 1.3.1) and the strengthening of provisions
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3.3

34

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

for biodiversity in the Wellington City District Plan (particularly under
Objective 1.1.2 and Goal 1.4).

Areas where WCC and GWRC work together

There are some areas where WCC’s and GWRC’s mandates overlap and there
are opportunities to work together. We value the working relationship that has
already been built and are committed to strengthening it as we continue to
communicate and collaborate in areas that concern both agencies.

The Strategy appropriately recognises the partnership between WCC and
GWRC on matters of biodiversity protection and restoration. Goal 3.4 of the
Strategy sets out how WCC will work with partners to develop a shared vision
for Wellington City’s biodiversity (pp.29-30). GWRC’s Biodiversity
department is available to work with WCC and others on this.

Under Geal 1.2 of the Strategy (p.16), WCC intends to work with partners
(including GWRC) to retain nationally and regionally threatened species in the
district. While we support the intention to do this, partnering in the area of
species management does not fully align with our focus on site-led
management. GWRC supports some of the significant sites for biodiversity
region-wide, particularly through the Key WNative Ecosystem (KNE)
programme. This, and other programmes, focus on sites as ecosystems, rather
than on the individual species within them.

The KNE programme is referred to in the Response section that describes how
biodiversity will be protected under the Strategy (p.46). This is an appropriate
place to mention this work, and we continue to work closely with WCC on the
three KNE sites that are within Wellington City. However, the current wording
may overstate GWRC’s contribution to possum control at Wellington City
KNE sites as we only fund this work at one of these sites.

Opportunities to align the Strategy with regional policy

Although the Strategy will be a non-statutory document, several objectives and
initiatives in it direct efforts towards influencing statutory processes to support
biodiversity. It may be useful to align these efforts with regional policy
direction set out in the RPS." We have appended all relevant RPS policies in
Appendix 1.

The Strategy contains several actions around the identification and protection
of sites of ecological significance in Wellington City (Actions 1.1.2.a, 1.1.2.b,
1.4.2.b and 4.1.1.c). Work in this area could be usefully aligned with the
regional direction in Polices 23 and 24 of the RPS which provides criteria to
identify and evaluate indigenous ecosystems and habitats with significant
indigenous biodiversity values. Under Method 21 of the RPS, GWRC is
preparing guidance for territorial authorities that will aid this work. We look
forward to working with WCC on this.

The ecological significance criteria appended to the Strategy (pp.74-5) are
comprehensive and will be useful for directing biodiversity management
decisions. These criteria also appear to be the basis for defining areas for
protection through district plan provisions. While the criteria in the Strategy do

1 hitp://www.gw.govt.nz/rps/
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3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

1460280-V1

not necessarily need to be consistent with criteria provided in RPS Policy 23,
doing so would allow WCC to also apply these directly to work under RMA
processes such as district plan changes. For example, this would mean that
they then could be used for assessing sites to afford protection under Policy 24
of the RPS and when considering resource consent applications.. Alternatively,
it may be useful to clarify the purpose of these criteria in the Strategy and the
likely extent of their application.

Flood protection operations

GWRC shares responsibility for flood risk management with territorial
authorities across the region. In Wellington City, this responsibility is focused
primarily on rural watercourses with the exception of Porirua Stream and its
tributaries. Flood protection activities for the Porirua Stream involve dams on
the Stebbings Stream and at Seton Nossiter Park, and flood protection works at
the mouth of the stream in Porirua City. Planning measures for Tawa are also
inchuded in the district plan. GWRC also maintains watercourses in Wellington
City, including the Porirua Stream, under the Watercourses Agreement with
WCC.

GWRC requires access along watercourses to maintain the flood carrying
capacity of the watercourse, and generally needs to be able to access the
watercourse from the bank edge to minimise any disturbance to the stream bed.
In some cases the stream bank is steep and/or eroding, and heavy excavating
machines are not able to sit too close to the bank edge for safety reasons.
Access for heavy machinery also needs to be provided without conflicting with
public access (e.g. Porirua Stream walkway) and damaging walkway surfaces.

Riparian set-backs

GWRC supports Objective 1.4.3 Action (e) that provides for rivers to retain
their natural state (p.23). For this to happen, sufficient 'room' needs to be left
for the river to allow its natural processes to occur, which in most cases means
allowing or requiring riparian set-backs as the riparian area may be eroded over
time as the stream channel migrates. The Strategy also highlights that riparian
areas are an important part of stream biodiversity in that they improve water
quality and habitat by providing shelter for fish, lower water temperature and
can filter pollutants.

GWRC supports Objective 1.4.3 Action (I) to “ensure there are provisions in
the District Plan to protect and enhance streamside (riparian) strips alongside
streams where practicable”.

GWRC also supports the provisions on the daylighting of streams (Objective
2.2.1 (d)), providing for fish passage (Objective 1.4.3 (b)(c)(e)) and actions to
protect and restore riparian margins (Objective 2.2.1 Action (a)), which are
consistent with policies in the RPS that seek the maintenance and enhancement
of aquatic ecological functioning of water bodies (RPS Policy 43).

Other comments

We recognise and commend WCC’s intention to reduce impacts on aquatic
ecosystems and restore streams in Wellington City (through actions under
Objectives 1.4.3 and 2.2.1). This effort could be further supported in the
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Strategy by adding guidelines on aquatic ecosystem degradation to the Protect
section (pp. 50-1) and on restoration of waterways to the Restore section

(pp.55-6).

Consistency of monitoring across the city, region and country (Goal 4.2) will
provide valuable information for biodiversity management and policy
decisions. Sharing knowledge of research outcomes also aids both agencies in
developing a greater understanding of local ecology. We commend the
inclusion of this goal.

NatureWatch is referred to (on p.29) as a tool for citizen science monitoring,
While NatureWatch may be easier for the general public to use, eBird is
emerging as a powerful tool that will provide us with the ability to monitor
regional bird occupancy in the near future. Similarly the use of the National
Vegetation Database to store vegetation plot data will assist regional vegetation
data analysis.

Changes sought

Should the WCC approve Our Natural Capital: Wellington’s Draft
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 2014, GWRC requests that:

1. The partnership between GWRC and WCC be recognised under Goal
1.1, which encompasses active management of sites, instead of Goal
1.2 (species protection), This change to the Strategy would better
reflect the collaboration between the agencies in areas such as KNE
sites.

2. The Response section (p.46) that describes how biodiversity will be
protected under the Strategy be reworded to more accurately reflect
GWRC’s contribution, funding the delivery of possum control at one
KNE site in Wellington City.

3. The definition of Key Native Ecosystem provided in the glossary of
the Strategy (p.72) be aligned with how GWRC describes the work of
this programme. We recommend that the text is replaced with the
following:

1. Key Native Ecosystem (KNE) site: An area that is actively
managed by GWRC to protect and enhance indigenous
biodiversity values. Sites in the KNE programme represent the
best remaining examples of ecosystem types in the Wellington
region.

4. The Regional Pest Management Plan (RPMP) be consistently referred
to as such (not as the Regional Pest Management Strategy, which will
soon be replaced). This could be changed on pages 46 and 70, and
potentially in other areas of the document.

Further recommendations

GWRC would also like to make further recommendations for changes to the
Strategy that could be considered:
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10.

The objectives and initiatives aimed at influencing statutory processes
could be aligned with regional policy direction as set out in the RPS.
We have appended all relevant RPS policies in Appendix 1.

We suggest that either:

1. the ecological significance criteria appended to the Strategy
(pp.74-5) are aligned with regional policy, allowing WCC to
apply these directly to work under RMA processes such as
district plan changes, or

1i. that clarification is provided in the Strategy as to the purpose
of these criteria and the likely extent of their application.

We suggest adding guidelines on aquatic ecosystem degradation to the
Protect section (pp. 50-1) and on restoration of waterways to the
Restore section (pp.55-6).

GWRC considers that WCC should further encourage riparian areas
by providing for them in the Wellington City District Plan. The
Strategy outlines that “a sufficient riparian zone is commonly
considered to be at least 10m wide (with a width of 15-20m being
preferable)”. GWRC encourages WCC to provide for at least a 10m
wide riparian setback along all rivers and streams as a requirement in
the Wellington City District Plan.

GWRC suggests Action (b) under Objective 2.3.3 is amended to
provide for its access and maintenance requirements for flood
protection operations:

(b) Consult other organisations to ensure current species restoration
programmes are being followed and access and maintenance
requirements are being met when planting plans are developed.

The description of activities related to the use of vertebrate toxic
agents (p.48) could also mclude reference to localised ground-
poisoning operations that target rabbits.

Section 13.1.3.a lists some pest animal species (including eastern
rosella) for which there is no recognised control method (p.46). In
light of this, we suggest reconsidering their inclusion.

Section 13.1.3.a also discusses integrated pest control and the effect of
control on the populations of non-target species (p.47-8). The example
given here could be changed as it may overstate the effectiveness of
mustelids in controlling rat numbers.

Action 1.3.1.b states that WCC will “adapt the Department of
Conservation guidelines for ethical and humane practices for animal
pest control for use by the Council” (p.22). WCC could instead review
the National Pest Control Agency’s (NPCA) guidelines for this
purpose, as these are the industry standard and are better suited to pest
animal management on non-Crown land.

The commitment to using biological controls (Environmental pest
guideline 10, p.49) could be extended to include new biological
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conirol agents as they become available for targeting other pest

species.
11. Fallow deer (Dama dama) could be added to the list of pest animals in
Appendix 4 (p.79).
6. Further involvement

GWRC recommends that the points as outlined above be considered. We
would also welcome the opportunity to clarify and further discuss the matters

raised.

GWRC does not wish to be heard in support of its submission.

P 7Y

Greg Campbell
Chief Executive

Address for service:

Ali Caddy

Biodiversity Adviser, Biodiversity Department
Greater Wellington Regional Council

PO Box 11646

Manners Street

Wellington 6142

T 04 830 4083
F 04 385 6960
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Appendix 1 - Relevant excerpts from the Regional Policy Statement?

Policy 23: Identifying indigenous ecosystems and habitats with significant
indigenous biodiversity values — district and regional plans

District and regional plans shall identify and evaluate indigenous ecosystems and
habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity values; these ecosystems and habitats
will be considered significant if they meet one or more of the following criteria:

(a) Representativeness: the ecosystems or habitats that are typical and
characteristic examples of the full range of the original or current natural diversity
of ecosystem and habitat types in a district or in the region, and:

(1) are no longer commonplace (less than about 30% remaining); or

(11) are poorly represented in existing protected areas (less than about 20%
legally protected).

(b) Rarity: the ecosystem or habitat has biological or physical features that are
scarce or threatened in a local, regional or national context. This can include
individual species, rare and distinctive biological communities and physical
features that are unusual or rare.

(c) Diversity: the ecosystem or habitat has a natural diversity of ecological units,
ecosystems, species and physical features within an area.

(d) Ecological context of an area: the ecosystem or habitat:

(1) enhances connectivity or otherwise buffers representative, rare or diverse
indigenous ecosystems and habitats; or

(1) provides seasonal or core habitat for protected or threatened indigenous
species.
(e) Tangata whenua values: the ecosystem or habitat contains characteristics of
special spiritual, historical or cultural significance to tangata whenua, identified in
accordance with tikanga Maori.

Policy 24: Protecting indigenous ecosystems and habitats with significant
indigenous biodiversity values — district and regional plans

District and regional plans shall include policies, rules and methods to protect
indigenous ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity values from
Inappropriate subdivision, use and development.

Method 21: Information to assist with the identification of indigenous ecosystems
and habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity values

Prepare and disseminate information to assist with the interpretation of criteria set out in
policies 23 and 24, which require the identification and protection of indigenous
ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity values.

Implementation: Wellington Regional Council® and city and district councils

*lead authority responsible for implementation

2 http://www.gw.govt.nz/rps
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Submitter Details

First Name: Marc

Last Name: Slade
Organisation:  Polhill Restoration Project
Street: 34 Ashton Fitchett Drive
Suburb:  Brooklyn

City:  Wellington

Country:

PostCode: 6021

Daytime Phone: 04 970 1091
Mobile: 02102781556

eMail: marcslade@gmail.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

€ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
€ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support 64
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Why do you say this?

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

| think that plant allocations should be based on the ecological significance and size of the area to
be planted as well as the group's capacity to plant. Groups carrying out higher levels of biodiversity
management including monitoring and pest control need additional technical support and funding,
than smaller care groups focused on planting reserves etc.
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8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

© Yes® No

Your comments

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments

| strongly support the increase in spending on pest animal and plant control in Wellington City
especially in areas with high biodiversity values such as Polhill (due to the presence of rare and
threatened bird species; tieke, toutouwai, kakariki, whitehead, and am concerned at the loss of
funding from GWRC for protection in urban reserves around Zealandia. | would encourage the
council to increase spending and the technical support offered to community groups willing and
able to carry out pest control. At present there is insufficient technical advice and funding to support
groups. | would strongly advocate for the creation of one or two dedicate 'biodiversity rangers' to
complement the existing Park Ranger service. | would also advocate additional support for
community groups to carry out monitoring of both pests and native species, as this is necessary but
technically difficult for volunteer groups to do well. | would also support greater provision of
technical training on biodiversity management skills to support groups, including use of GIS and
GPS, monitoring techniques etc. This could be carried out by WCC in partnership with GWRC and
DOC.

