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Glossary of Acronyms / Terms 

Acronym/Term Description 

Auckland Council Means the unitary authority that replaced eight councils in the Auckland 
Region as of 1 November 2010.  

Primary Study Area Comprises the area and features within the proposed designation boundary. 

Redhills Riverhead 
Assessment Package 

Two Notices of Requirement (for Don Buck Road and Coatesville-Riverhead 
Road) and one alteration to an existing designation (Fred Taylor Drive) for the 
Redhills Riverhead Package of Projects for Auckland Transport. 

Secondary Study Area Comprises the area and features within a 100 m radius boundary of the 
designation. 

Study Areas Primary Study Area and Secondary Study Area. 
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Operation - Lizards 

and riparian habitat due to the 
presence of the infrastructure 

Don Buck (R1) Very Low Very Low 

Fred Taylor (R2) Very Low Very Low 

Coatesville-
Riverhead (R3) 

Very Low Very Low 

 
The residual (post-mitigation) level of effect for operational effects are considered Low or Very Low.  
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e) Present an overall conclusion of the level of actual and potential Ecological effects for each Project 
corridor within the Redhills Riverhead Assessment Package after recommended measures are 
implemented. 

2.2 Report Structure 

The report is structured as follows: 

a) Overview of the methodology used to undertake the assessment and identification of the 
assessment criteria and any relevant standards or guidelines; 

b) Description of each Project corridor and project features within the Redhills Riverhead Assessment 
Package as it relates to ecology; 

c) A discussion on area wide positive effects; 
d) An area wide desktop assessment; 
e) Identification and description of the existing and likely future ecological environment for each NoR; 
f) Description of the actual and potential adverse ecological effects of construction and operation of 

each NoR as they relate to district plan matters, including recommended measures to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate potential adverse ecological effects; and 

g) Description of potential adverse ecological effects for consideration during resource consenting; 
h) Overall conclusion of the level of potential adverse ecological effects for each NoR after 

recommended measures are implemented. 

This report should be read alongside the AEE, which contains further details on the history and 
context of the Project. The AEE also contains a detailed description of works to be authorised for the 
Project, likely staging and the typical construction methodologies that will be used to implement this 
work. These have been reviewed by the author of this report and have been considered as part of this 
assessment of Ecological effects. As such, they are not repeated here, unless a description of an 
activity is necessary to understand the potential effects, then it has been included in this report for 
clarity. 
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potential exclusion on the basis of being artificial or pasture dominated and temporary rain derived 
ponding). Details regarding the wetland value assessment is outlined in Section 4.4. 

4.4 Ecological Value Assessment 

The ecological value of ecological features were assessed by assigning a score of 0 (None), 1 (Low), 
2 (Moderate), 3 (High) or 4 (Very High) based on professional judgement (with justification) to aspects 
associated with each of the four ecological matters: 1) Representativeness, 2) Rarity/distinctiveness, 
3) Diversity and pattern, 4) Ecological context. Considerations in relation to the four matters and 
corresponding aspects for terrestrial, freshwater and wetland features are detailed below: 

Terrestrial Ecology 

1) Representativeness: Typical structure, species composition and indigenous representation 
2) Rarity/distinctiveness: Species of conservation significance, distinctive ecological values 
3) Diversity and pattern: Habitat diversity, species diversity and patterns in habitat use 
4) Ecological context: Size, shape and buffering function, sensitivity to change, ecological 

networks (linkages, pathways, migration) 

Freshwater Ecology 

1) Representativeness: RHA score for accessible sites and riparian habitat modification based 
on desktop stream and catchment assessments 

2) Rarity/distinctiveness: Species of conservation significance informed by the potential 
occurrence of Threatened and At-Risk (TAR) fish species 

3) Diversity and pattern: Level of natural diversity informed by the habitat diversity subsection 
of the RHA. Stream order, slope and hydroperiod were applied as desktop proxies to judge 
the likely habitat diversity for streams where access was constraint 

4) Ecological context: Stream order and hydroperiod 

Wetland Ecology 

1) Representativeness: Hydrological modification based on observations of drains, ponds and 
catchment land use. Native vegetation informed by site visit and review of landcover 
information; 

