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Summary
This report summarised points made in submissions to the proposal to amend the Pest Management Plan for Taranaki (2018) to include a mustelid pest
programme, including the Taranaki Regional Council’s (the Council) decisions in response to submissions and reliefs sought.
Changes to the proposal are tracked in red with additions being underlined and deletions showing strikethrough.
Submissions were being received by the Council between the 7th of November 2020 until the 4th of December 2020 (and 24 December for some given
technical issues). The hearing of submissions was held by Council at the Ordinary meeting of 23 February 2021.
Please refer to Appendix 1 of this report for a full copy of the submissions made on the proposal.

Submission 1: South Taranaki District Council
Submitters requests

Council decisions and reasons

General comments
1.
Support
The submitter supports the Council’s focus on bringing mustelids into the Pest
Management Plan noting the benefits of the proposed programme on
improving indigenous biodiversity outcomes across Taranaki.
2.

Support
The submitter supports the approach to identify ‘Predator Control Areas’
where land occupiers in a locality agree to participate in the programme. The
submitter suggests this is a sensible approach and has been shown to be
successful with the Possum Self-Help Programme.
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Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support for the proposed amendments.

Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support for the proposed amendments.

Submission 2: Te Korowai o Ngāruahine Trust
Submitters requests

Council’s decisions and reasons

Section 4 Organisms declared as pests
Support
3.
The submitter supports the Council’s decision to include mustelids as a target
pest species in the Pest Management Plan. The submitter states that this is a
sensible approach, building upon the outstanding work in possum control and
the protection of indigenous biodiversity.

Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support for the proposed amendments.

Toxins

4.

Amend
The submitter is concerned that there will be an increased use of toxic and
ecotoxic substances into the environment to control mustelids, particularly in
proximity to statutory acknowledgement areas.

No change required
The Council notes the submitter’s concerns regarding increased use of toxins but
notes that both initial and ongoing mustelid control are based upon a (non-toxic trap)
network.

The submitter seeks that:
there is no increase in the current amount of toxic and ecotoxic
substances used to control animal and plant pest species; and
where toxic and ecotoxic substances must be used, that there are
buffer zones of 200 metres for any waterways or Ngāruahine
statutory areas.
Iwi participation
5.
Amend
The submitter seeks that Ngāruahine iwi and hapū members participating in
current and future pest control and management to support their role as
kaitiaki. In particular, the submitter seeks that:
pest control favour manual, non-chemical methods
pest control involve collaboration with mana whenua and a genuine
expression of kaitiakitanga; and
any monitoring or management of aquatic or terrestrial indigenous
biodiversity involves collaboration with mana whenua in recognition
of the partnership principle of the Treaty of Waitangi.
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No change required
The Council notes it welcomes iwi involvement in mustelid control and can advise
members on the appropriate training and qualifications required to undertake this
work.
As noted above, the Council further notes that the mustelid programme utilises traps
for both initial and ongoing control. Also, as part of any operation, Council will
endeavour to involve and collaborate with mana whenua in accordance with the
Council’s statutory responsibilities and in recognition of their kaitiaki role and the
partnership principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.

Submission 3: Neil and Lloma Hibell
Submitters requests

Council’s decisions and reasons

General comments
6.
Oppose
The submitter is opposed to regulatory requirements for mustelid control.

Decline
The Council declines the relief sought.

The submitter considers that the Council is expecting too much from
landowners. The submitter notes that they agreed to join the mustelid scheme
on a (voluntary) basis with the expectation that they would not need to
manage traps on their farm. The submitter is concerned that in addition to
proposed requirements to undertake additional predator control work on their
farms, farmers are already doing extra work in fencing, planting waterways and
possum control.
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The Council notes the submitter’s opposition to regulatory requirements for mustelid
control. Council acknowledges the additional compliance costs (in time and in money)
imposed on farmers and other land occupiers. Hence, the partnership approach
whereby the Council funds the initial control and provides consider support for the
land occupier’s efforts.
Of note, the Council and contractors work individually with land occupiers to ensure
they are fully aware of the regulatory requirements and that traps are positioned
with ease of ongoing control front of mind. Council notes that so far over 90% of
farmers approached have agreed to be part of this programme. For the reasons
outlined in the proposal, the Council does not believe a non-regulatory approach will
achieve effective sustainable mustelid control and recommend declining the relief.

Submission 4: Forest and Bird
Submitters requests

Council’s decisions and reasons

Section 4 and Rule 3
7.
Support
The submitter supports the identification of mustelids as a pest and the
application of rules to control mustelids on Taranaki. The submitter considers
the proposal to be in line with the Council’s vision of being predator free.
8.