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington'’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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Submitter Details

First Name: Russel

Last Name: Garlick

Organisation: ~ Wellington Mountain Bike Club
On behalf of:  Wellington Mountain Bike Club Incorporated.
Street: 43 Argentine Avenue

Suburb:  Miramar

City:  Wellington

Country: New Zealand

PostCode: 6022

Mobile: 0275371377

eMail: russel.garlick@gmail.com

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

€ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
€ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

Our club supports the general direction of the plan. Mountain bikers spend a lot of time in the town
belt and bush surrounding Wellington. We do so because we enjoy the thrill of riding the tracks, but
also because we enjoy being out in the environment. Our club is responsible for the bulk of
volunteer led trail development and maintenance outside of Makara Peak. As part of these works,
we plant several thousand plants each year. This is something we commit to because we value the
environment that we recreate in. 67
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2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?

rongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Suppo rongly suppo
€ St I €0 € Neith rt &3 rt® St I rt

Why do you say this?

We are especially happy to see the '"We will acknowledge our city context' as a guiding principle.
Whilst as a club, we do want to see the biodiversity preserved, we think it is very important to
recognise that Wellington is no longer a pristine, untouched natural environment. When it comes to
trail development, yes there will be short term impacts to the biodiveristy but we believe that it leads
to enhanced biodiversity outcomes. We are glad to see that the plan recognises that track
development is necessary to provide a way into the bush so that people can interact and
appreciate the environment. We would expect that the plan takes a long term view of such works,
yes short term interruption, but the opening up of the canopy, especially in areas where there is a
mono culture in the regrowth (e.g. primarily Mahoe) these works provide the opportunity for species
to be reintroduced as part of remedial planting. It is our strong belief that tracks open up the
environment to people to appreciate it more. Any impact of a trail build is short term, and the
opportunities for improving the biodiversity values is enhanced by the access the tracks provide.
We like the focus on research in this plan. We would welcome the opportunity to be involved in
potential studies on how trail building impacts the regenerating forest in the Wellington region. From
this we would welcome the chance to work together with council to establish new best practice
approaches. "We will work collaboratively' Our club is well known for building tracks, but what is
probably less well known is the amount of planting we do. We do recognise that our strength is in
building the tracks, and that we can supply significant man power for planting, but our knowledge
on what to plant and where, and what to protect is relatively poor. We do have some members with
strong knowledge, but not enough. We would support any plan that seeks to help educate, inform
and assist us with track design and planting decisions so that we can meet both our desired track
design goals, and the goals of this biodiversity plan. Currently we get great support in terms of
plants, but we would welcome more support in terms of where those plants should be planted, how
to plant and care post planting. We support the 'Goals to connect people to biodiversity'. We think
our volunteer led trail building and planting work parties provide a great way for people to connect
with the local environment. And of course, the end result, the trails unlock the environment and
provide access to recreate in the reserves.

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments
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5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

This seems to be a practical response. Ideally we would like to see the council support all those
who are willing to help, but we accept that there are going to be budget and resource constraints.
Given the scope of our works, we expect that our group would be in the top tier. We accept that
with our trail building activities, there is scope for serious impact on the biodiversity values and
goals. However, we are seeing demand for trails go up as more and more people get into mountain
biking, mountain running and general walking. New trails are going to be required, and volunteer
led build and development is going to be required to meet these needs. As highlighted earlier, we
have some club members who have knowledge, but we need assistance to elevate the knowledge
of all our trail builders. This is something that we expect the council to lead and assist us with. In
short, we would like recognition of our biodiversity work we currently do in parallel with the trail
building, but we need help, time and resources from council to improve our collective outcomes.

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

% Yes® No

Your comments

Our club's concerns are all in the implementation and details. The high level goals are fine, our
concern is about the on the ground implementation. The maps provided in the plan do not provide
enough detail. They are at too large a scale to accurately determine where the 'Ecologically
significant sites' are and how they may impact our club's activities. We would like to see either
some more detailed maps, or have access to an online GIS system that allows us to zoom in to
greater detail. As we address in the additional comments section, there are areas that we need
specifics on before we can comment on the plan.

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information’ tab) 69
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% Yes® No

Your comments

Re Section 1.1.1 d Master Plan for Te Kopahau Reserve Our membership will be very interested in
this, and one of our projects, the Brooklyn Trail Builders, will be placing their own submission that
addresses this in more detail. Suffice to say our club has long standing ties to this area and see it
as one of the zones that could be opened up for some sustainable trail development that would give
greater access to enjoy this environment. We look forward to collaborating with the council on
these plans. Section 1.4.4a Track Development Our club maintains a vast number of tracks on
council land. The Brooklyn Trail Builders, Mt Vic Trails, Miramar Track Project, Portal Trail
Builders, and 98DH Trail crew are all projects of our club. In doing so, we provide a resource for
our club members, and other mountain bikers to use, along with a vast array of other trail users. All
these trail crews are carry out some level of native planting as part of their works. Currently the
Open Spaces Access Plan (tracks plan) sets criteria for track works including new tracks. This
does not include a biodiversity element. This is only considered under Track use. How will the draft
Biodiversity Plan align with the existing Open Spaces Access Plan? We are therefore very
interested in any new track development standards that are to be developed, and would expect,
because our track record, and current standing, to be very much involved in the consultation and
development of these standards. It is our expectation that they are evidence and research based,
and include practical, quantitative measures reflect on the biodiversity values of new trail
development. We are deeply concerned about what these new criteria may mean for not only our
new track development but also our trail maintenance work. Work that is currently carried out by an
army of volunteers at very low over head to the council. We would also like to see how the plan and
criteria would apply to different styles of track. Beginner, largely machine built tracks, have a
significant initial impact, but help drive many of the goals the council seeks. Advanced and expert
tracks, that require little benching work, and mainly cutting to create a goat track line have a much
lower impact. Currently Wellington has a shortage of these advanced and expert tracks. We'd like
to see that there are opportunities in areas, potentially sensitive areas, to build expert level tracks,
with lower impact, where a beginner/intermediate trail may not be appropriate. We understand the
concept of fragmentation, but we would like to see a quantitative analysis of this when it is applied
to single track development. 3.1.2 a Ensure access to 10 min walk, add in 'or ride' We would like to
see 'or ride' added to this goal. It is great to see cycling added in section d, however, we are seeing
an explosion in participation of our sport. Wellington is quite simply the best city to work, live and
ride in. No other large urban centre has the proximity of tracks that Wellington has. This is a huge
asset for this city, and one we would like to see is acknowledged just as much as the Harbour, Te
Papa, Civic Square and other such amenities. We would also like to see 'access' defined as 'variety
of access'. The track network needs trails both at the easy and expert end of the spectrum. Whilst
we agree with officers that the middle ground is well catered for, the edges of the spectrum, we we
are seeing the most growth in our sport, are not well catered for.

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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Submitter Details

First Name: Murray

Last Name: Hosking
Organisation:  Friends of Taputeranga Marine Reserve Trust
Street: C/-,20 Witako Street
Suburb:  Epuni

City:  Lower Hutt

Country: Nz

PostCode: 5011

Daytime Phone: 0272314361
Mobile: 0272314361

eMail: mrhosking@xtra.co.nz

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ | could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

€ | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
€ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support 71
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Why do you say this?

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

€ Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

© Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

© Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

© Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

© Yes® No

Your comments

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?
€ Yes® No
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Your comments

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

© Yes® No

Your comments

Attached Documents

File

Submission WCC Biodiversity Plan
Our Natural Capital — Wellington'’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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Friends of Taputeranga Marine Reserve

www.taputeranga.org.nz

Friends of Taputeranga Marine Reserve Trust

Draft Biodiversity Action Plan — Comments

General comments

e The document appears to say the function to maintain biodiversity is its highest
responsibility — but that is incorrect — RMA s6 requires all persons exercising powers and
functions to recognize and protect — council has those functions.

e We have some strong questions about how the non-biodiversity oriented functions of
Council will be cognisant of this document and how will Council’s actions be aligned with this
document? It needs to be integrated with the other Council documents, embedded possibly,
and actively implemented throughout Council. Our experience is that the Council often
operates in a silo-ed fashion, with functional sections sometimes not well integrated with
the wider priorities of the Council and the community. One option would be to add to all
projects a checklist requiring acknowledgement that the biodiversity plan has been
considered and implemented (and how it has been implemented). It should also be
interconnected with the district plan.

e The document would benefit if a definition of biodiversity was stated at the start of the
document, and it should encompass the marine environment. It would also benefit from a
clear focus on identified priorities as well as identifying who “owns” the actions.

e The draft plan has too much emphasis on "Protect" at the expense of "Restore". The
strategy should identify the reasons for any biodiversity decline in the urban, adjacent rural,
fresh water parts of the council, as well as the contribution it can make to address those
matters. It should spell out how it might manage the impact on the marine environment and
offer significant and practical support to others that work on the ground as well as for their
advocacy associated with protecting indigenous biodiversity.

e The list of biodiversity factors important to Wellington should acknowledge the economic
value of biodiversity, including the business arising from recreation and the use of green
space and waters, including tourism and other visitors to Wellington’s Zealandia, Wilton
Bush, Taputeranga Marine Reserve, Matiu Somes, etc.

e There is no mention up front of the Taputeranga Marine Reserve even though it is heavily
used (including the land part) and WCC is heavily involved with parks, reserves (to the
MHWS line) roading etc. It is a core biodiversity asset for the city. Surely the city should
embrace this unique reserve — as the only truly accessible marine reserve on the doorstep
and bus routes of a Capital city! It is manages and used from the city and it deserves to be
recognised and fully integrated with the city’s priorities.
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The vision includes a broad leadership role for WCC, but the actions appear to be too
narrowly focused on either WCC land or dealing with private land through the DP. There is
huge potential for making non-WCC public lands (e.g. transport corridors run by other
agencies) and private lands that the landowner has no use for (all those little bits of land
around factories for example) into quality open space or habitat.

Specific points

The WCC Strategy should place more emphasis on continued provision of support. On-going
pest control is important. Also a short term and ongoing action around what direct support
will be made available to community groups that are improving habitats in freshwater,
marine, and land based environments would be useful.

In most of the action plan there is nothing that specifically addresses the Blue Belt, but could
include underwater gardening for educational purposes, continuing the work at the wharves
to restore inner harbour ecosystems and better supporting harbour clean ups.

The plan should specifically develop existing and new parks/open spaces to support local
biodiversity and to provide linkages through strategic ecological corridors, land and sea.

Research should be carried out on locally endemic tree, shrub and grass species, including
coastal species, for suitability as specimen plantings and a program be implemented to
produce mature specimens for future projects, as well as a development of native species
“planting guides” for volunteer groups.

There is a lack of regulation around removal of habitat. The strategy should aim to improve
that gap. There has been significant habitat removal as a result of infill. Planting is valuable
but the strategy should ensure we also keep large trees in the city itself, not just on council
land.

While it is important to protect the remaining remnants of original biodiversity, there are
two problems with that approach. Firstly, the methodologies normally used will ignore
remnants of soil biota and other organisms that are no longer associated with recognisable
vascular plant remnants. But they are of high value. For example there is a tiny population of
ground weta in a roadside bank in Clifton Terrace, and giant earthworms in the land beside
the motorway below Clifton Terrace. Both areas have been pretty much destroyed, but
those species have survived.

The second problem is that it ignores the value of spaces that are readily restored and
protected. For example busy road/rail corridors are great places to put biodiversity that is
sensitive to snails, rats and other predators/grazers that don’t like crossing roads. Those
spaces are also vital for the biophilia component. It is along footpaths, at bus stops and train
stations, and similar places that people spend most time in the outdoors. Not in parks.
Similarly, the Council should look for esplanade median strips and roundabout plantings for
endangered coastal shrubs and grasses.

Specific comments by sections:

Summary - There is a one liner that recognises that biodiversity is not a respecter of Council

boundaries. In the document throughout there is a strong emphasis on terrestrial biodiversity and
only patchy ‘added in’ acknowledgement of sea coast and sea. The Blue Belt concept comes quite
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out of the ‘blue’ as a significant add on later in the document and is welcome, but there should be
some greater lead in to recognising that the marine nearshore environment and associated
biodiversity is every bit as important as a component of the wider environment of Wellington that
goes to people’s well-being, health and economic advantage. There needs to be more action
planning for this and other marine environment priorities.

2.1 There is an acknowledgement of ‘coast’ in the final word, but not the Harbour waters nor South
Coast seas. Yet, the land/sea interface is not a barrier to biodiversity. Sea birds in particular
commonly feed at sea and nest/forage on the land, becoming both a natural feature and a problem
in some cases. The shags that nest at Zealandia are a key feature of that tourist facility and
conservation success, but of course they feed at sea. The esplanades and marine parades feature
signs exhorting motorists to look out for blue penguins crossing at dusk back to nests on ‘impossible’
hillsides. Work done at Matiu Somes to enhance habitats for sea birds including penguins has
implications far afield as these birds travel long distances daily to feed and return to nests —to the
eastern side of the Harbour, to the west and to the coast off Bering Head and the South Coast.