2) Rarity/distinctiveness: Wetland type (rare or distinctive); distinctive ecological values 
(ecosystem services) in a larger catchment context; 

3) Diversity and pattern: Representation of different hydroperiods (permanent, seasonal or 
temporary) and the structural complexity of vegetation cover 

4) Ecological context: flood attenuation, streamflow regulation, sediment trapping, water 
purification, connectivity and migration 

The score for each matter was constrained to the highest score for each aspect (for example a High 
score allocated to a wetland for flood attenuation will result in a High score for the Ecological context 
matter). The combined ecological value score (ranging from Very High to Negligible), for the four 
matters, was determined in accordance with the EcIA guidelines (EIANZ, 2018) and was recorded 
within a matrix spreadsheet for use within the ecological impact assessment (refer Appendix 9). 
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5 Redhills Riverhead Assessment Package Overview 

A brief summary of the Redhills Riverhead Assessment Package projects is provided in  

Table 5-1. 

Readers should refer to the AEE for further information on these projects, including a project 
description, key project features and the planning context. 

Table 5-1 Redhills Riverhead Assessment Package Project Summary 

Corridor NoR Description Requiring Authority 

Don Buck Road FTN 
Upgrade 

RE1 Upgrade of Don Buck Road corridor to a 30m 
wide four-lane cross-section providing bus 
priority lanes and separated active mode 
facilities on both sides of the corridor.  

Auckland Transport 

Fred Taylor Drive FTN 
Upgrade 

RE2 Upgrade of Fred Taylor Drive corridor to a 30m 
wide four-lane cross-section providing bus 
priority lanes and separated active mode 
facilities on both sides of the corridor.  

Auckland Transport 

Coatesville-Riverhead 
Highway Upgrade 

R1 Upgrading the southern section of the corridor 
to a 33m two-lane low speed rural arterial 
cross-section with active mode facilities on the 
western side; and  

Upgrading the northern section of the corridor 
to a 24m two-lane urban arterial cross-section 
with active mode facilities on both sides of the 
corridor. 

Auckland Transport 

Please refer to the AEE for further information on these projects, including a project description, key 
project features and the planning context. 

  



























Assessment of Ecological Effects 

 16/December/2022 | Version 1 | 28 Te T

Table 8-5 Don Buck NoR: Assessment of ecological effects for terrestrial vegetation (district plan trees 
only) and impact management during construction 

 

Effect Description 

Permanent loss of habitat/ecosystem, fragmentation, and edge effects 
due to vegetation removal (district plan trees only) 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of effect prior to 
impact management 

PL.1 (Open Space) (total area of 
4,000 m2) 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low due to the relatively low 
likelihood that edge effect and 
additional fragmentation will occur.  

The ecological value of PL.1 is 
assessed to be Moderate, and the 
overall level of effect is assessed as 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

Same as the Baseline. 

Impact management and 
residual level of effect 

N/A N/A 

Management of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A 
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Table 8-6 Assessment of ecological effects for birds and impact management during construction for the Don Buck NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds (existing) 
adjacent to construction activities (noise, light, dust etc.) 

Effects due to removal of district plan vegetation:  

- Loss of foraging habitat 
- Nest loss 
- Mortality or injury to birds 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low local extent and the short 
duration of the effect. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to construction 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

TAR birds (dabchick) 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low due to the local extent and 
the short duration of the effect 
(assuming presence). 

The ecological value of these 
species is Very High, and the 
overall level of effect is assessed as 
Moderate prior to mitigation. As 
such impact management is 
required. 

Same as Baseline. Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low for all three effects 
associated with district plan tree 
removal. 

The ecological value of birds is 
assessed as Low, and the overall 
level of effect due district plan 
vegetation removal is assessed as 
Low prior to mitigation. 

TAR bird (dabchick) 

Will not be affected by district plan 
vegetation removal. 

