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A. PURPOSE  

1. A number of questions were raised by the Commissioner in Minute 9 associated 

with my s42a report covering terrestrial ecology. This supplementary evidence is 

intended to respond to those questions.  

B. QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMISSIONER 

2. The questions posed by the Commissioner are copied and responded to in turn 

below.  

3. Paragraph 56: Section 108AA(1)(b)of the RMA prevents me from imposing 

conditions that are not directly connected to “an adverse effect of the activity on 

the environment”.  

a) Can you please summarise the demonstrable adverse effects that these 

applications will directly have on the habitats of the Powelliphanta land 

snails and the evidence you base that on? 

Effects on the Powelliphanta are considered to be both a cumulative effect 

under section 3(d) of the RMA and a ‘potential effect of low probability which 

has a high potential impact’ under section 3(f) of the RMA.  

Koputaroa Powelliphanta suffer the cumulative disadvantages of habitat 

loss, degradation and population decline. As such remaining snail 

populations are particularly vulnerable to stochastic events (flooding, fire, 

drought or influx of predators).  

This application proposes the discharge of stormwater. Mitigations 

including the construction of Coley Pond and attenuation ponds (1-4) result 

in Dr McConchie’s conclusion of no hydrological effects (snail site 4), less 

than minor hydrological  effects (snail site 2) and no more than minor 

hydrological effects (snail sites 1 and 3). The different sites have different 

quality of habitat for Powelliphanta snails. Anecdotal evidence (Pers. Obs.) 

suggests that site four may be less suitable as habitat for Powelliphanta 

landsnails than the other sites (1-3). I base this information on search times 

and the number of snails found during this time: at site four two people 

searched for over 200 minutes (each), during which time 10 dead but intact 

shells, 1 rat-predated shell and 1 live snail were found. For comparison 75 

minutes of searching at site three by one person found 4 live snails, 3 intact 

shells and 2 rat-predated shells.  

Hydrological effects do not directly translate into effect on snails. However 

the lack of information (including micro-habitat preferences, life history, 



 

Supplementary Evidence to s42a Report 
Application Number APP-2017201547.00 
Prepared by Elizabeth Emma Daly – Science and Innovation Manager for Manawatū-Whanganui 
Regional Council 
27 October 2021 

 

3 

 

 

population size, density etc.) make it difficult to establish a relationship 

between the scale of hydrological effects and the potential effects on snail 

populations.  

Micro-habitat preferences of the Koputaroa Powelliphanta have not been 

studied, however another lowland species (P. lignaria) has been found to 

occur in consistently moist ground where water doesn’t pond. Areas of 

swampy ground were found only to support snails where there are enough 

small interconnected rises above ponding areas to support a viable 

population. Ponding drowns eggs, juveniles and adult snails, and their 

earthworm prey (Walker, 2012). 

In 1946 A.W.B Powell described the wider area where Koputaroa 

Powelliphanta are found as “almost completely denuded of forest, the few 

small areas remaining being mostly low level kahikatea remnants subject 

to flooding and therefore without snails” -  providing further support that 

these populations may be adversely effected by increases in soil moisture 

and ponding.  

It is my opinion that the cumulative effects (including hydrological changes 

at snail sites) could result in decreases in population size and density and 

in a worst case scenario I am not able to rule out the possibility of the 

extinction of these populations.  

As described above it is difficult to provide evidence of demonstrable 

adverse effects given the lack of information and resulting uncertainty. 

However given the threatened nature of this species, it is still my opinion 

that a precautionary approach is appropriate.  

4. Paragraphs 61 and 73: Any financial contributions that are not volunteered by the 

applicant must be based on the provisions of Chapter 19 of the One Plan. 

Regarding Policy 19-1(a): 

a) Will these applications have significant adverse effects on Powelliphanta 

land snails? 

Effects on this population of Powelliphanta land snails are considered to be 

both a cumulative effect under section 3(d) of the RMA and a ‘potential 

effect of low probability which has a high potential impact’ under section 

3(f) of the RMA.  