There is also the important link between fresh water species such as eels and whitebait which also
spend part of their lifecycle in the sea.

As already stated, in this document, up front, there needs to be a definition of biodiversity that
covers both terrestrial and inshore marine, probably in 2.2 which only skirts on the issue.

2.3 No mention here of the Taputeranga Marine Reserve. Yes, it is DOC’s area to manage with the
assistance of the conservation community, but the reserve and the South Coast is a place of
recreation, enjoyment, study, inspiration, reflection and well-being to hundreds of thousands of
Wellingtonians and visitors from the region and further afield every year. The Island Bay Snorkel Trail
alone is used by at least 1000 visitors in the first three months of each year. The WCC reserves,
parks, pathways and roading people are heavily involved in South Coast work, and there are very
strong interfaces issues for stormwater and waste water disposal every year. As the reserve
recovers there will be increasing tourism around the reserve and its activities — it is already one of
Air New Zealand sponsored Coastal Gems.

Not the least, the south coast waters, whether marine reserve or outside provide the livelihood for a
more or less sustainable fishing fleet out of Island Bay and the Harbour, as well as a number of dive
shops with clientele for snorkel, scuba, fishing and camera work, providing equipment, instructions
and certification. They strongly support the regions tourism with equipment hire and instruction, as
well as tours to features like the F69 wreck. Once again these reflect on the artificiality of land/sea
administrative boundaries which reflect into planning.

The list of biodiversity factors important to Wellington should acknowledge the economic value of
biodiversity, including the business arising from recreation and the use of green space and waters,
including tourism and other visitors to Wellington’s Zealandia, Wilton Bush, Taputeranga Marine
Reserve, Matiu Somes, etc. | am sure his can be done in a way that does not bring a squeal of protest
from a neighbouring city or regional administration.
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3. | note the Maori significance of biodiversity acknowledges Tangaroa. We have always found that
Maori do not make any distinction in their view of whenua between that covered by air and that
covered by salt water.

4,
We suggest wording: “......a network of green and blue space”

As well, climate change strategies must recognise the land/sea interface and the changing seascapes
and weather patterns, as well as the cloaking and smothering value in energy absorption of healthy
kelp and seaweed beds around the reefs.

5. Past.

How quaint to be quoting the value of damsel and dragonflies, but not a single species of fish that
were the mainstays of protein for the early settlers, tangata whenua, who occupied the coasts in
some considerable numbers. How about eels, koura, grouper, cod, rock lobster (crayfish), paua and
kina.

Present

The sentence on Taputeranga Marine Reserve clearly looks like a token add on. Good to see it there,
but surely you could be a little more descriptive of the keystone species that are flourishing. Where
are the marine significant biodiversity sites —Harbour and South Coast? There is so much that WCC
should be doing more to foster recovery and renewal in those vital places. As the receiving waters
from waste and stormwater systems, these are key places for the well-being of the people.

7 Guiding Principles — Okay with these.
8. Okay

9.2 Blue Belt — Okay, but still largely has a terrestrial orientation. More emphasis should be placed
on whole ecosystems restoration as envisaged by Stephen Journee.

Action Plans

1.4.3 Okay? But in the rest of the action plan there is nothing that specifically addresses the Blue
Belt! Underwater gardening? Continuing the work at the wharves to restore inner harbour
ecosystems?

Section 12 and onwards should either be an appendix, or better sit in front of the Vision statement.
It is a good description of much upon which the action plans will operate. It is well written but
appears as a disconnected add on. There seems to be little connection between this and the draft
policy up front.

In summary, only brief passing lip service has been paid to the marine environments of
Wellington, probably because of the sheer artificiality of city boundaries. Do not wait for super
city integration that may never arrive. Integrate planning now and ensure that the sustainability of
biodiversity is consistent with the Resource Management Act and embedded across the work of all
of the branches of the Council.
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5/3/15

Our Natural Capital, Parks, Sport and Recreation
Wellington City Council

P.0.Box 2199

Wellington 6140

Comments on the WCC Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

We'd like to congratulate the Council staff on a very comprehensive strategy, and in essence only have
minor comments as follows:

Goal 1.1 - Priority biodiversity sites on public and private land are protected
Objective 1.2.2 — Ensure that animal predator control is sufficient to allow for the survival of key
species.

e We recommend that monitoring outcomes is an integral component of this and warrants
specific mention, especially to identify protocols appropriate to urban as well and forested
areas.

Goal 1.2 — Rare, threatened or locally significant species are protected
Objective 1.2.2.c-  Establish a.methodology to decide which species within Wellington warrant
additional protection if discovered through monitoring programme.

e We think that development of “ criteria and protocols” are needed to provide a framework for
decisions and then actions which are likely to vary from site to site or species to species
depending on local risk.

Goal 1.3 — Pest species are controlled to sufficient levels to protect our biodiversity, and eradicated if
possible
Objective 1.3.1 — Control pest animals and plants that threaten sites of ecological significance

e We would like to see the objective expanded to include “Control and support control activities...
” and a separate action added to make explicit that there will be support for other organisations
(eg Zealandia) that undertake work that meets this objective. Assuming Zealandia is a site of
ecological significance then we would recommend specifically supporting plans to remove the
brown trout and redfin perch from the sanctuary.
13.1.a- We would like to see fish and bats mentioned in the list of key species
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1.3.3. b- Implement animal pest control in the areas of rural land to the south-west of
Zealandia

e (larification is needed. We believe that the Halo project is necessary to protect the biodiversity
values of Zealandia, as some species (eg bellbirds) have struggled to get successfully established
in the sanctuary due to dispersal beyond the safety of the perimeter fence. In addition, creating
a safe buffer will reduce the risk of reinvasion of pest plants and animals. This will also protect
biodiversity outcomes arising from dispersal of re-introduced species beyond the sanctuary.
Accordingly, the area under integrated pest control should specifically highlight the halo area
including rural, reserve and urban land around the sanctuary. We don’t think this is adequately
addressed under this goal.

Goal 2.2-  Aquatic ecosystem health across the city is improved

o We feel that restoration effort within Zealandia ie the head catchment of the Kaiwharawhara
should receive mention and support, if not adequately covered in 1.3.1 as above. This includes
the eradication of trout and perch species and restoration of processes which will enable
migration to and from the lakes.

Goal 2.3 — Restoration programmes are in place for rare, threatened or locally significant species
Objective 2.3.1.b — Install suitable nesting sites for cavity nesting species in reserves where these species
are known to be present

e We suggest that vulnerable cavity nesting species should only be encouraged to nest in reserves
(by using nest boxes) where key pests have been reduced and maintained at appropriate levels.
These levels may vary from species to species and should be developed in consultation with e.g.
Department of Conservation staff; results of pest control and breeding success should be
regularly reviewed to evaluate if targets are being met or need adjustment. The same caution
needs to be extended to the suggestion of live nest cam opportunities mentioned in 3.1.1.b
because activities around nests can increase vulnerability. The emphasis that we recommend is
captured in Section 13.2.5 Guidelines, Habitat restoration #20 where the installation of
nestboxes is explicitly linked to the active management of predator numbers.

Objective 2.3.3 - Work in partnership with other organisations to develop restoration programmes
e Include provision for supporting /enhancing existing restoration programmes

Goal 2.3 — Ecological networks developed across the landscape
Objective 2.4.1.a - Identify key species for which connections would be beneficial and can be achieved

e Need to also identify key pest plant and animal species that could benefit from the planned
connections and ensure that potential negative impacts can be minimised or mitigated before

new connections established.

Goal 3.2 — People understand the importance and value of biodiversity to their wellbeing
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Objective 3.2.2 — use technology to connect people with biodiversity and ensure that people have access
to current information on biodiversity

e We support this objective but recommend that these actions are integrated with databases and
resources already available so a key outcome would be to provide links to the different
resources rather than eg. developing a species identification guide for lizards (which has already
been done); aiming to have all information on biodiversity and research on the Council website
would need careful management to minimise IP issues and also keep up to date.

Goal 4.1 — Wellington City has increased understanding and knowledge of biodiversity
Objective 4.1.1.d - Conduct a bat survey to establish whether populations are present in Wellington

e We draw attention to current surveys being undertaken by GW and bat surveys that have been
undertaken in Zealandia

Objective 4.1.1.e — Follow up surveys for Ngahere geckos, barking geckos, spotted skinks, Kupe skinks,
and ornate skinks using more intensive methods in surveyed parks and reserves with good habitat

e We would like to see mention of/support given to a survey of southern areas in Zealandia for
goldstripe and barking geckos, and to lizard transfers. We suggest that it would be useful to
establish a monitoring programme for species found outside the sanctuary to determine
population trends, and aligning the programme with monitoring done inside the sanctuary
would provide a useful comparison as well as support for continuation of the sanctuary
programme.

Section 12.4 — Freshwater Streams

e We suggest that the successful removal of brown trout from the headwaters of the
Kaiwharawhara Stream and the significant response of banded kokopu and koura has
significantly improved the value of the stream and upper reservoir for native fish and freshwater
invertebrates; it provides an opportunity for more active freshwater restoration work through
transfers that may not be feasible elsewhere.

Wetlands

o We feel there should be a mention of the reservoir lakes and created wetland at the head of the
Kaiwharawhara catchment which provide a locally rare habitat for wetland species.

Section 13.1.3 (c) Aquatic ecosystem degradation

e We suggest that there also needs to be reference to the effect of introduced fish on
cyanobacterial blooms in the lower Karori reservoir which not only affects the lake ecosystem
but has downstream ramifications. Supporting efforts to reduce the severity and frequency of
these blooms by removal of introduced fish, particularly perch will be beneficial.

Section 13.2.4 — Beyond planting Habitat restoration

Another role that these older trees play is providing the right niche for cavity nesting species, which
includes kaka, kakariki, saddleback and falcon
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e Falcon is not a cavity nesting species

Section 13.2.5 Guidelines
Habitat restoration — 20-— see comments associated with 2.3.1b

Section 13.3.6 — Working with partners towards a shared vision for Wellington’s biodiversity; Council
Controlled Organisations — Zealandia and Wellington Zoo

e Zealandiais not a CCO, and for the sake of the definitions offered sits more correctly within
“Local community-based conservation and restoration groups...”

Section 13.4.4 — Priority research areas

Restoration - “There are a number of cavity-nesting species in Wellington such as kaka, kakariki,
saddleback, north island robin, bellbird, morepork, and kingfisher...”

e North Island robin and bellbird are not regarded as cavity nesting species although they do use
cavities occasionally.

Yours sincerely

Raewyn Empson
Manager Conservation, Research, Learning and Experience
raewyn.empson@visitzealandia.com

81

17




18

Submitter Details

First Name: Des

Last Name: Smith
Organisation:  Bell's track working group
On behalf of:  volunteers
Street: 24 Fox Street
Suburb:  Ngaio

City:  Wellington

Country:

PostCode: 6035

Daytime Phone: (04) 4796310
Mobile: +6444796310
eMail: desjohn@xtra.co.nz

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ 1 could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

& | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
@ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

Having organized a group in Ngaio for the past 7 years in reforestation and guide at Zelandia foe
the past 13 years am aware how much havoc has been wrought on the environment and delighted
to be part of ameliorating this.
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2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?
€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support
Why do you say this?

as above

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

% Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments
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8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

© Yes® No

Your comments

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

® Yes® No

Your comments

On behalf of the Bell's Track working group would like to endorse the Wellington draft and
Biodiversity Strategy and action plan 2014.At a meeting last Tuesday myself and other volunteers
were very impressed with the details to help Wellington be a natural capital. Some ideas for
consideration is that our work is involved in improving part of the Te Araroa walkway. Eventually
our groups work would extend from Mount Kaukau to the Trelissick Park group to ensure the entry
to Wellington via the Te Araroa Walkway reflects the Nature City. Another area we have been
maintaining is around the Awarua Street Station and the entrance to Cummings Park via Awarua
Street. What we would like to see is the Johnsonville line become a a tourist attraction. residents
along the line could be encouraged to as we have done at Awarua Street station to maintain the
area and plant native plants. Maybe twice a year the railways could close the line to trains once in
summer for residents to do weeding and pick up rubbish. Maybe a fun day with BBQ's etc at the
stations. The again in winter to do the tree planting. We suggest tourists would be able to buy a
day rail pass with a map showing walkways, Parka, Cafes, shopping and the history of the area. As
the Wellington peninsular becomes predator free and the indigenous forest returns we visualize
Zealandia playing a major role in education for the local environment and beyond. part of
respecting the flora and fauna also should include the maori culture ensuring the pronunciation is
correct by people dealing with the public. HAERE RA, Des

Attached Documents

File

Our Natural Capital — Wellington'’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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Submitter Details

First Name: Geoffrey

Last Name: de Lisle

Organisation:  Birds New Zealand (Wellington Branch of the Ornithological Society of NZ)
On behalf of:  Wellington Branch of Birds New Zealand (Ornithological Society of New
Zealand) G.W. de Lisle, Regional Representative

Street: 244 Blue Mountains Rd

Suburb: RD1

City:  Upper Hutt

Country: New Zealand

PostCode: 5371

Daytime Phone: 045270929

eMail:  miromiro@xtra.co.nz

Trade competition and adverse effects:

€ 1 could € | could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission
€ lam € | am not

directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that :
a. adversely affects the environment, and
b. does not relate to the trade competition or the effects of trade competitions.