Same as Baseline. 
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8.3.2.1 Birds 

Noise, vibration and lighting disturbance caused by the presence of the road could potentially displace 
native birds from suitable nesting and foraging habitat within and adjacent to the Don Buck NoR, while 
noise, light and vibration may also affect connectivity in the broader landscape. The stormwater pond 
(R1-W1) will be upgraded and reinstated after construction and therefore no operational effects are 
expected for TAR birds that may use the stormwater pond. Table 8-8 outlines the operational effect 
assessment and impact management for birds.
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Table 8-8 Assessment of ecological effects for birds and impact management during operation for the Don Buck NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds (existing) 
due to the presence of the road (noise, light, dust etc.) 

Loss in connectivity due to permanent habitat loss, light and noise 
effects from the road, leading to fragmentation of terrestrial, wetland 
and riparian habitat due to the presence of the infrastructure 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low as the Don Buck NoR is 
along an existing road and birds are 
likely to be habituated to noise, light 
and vibration from the road. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to operational 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

TAR birds (dabchick) 

No effect during operation. 

Same as Baseline. Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low as the Don Buck NoR is 
along an existing road. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

TAR birds (dabchick) 

No effect during operation. 

Same as Baseline. 

Impact 
management 
and residual 
level of 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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8.3.2.2 Lizards 

Suitable habitat (EG, PL.1, PL.3 and TL.3) was identified within the NoR boundary which could 
potentially support native lizards. Native lizards require vegetated corridors to facilitate natural 
dispersal, although they are considered to be relatively resident species and do not require migration 
or large-scale movement to support reproduction, refuge and feeding. 

The Don Buck NoR includes upgrading the existing roads, therefore it is not expected to result in the 
additional fragmentation of lizard habitat. Similarly, resident (existing and future) lizards are likely to 
be habituated to disturbance such as noise, vibration and lighting and no additional effect on lizards is 
expected, provided that the post-upgraded road will not result in higher levels of noise and vibration. 
Table 8-9 outlines the operational effect assessment and impact management for lizards. 
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Table 8-9 Assessment of ecological effects for lizards and impact management during operation for Don Buck NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement of existing and future lizards due to 
light, noise and vibration effects from the presence of the road 

Further decrease in dispersal ability for existing and future lizard 
populations due to permanent habitat loss associated with the 
presence of the road  

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible as the Project is not 
expected to further exacerbate 
existing disturbance adjacent to the 
NoR. 

The ecological value of copper 
skinks and ornate skinks is assessed 
to be High, and the overall level of 
effect due to the presence of the 
road is assessed as Very Low prior 
to mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible as the Project is not 
expected to further exacerbate 
existing and future restrictions on 
lizard dispersal adjacent to the NoR. 

The ecological value of copper 
skinks and ornate skinks is assessed 
to be High, and the overall level of 
effect due to the presence of the 
road is assessed as Very Low prior 
to mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. 

Impact 
management 
and residual 
level of 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 9-6 Assessment of ecological effects for birds and impact management during construction for the Fred Taylor NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds (existing) 
adjacent to construction activities (noise, light, dust etc.) 

Effects due to removal of district plan vegetation:  

- Loss of foraging habitat 
- Nest loss 
- Mortality or injury to birds 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low due to definite presence of 
native birds associated with several 
habitat features of the NoR, and the 
short-term duration of the effect. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to construction 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

Same as Baseline. Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude for all three effects is 
assessed as Negligible due small 
extent of district plan trees that will 
be removed resulting in an unlikely 
probability 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to construction 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

Same as Baseline. 

Impact 
management 
and residual 
level of 
effect 

N/A N/A Impact management will be required 
under the Wildlife Act to prevent 
killing or injuring of birds. As part of 
this management, timing of 
vegetation removal should be 
constraint, or pre-clearance 
inspections should be undertaken 
prior to vegetation removal. 

Same as Baseline 
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Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds (existing) 
adjacent to construction activities (noise, light, dust etc.) 

Effects due to removal of district plan vegetation:  

- Loss of foraging habitat 
- Nest loss 
- Mortality or injury to birds 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 9-8 Assessment of ecological effects for birds and impact management during operation for the Fred Taylor NoR (R2) 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds (existing) 
due to the presence of the road (noise, light, dust etc.) 