It is my opinion that a potential decrease in the population size or density 

of a nationally endangered species as a result of activities related to these 

applications would be a significant adverse effect. It is my opinion that in 

the worst case, the cumulative effects across these habitats have the 
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potential to result in the extinction of this population of Powelliphanta land 

snails. 

b) Will the actions you list in paragraph 56 result in a “positive effect of an 

equivalent or similar character, nature and scale as the adverse effects”? 

The management options listed in paragraphs 55-56 have the potential to 

result in a “positive effect of an equivalent or similar character, nature and 

scale as the adverse effects” if designed and implemented appropriately. 

Regarding Policy 19-1(b): 

c) Are the habitats of the Powelliphanta land snails considered to aquatic 

ecosystems or riparian vegetation? 

The habitats of the Powelliphanta land snails relevant to this application 

could be considered both aquatic ecosystems (wetlands) and riparian 

vegetation.  

Neither aquatic ecosystems nor riparian vegetation are specifically defined 

in the One Plan or within the RMA. Koputaroa Powelliphanta habitat is 

described as “under the skirts of Gahnia xanthocarpa in swampy kahikatea 

forest on rich alluvial lowland plains”1. The sites of interest for this 

application are a mixture of forested (Sites 3 and 4) and non-forested (Sites 

1 and 2) wetlands and Sites 1-3 (and parts of Site 4) would likely meet the 

definition of a wetland under the National Environmental Standards for 

Freshwater (NES F) 2020. Wetland habitats can be considered aquatic 

ecosystems.  

Riparian vegetation can be considered as the vegetation occurring along 

water courses (including rivers and streams) and water bodies (including 

wetlands). Riparian vegetation or habitat can be characterised by the 

presence of plants adapted wet conditions.  How far this vegetation extends 

from a water course or water body before it is no longer considered riparian 

is dependent on the site. The Lower Koputaroa Flood Plain, prior to 

drainage, would likely have been dominated by riparian vegetation (swamp 

mosaic, and/or wetland forest). In present times much of the vegetation has 

been modified and would not meet the definition of riparian, however Sites 

1-4 contain (indigenous) plant species adapted to wet conditions. Site One 

                                                           
 

1 Walker, K. J. (2003). Recovery plans for Powelliphanta land snails. Threatened 

Species Recovery Plan, 49, 208. 
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is directly adjacent to the Koputaroa Stream and contains vegetation 

adapted to wet conditions, Site Two is within approximately 100 meters of 

the Koputaroa Stream and contains vegetation adapted to wet conditions. 

Sites Three and Four being partly adjacent to a modified water course 

(recognised in the River Environment Classification (REC) but included as 

a drainage channel under the Koputaroa Drainage Scheme) and contain 

plants adapted to living in wet conditions within at least part of the site. 

Although all sites contain a signature of riparian vegetation they could be 

ordered along a gradient which I estimate would align with site numbering 

– Site One having the highest riparian signature and Site Four containing 

the lowest.  

Regarding Policy 19-1(c): 

d) Financial contributions under this provision “must be to offset the adverse 

effects” and so would not appear to be appropriate given your paragraph 

59.  Do you agree? 

My paragraph 59 was in reference to off-site biodiversity offsetting. Given 

these snails are not present at other sites, offsetting at another site would 

not result in “like for like” offsets. However, offsetting could be considered 

on the sites in which the snails are located. A financial contribution would 

be used to undertake management actions. These management actions 

could be considered to be offsets (as well as mitigations) as they do not 

resolve the potential effect on the snails directly, rather they improve the 

habitat or survival of snails and therefore the resilience of the populations 

from the remaining potential effects of the proposed consent activities.  