Wishes to be heard:

€ Yes

& | do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be
fully considered.

Preferred hearing location:
€ Oral Hearings - Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan

Hearing Needs:

Correspondence to:
@ Submitter

€ Agent

€ Both

Submission

1. Overall, do you support or oppose the general direction of Our Natural Capital?

€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

2. Do you support the Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes?
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€ Strongly oppose® Oppose® Neither support nor oppose® Support® Strongly support

Why do you say this?

3. Do you think we have identified the biggest issues facing indigenous biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

4. Do you think we have identified the right priorities in order to achieve our desired outcomes for
biodiversity in Wellington?

% Yes® No

Your comments

5. Do you think we have identified the right organisations to partner with to achieve our objectives?

© Yes® No

Your comments

6. Do you think we have the right indicators and targets to measure our performance by?

% Yes® No

Your comments

7. Do you agree with our direction for the tiered support for community groups?

% Yes® No

Your comments

8. Is there anything you feel has not been adequately covered by the draft plan?

% Yes® No
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Your comments

There are two related issues which require greater attention. (1) The funding of Biodiversity
activities. The level of funding will be a major determinant of the success of the Biodiversity plan.
(2) Management of the Biodiversity plan. Efficient management of Biodiversity activities is essential
to ensure maximum progress is made in addressing the goals of the plan and ensuring the best
utilisation of what will be limited resources. A related issue is the management of community groups
to ensure their continued participation in contributing to the biodiversity of Wellington City as well
as ensuring their activities are compatible with the Biodiversity Plan.

9. Do you have additional comments? (please attach additional pages via the 'Supporting
Information' tab)

% Yes® No

Your comments

There is an on going need to ensure that the Wellington City Council Biodiversity activities are co-
ordinated with their regional neighbours. This has been identified in the draft plan but its
importance needs to be emphasised.

Attached Documents

File

BIRDS New Zealand Wellington City Council

Our Natural Capital — Wellington’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
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BIRDS New Zealand (Ornithological Society of New Zealand)

In 2015 Birds New Zealand (Ornithological Society of New Zealand) celebrates its 75"
Anniversary. This is a national organisation with over1000 members of which more than 100
belong to the Wellington branch. The Wellington Branch of Birds New Zealand actively
participates in national and local studies on birds. A number of these studies complement the
aims laid down in the draft of the Wellington City Council Biodiversity strategy and Plan. Some of
these studies have been going for many years and provide longitudinal data of trends in bird
populations in Wellington. For example, four detailed surveys of the birds of Wellington Harbour
have been carried out since 1975. Since 1975 there have been major changes in the bird life of
the harbour and reflect improvements in the discharge of sewage and other wastes in the
Wellington Region. Ongoing surveys have been carried out in Zealandia with the first survey
carried out prior to the establishment of the fence and the eradication of predators.

The Wellington Branch of Birds New Zealand has significant skills and experience in ornithology
that could contribute to the maintaining and enhancing the Biodiversity of Wellington City.
Consequently, we would like to be considered as a community group that can contribute in the
field of ornithology to the Biodiversity initiatives being pursued by the Wellington City Council.

The aims of Birds New Zealand are listed below.

To create a nation-wide study group with individual members or groups working on different
aspects of ornithology as suits their interests or circumstances and all contributing to the
sum of ornithological knowledge. This aim cannot be achieved in a day or a decade but each
year brings a variety of new accomplishments and insights into the biology of birds.

The aims and objective of the Society are to:

1. encourage, organise and promote the study of birds and their habitat use
particularly within the New Zealand region.

2. foster and support the wider knowledge and enjoyment of birds generally.

3. promote the recording and wide circulation of the results of bird studies and
observations.

4. produce ajournal and any other publication containing matters of ornithological
interest.

5. effect co-operation and exchange of information with other organisations having
similar aims and objects.

6. assist the conservation and management of birds by providing information, from
which sound management decisions can be derived.

7. maintain a library of ornithological literature for the use of members and to
promote a wider knowledge of birds.
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8. promote the archiving of observations, studies and records of birds particularly in
the New Zealand region.

9. carry out any other activity which is capable of being conveniently carried out in
connection with the above objects, or which directly or indirectly advances those
objects or any of them
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PO Box 10-412
Wellington 6143

New Zealand

CC10518

4 March 2015

SUBMISSION ON OUR NATURAL CAPITAL

INTRODUCTION AND KEY POINTS

1. The Society welcomes the opportunity to comment on Our Natural Capital. Our submission
includes many recommendations. Some relate to the Society’s advocacy objective which is
to protect land and waters in their natural state. Others may help improve the clarity of the
strategy document or its subsequent implementation.

2. Section 13, which explains the reasoning behind each of the four themes, helped us
understand the goals, objectives and action statements for each of the four themes in the
Action Plan (Section 10).

3. We were pleased to learn that Council has identified and mapped 517 ecologically
significant sites across the city.

4. We were concerned about the limited attention given to plants. As three examples:

only four plant species are mentioned in the “past” section of the overview of
Wellington’s biodiversity in Section 5, and all monocotyledons

the most detailed information about plants comes in section 12 which is after the vision,
principles, goals, and action plan

the nationally and regionally threatened plant species still growing in the city’s open
spaces are not identified/listed.

Theme 1: Protection

5. Within the protection theme, we see the priority actions as:

reviewing the Pest Management Strategy and Implementation Plan (The fragmented
treatment of pests and pest management in Our Natural Capital makes it difficult to
know what the strategy is)

making an early start on the review of Chapter 18 of the District Plan (Conservation
sites) so that key provisions are in place in time to influence implementation of Council's
Urban Growth Plan.

Theme 2: Restoration

6. We welcome the commitment about ecological leadership on page 63 which says that “The
Council will take a greater leadership role in determining ecological outcomes and
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restoration priorities for the city, and will develop plant lists for specific zones or sites based
on these priorities. The plants we provide for restoration purposes in those zones will be
based on those lists”. The “zone” information on KCDC's website may provide a useful
model for this initiative. It identifies several zones based on soil and climatic factors.

We were pleased to see more importance attached to “restoring missing species”, i.e.
increasing the structural integrity and species diversity of damaged, regenerating and
restoration forests. Many of the plantings in the city’s parks and reserves over the last
decade have achieved site coverage with a limited range of shrubs and small trees. How
best to continue to restore these sites, including the role of enrichment plantings, needs
additional research and planning.

In our submission on the Draft Suburban Reserves Management Plan, we proposed that
Council develop MOUs with each community group involved in planting projects. Further
discussion during the development of the current submission revealed a level of unease
about MOUSs. Our view now is that an informal, educative and responsive approach to
working with community groups will be more effective than the formalised directive
approach inherent in a system of MOUSs. In particular, we recommend that you adjust the
proposed resourcing allocations across the hierarchical support system for community
groups so that experienced Council staff can engage face to face with third tier groups,
particularly in early stages of their projects, or when they are starting to plan for enrichment
plantings. If Council does want to give further consideration to the MOU approach (because
planting is a managed activity), we can provide with an updated list of contents for MOUSs.

We have recommended expanding action 2.1.2 to include a review of eco-sourcing
practices in different contexts. We anticipate that this may result in either some
amendments to the current 2-page guidelines or a new package of policy and educative
materials for different audiences.

Theme 3: Connection

10.

Our major recommendation under this theme is that Council establish a teaching garden to
help volunteers and Council contractors distinguish between pairs of plants that are similar
in appearance, but one is indigenous and the other is a pest plant, (e.g. pampas / toetoe,
Old Man’s Beard / Clematis paniculata (Puawhananga). This may reduce losses of natives
during scrub clearance, weeding, track development and management of road-side
vegetation. A second stage could see the development of a public educational resource
where residents could learn to distinguish between pairs of similar native plants, e.g. black
maire / white maire, and wheki / wheki-ponga.

Theme 4: Research

11.

12.

13.

Applying the term “research” to this theme is somewhat misleading given the diversity of
information needs and actions incorporated in the theme. The theme would benefit from
more work to improve its focus and internal alignment.

We see one of the top research priorities as increasing the depth of the information in the
data base about the values of the 517 sites of ecological significance, starting with sites that
need better statutory protection under the District Plan, or a different mix of management
interventions. The public also need to have access to maps and information identifying the
sites that do not meet the criteria for ecological significance in Appendix 1.

In the short to medium term, we think better sharing of information with interest groups and

the general public will be more influential in achieving Our Natural Capital objectives than
“conducting intensive and targeted research in partnership with relevant organisations”.
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Submission details
COVER PHOTO AND TEXT

14. We endorse the choice of a photo of seals for the front cover. Seals are a reminder that
Wellington has marine as well as terrestrial biodiversity. We noted that there was little about
the city’s marine plant life in the strategy.

TITLE

15. The proposed title, Our Natural Capital, is clever given that Wellington is NZ's capital city,
but may also mislead as its contents cover only a small part of what most audiences would
expect to find in a document about natural capital. Use of the sub-title is essential.

SECTION 1: SUMMARY

16. A succinct summary is vital in an 80-page document. The draft summary is not a summary.
There is no mention of the vision, the four themes, or the tiered approach to supporting
community groups. We strongly recommend re-writing the summary using the four ‘themes’
as the organising framework.

SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION

17. This may be the best place to explain that the plan is aspirational, and while some funding
for some actions is assured, funding for others is dependent on decisions Councillors will
make in future planning processes, statutory and internal. The Biodiversity Action Plan
2007 raised expectations that were not met.

SECTION 4: POLICY FRAMEWORK

18. We recommend showing the Town Belt Management Plan 2013, and the Botanic Gardens
Management Plan 2014 in the diagram on page 11 as both have biodiversity objectives,
policies and implementation plans.

19. We recommend describing and explaining in more detail the respective responsibilities of
Council and GWRC for marine, freshwater and terrestrial biodiversity of Council under the
Regional Policy Statement. Under Policy 61, for example, GWRC appears to have no
responsibilities for terrestrial biodiversity in Wellington City.

SECTIONS 5 AND 12: WELLINGTON'S BIODIVERSITY OVERVIEW AND WELLINGTON'S
BIODIVERSITY

20. Section 5 gives an “overview” of Wellington’s biodiversity under the headings past, present
and future. In the ‘past’ section, it mentions only four species of plants, all of which are
monocotyledons (flax, rush, raupo and cabbage tree). Many different kinds of animals are
described, and in much more detail, e.qg., birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish (marine and
freshwater), marine mammals and insects.

21. We recommend re-writing the overview to include more of the diversity of Wellington’s
indigenous plants, e.g. some conifers, (e.g. rimu, totara), some dicotyledons, (e.g. mamaku,
manuka and greenhood orchids), non-vascular plants, (e.g. mosses, lichen, and liverworts)
fungi and algae.

22. There is some information about Wellington’s plants in section 12 under habitat sub-

headings. We wondered why this was placed after sections 6-11 which contain the Vision,
Guiding Principles, Goals and Outcomes, a couple of concept plans, and the Action Plan.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

We strongly recommend combining sections 5 and 12, and placing the combined section as
section 5. Each of the habitat sections should incorporate the past and the present, some
information about well-known species (both plants and animals), some information about
rare or threatened species, and a summary of ecosystem types.

The appendices contains species lists for native birds, lizards and freshwater fish, but no
information about indigenous plants, not even those that are nationally or regionally
threatened. Information later in this submission may help rectify this omission.

The future: We are not sure what you are trying to communicate in this section. One
possible interpretation is that the 517 significant ecological sites belong to the first category
(ecologically significant sites), and that other sites/areas throughout the city with lower
biodiversity values are assigned to one of the other three categories. Nor could we work out
the relationship between these categories and the actions in the Action Plan.

An alternative treatment for the ‘future’ section would be to translate the intent of Our
Natural Capital into comparative sketches of the state of our biodiversity now and in 2040,
for example:

e an ecologically significant site with more complex layering and diversity of species

e an ecologically significant site with a buffer zone, stepping stones to an isolated
remnant, and a corridor link to a recently established community planting

e awell-vegetated catchment with a day-lighted steam, fewer barriers to fish passage, and
an artificial wetland created to capture and store storm water

e ashrubland without gorse and Darwin’s barberry.

SECTION 6: VISION

27. We compared the vision in the Biodiversity Action Plan 2007 with the draft vision in Our
Natural Capital.

VISION IN 2007 STRATEGY DRAFT VISION 2014 STRATEGY

Wellington is a city that protects and restores | Wellington is a “living city”, one that

biodiversity and proudly showcases its protects and restores indigenous

natural areas. It is a city renowned for its biodiversity and celebrates nature. The

kaitiakitanga, its environmental guardianship. | people in our city are renowned for their

kaitiakitanga.