Loss in connectivity due to permanent habitat loss, light and noise 
effects from the road, leading to fragmentation of terrestrial, wetland 
and riparian habitat due to the presence of the infrastructure 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low as NoR RE2 is along an 
existing road and birds are likely to 
be habituated to noise, light and 
vibration from the road. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to operational 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

Same as Baseline. Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low for both effects, as NoR RE2 
is along an existing road. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to operational 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

Same as Baseline. 

Impact 
management 
and residual 
level of 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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9.3.2.2 Lizards 

Suitable habitat (EG, ES, PL.3, PL.3, TL.2, and TL.3) was identified within the NoR boundary which 
could potentially support native lizards. Native lizards require vegetated corridors to facilitate natural 
dispersal, although they are considered to be relatively resident species and do not require migration 
or large-scale movement to support reproduction, refuge and feeding. 

The Fred Taylor NoR includes upgrading the existing roads, therefore it is not expected to result in the 
additional fragmentation of lizard habitat. Similarly, resident (existing and future) lizards are likely to 
be habituated to disturbance such as noise, vibration and lighting and no additional effect on lizards is 
expected, provided that the post-upgraded road will not result in higher levels of noise and vibration. 
Table 9-9 outlines the operational effect assessment and impact management for lizards. 
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Table 9-9 Assessment of ecological effects for lizards and impact management during operation for the Fred Taylor NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement of existing and future lizards due to 
light, noise and vibration effects from the presence of the road 

Further decrease in dispersal ability for existing and future lizard 
populations due to permanent habitat loss associated with the 
presence of the road  

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible as the Project is not 
expected to further exacerbate 
existing disturbance adjacent to the 
NoR. 

The ecological value of copper 
skinks and ornate skinks is assessed 
to be High, and the overall level of 
effect due to the presence of the 
road is assessed as Very Low prior 
to mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible as the Project is not 
expected to further exacerbate 
existing and future restrictions on 
lizard dispersal adjacent to the NoR. 

The ecological value of copper 
skinks and ornate skinks is assessed 
to be High, and the overall level of 
effect due to the presence of the 
road is assessed as Very Low prior 
to mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. 

Impact 
management 
and residual 
level of 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 10-9 Assessment of ecological effects for birds and impact management during construction for the Coatesville-Riverhead NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds (existing) 
adjacent to construction activities (noise, light, dust etc.) 

Effects due to removal of district plan vegetation:  

- Loss of foraging habitat 
- Nest loss 
- Mortality or injury to birds 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Moderate due to definite 
presence of native birds associated 
with several habitat features of the 
NoR. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to construction 
disturbance is assessed as Low 
prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

TAR birds (spotless crake) 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Moderate due to a very high 
probability of disturbance. 

The ecological value of these 
species is High, and the overall 
level of effect is assessed as High 
prior to mitigation. As such impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of all three effect is 
assessed as Moderate due to high 
likelihood of these effects occurring. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to construction 
disturbance is assessed as Low 
prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

TAR birds 

Unlikely to be affected by district 
plan vegetation removal. 

Same as Baseline. 
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Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement of (new and existing) roosts and 
individuals due to lighting and noise/vibration 

 

Loss in connectivity due to permanent habitat loss, light and noise 
effects from the road, leading to fragmentation of terrestrial habitat and 
influencing bat movement in the broader landscape 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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10.3.2.2 Birds 

Additional noise, vibration and lighting disturbance caused by the use of the upgraded road could 
potentially contribute to the displacement of native birds from suitable nesting and foraging habitat 
within and adjacent to the Coatesville-Riverhead NoR, while noise, light and vibration may also affect 
connectivity in the broader landscape. Table 10-12 outlines the operational effect assessment and 
impact management for birds. 
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Table 10-12 Assessment of ecological effects for birds and impact management during operation for the Coatesville-Riverhead NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Further disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds 
(existing) due to the presence of the road (noise, light, dust etc.) 

 

Further loss in connectivity due to permanent habitat loss, light and 
noise effects from the road, leading to fragmentation of terrestrial, 
wetland and riparian habitat due to the presence of the infrastructure 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low for as the Coatesville-
Riverhead NoR is along an existing 
road and birds are likely to be 
habituated to noise, light and 
vibration from the road. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to operational 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

TAR birds (spotless crake) 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low due to a lower probability of 
disturbance. 