I also made comment that the “additionality of any biodiversity gain would 

need to be carefully considered”. To clarify, it is my opinion that there is 

potential for additional biodiversity gains directly related to these snails, 

above and beyond gains that would have occurred due to work already 

being undertaken, that could be provided for through additional 

management funded via compensation. My comment around additionality 

was to ensure that it was considered rather than to indicate an opinion that 

it was not possible. 

Regarding Policy 19-2: 

e) Notwithstanding the above questions, what amount of financial contribution 

have you “determined on a case-by-case basis … to be fair and 

reasonable”? 

There are several options which could be explored here. The high levels of 

uncertainty involved in determining the potential effects on snails 

populations combined with the high level of uncertainty surrounding how 
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the snail populations might respond to these management interventions 

make calculating a fair and reasonable financial contribution, likely to result 

in meaningful outcomes, somewhat challenging. Utilisation of a financial 

contribution to undertake management options could involve any 

combination of the following: 

i. ongoing predator control targeting the snails mammalian 

predators (rats, hedgehogs, and to a lesser extent possums);  

ii. improving the quality of available habitat through planting and 

fencing (and targeted pest plant control where appropriate); and 

iii. increasing the size of available habitat  

Under different circumstances, the costs associated with management 

actions would be calculated after (or as part of) the development of a site 

management plan. Site management plans are site and value specific and 

various site attributes (including size, remoteness, topography etc.) and 

suggested management options can all influence the cost of interventions. 

It is my opinion that ongoing predator control is likely to be the most feasible 

management option to implement in this instance. The challenge is that in 

order to hold ground on any gains that have been made the predator control 

would need to continue for the term of consent – once predator control 

ceases predator numbers build up quickly and any biodiversity gains 

secured as a result of the control can be quickly eroded. If a one off financial 

contribution is imposed this could be in the form of a payment equal to the 

sum of the annual cost of predator control over the term of the consent.  

Other management options are likely to front load costs and require less 

ongoing management but are, in my opinion, less likely to provide the same 

level of resilience to snail populations. The exception would be if an area of 

snail habitat were unfenced - fencing and continued stock exclusion would 

also result in increased resilience to snail populations. This option may not 

be preferred as it would require agreement of the landowner and their 

continued management. 

An approximate indication of costs allowing for the establishment and 

continued management of predators across snail habitat could be 

approximately $10,000 annually (actual costs may be higher or lower). This 

would equate to approximately one person day per month to check traps 

and associated administration (health and safety, purchase of traps, 

arranging access to site etc.) with a small amount available annually for the 

replacement of traps and bait etc. 

I acknowledge that this is an approximate indication. Provision of a more 

definitive amount requires more time to calculate. I am happy to provide 

this detail at the hearing.  
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5. Paragraphs 69 and 72:  

a) What would be required to “to limit the risk of spread myrtle rust” at the site 

of the proposed attenuation ponds given that myrtle rust spores are 

airborne? 

Where consents applications include planting, I will usually recommend a 

condition around limiting the risk of spread of myrtle rust. Often I request 

this be developed as part of the planting plan. Actions to limit the spread of 

myrtle rust include things such as checking plants as they come onto site 

for signs of mytle rust and if diseased material is found on site, following 

MPI guidelines around the disposal of infected material. 

b) What would be required to “to limit the risk of spread plague skinks” at the 

site of the proposed attenuation ponds? 

 
Where consents applications include planting, I will usually recommend a 

condition around limiting the risk of spread of plague skinks. Usually this is 

requested to be considered by the Applicant as part of a planting plan etc. 

The type of actions that are usually implemented include checking potted 

plants for live skinks and skink eggs. 

c) Are any plague skinks present at the site of the proposed attenuation 

ponds? 

Plague skinks are present within the Horowhenua. The site of the proposed 

attenuation ponds currently provides habitat for this species.  

C. CONCLUSION 

6.  I am happy to answer any further questions at the hearing and provide additional 

detail on the financial contribution cost. 

DATED this 27th day of October 2021 

 
_________________________________ 

ELIZABETH DALY 