28. After comparing them, we offer the following comments but no recommendation:

o the speech marks around “living city” signal it has a special meaning, but that meaning
is not mentioned or explained in Our Natural Capital

e incorporating the word “indigenous” is an improvement

e dropping the translation of “kaitiakitanga” is a retrograde step

e ‘nature’ is not equivalent to ‘natural areas’. The word “nature” is used in Our Natural
Capital, particularly under the theme “Connect”, but has not been explained. It could be

interpreted as including the colourful wildflowers on the Town Belt, the pigeons in Te Aro
Park, and a row of exotic street trees.
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SECTION 7: GUIDING PRINCIPLES

29. We recommend adding “researchers” and GWRC to the list of parties with whom Council
intends to work collaboratively.

SECTION 8: GOALS AND OUTCOMES

30. We recommend incorporating Section 8 into a revised Summary structured around the four
‘Theme’ headings. A separate section for goals and outcomes may not be necessary.

31. The research outcome statement includes Council’s aspiration to be seen as “a leader in
managing indigenous biodiversity in an urban context”. We welcome the aspiration. Council
may like to consider whether its leadership aspirations should also apply to any of the other
three themes.

32. The outcome statement for protection includes “no further loss of species indigenous to
Wellington”. In 1998, DOC published a list of around 17 plant species with historic records
in Wellington City that haven’t been seen at the recorded site for decades and may have
been permanently lost from the city.! As part of a nation-wide initiative between DOC and all
regional Councils, DOC is currently working with GWRC to assess the regional conservation
status of vascular plants in the region. This assessment may confirm the permanent loss of
some of these species from Wellington and identify others that are threatened.

SECTION 9: BIODIVERSITY CONCEPT PLANS

33. This section illustrates two concept plans which “demonstrate the wider approach outlined in
the guiding principles and what could be achieved”. The first focuses on indigenous fauna,
the second on the Blue Belt, i.e. coastal and marine. The concept plans have merit as an
integrating, outcome-focused overview. Unfortunately the language introduces another
level of complexity and confusion. The outcomes are called objectives and differ from the
outcome statements in section 8 and from the objectives in the Action Plan.

34. We recommend further development of the concept plans with a view to producing a series
of clear graphics for use in power point presentations and posters about Council’s roles in
protecting and restoring the city’s indigenous biodiversity.

35. We welcome the intention to establish collections of coastal plants at sites around the
harbour. We recommend adding this to the Action Plan.

SECTION 10: ACTION PLAN
Theme 1: Protect

36. We regard protection of the best of what remains of Wellington’s indigenous biodiversity as
the highest priority.

37. We welcome the outcome statement for protection in section 13.1.1 (page 45) which
acknowledges previous losses of species indigenous to Wellington, previous reductions in
the size of ecologically significant areas, and reductions in the size of the areas with the
potential for future restoration. You could also mention the loss of whole ecosystems, e.g.,
the 86-hectare freshwater lagoon on the Miramar Peninsula. According to Wildlands (2009),

1. Sawyer, John. Plants of National Conservation Concern in Wellington Conservancy. Department of
Conservation, Wellington Conservancy, 1998.
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the eight remaining wetland sites within the Wellington City Council boundaries have a total
area of just 16.9 ha of wetlands.

38. Section 13 establishes a sound foundation for the four protection goals in the Action Plan
and the associated programme of 48 actions. We support the goals.

No. Goal Actions

1.1 Priority biodiversity sites on public and private land are protected 7

1.2 Rare, threatened or locally significant species are protected 6

1.3 Pest species are controlled to sufficient levels to protect our 11
biodiversity, and eradicate if possible

1.4 The impact of urban growth and human activity on all ecosystems 24
and remaining habitats is managed

Pest Control (Goal 1.3)

39.

40.

Council’s reporting systems provide very little meaningful information about the results of its
investment in pest control. The Annual Report 2013/14 reported that “We have enhanced
our pest plant programme in 36 key native ecosystems. We continued controlling high
priority weeds in the Town Belt”. The numerical measure is a percentage of high value
biodiversity covered by integrated animal pest control or weed control. The target of 60% of
sites was not achieved (52%) but the report didn’'t show how many high value biodiversity
sites were included in the target. None of the information reported sheds much light on goal
1.3. We recommend that more informative qualitative and quantitative information is
included in future reports, especially trends related to goal 1.3.

We recommend including high-level financial information about pest control from the
approved LTP 2015-2025 in the approved version of Our Natural Capital, for example:

In 2013/14, Council spent net $1,058 million on operational pest management. Under the
approved Long Term Plan 2015-25, the budgets for pest management (animals and plants)
over the next five years are:

Year 14/15 | 15/16 | 16/17 | 17/18 | 18/19 | 19/20

Expenditure Biodiversity (pest
management)

Pest Management Strategy

41.

Council’s website says that Our Natural Capital updates and replaces both the 2007
Biodiversity Action Plan and the 2004 Pest Management Strategy. We had trouble
reviewing the updated Pest Management Strategy because elements of it are scattered
throughout Our Natural Capital.

o Goal 1.3 contains three objectives and 11 actions

e Appendix 4 (pp. 79-80) lists environmental pests (23 pest animals and 68 plants).

e There is some background information about environmental pests in Section 13.1.3 (a)

e Section 13.1.4 (pp. 50-51) contains 15 Guidelines for Council staff and contractors

e Section 13.4.5 (pp. 69-70) includes background information and guidelines for
monitoring and reporting on pest control
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http://wellington.govt.nz/your-council/plans-policies-and-bylaws/policies/biodiversity-action-plan
http://wellington.govt.nz/your-council/plans-policies-and-bylaws/policies/pest-management-plan

o Appendix 2 (p76) shows the type of support with pest control that Council will give to
community groups in each tier of its proposed tiered support system

42. We recommend that bringing the above components together in a standalone chapter,
called Pest Management Strategy.

43. We strongly support increased funding for action 1.3.1(a) which we regard as vital to the
protection and restoration of Wellington’s indigenous biodiversity.

Goal 1.3 Pest species are controlled to sufficient levels to protect our biodiversity, and
eradicated if possible

Objective 1.3.1 | Control pest animals and plants that threaten sites of ecological significance

Action (a) Develop a revised pest management implementation Funding | Priority | Timeframe
plan and review the pest management programme to
determine whether the size, scope, scale, intensity and

duration are likely to sustain viable populations of key Complete in
species (including vegetation and processes, birds, Expand 1 1-3
lizards and invertebrates) within the Council’s open years
space network and where possible on relevant private

land

44. We recommend amending the wording of 1.3.1(c) to include the current number of hectares

of ecologically significant public land currently under integrated pest control as well as the
percentage targets. Percentages have little value or meaning without a baseline (X).

45. These changes also need to be incorporated into Council’'s performance management
framework.

Action (Revised) Expand the number of hectares of ecologically | Funding Priority Timeframe
1.3.1(c) significant public land under integrated pest control from

X hain 2014 to meet the agreed target of 70% by 2020,

and 100% by 2025. Ex 1 Long

More about Weed Control

46. We wonder if the list of 70 species of pest plants in Appendix 4 is for the whole Greater
Wellington Region. We recommend that you prepare some supplementary lists for
Wellington City, showing, for example, which 5-10 species are “Wellington’s Worst
Ecological Pest Plants” and explaining how and where they impact on indigenous
biodiversity. You could also identify the major freshwater pest plants in Wellington City’s
freshwater habitats.

47. We would include Darwin’s Barberry and sycamore among Wellington's ten worst weeds.
Society members first alerted Council to the threat of Darwin’s Barberry (Db) in the 1930s.

48. Darwin’s Barberry: (Allen & Lee 1992) reported that blackbirds, thrushes and silvereyes
disperse most Darwin’s barberry fruits in southern New Zealand. An unintended
consequence of increasing bird numbers in the Halo is that birds will carry more Db seeds
into Zealandia, Otari-Wilton’s Bush, other open space and private gardens. Biological
control offers a way of reducing Db’s rate of spread, but will not reduce the existing

infestations. Evidence presented to the Environmental Protection Authority includes that Db

requires high rates of herbicide and penetrant to successfully poison with spray, and is
difficult to target because it is commonly found amongst regenerating native. Cutting and
stump treating is very labour intensive, with hard stems, sharp vegetation and the plant

growing in dense thickets. It took ten man-days to cut and stump treat 800 sq m of barberry
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49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

mixed in with regenerating native. Less than 2 kg of vigilant gel was used in the two days,
indicating the difficulty of the vegetation and the task.

Sycamore: A proverb says: “One year’s seeding — seven year’s weeding”. More than seven
year’s weeding is likely to be required to deal with the city’s sycamores. Plant Me Instead
reports that each tree produces 10,000 seeds. We think this is an annual estimate.

Zealandia is showing the way, recently controlling about 8ha of sycamores to prevent
reinvasion of Denton Park from sanctuary-managed land.

As part of Goal 3.3, we recommend Council seek more engagement from communities and
individual property owners in a major attack on sycamores. Gardeners could be encouraged
to get the seedlings out when small, i.e. before weed killer is required. Council could
commit to assisting communities to remove large sycamores from road reserves provided
the communities mapped the locations.

Such a campaign will have its detractors. Some people won't like seeing any tree removed,
even if it is replaced by a young indigenous tree that provides food for birds. Some people
value deciduous trees for their shade in summer and access to sun in winter. (NZ has few
fully-deciduous trees). Some people want shade for their cars, but don't want native
species that produce fruit which attract birds which then poop on cars. Some will argue that
sycamores are a cheap way of increasing the absorption of carbon dioxide — they don't
have to be planted. The planned carving of nesting holes in aging sycamores is also likely
to be used as an argument to retain them.

We have comments on two other weed control action statements.

1.3.2 (b) | Carry out weed control based The wording suggests Council is proposing to focus
on priority sites in accordance on site-led weed control. What about species-led
with ecological significance control at sites that are not of ecological significance,
criteria and priority threats. e.g. road reserves? We recommend adding a

separate action to guide decision-making about the
control of priority ecological weeds in areas that are
not ecologically significant sites.

1.3.2.(e) | Work closely with the NZTA and | We recommend raising the priority from (3) to (2) in

On Track to address recognition of the multiple benefits of weed control
environmental weed issues on and planting on transport corridors, i.e. ecological
transport corridors not owned corridors, reduced fire risk from long grass, less

by the Council. vandalism/tagging, higher quality connections with

nature for commuters.

Goals 1.1 and 1.4: Impact of urban growth and human activity
Review of sections of District Plan

54.

55.

Managing the impact of urban growth requires renewed and urgent attention given that
Council’s Urban Growth Plan anticipates an additional 45,000 residents in the city within the
next 30 years. If housing and infrastructure growth is ad hoc and business-friendly, the
associated direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on biodiversity could cause serious
damage to one of the key values that currently attracts students, businesses and tourists to
Wellington, and retains residents.

Council’s District Plan is the key statutory mechanism for managing impacts of urban growth
on biodiversity. The review of the plan’s Natural Environment Chapter, especially Chapter
18 (Conservation Sites), is long overdue. (It became operational in July 2000). The review
is urgent so that additional protection is in place as Council starts working with more
developers and utility providers to implement the Urban Growth Plan.
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56. The potential for the Minister for the Environment (Hon Nick Smith) to weaken
environmental protection in the RMA is no excuse for delaying the revision of Chapter 18.
Opportunities for beneficial land swaps or other forms of offsets to protect ecologically
significant sites should also be identified in the event that the Minister decides to approve
the Proposed National Policy Statement on Biodiversity which went out for public
consultation in early 2011.

57. We strongly recommend the addition of a short term action, priority 1 to Objective 1.4.2, to
initiate and fund the review of Chapter 18, Chapter 16, and any other sections of the District
Plan that would help establish a more resilient statutory framework for decision-making
associated with the Urban Growth Plan and sub-divisions in other parts of the city.

58. Some delays to improving statutory protection for freshwater and marine biodiversity appear
to be inevitable given the likely timescales for approval of the Natural Resources Plan for
the Wellington Region (still draft) which is dependent on completing the whaitua processes
for each of the city’s catchments. Council and Wellington Water Services are working on
Integrated Catchment Management Plans, but the cost of completing these plans, yet alone
implementing the agreed improvements, mean that any progress towards better protection
of freshwater and marine biodiversity is likely to be dependent on non-statutory actions.

59. The description of Wellington’s freshwater habitats in section 12.4 identifies issues with rural
streams on private land. Council’s intention to allocate 20% of the 45,000 plants available
through its annual planting programme to riparian planting may help resolve these issues.

Mountain-biking and track development

60. We were pleased to see that some parts of the Council are aware of the damage being
caused to biodiversity by some mountain-bike developments. We strongly endorse action
1.4.4 (a) (criteria for track development).

61. Even where the initial developments may have been well-planned to minimise fragmentation
and destruction of vegetation, the behaviour of some mountain-bikers can cause serious
damage, e.g. by creating short cuts straight downhill across zig-zags, presumably to add
excitement. The current guideline in Chapter 13 is a start, but doesn’t go far enough. It only
says:

Soil disturbance within ecologically significant sites should be minimised. Any further
ground disturbance ground disturbance, including track development, within these sites
will undergo very careful evaluation as to whether it should proceed.

62. We have three recommendations for reducing the damage that mountain biking
developments can do to indigenous biodiversity and habitats.

o Werecommend closer supervision of track development, whether the work is being
done by staff, contractors or community groups. The independent site supervision
standards for resource consents involving earthworks by private developers may set a
suitable standard. Where conditions are not met, further work should be stopped until
the infringements are remedied or mitigated.

e We recommend that plantings associated with track developments should go through
the same approval and educative processes as plantings by restoration groups

¢ Werecommend compiling a file of photos of such damage for use within Council, with
the mountain-bike sector, and on Council’'s pages in the DomPost.

