Assessment of Data Grid Wetland Ecology report

Summary

e One large and two small natural inland wetlands impacted by the proposal were identified
and delineated. This appears to be an accurate assessment of the natural inland wetland
extent.

e Three constructed ponds were also mentioned in the report, though not natural inland
wetlands under the NPS-FM 2020 these may be natural wetlands under the pSWLP
depending on their intended purpose (e.g. for duck hunting). A further constructed pond not
mentioned in the report was identified in this report that was in close to the proposed
development but was unlikely to be impacted by it.

e The ecological values of the identified wetlands were adequately described with only the
Taylor Rd wetland having high ecological values while the other two natural inland wetlands
were considered to have low ecological values.

e The potential impact on the identified wetlands was adequately described with one upper
wetland being completely developed and, without mitigation, the Taylor Rd wetland would
likely to be transformed into dryland with the loss of all wetland values due to the large
groundwater take.

e The mitigation measures proposed — enhancing the upper wetland and Taylor Rd wetland
with plantings and use of stormwater to replace groundwater losses can potentially mitigate/
compensate for the identified impacts. However, for the groundwater compensation, though
technically feasible, there is the potential for issues to arise and factors such as ensuring the
stormwater injection reproduces the same hydrology as groundwater infiltration will need to
be carefully managed.

This review examines the information supporting the Assessment of Environment Effects from
predominately the wetland ecology report that provide an assessment of the extent of wetlands,
their values, potential impacts caused by the proposed activity and mitigations to compensate
for any effects.

Wetland delineation

Several wetlands are identified surrounding the proposed development with the majority
situated further enough away or at a higher altitude than the development that they will likely
not be impacted e.g. the Regionally Significant Makarewa Wetland (70 ha) was identified and is
situated 1.1 km away from the site but as it is significantly above the area to be developed it will
not be impacted (Speranskaya and Andrews, 2025).

Three natural inland wetlands are identified and delineated that would be potentially impacted
by the development (Figure 1). There have been several delineations of the Taylor Rd Wetland
including Scott, (2025), NPS-FM 2020 mapping, Regionally Significant wetland layer for the
proposed Southland Water and Land Plan (pSWLP), Land Cover Database 5 (LCDB5) and Topo
50. These delineations only have minor differences in extent, though the LCDBS5 is slightly
smaller than the others. The current assessment by the applicant (Scott, 2025), covers the
largest area (excluding the constructed pond to the west), and is therefore appropriate. Overall,



the applicant has adequately identified all natural inland wetlands in the area with the
identification of the two relatively obscure upper wetlands highlighting a thorough assessment
of the area.
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Figure 1. Figure 4 of Wetland Ecology report (Scott, 2025) which maps three natural inland wetlands.

Four small, constructed wetlands that could be characterised as duck ponds also exist within the
potentially impacted area (Figure 2 and Figure 3).



Figure 2. Yellow outline indicates either natural inland wetland (largest polygon) or constructed
ponds (four smallest polygons) identified in the current ES wetland mapping project with
swamp fill indicating the legal boundary for the pSWLP regionally significant wetland.

These are not natural inland wetlands under the NPS-FM 2020 but may be natural wetlands
under the pSWLP depending on their intended purpose (e.g. for duck hunting) as the natural
wetland definition does not exclude wetlands constructed for recreational purposes (see
Appendix 1 for definition including exclusions).

Three constructed ponds are mentioned in the wetland ecology report to varying degrees. A
further constructed pond not mentioned in the report was identified in this report (western most
pond) that was in close to the proposed development but was unlikely to be impacted by it.
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Figure 3. Yellow outline highlights four constructed ponds and associated wetlands including
one in the main Taylor Rd wetland. These ponds may be natural wetlands under the pSWLP.

Wetland values

The main Taylor Rd Wetland has its values adequately assessed with the PDP assessment
conducting vegetation assessments of the wetland as well as referencing the comprehensive
High Value Area assessment by Urtica Ecology, (2019). Overall, the wetland has high ecological
values.

Seven different vegetation types are described. It would be useful to have delineated these
different vegetation types on a map. For example, the Urtica Ecology (2019) report provides a
map of vegetation types which shows three broad vegetation types it had identified (Figure 4).
This is useful as longterm changes in vegetation types within the wetland can be identified
which could be caused by alteration of the wetland hydrology. The report incorrectly identifies
red tussock Chionochloa rubra subsp. rubra when Southland has copper tussock Chionochloa
rubra subsp. cuprea.

The constructed pond in the northwest corner would not technically be a natural inland wetland
but would likely meet the natural wetland criteria under the pSWLP. The constructed pond to the



east of the wetland could also potentially be a natural wetland depending on the purpose for its
construction.
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Habitat units:
- 1: mingimingi-kohuhu/flax scrub (6.1 ha)
: 2: (red tussock)/Juncus-cutty grass-pasture grassland (0.7 ha)
3: shallow water (0.08 ha)

Figure 4. Part of Figure 4 of Urtica Ecology (2019) showing three habitat units.

The desert broom Carmichacelia petriei was identified which has a conservation status of At Risk
- Declining. It does not have a wetland indicator status (MfE, 2021) which suggests itis nota
wetland plant. Other broom species have a FACU indicator (MfE, 2021) which means they are
not commonly found in wetlands. This has implications for its continued presence in the
wetland if it were to get wetter. The assessment that the wetland has probably undergone drying
compared with historic levels as evidenced by dryland species such as kohuhu (Pittosporum
tenuifolium) present in the wetland is highly likely. This has implications for the mitigation
proposal as a higher groundwater levels than what currently exists might be preferable which



could be used as another form of mitigation. However, then this may affect the presence of the
only plant species with a threatened species conservation status.