The ecological value of these 
species is High, and the overall level 
of effect is assessed as Low prior to 
mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. Non-TAR birds 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low as the Coatesville-Riverhead 
NoR is along an existing road. 

The ecological value of birds in the 
context of habitat features are 
assessed to be Low, and the overall 
level of effect due to operational 
disturbance is assessed as Very 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

TAR birds (spotless crake) 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Low due to a lower probability of 
connectivity loss for this species. 

The ecological value of these 
species is High, and the overall level 
of effect is assessed as Low prior to 
mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

TAR birds (dabchick) 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible due to a lower 

Same as Baseline. 
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Effect 
Description 

Further disturbance and displacement to roosts and individual birds 
(existing) due to the presence of the road (noise, light, dust etc.) 

 

Further loss in connectivity due to permanent habitat loss, light and 
noise effects from the road, leading to fragmentation of terrestrial, 
wetland and riparian habitat due to the presence of the infrastructure 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

TAR birds (dabchick) 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible due to a lower 
probability of disturbance. 

The ecological value of these 
species is Very High, and the 
overall level of effect is assessed as 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

probability of connectivity loss for 
this species. 

The ecological value of these 
species is Very High, and the 
overall level of effect is assessed as 
Low prior to mitigation. As such no 
impact management is required. 

Impact 
management 
and residual 
level of 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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10.3.2.3 Lizards 

Suitable habitat (EG, ES, PL.3 and TL.3) was identified within the NoR boundary which could 
potentially support native lizards. Native lizards require vegetated corridors to facilitate natural 
dispersal, although they are considered to be relatively resident species and do not require migration 
or large-scale movement to support reproduction, refuge and feeding. 

The Coatesville-Riverhead NoR includes upgrading the existing roads, therefore it is not expected to 
result in the additional fragmentation of lizard habitat. Similarly, resident (existing and future) lizards 
are likely to be habituated to disturbance such as noise, vibration and lighting and no additional effect 
on lizards is expected, provided that the post-upgraded road will not result in higher levels of noise 
and vibration. Table 10-13 outlines the operational effect assessment and impact management for 
lizards. 
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Table 10-13 Assessment of ecological effects for lizards and impact management during operation for the Coatesville-Riverhead NoR 

Effect 
Description 

Disturbance and displacement of existing and future lizards due to 
light, noise and vibration effects from the presence of the road 

Further decrease in dispersal ability for existing and future lizard 
populations due to permanent habitat loss associated with the 
presence of the road  

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Baseline Likely Future Ecological 
Environment 

Level of 
effect prior 
to impact 
management 

The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible as the Project is not 
expected to further exacerbate 
existing disturbance adjacent to the 
NoR. 

The ecological value of copper 
skinks and ornate skinks is assessed 
to be High, and the overall level of 
effect due to the presence of the 
road is assessed as Very Low prior 
to mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. The magnitude of effect is assessed 
as Negligible as the Project is not 
expected to further exacerbate 
existing and future restrictions on 
lizard dispersal adjacent to the NoR. 

The ecological value of copper 
skinks and ornate skinks is assessed 
to be High, and the overall level of 
effect due to the presence of the 
road is assessed as Very Low prior 
to mitigation. As such no impact 
management is required. 

Same as Baseline. 

Impact 
management 
and residual 
level of 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Management 
of residual 
effect 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 10-15 Potential stream loss (permanent and intermittent) within the Coatesville-Riverhead NoR 

Stream ID Hydroperiod Ecological 
Value 

Active channel 
width (m)* 

Length to be 
lost (m)* 

Loss (m2)* 

R3-S1 Intermittent Moderate 1 65 65 

R3-S2 Intermittent Moderate 1 60 60 

R3-S3 Intermittent Low 1 65 65 

R3-S4 Permanent Moderate 2 113 126 

R3-S5 Permanent High 2 70 140 

10.3.4.6 Wetland Ecology 

The construction of the Coatesville-Riverhead NoR will impact one High value natural wetland (R3-
W1). Approximately 200 m2 of wetland loss is unavoidable. It is expected that details regarding the 
offset/compensation requirements will be addressed during the future regional resource consent 
application.    
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Table 11-5 Summary of ecological effects during operation prior to mitigation for bats (Coatesville-
Riverhead NoR only) 