Theme 2 Restoration
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63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

The explanatory information in chapter 13 provides a reasonable summary of the complex
and diverse issues to be addressed in planning to reverse the loss and decline of the city’'s
biodiversity and establish self-sustaining ecosystems.

We endorse the observations about restoring missing species on page 53, i.e.:

e many regenerating forests and restored planting areas lack structural complexity; they
have one tier (instead of five), and are missing the forest floor, understorey, sub-canopy
and emergent layers

o plant types within the layers need to include not just trees and shrubs, but grasses,
ferns, fungi, climbers and epiphytes

e there is little evidence for missing species returning to these areas naturally.

We commend the intent to increase the structural integrity and species diversity of
damaged, regenerating and restoration forests, and the associated guideline (no. 11):

Large-scale targeted “enrichment” plantings will occur across the city to reintroduce missing
species and create a seed source for the city.

We recommend expanding the text about restoring missing species to explain more about
the planned approach to restoring threatened species (see action 2.3.2). Possible species
include Muehlenbeckia astonii, Muehlenbeckia ephedroides, Pimelia aridula, and Euphorbia
glauca.

We welcome the commitment in the paragraph about ecological leadership in Chapter 13
(page 63), i.e. Council “will take a greater leadership role in determining ecological
outcomes and restoration priorities for the city, and will develop plant lists for specific zones
or sites based on these priorities. The plants we provide for restoration purposes in those
zones will be based on those lists”. The approach KCDC used to establish planting zones
may be helpful.

As part of developing the lists, we recommend identifying the species that used to grow at
specific sites or in zones. Possible sources of this information include species lists
prepared at various times since settlement, and information from historic pollen counts,
diaries and paintings.

Other factors that need to be considered in compiling the lists include:

o different project goals, e.g. to improve water quality, to create better habitat for birds

e the availability of suitable quantities of plants which can be dependent on access to
suitable seed sources

e production time lines (for plants from seeds or cuttings)
e site conditions, including availability of mulch, access to water during droughts

e whether temporary plantings may be necessary to provide shelter to increase survival
rates for less-robust species in the first few years

e what will grow under pines and macrocarpas

99

20




70.

¢ the various stages in restoration e.g. species for initial site coverage, species for
enrichment plantings (layers, diversification, timing)

o climate change — Botanic Gardens of Wellington Management Plan (p.49) proposes to
select tall tree species on their ability to survive a 3-5 degree upward temperature shift.

We didn’t understand the sentence in section 13.2.2 which says “Aside from active planting,
Wellington is fortunate in its level of natural adventive recolonisation by native species”. We
think this refers to native plant species that will germinate and grow under pines,
macrocarpas, sycamores, gorse, and eucalypts. If so, we suggest deleting the word
‘adventive” from the sentence.

Guidelines (section 13.2.5).

71.

72.

73.

74.

We recommend adding a guideline on plant care to maximise survival rates. This guideline
could, for example, indicate if it is OK to place a low priority on annual weeds because they
will eventually be overtopped by trees and shrubs.

The connectivity guidelines currently focus on birds. We recommend noting that connectivity
may also be beneficial for plant populations which have been fragmented by land uses, e.g.
improved dispersal of pollen and seeds which may increase genetic resilience in plant
populations.

We support the following goal in 2.3, “Restoration programmes are in place for rare,
threatened or locally significant species”, and the associated objective: “Re-establish
populations of threatened plants in Wellington”.

The following information about plants of conservation concern within Council's boundaries
may help you identify which species to work on. The list is not complete.

From Threatened Plant of NZ (de Lange et al)

Plants with current records at the time of publication of Plants of National Conservation

o Nationally endangered: Muehlenbeckia astonii (shrubby tororaro)
¢ Nationally vulnerable Anogramma leptophylla (annual fern)

20

Concern in Wellington Conservancy (DOC, 1998?) were_Pimelia aridula, Mazus novae-
zeelandiae and Muehlenbeckia astonii.

Plants with historic records in Wellington City that had not been seen at the recorded site
for decades and have probably been permanently lost from those sites are listed below.
There are 17 on the list. Notes about each plant illustrate the diversity of the threats that
may have led to these losses. Other notes provide information about cultivation.

Anogramma leptophylla

Atriplex billardierei agg

Atriplex cinerea

Crassula peduncularis

Euphorbia glauca

Geranium retrorsum (rabbits and hares dig up turnip-like root stock )
Korthalsella salicornioides

Lepidium flexicaule

Lepidium oleraceum

Leptinella diocica

Muehlenbeckia ephedroides

Myosotis australis — (quarrying at Owhiro Bay)
Myosurus minimus subsp. novae-zealandiae
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Pimelia aridula

Pimelia tomentosa — successional processes leading to overtopping

Pterostylis puberula — Geoff Park suggested different ground surfaces result from gorse
replacing manuka after fire disturbance

Tupeia antarctica — fragmentation of population and species being dioecious.

Note: DOC has a species recovery plan for Muehlenbeckia astonii and the Lepidiums.

75. We recommend adopting a case-by-case approach to identifying the most appropriate
sources of plant material for propagation of each species. It will not always be possible to
obtain the material for some of them “locally” because they are either absent or very rare in
Wellington City.

Restoration planning programme

76. Action 2.1.1 promises “at least” 45,000 native eco-sourced plants annually. We suspect this
is the number for Council plantings, and that the number of plants available for community
groups has been omitted by accident.

Council’s management of plantings by community groups

77. As noted in paragraph 8, our submission on the Draft Suburban Reserves Management
Plant in late 2014 proposed a system of MOUs between Council and each group
undertaking planting projects. That proposal was developed in response to reports about a
small number of inappropriate planting in Centennial Reserve.

78. Further discussions this month compared the relative merits of a formal system of MOUs
and an informal, educative approach, preferably face-to-face. The softer approach was
seen as being more effective in explaining concepts such as ecosourcing, particularly in the
early stages of a group’s activities. Some groups may not want to know; they will just want
to finish with the paper work so that Council will give them some plants and they can get on
with the planting. Others will be interested in hearing why Council won't let them plant
pohutukawa, kauri, karo and karaka anywhere in the city, and other species in particular
reserves, e.g. Rhabdothamnous solandri and fierce lancewood (Pseudopanax ferox) in
Centennial Park.

79. Other concerns about the MOU system included the costs associated with its development
and administration, particularly if the number of groups wanting approval from Council for
planting activities continues to grow. The potential for a hegative reaction from new and
existing groups was also recognised. This could lead to an increase in unauthorised
plantings.

Learning from Council’s restoration initiatives

80. Restoration takes time. Successes and set-backs along the way provide opportunities for
learning. Capturing and sharing that information will increase the capability of Wellington’'s
“restoration” sector.

81. We recommend Council commission an independent and on-going review of some of its
own restoration initiatives, possibly through its partnership with Victoria University of
Wellington. The various revegetation and restoration projects on Te Ahumairangi, including
the follow-up to the recent clear-felling of macrocarpas and pines, would make a worthwhile
study.

Ecosourcing and ecosourcing guidelines
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82. In October 2014, following several informal discussions about ecosourcing, Wellington
Botanical Society arranged a panel discussion to provide members with an opportunity to
hear different perspectives. Two papers resulting from that meeting are included with this
submission as background for Councillors. Paula Warren’s paper was published in the
2014 edition of the Wellington Botanical Society Bulletin, (see Appendix 1. Chris Horne’s
paper is attached as Appendix 2.

83. Two of the issues emerging from the evening were:

¢ how should “local” be interpreted,e.g. when deciding where to collect seed of different
species for different purposes

¢ the importance of creating genetically diverse populations that will be more resilient in
changing environmental conditions.

20

The next two paragraphs contain extracts from recent articles and papers about aspects of
ecosourcing, again as background information. The first comes from an article in the New
Zealand Plant Conservation Network about the use of genetic information in an initiative to
create genetically diverse kakabeak populations in the wild. Although grown widely in
gardens, domestic kakabeak have limited genetic variation and therefore little genetic value.
Until recently, only about 110 naturally-seeded kakabeak were known to exist in the wild but,
earlier this year, a DOC-led field trip to Ruakituri, a part of inland Hawke’s Bay where only six
wild plants had previously been known to exist, yielded 18 more.

Tests on these most recent discoveries have resulted in the most complete genetic picture of
the nearly extinct New Zealand native that anyone has ever had. “We now have DNA data
from pretty much every accessible wild kakabeak known to us,” Dr Houliston said. “This
allows us to make sensible, science-based decisions about what mix of plants from FLRT's
seed stock should be used in restoration plantings.”

FLRT's forest manager, Pete Shaw, said the trick would be to strengthen the genetic pool of
each distinct group by introducing young plants with a different genetic composition. “The
genetic diversity of any plant population is a good indicator of that population’s strength,”
Shaw said. “

(Trilipedia November 2014). Newsletter of the New Zealand Plant Conservation Network

84. The second extract is from Assessing the benefits and risks of translocations in changing

environments: a genetic perspective”. It identifies two factors about gene pools that need to

be considered when planning restoration projects.

A ‘local is best’ sourcing practice misses two important points that may impact restoration or
reintroduction success in the face of future climatic changes (Sgro et al. 2011). The first is
that there is a risk of encouraging the establishment of populations that do not harbour
sufficient genetic variation and evolutionary potential resulting in the selection of inbred or
genetically depauperate seed sources (Broadhurst et al. 2008). The second issue is that
environmental conditions driving local adaptation can change very rapidly such that the
conditions, for example, under which a 100-year-old tree established are likely to be quite
different to those existing today. Source material from more distant (geographically and
ecologically) populations may often harbour adaptations that more closely match the
environment of the focal restoration site today and into the future.

Evolution Applications. 2011 Nov; 4(6): 709-725. The authors are Andrew R Weeks, Carla M Sgro,
Andrew G Young, Richard Frankham, Nicki J Mitchell, Kim A Miller, Margaret Byrne, David J Coates,
Mark D B Eldridge, Paul Sunnucks, Martin F Breed, Elizabeth A James, and Ary A Hoffmann.
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85. Although Council’s current eco-sourcing guidelines are brief (See Appendix 5), they are
more comprehensive than the guidance provided on many other websites. Correctly
applied, they are likely to be fit for purpose in many situations for some time.

86. Some aspects of the guidelines, however, may benefit from a review, not in isolation, but as
part of a wider discussion about eco-sourcing practices in different contexts (e.g. by
species, purpose of planting, scale of planting, habitat, etc). We envisage case studies,
reports, workshops, and focus groups. The results of focus groups conducted to test
understanding of, eco-sourcing, levels of commitment to different eco-sourcing principles,
and the effectiveness of the current eco-sourcing guidelines with different audiences may be
particularly informative. Potential participants could come from all tiers of the community
restoration groups, community nurseries, commercial nurseries, roading authorities, seed
collectors, home-gardeners and sector stakeholders such as botanists, Wellington Botanical
Society, and Forest and Bird. The final result in Wellington City may be a new package of
educative and policy communications for different audiences. By conducting this review,
Council will also be able to make an informed contribution about eco-sourcing in urban
environments to the Department of Conservation and other biodiversity agencies in NZ and
internationally.

87. We therefore recommended expanding action 2.1.2 to include a review of eco-sourcing
practices in different contexts.

Applying research findings

88. The following summary from a recent research report may help with the planning of Action
2.1.3 (b), i.e., to trial ways of restoring native forest under a canopy of exotic conifers.
Forbes et al assessed the relative performance of rimu, kahikatea and totara planted into a
degraded Ponderosa plantation in the central North Island. They hypothesised that the
degraded pine plantation overstorey could provide suitable conditions for the development
of a podocarp-dominated forest structure within ca. 50 years of underplanting, and that
podocarp growth would differ depending on the species suitability to the site. Rimu
significantly outperformed both Totara and Kahikatea in height and diameter growth. Rimu
was now the structurally dominant tree where it occurred rather than pine. Per annum
scaled carbon storage within Rimu stands was significantly greater than the Totara,
Kahikatea or Pine stands. All podocarp species had attained a greater stand density
compared to the pine overstorey. Possible reasons for the differing podocarp growth
performance include different light requirements, response to soil nutrients, elevational
distributions and frost susceptibility. There were significant differences in understorey
species richness among the different stands of podocarp species. Underplanting
accelerated successional development by incorporating late-successional indigenous
canopy dominants within the forest succession and overcame limitations imposed on forest
succession at the site from its isolation from indigenous forest tree seed sources. 2

Theme 3 Connect

89. We welcome Council’s intention to educate the public about Council’s use of indigenous
vegetation to increase awareness of local plants. (See Action 3.2.1 (a)). Information can be
delivered in many ways, including in-situ, ex-situ and online. We recommend expanding
this educational role to include Council’s role in maintaining healthy populations of local

Forbes, Adam S., Norton David A, Carswell, Fiona E. Underplanting degraded exotic Pinus with indigenous
conifers assists forest restoration. Ecological Management & Restoration. 2014 Ecological Society of
Australia and Wiley Publishing Asia Pty Ltd
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species. As an example, interpretative material about nikau could be placed near the model
nikau in the Civic Square.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

These artworks celebrate Nikau palms, the southern-most palm in the world. Living

nikau survive at only x sites in the city. Kereru will be distributing nikau seeds to new
sites. Seeds that land in sites with dense shade and moist soil have the best chance
of survival, if rats don’t eat them. Nikau are slow-growing, and we may have to wait

40-50 years to see a respectable trunk.

