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S1 My full name is John Edward Dowding. I refer the Board of Inquiry to the 

statement of my qualifications and experience in my evidence in chief. I 

reaffirm my commitment to comply with the code of conduct for expert 

witnesses in the Environment Court. 

 

S2 The purpose of this supplementary evidence is to provide further information 

on the potential population-level consequences to shorebirds of an additional 

set of predicted collision rates calculated by Dr Percival and presented in his 

supplementary statement of evidence. 

 

S3 In his evidence in chief, Dr Percival has presented the results of collision-risk 

modelling for a range of migratory shorebird species potentially at risk from 

the proposed HMR wind farm. In that modelling, Dr Percival used avoidance 

rates of 95% for the northwards migration (which occurs mainly by day in the 

vicinity of the site) and 90% for the southward migration (which occurs mainly 

at night). I refer to this as the 95/90 scenario. Using the results of Dr Percival’s 

modelling, I calculated predicted population trajectories for two species, 

namely pied oystercatcher and wrybill. Those population trajectories are 

shown in Tables 1 and 2 of my evidence in chief. 

 

S4 In his supplementary evidence, Dr Percival has noted that he still believes the 

95/90 scenario is an appropriate precautionary approach in this case. However, 

in response to rebuttal evidence from Mr Kessels and Dr Seaton he has 

provided the results of additional modelling of collision risk for the same 

species, using an avoidance rate of 95% for both northwards and southwards 

migrations. I refer to this as the 95/95 scenario. I have re-calculated the 

predicted impacts at the population level for pied oystercatcher and wrybill 

using the additional collision estimates. 

 

 Pied oystercatcher 

S5 The 95/95 scenario predicts a mean number of 135 pied oystercatcher 

collisions annually, with lower and upper 95% confidence limits of 39 and 251 

collisions respectively. Using the same demographic data and procedures as in 

my evidence in chief, I have calculated decline rates for the pied oystercatcher 

population in the absence of the proposed wind farm (the Baseline scenario), 
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assuming 135 casualties annually (the MeanA scenario), and assuming 39 and 

251 casualties annually (the L95A and U95A scenarios respectively). 

  

S6 The resulting population trends are shown in Figure S1. As shown in Figure 

S1, the Baseline scenario predicts that the pied oystercatcher population will 

decline by about 4% in the next 50 years. With the predicted additional 

mortality from the proposed wind farm, this will rise to about 6-15% (the 

range between the L95A and U95A scenarios), with an average decline of 

about 10% under the MeanA scenario. Thus under the 95/95 scenario, which is 

less precautionary than the 95/90 scenario, the population modelling predicts 

that the decline rate in the presence of the wind farm would be about 2.5 times 

greater than without it. In absolute terms, the MeanA scenario suggests that 

there would be about 7,300 less pied oystercatchers in the population in 50 

years in the presence of the wind farm than without it. 

 

 Wrybill 

S7 I have undertaken a similar analysis for wrybills, using the 95/95 scenario 

predictions of an annual mean of 7.7 collisions and lower and upper 95% 

confidence limits of 2.2 and 14.3 collisions respectively. The results are shown 

in Figure S2. The Baseline scenario predicts the wrybill population will 

decline by about 20% in the next 50 years. With the predicted additional 

mortality from the proposed wind farm under the 95/95 scenario, this rises to 

25-36% (the range between L95A and U95A), with an average decline of 30% 

under the MeanA scenario. In absolute terms, the MeanA scenario suggests that 

there would be about 500 less wrybills in the population in 50 years in the 

presence of the proposed wind farm than without it. Even with the less-

precautionary approach represented by the 95/95 scenario, this still indicates a 

substantial increase in decline rate. Given the Threatened status of the wrybill 

and the relatively small size of the population, it is my view that this result is 

still one of particular concern. 

 

 CONCLUSIONS   
S8 In my evidence in chief, I concluded that the information currently available 

suggested that the proposed wind farm would have substantial negative effects 

on pied oystercatchers and wrybills at the population level. The additional 
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modelling presented here does not cause me to change that conclusion. The 

95/95 scenario is not as precautionary as the 95/90 scenario, but still results in 

predictions of substantial adverse effects on those species. 

 

S9 Even adopting this less precautionary approach, it is still by no means clear 

that the potential effects of the proposed HMR wind farm on migratory 

shorebirds can in practice be avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 John Edward DOWDING 

 17 April 2009 
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Figure S1  Population projections for pied oystercatcher (95/95 scenario) 
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Figure S2  Population projections for wrybill (95/95 scenario) 
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