Two previously undetected wetlands —the norther upper and southern upper wetlands were
dominated by exotic grasses/ herbaceous species and were correctly assessed as having very
low ecological value.

The maimai pond was identified and its values evaluated but it was not included in the map of
wetland areas. As it was a constructed wetland not created for the purposes of restoration it
would not be a natural inland wetland as indicated in the wetland ecology report. In the
description of its values the scientific name should be given for dense jointed rush. The report
indicates that the pond was used for recreational duck hunting, with it potentially also used for
stock water. If it was only used for recreational hunting then it would be a natural wetland under
the pSWLP but if also used for stock water then it would be excluded as a natural wetland
(Appendix 1) but would still be a wetland under the RMA.

The report documents database searches on flora and fauna in the vicinity of the area but there
were no actual field surveys for fauna. Given the ecological values and impacts this course
assessment is appropriate. No significant habitat for indigenous fauna is expected to be
destroyed or connectivity between habitats impaired though wetland fauna would be impacted
if the wetland were to become drier.

Effects on wetland values

The main potential effect will be the groundwater take of up to 2 m groundwater drawdown after
20 years. The loss of wetland habitat due to groundwater effects was correctly assessed as
being of very high magnitude and having an overall very high level of effect if no mitigation
occurred. Without mitigation the wetland is likely to change into dryland with the eventual
complete loss of all wetland values.

The northern upper wetland will be completely lost but has very low ecological values.

The southern upper wetland may have surface water inputs reduced by the creation of the
attenuation pond upgradient of it. This issues was not identified in the wetland ecology report.

Other effects such as sedimentation due to construction, water quality of the stormwater
discharges and noise during constructed should be able to be mitigated or have minor effects
as documented in the wetland ecology report.

Mitigation

The main mitigation is the use of stormwater collected from the buildings and stored in an
attenuation pond to replace groundwater lost due to groundwater takes from up to five bores at
the site. Water balance modelling as well as assessment of the concept indicates that this
approach is technically feasible (Hughes, 2025).

Some details in regard to wetland mitigations are proposed to be included in a wetland
monitoring plan. As a consequence of this approach specific details about the mitigations are
not yet available for assessment but general comments are made including the intent to
manage wetland groundwater levels so that they mimic what would occur naturally are made.



In terms of areas of concern as highlighted by Hughes (2025) there needs to be more hydrology
data collected. The groundwater information needs to collected over a sufficient length of time
to ascertain seasonal variability and what are normal groundwater levels. Significant variation in
rainfall can occur within and between years which would affect groundwater levels. Data
collected over too short a time span, e.g. particularly from a dry period, that then forms the
reference condition could produce poor outcomes for the wetland if these are considered
“normal” conditions. Therefore, there needs to be suitable pre-bore take analysis of seasonal
water levels. Hughes (2025) suggests two years collection of reference data.

Also, there could be variation in groundwater levels throughout the wetland, having multiple
bores to assess groundwater levels throughout the wetland would allow better assessment of
the wetland hydrology than just the single bore on the northern boundary of the wetland that is
currently proposed.

The drawdown process is proposed to occur over several years, the simulation modelling was
for 20 years. The lowering of groundwater levels needs to be matched with appropriate
infiltration levels and therefore until groundwater levels have stabilised, groundwater
monitoring should occur. In terms of monitoring Hughes (2025) indicated five years post
commencement monitoring. If the full effect of the drawdown will occur over a longer time
period - e.g. for 20 years, then monitoring needs to be adaptive so that it only ceases once
groundwater levels are stabilised.

The infiltration trench does not extend the length of the wetland (Figure 5). To ensure water
levels are maintained throughout the wetland the infiltration trench should be constructed
across the entire width of the wetland, otherwise there is potential that wetland areas on the
extremities could become drier while water levels are maintained in the central portion of the
wetland.
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Figure 5. Part of the proposed stormwater design from Boon (2025) showing the attenuation pond
with the wetland infiltration trench below it which is only 240 m long. The Taylor Rd wetland is
approximately 470 m wide.

The other main mitigation is planting of suitable wetland species to connect and improve the
southern upper wetland and Taylor Rd wetland. Again, there is a lack of detail, but it should be
feasible to offset the loss of the northern upper wetland with increased wetland extent in the
Taylor Rd wetland which has exotic grass areas on its northern boundary. The southern upper



wetland would appear to have surface water inputs, and the attenuation pond may reduce
these inputs. The wetland itself is of very low ecological value, but restoration may be more
suitable to be focused on the Taylor Rd wetland itself. Weed control is also proposed and a
number of exotic pest species have been identified which should be controlled. Weed control
would also be needed when establishing new wetland areas when weed invasion is likely. The
flora and fauna in the Taylor Rd wetland would also benefit from pest control. Possums and
mustelids could be targeted (Urtica Ecology, 2019).
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Appendix 1 Natural wetland definition from the proposed Southland Water and Land Plan

Natural wetland
Includes permanently or intermittently wet areas, shallow water, and land water margins that
support a natural ecosystem of plants and animals that are adapted to wet conditions, but
excludes:

(a)  wet pasture, damp gully heads, or where water temporarily ponds after rain or pasture
containing patches of rushes;

(b)  effluent ponds;

(c)  artificial storage facilities and detention dams;

(d)  artificial watercourses such as conveyance and drainage canals;

(e)  reservoirs for firefighting, domestic or community water supply; and

(f}  engineered soil conservation structures.