In-situ interpretation, especially signs in parks and reserves, can be very effective. We

support the new proposed action (3.2.1(c), but suggest changing its timing from medium
to ongoing so that interpretation signs can be included in the short-term projects such as
the implementation of the management plan for Mt Victoria. On-site interpretation could
explain Council’s intentions for the re-vegetation of the northern end of Te Ahumairangi.

A teaching garden: We recommend Council establish a teaching garden where the
public, members of volunteers groups involved in track work, members of restoration
groups, and Council staff and contractors can learn to distinguish natives from similar
pest plants, and to identify more natives. Our goal is to reduce the unintentional loss of
native plants by well-meaning people. We think the potential benefits outweigh the
risks, e.g. remove seed heads of pest species before seeds disperse. We think learning
is more likely to be effective if people can see the real plants than from photos or
sketches in books or on the web. Examples of pairs of plants include: toetoe /pampas;
Clematis forsteri / Old Man’s Beard; young Lycopodium volubile /Selaginella; and native
grasses, reeds and sedges from similar weed species, e.g. Cyperus ustulatus / Cyperus
eragrostis.

The garden could be extended at a later time to include a section where visitors could
see pairs of native Wellington plants side by side with signs explaining how to tell them
apart in the field, e.g. black maire / white maire; kanuka /manuka; red matipo / kohuhu;
hound’s tongue fern / scented fern.

As part of the ‘Connect’ theme, we recommend Council consider whether sufficient
attention has been given to the people who live and work in Wellington's rural and semi-
rural environments. A proportion of the 517 ecologically significant sites are likely to be
located on private land in rural areas. Some of the landowners will already be taking
active steps to protect indigenous biodiversity on their land, e.g., by fencing off streams
and bush remnants, creating buffer zones to increase the resilience of remnants,
controlling pests, and planting stream banks. These landowners may be influential in
persuading nearby landowners to do likewise, with appropriate support from officers
about access to subsidies for fencing, and access to eco-sourced plants.

Guideline 13.2.5 (no 7) shows that Council has attached a high priority to riparian
plantings by proposing that no less than 20% of the total Council planning per annum (of
45,000 plants) will be allocated to riparian planning with a focus on areas requiring
shading or stream bank stabilisation. Definitions for riparian areas can vary. For
example, a definition of riparian areas might be based on geographic region (arid or
humid climates) or on distance from a stream channel rather than on site characteristics.
The County of Santa Cruz (2012) Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection ordinance
prohibits development within riparian corridors defined as ‘Lands extending 100 feet
(30.48m) (measured horizontally) from the high watermark of a lake, wetland, estuary,
lagoon or natural body of standing water’.

We recommend that, as part of the whaitua processes, Council propose a draft rule for

defining riparian areas in different contexts, e.g. that riparian plantings should cover 30m
on each side of streams and wetlands, and around coast.
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Theme 4: Research

96.

97.

This theme needs more work to give it a tighter focus and strengthen the alignment
between the various components. The term “research” is somewhat misleading given
the diversity of information needs and actions incorporated under this theme. We
recommend making a distinction between monitoring (usually long-term and focused on
either outcomes or operational programmes), and short-term investigations designed to
fill information gaps or resolve particular problems. A further distinction is needed
between information gaps that can be resolved by a Council officer with a few hours to
search the web, and ‘scientific’ research of an academic or contractual standard. This
differentiation is attempted in 13.4.3 and is partially incorporated in the guidelines, but
hasn’t been carried through into Chapter 10.

We have suggested a change to the Research outcome statement: Section 13.4.1.

Draft

Our suggestion Why

We are leaders in managing | Council's management of | The leadership outcome
indigenous biodiversity in an | indigenous biodiversity in | should apply across all four
urban context. We actively its urban context has themes, not just research.
seek and share knowledge, improved as a result of ‘Natural resources’ takes
support research and use the | actively seeking, sharing the scope of theme 4 well
information we gain to and applying knowledge”. | beyond biodiversity to
continually improve our include, for example, soails,
management of a natural air, and water.

resources.

Research goals, objectives and actions

No. Goal Actions

4.1 Wellington City Council has increased understanding and knowledge 10
of biodiversity

4.2 Environmental monitoring is consistent across the city, region and 6
country and informs our biodiversity management.

4.3 We actively seek and share knowledge about Wellington’s 13
biodiversity

4.4 We have built our capacity to protect and restore Wellington’s 5
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| biodiversity

98.

We offer alternative wording for the goals in this theme.

No.

Goal Actions

An enhanced monitoring and evaluation programme provides Council
with better knowledge and understanding about the results of its
biodiversity programmes.

External and internal users report favourably on Council’'s systems for
actively seeking and sharing information about Wellington’s biodiversity,
and on the quality of the information available through those systems.

Increased understanding and knowledge of Wellington’s biodiversity

99.

100.

We recommend adding another action to objective 4.1.1, which states: “Continue to
enhance knowledge and understanding of the biodiversity values of Wellington’s
ecologically significant sites, and any threats to those values”. Improving the quality and
guantity of the information WCC holds about the biodiversity of the 517 ecologically
significant sites will support the protection theme. As an example, the ecological
importance of the wetland seepages on Old Karori Road did not become apparent until
their survival was threatened by proposed developments on the adjacent site. We now
know the seepages are home to special bryophytes, snails, and glowworms.

Disseminating information about the ecologically significant sites will help expand
awareness of the diversity within those sites.

Sample record:

Unique ID: 58. Site name: Kaukau Johnsonville Park Khandallah Park

Dominant habitat: Forest/Shrubland

Justification for Ranking: At Risk LENZ, Rock tors and cliffs, protected land, includes Primary Forest
Remnant, podocarps, threatened species, riparian

Priority action: Management, adjoining land

Action comments: On-going barberry and other weed control; advocate for legal and physical protection
for areas outside WCC ownership.

Environmental monitoring

101.

102.

108.

We support the intention to increase funding for Action 4.2.2 (a), i.e., to set up a
consistent terrestrial outcomes monitoring framework and annual programme
(incorporating existing monitoring work) in a collaborative approach with other key
organisations. This action will include monitoring of vegetation, birds and lizards.

Action 4.2.2(b) is a new action that will establish a programme of biosecurity output
monitoring to evaluate effectiveness of pest control programme. Our expectation is that
the programme will include weeds, and that it will be integrated with action 4.2.4 (b), the
current mapping of the spread of environmental weed species.

As an addition to the actions in 4.2, we recommend Council engage in any initiatives
associated with the passing and implementation of the Environmental Reporting Bill
2014. This may help Council enhance its own systems and develop a reputation as a
leader in environmental monitoring.
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Seeking and sharing knowledge about Wellington’s biodiversity

104.

105.

106.

We think better sharing of information with interest groups and the general public will be
more influential in achieving Our Natural Capital objectives in the short to medium term
than “conducting intensive and targeted research in partnership with relevant
organisations”.

We recommend early action on setting up effective systems for sharing ‘research’
information. We see Council's website, Branch Out, Council’'s page in the DomPost and
articles for suburban newspapers as obvious channels.

We don't support Action 4.3.3 (@) as currently worded. It proposes capturing “all
biodiversity information (e.g. location and species data) related to the Council in one
location”. We don’t know what problem this action is trying to solve. Nor is it clear
whether the proposed solution is a combined data base or something else. Several
agencies within and beyond Wellington hold location information on plant locations,
including the three major herbaria and Greater Wellington. Wellington Botanical Garden
and Otari-Wilton’s Bush have accessions data bases. Integrating existing data bases
can be costly. We recommend developing clear problem and opportunity statements as
a first step towards finding a cost-effective solution. The data base, (if that's what the
common location is), also needs to record how the locations have been validated, e.g.,
herbarium vouchers, photos on Nature Space.

Section 13.4 Context for Research Goals, Objectives and Actions

107.

108.

109.

We have several issues with six pages this section. Despite its length, it does not

provide a particularly clear rationale for the goals, objectives and actions in Section 10.4.

Several of the guidelines are worded as actions when the introduction to Section 13
says the guidelines are meant to be explaining how the actions will be achieved. Some
of the guidelines in 13.4.7 look like additional actions that will require resourcing. We
recommend shortening 13.4 by transferring details of priority research areas (13.4.4) to
the end of the relevant theme (i.e. protection, restoration etc). This may also make it
easier for readers to understand the operational relevance of the research to Wellington.

Section 13.4.4 includes lists of “key questions” (research needs?). Of the current
guestions, we would support:

e What natural succession is happening in urban forests? (limit to Wellington’s urban
forests)

¢ What are the microhabitat requirements for the missing plant species we aim to
reintroduce?

e What native plants will work best as green infrastructure in urban design? This
includes green roofs, water-sensitive urban design, and street trees.

Other suggestions:

e Guideline 14 says that Council intends to “initiate and promote crowdsourcing and
citizen science approaches to collect large amounts of geographically based
information”. The diagram on page 66 shows that scientists will analyse the data and
report results, but the source of the scientists, and the funding for their services is
unclear. We recommend that Council contribute financially to the data analysis and
reporting where the findings are likely to be of value to Wellington.
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e Guideline 17 says that “intensive and targeted research” will be conducted in
partnership with relevant institutions. It's not clear if research in this category will be
funded from a core biodiversity budget or as an Annual Plan proposal. We
recommend clarifying funding arrangements for major research projects.

Capability and capacity

110.

We strongly support Goal 4.4, building Council’s capacity to protect and restore
Wellington’s biodiversity. The preparation of this strategy demonstrates the team’s
understanding of the complexity of protecting and restoring biodiversity in an urban
environment. We recommend Council continue to invest in building the capability of the
team members and other staff with roles in implementing Our Natural Capital.

SECTION 11: MEASURING COUNCIL'S PERFORMANCE

111.

112.

113.

114.

We recommend that Council pursue its involvement in the City Biodiversity Index.
Benefits include better quantitative information about the state of the city’s biodiversity at
5-yearly intervals, and professional contact with international experts in biodiversity
management in urban environments. We recommend preparing detailed methodological
notes that relate to the Wellington context before starting to collect data. For example,
for indicator 4, how will the survey sites be selected; will the same sites be used each
five years; and what species in each taxonomic group will be monitored

We recommend changing the measure for pest control in the Long Term Plan 2015-25,
annual reports, and Council’s regular (quarterly) performance reporting to ‘Increase in
the number of hectares of ecologically significant public land under integrated pest
control based on X ha in 2014."” Also show the increase as a percentage to show
progress towards the agreed target of 70% by 2020, and 100% by 2025.

We recommend continuing the collection of hours worked by ‘recognised environmental
volunteer groups and Botanic Garden volunteers’. The number of hours rose from
25,000 in 2009/10 to 34,611 in 2013/14. This measure can be used as an indirect
measure of progress towards the vision i.e. “the people are renowned for their
kaitiakitanga”. We suggest explaining the data collection methodology in a future issue
of Branch Out.

We question the value of the current reports on bird counts without any interpretation of
the wide variability in the raw data.

SECTION 13: CONTEXT FOR GOALS, OBJECTIONS AND ACTIONS

115.

116.

We recommend starting the climate change section with possible implications for
biodiversity that are not as well-known as storm surges and sea level rise. Possible
examples include plants that flower too early may ‘miss’ their pollinators, gender balance
in tuatara, and changes associated with diseases that threaten plants and birds.

Adapting to a changing climate is the Department of Conservation’s proposed
framework for the conservation of terrestrial native biodiversity in New Zealand.® The
framework comprises five four strategies and 14 actions. We recommend that Council
include more of these ideas into Our Natural Capital, and the update of Council's
Climate Change Action Plan 2013.

SECTION 14: GLOSSARY

Christie, J.E. Adapting to a changing climate. Department of Conservation, May 2014.
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117.

118.

We recommend including definitions of the following terms in the Glossary because they
are used in Our Natural Capital: green infrastructure, Blue Network, Integrated pest
management, nature, novel ecosystem, succession.

We recommend removing words from the glossary as they are not used in Our Natural
Capital, e.g. benthic, feral species and ecological region.

SECTION 16: BIBLIOGRAPHY

1109.

We recommend adding a bibliography of key references, not just those referred to in
footnotes, but other references that have implications for understanding and
implementing the strategy. We suggest seeking out any recent NZ references that will
help people understand and implement the strategy. Summaries, evaluations and
reviews of terrestrial and/or riparian restoration projects in urban areas would seem to
be particularly relevant. As one example, the following paper deserves a wider
audience.

Blaschke, P. Vegetation in Owhiro Stream catchment, Wellington South Coast.
Wellington Botanical Society Bulletin, November, 2012.

HEARINGS

We would like to speak to Councillors at the oral hearings.