Operation - Bats 

NoR Disturbance and displacement of (new 
and existing) roosts and individuals 
due to lighting and noise/vibration 

Loss in connectivity due to permanent 
habitat loss, light, and noise effects 
from the road, leading to fragmentation 
of terrestrial habitat and influencing 
bat movement in the broader 
landscape 

Coatesville-
Riverhead (R3) 

Low Moderate 

Table 11-6 Summary of ecological effects during operation prior to mitigation for birds 

Operation - Birds 

NoR Disturbance and displacement to 
roosts and individual birds (existing) 
due to the presence of the road (noise, 
light, dust etc.) 

Loss in connectivity due to permanent 
habitat loss, light and noise effects 
from the road, leading to fragmentation 
of terrestrial, wetland and riparian 
habitat due to the presence of the 
infrastructure 

Don Buck (R1) Very Low (Non-TAR species), Low (TAR 
Species) 

Very Low (Non-TAR species), Low (TAR 
Species) 

Fred Taylor (R2) Very Low Very Low 

Coatesville-
Riverhead (R3) 

Very Low  Very Low  

Table 11-7 Summary of ecological effects during operation prior to mitigation for lizards 

Operation - Lizards 

NoR Disturbance and displacement to 
roosts and individual birds (existing) 
due to the presence of the road (noise, 
light, dust etc.) 

Loss in connectivity due to permanent 
habitat loss, light and noise/vibration 
effects from the road, leading to 
fragmentation of terrestrial, wetland 
and riparian habitat due to the 
presence of the infrastructure 

Don Buck (R1) Very Low Very Low 

Fred Taylor (R2) Very Low Very Low 

Coatesville-
Riverhead (R3) 

Very Low Very Low 

The residual (post-mitigation) level of effect for operational effects are considered Low or Very Low. 
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1 Appendix 1 - Ecological Impact Assessment 
Methodology 

The standard by which this EcIA was undertaken follows the guidelines published by the Environment 
Institute of Australia and New Zealand (EIANZ Guidelines) (EIANZ, 2018). 

1.1 Assessment of Ecological Value 

The first step in the EcIA approach is to assess the value of ecological features in terms of 
Representativeness, Rarity, Diversity and Pattern, and Ecological context. Details on each matter and 
its associated considerations are provided in Table 12-1 for terrestrial ecological value and Table 12-2 
freshwater ecological value 

Table 12-1 Matters and considerations for the assessment of terrestrial ecological value 

Representativeness 

Typical structure and composition 

Indigenous representation 

Rarity/distinctiveness 

Species of conservation significance 

Range restricted or endemic species 

Distinctive ecological values 

Diversity and pattern 

Habitat diversity 

Species diversity 

Patterns in habitat use 

Ecological context 

Size, shape and buffering 

Sensitivity to change 

Ecological networks (linkages, pathways, migration) 

Table 12-2 Matters and considerations for the assessment of freshwater ecological value 

Representativeness (including SEV, RHA and ecological integrity) 

Extent to which site/catchment is typical of characteristic 

Instream habitat modification 

Riparian habitat modification 
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Representativeness (including SEV, RHA and ecological integrity) 

Hydrological modification 

Catchment conditions 

Geomorphological modification 

Water quality modification 

Presence of alien and invasive species 

Invertebrate assemblage representation 

Fish assemblage representation 

Rarity/descriptiveness 

Pool characterisation 

Species of conservation significance 

Range restricted or endemic species 

Stream type (rare or distinctive) 

Diversity and pattern 

Distinctive ecological values 

Level of natural diversity 

Diversity metrics 

Complexity of community 

Ecological context (Ecosystem services, importance sensitivity) 

Stream order 

Catchment size 

Hydroperiod 

Sensitivity to flow modification 

Sensitivity water quality modification 

Sensitivity to sedimentation/erosion 

Connectivity and migration 
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Table 12-4: Magnitude of effect designations 

Magnitude Description 

Very High Total loss of, or very major alteration to, key elements/features of the existing baseline 
conditions, such that the post-development character, composition and or attributes will 
be fundamentally changes and may be lost from the site altogether; and/or loss of very 
high proportion of the known population or range of the elements/features 