ATTACHMENTS TO SUBMISSION

1. Warren, Paula. Eco-sourcing.Wellington Botanical Soceity Bulletin 55. November 2014.

2. Horne, Chris. Eco-sourcing of plants. What, why where and how. October, 2014, updated
1 March 2015.
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Contact details

Bev Abbott

Submissions Coordinator, Wellington Botanical Society
40 Pembroke Rd, Northland, Wellington 6012
bevabbott@xtra.co.nz

Phone 04 475 8468 (H).
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Attachment 1: Wellington Botanical Society Submission on Our Natural Capital

Eco-sourcing

Paula Warren'
1. DOC, PO Box 10420, Wellington 6143. Email: pwarren@doc.govt.nz

Eco-sourcing is one of those topics that generates heat but not (so far) a clear light to guide
community groups. Wellington Botanical Society set up a debate for its meeting on 21 July
2014, with myself, Chris Horne, Stephen Hartley and Leon Perrie providing material to start
the discussion. This paper reflects my views at the end of the debate.

The debate highlighted that there are in fact two closely related issues — when to intervene
in natural processes, and what the role of eco-sourcing is in any interventions?

Should we intervene or leave it to nature?

At one end of the spectrum would be the view that the best approach is to let nature do
whatever nature chooses to do — humans cannot make better decisions, and nature does
not need help. The other end of the spectrum would be to always plant, as that will always
deliver faster and better outcomes. None of the participants in the debate seemed to be at
either extreme, but there was clearly no consensus on what is the best place to land along
the spectrum.

As a policy analyst | always try to start with the question “what are you trying to do?”

I've recently set up a charitable trust to use vegetation management to improve transport
corridors in order to generate a wide range of desirable outcomes — cut the costs of
management for the transport agency, reduce illegal rail crossings, reduce dumping and
litter, stop tagging, reduce crime, create new populations of rare plants, provide amenity
values, make public transport and walking more attractive, provide habitat for lizards and
invertebrates, reduce bird kill, improve stream health, reduce weed propagules, and restore
existing natural remnants or rare plant populations.

Nature isn’t going to deliver most of those objectives. Nature is not going to conveniently
put a native vine next to a bridge pier that has tagging, and even if it does, the vine will need
help to climb the structure to hide the tags.

But even where we really are doing ecological restoration, | would argue that natural isn’t
always the best, and often won’t produce a natural outcome.

Firstly, even if the “right” seeds turn up, they won’t always establish. Stephen Hartley
presented an Australian study that showed that even after 45 years, an area in exotic grass

was still in exotic grass, and none of the locally present eucalypts had colonized.

Chris Horne argued in the debate for patience. But in many cases we can’t afford to wait. If
the price of waiting is loss of animal species or inability to establish locally extinct species,
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stream banks slumping and downstream estuaries filling in, high fire risk, or any of the other
possible outcomes of slow regeneration, | believe intervention is essential.

Waiting may also be just too expensive. Robyn Smith pointed out in the debate that weed
control contractors cost $600 per day. Does it make sense to do weed control for 80 years at
that price, rather than get in and plant?

And will the result of waiting be a more natural system anyway? Are there significant
propagule flows from undesirable sources (e.g. gardens)? Would reliance on local propagule
sources result in genetic bottlenecks? Are there species that will be missing, because there
is no propagule source or because the changes to the site mean they won’t establish on
their own?

Do we really trust birds more than people, just because they are “nature”? Starlings in
Wellington deliver plenty of weed seeds to the areas in which they roost. So natural
regeneration may not result in “eco-sourcing”.

Does eco-sourcing matter

Eco-sourcing relies on the hypothesis that there is a “natural” assemblage of species and
science can work out what is “native” to a particular location. The meeting discussed the
fine details of that concept (do we welcome some eucalypts because they were present in
New Zealand a few million years ago?), but there seemed to be a broad consensus that
there is a “natural” species composition that we should be aiming to retain or restore.

I”

A few key principles seemed to get full agreement, one being that if you can, you should. If
there is no cost to eco-sourcing, eco-sourcing should be the automatic choice, for two key
reasons: the risk of altering natural genetic patterns is avoided, and there is a greater
chance that the material will be suited to the conditions of the site. Stephen presented
some research evidence for improved fitness with eco-sourced material.

Where there is a cost or barrier to ecosourcing (e.g., higher cost of plants, difficulty getting
material, delays in planting programmes while the right stock is grown, risk of poor genetic
fitness, the species is locally extinct), | would argue that the decision on whether eco-
sourcing matters comes down to three questions. Is eco-sourcing directly relevant to your
objectives (e.g., to create a scientifically accurate outcome)? Could you be creating a future
weed or genetic contamination problem by doing something else? Could you repair the
damage if your plantings turned out to be a mistake?

What constitutes eco-sourcing

If the answer is that eco-sourcing is desirable, there is one further issue to be resolved -
what constitutes eco-sourcing? Not a simple question to answer, and (as far as | can
determine) it hasn’t been answered in the literature. But we know some key things to
consider in trying to achieve that misty goal.

Closer is better. Go for the remnant next door, not the one in the next catchment.
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Similar habitat is better. Similar altitude, soil type, hydrology, exposure to wind, exposure
to salt.

In terms of how far might be too far, the likely natural gene exchange distances are, in my
view, highly relevant. Something dispersed by a kereru will have a larger
population/metapopulation area than something pollinated and dispersed by lizards.
Focusing on natural dispersal ranges is, in my view, likely to be more useful than trying to
use simple concepts like ecological districts, although real genetic data would be even
better.

At the same time, it is important to avoid creating genetic bottlenecks. In the debate the
idea of taking propagules from the nearest 100 plants was floated. That might be a useful
approach, but | believe the number needs more thought. 250 individuals is the number used
to identify species that are critically endangered. While that also relates to risk of stochastic
loss, it might be a better number to use to ensure a wide gene pool.

An alternative might be to use the nearest populations that collectively have at least 250
individuals, and then collect from as many individuals within those populations as possible.

Some proposed principles

At the end of the debate | had concluded that we need some simple guidance for
community groups, covering both the “when to intervene” and the “what plants to use”
arguments. | would offer the following.

1. Work out what you are trying to achieve, and be explicit about that when explaining
your project to other people. If you aren’t doing true ecological restoration, don’t
call it that — call it stream bank stabilization, or water quality improvement
revegetation work, or lizard habitat creation, or whatever best describes the core
goal.

2. Minimise your interventions. That will reduce costs and reduce risks of mistakes. In
terms of revegetation, use the following hierarchy:

a. Blocking new threats (e.g., legal protection, fencing and quarantine).

b. Changing the nature of the site so natural regeneration is enhanced (e.g.
turfing or spraying grass)

c. Assisting natural regeneration (e.g., weeding, controlling herbivores)

d. Adding missing dispersal agents (e.g., introducing kereru) or replacing them
(e.g., lobbing seed bombs).

e. Planting

3. Ensure your intervention is the best way to achieve the intended result and avoid
creating new impacts.

4. |If bringing in seed or plants, use site-appropriate, regional natives. Get your material
from the closest possible source(s), but if possible ensure that you are collecting
from a large number of individuals. A good rule of thumb would be:

a. Use sites that are within the likely natural gene dispersal catchment of your
planting site for that species, unless that will mean less than 100 individuals
will be available. If there are less than 100 individuals, think about the
relative merits of risking genetic bottlenecks or risking genetic contamination.
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b. Within those sites collect from as many individuals as you can.

5. Ifthatisn’t possible, or doesn’t fit with your objectives, choose species that best
meet your objectives, that aren’t weedy, and that can be identified by other people
as human interventions. That might mean using exotic species, or species that are
from another part of New Zealand. In particular

a. avoid using seed or plants of local natives that have come from unknown or
distant sites;
avoid using species that will hybridise with local natives; and
avoid species that will invade natural ecosystems and out-compete local
natives.

6. If the horse has already bolted (i.e., the locally native plants turning up as a result of
natural dispersal are already a genetic mix), you can be a bit more relaxed about
using those species. But try not to make the problem worse. Use the local mix rather
than introducing new material from outside the local area to add to that mix. If you
can, select those which are most likely to match what was the local population.

Conclusion

It is important to get out there and do work, even if you don’t get it right. On Tiritiri Matangi
Island in the Hauraki Gulf, some of the plantings proved to be far from optimal. But they still
delivered better ecological outcomes than doing nothing, and thinning of dense
pohutukawa greatly improved the outcomes from the affected areas.

But it is also important to ensure that mistakes can be recognised and fixed. Science isn’t
finished — our understanding will hopefully improve over time, and our capacity to do
restoration will also grow.

In historic structure conservation, repairs are generally designed so that they are visibly
repairs, not original structure, and can be easily removed later if the repair was considered
to be an error. Materials that will cause further damage to the remaining original structure
are avoided. The aim of repairs is to stablilise the structure and retain what is left of its
intrinsic values. | think that approach is equally applicable to a lot of vegetation/soil
management, with the obvious difference that ecosystems can repair themselves, while
historic structures have only a downward trajectory available.
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Attachment 2: Wellington Botanical Society Submission on Our Natural Capital

Paper by Chris Horne.

ECO-SOURCING OF PLANTS

WHAT, WHY, WHERE and HOW

In my opinion eco-sourcing is what Nature does, when it is given the opportunity
provided by intensive and sustained control of pest animals, pest plants and other
ecological weeds. Natural ecological restoration is genetically sound, and requires
considerable patience.

My opinion is based on the following observations:

e 1957 /58 & 1958/ 59: | was employed on the Forest Research Institute’s
Ecological Forest Survey in Te Urewera, Ahimanawa, Kaweka, Kaimanawa
and Ruahine ranges. | saw forests severely degraded by the whole range of
pest animals. Ground-cover, and shrub tiers, were dominated by unpalatable
species.

e 1961 /62:1was employed on the Forest & Range Experiment Station’s High
Country Survey in the Cragieburn Range, Eyre Mountains and Takitimu
Mountains. The plant communities within the bush line, and on the tops, were
in a similarly degraded state. Chamois and thar added to the suite of pest
animals affecting North Island forests.

e Early 1980s: When tramping the tops of the Tararua Range, | noted abundant
flowering of alpine species, presumably aided by NZ Forest Service deer-
culling, and helicopter hunting.

e 1990s onwards: The numbers of seed-carrying birds, e.g., tG1 and kererd,
began increasing in the city, as a result of Greater Wellington Regional
Council's (GWRC) possum / rodent / mustelid control in the city’s reserves.

e 2001-04: | was contracted to do possum-control work for GWRC, filling c. 275
bait stations (Karori Park / Karori West, Johnston Hill Reserve / Karori
Cemetery, Otari-Wilton's Bush, Outer Green Belt / Crofton Downs / Huntleigh
Pk, Orleans-Makererua Reserve, Johnsonville Park). | noted that seedlings of
species palatable to possums, and to seed-eating rodents, began appearing
after about 18-months’ work.

e 2007: I was contracted by GWRC, with Barbara Mitcalfe, to do a botanical
survey in Albemarle Road 'Reserve’, Northland. We found one nikau
seedling; later Richard Morgan found another. Presumably the seeds had
been brought by birds from Otari, or Johnston Hill Reserve, or North Makara
Valley.

e 1980 - present: When | bought 28 Kaihuia St, Northland in 1980, where | now
live, there were lawns at the back and front of the house, and on the
Wellington City Council (WCC) berm. In 1981 | received from WCC about
fifteen native plants to plant on the berm. Other native plants, mostly self-
sown, have since shaded out all three lawns. Natural arrivals via the wind or
birds include: rewarewa, paté, hangehange, five-finger, Coprosma grandifolia,
Parsonsia heterophylla, Rubus cissoides (diameter at base ¢. 10 cm). The
most recent arrivals are tawa seedlings, one on the WCC berm, and one at
the front of my sectioon — kererd in action! To increase the chances of seeds
germinating, | control pest animals on the property with traps.

e 2014: On the Society’s field trip in January 2014 in Te Urewera and Whirinaki
forests, we saw evidence of the regeneration of indigenous species, including
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some highly palatable species, despite the absence of intensive control of
pest animals such as in Wellington’s reserves.

| believe that eco-sourcing should be left to Nature: the wind, birds, and in the case of
some plant species, gravity or water. The only ecologically and genetically-sound
exceptions to this are:

¢ when there is a need to protect an indigenous ecosystem against the “edge-
effect”, plantings around its perimeter of seedlings grown from seeds
collected from naturally occurring plants within it.

e when there is a need to plant on grass sward, or on land with, e.g., gorse or
blackberry, the plants used have been grown on from seed collected from
naturally occurring plants immediately adjacent to the site.

In any other circumstances, when people plant what they think are ‘eco-sourced’
plants, the results are likely to be ‘botanic gardens’, ‘designer ecosystems’ of little or
no scientific value.

Dr Geoff Park’s 1999 paper, An Inventory of the Surviving Traces of the Primary
Forest of Wellington City, prepared for WCC, recorded 401 sites in the city with what
he defined as “primary-forest remnants”. These were stands of vegetation in which
“... canopy tree species characteristic of the district’s primary forests’ canopy tree
species are naturally occurring.” | believe that these remnants, “ ... fairly evenly
spread across the City’s land area,” provide a range of seed sources suited for the
natural, genetically- and ecologically-sound restoration of the city’s regenerating and
mature native forests, shrublands, adventive scrublands and even plantations. To
achieve this, WCC and GWRC must continue, undimin