High Major loss or major alteration to key elements/features of the existing baseline such 
that the post-development character, composition and/or attributes will be 
fundamentally changed; and/or loss of a high proportion of the known population or 
range of the element/feature 

Moderate Loss or alteration to one or more key elements/features of the existing baseline such 
that the post-development character, composition and/or attributes will be partially 
changed; and/or loss of a moderate proportion of the known population or range of the 
element/feature 

Low Minor shift away from the existing baseline conditions. Change arising from the 
loss/alteration will be discernible, but underlying character, composition and/or 
attributes of the existing baseline conditions will be similar or pre-development 
circumstances or patterns; and or having a minor effect on the known population or 
range of the element/feature 

Negligible Very slight change from the existing baseline condition. Change barely distinguishable, 
approximating to the 'no change' situation; and/or having negligible effect on the known 
population or range of the element/feature 

The magnitude of an effect is considered in relation to the ecological value of the habitat or receptor 
to be impacted on (Section). The ecological value of habitat or receptors are the primary focus of the 
ecological assessment. The ecological value of habitat or receptors are typically expressed on a local, 
district, regional or national scale. The ecological value designations are provided in Table 12-5. 

Table 12-5: Ecological value designations 

Value Description 

Very high Area rates High for three or all the four assessment matters. Likely to be of National 
importance and recognised as such 

High Area rates High for two of the assessment matters, Moderate and Low for the 
remainder or Area rates High for 1 so the assessment matters, moderate for the 
remainder. Likely to be regionally important and recognised as such 

Moderate Area rates High for one matter, Moderate and Low Dortha remainder, or Area rates 
Moderate for 2 or more assessment matters Low or Very low for the remainder. Likely 
to be important at the level of the Ecological District 

Low Area rates Low or Very low for most assessment matters and Moderate for one. 
Limited ecological value other as local habitat for tolerant species 

Negligible Area rates Very low for three matters and Moderate, Low or Very low for the remainder 
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over time. If uncertainties are relevant to the effect assessment, they were stated and approached 
conservatively, to identify a range of likely residual effects and relevant mitigation measures. 

1.6 Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative impacts and effects are those that arise because of an impact and effect from the Project 
interacting with those from another activity to create an additional impact and effect. These are 
termed cumulative impacts and effects. No structured methods were employed to assess cumulative 
impacts, but where relevant descriptions of potential cumulative effects have been provided. 
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Ecological 
feature 

Activity Ecological Effect AUP:OP 
District 

Plan 
provisions 

AUP:OP 
Regional 

Plan 
provisions 

Wildlife 
Act (1953) 

Fish (native) Presence of culvert. Loss of connectivity due 
to culvert preventing fish 
passage up and 
downstream. 

 �9 
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Common Name Maori Name Scientific Name Conservation 
Status  

Record Source 

White-faced heron Matuku moana Egretta 
novaehollandiae 

Not Threatened eBird (Bird Atlas), 
iNaturalist 

White-fronted tern Tara Sterna striata 
striata 

At Risk - Declining eBird (Bird Atlas) 

Wrybill Ngutuparore Anarhynchus 
frontalis 

Threatened - 
Nationally 
Vulnerable 

eBird (Bird Atlas) 

Yellowhammer - Emberiza citrinella Introduced and 
Naturalised 

eBird (Bird Atlas) 
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5 Appendix 5 - Riverhead Redhills Ecological Habitat Maps 

5.1 NoR RE1: Don Buck Road FTN Upgrade 

5.1.1 Terrestrial Vegetation  
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5.1.2 Terrestrial Vegetation (District Plan Vegetation) 
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5.1.3 Freshwater Streams and Wetland Habitat 
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5.2 NoR RE2: Fred Taylor Drive FTN Upgrade 

5.2.1 Terrestrial Vegetation  
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5.2.2 Terrestrial Vegetation (District Plan Vegetation) 
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5.2.3 Freshwater Streams and Wetland Habitat 
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5.3 NoR R1: Coatesville-Riverhead Highway Upgrade 

5.3.1 Terrestrial Vegetation  
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