Amend
The submitter seeks amendment to the proposal to include provisions to
control feral and stray cat populations. In particular, the submitter seeks that
cats be declared as pests and that the Council amend the Proposed Plan by:
amending Section 4 to declare and identify unowned cats as pests in
Table 1 of the Pest Management Plan;
including a new section setting out a sustained control programme for
cats which includes rules for land occupiers within a Predator Control
Area to control cats;
including a new section identifying high risk catchments for Māui
dolphin as a priority for site led cat control; and
amend section 9.1 to incorporate a cat monitoring programmes in the
Pest Management Plan.
The submitter suggested that cats need to be controlled in order to prevent
the spread of toxoplasmosis a disease which poses a serious threat to the
Hectors and Māui dolphins.
The submitter also noted that Taranaki has an extremely high number of
unowned cats across the region especially in the Mangamingi area where cats
are often dumped. Cats are responsible for 33% of bird, mammal and reptile
extinctions recorded on islands by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature and feral cats are also implicated in the spread of bovine tuberculosis,
with the potential to infect cattle.
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Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support for declaring mustelids to be pests.

Decline
The Council declines the relief.
Council notes that the Government funding that enabled the Taranaki Predator-free
programme to commence is for mustelids only. The current trapping infrastructure
targets mustelids and is not suitable for the trapping of feral and stray cats
Council fully understand the impacts that feral cats have within Taranaki. Hence the
preparation and implementation of the Taranaki Regional Council Biosecurity Strategy
(2018) whereby the Council, amongst other things, targets feral and stray cats as part
of a site-led approach, e.g. Key Native Ecosystems.
The Council further notes it also assists land occupiers and others to undertake feral
cat control through the provision of traps.

Submission 5: Anne Collins
Submitters requests

Council’s decisions and reasons

General comments
9.
Support
The submitter supports the Council’s proposal to include mustelids into the
Pest Management Plan.

Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support for declaring mustelids to be pests.

Section 4 and Rule 3
10. Amend
The submitter is seeking amendment to include the control of feral cats in the
Pest Management Plan.

Decline
The Council declines the relief.

The submitter is concerned about the negative impact feral cats are having on
native fauna and considers the inclusion of cats as apex predators is necessary
if the Council is to be serious about this problem.
The submitter notes that:
feral cats have a major impact on native birds, bats, lizards and insects
such as weta. Cats are also capable of travelling long distances
including one tracked to cover almost 6 km;
cats are known carriers and transmitters of infectious diseases
including Bovine TB, and Toxoplasmosis gondii (T. gondii). Kittens and
unwell cats are the worst spreaders of these diseases. T. gondii can
enter the waterways and eventually reach the sea where they can
infect our marine mammals such as Māui and Hectors dolphins; and
The submitter notes that responsible cat ownership is the aim of every
conservation organisation. The submitter further notes that New Plymouth
District Council has a limit of five cats per household, Whanganui has three.
South Taranaki District Council and Stratford District Council have no limits on
the number of cats that may be kept. This encourages careless breeding, no
micro chipping and the subsequent dumping of unwanted cats and kittens.
Those that survive further contribute to the feral cat population.
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The Council notes the submitter’s concern. However, it is noted that the Government
funding that enabled the Taranaki Predator-free programme to commence is for
mustelids only. The current trapping infrastructure targets mustelids and is not
suitable for the trapping of feral and stray cats
The Council fully understands the impacts that feral cats have within Taranaki. Hence
the preparation and implementation of the Taranaki Regional Council Biosecurity
Strategy (2018) whereby the Council, amongst other things, targets feral and stray
cats as part of a site-led approach, e.g. Key Native Ecosystems.
Council further notes that it also assists land occupiers and others to undertake feral
cat control through the provision of traps and would support any district council
bylaw that sought to reduce or limit the number of domestic cats allowed per
household.

Submission 6: Federated Farmers
Submitters requests

Council’s decisions and reasons

General comments
11.

12.

Support
The submitter noted that it was good to see a detailed cost benefit analysis in
the proposal.
Other
The submitter has asked for formal guidance regarding who is responsible for
maintaining and servicing the traps. Due to farms being subject to lease or
contract milking or share-milking arrangements, certainty and clarity is
required on who has responsibilities.
The submitter would also like to see ongoing emphasis on catchment level
programmes and encourage Council to continue supporting various funding
mechanisms of pest control at either a catchment level and/or individual farm
level, such as the Key Native Ecosystems programme.
In addition, the submitter would encourage Council to support on-going
discussion with community groups e.g. Wild for Taranaki, regarding the use of
community volunteers to check trap lines in catchments or on individual
properties.

No change required
The Council notes the submitter’s comments. No further action required.
Accept
The submitter raises a number of technical and operational queries relating to the
implementation of the mustelid programme.
The Council notes that the term occupier comes from the Biosecurity Act 1993, it
refers to the owner, occupier or person in charge of the property. Council will work
with the submitter to produce appropriate guidance.
The Council further notes that the requested emphasis on catchment level
programmes and supporting individuals and community groups to undertake pest
control, including the checking of traps, is consistent with the Council’s approach set
out in the proposal plus the Taranaki Regional Council Biosecurity Strategy.

Section 4 [Organisms declared as pests]
13.

Support
The submitter supports the inclusion of mustelids in section 4 as organisms
declared as pests and the identification of ferrets, stoats, and weasels as pests
in Table 1.
The submitter notes that mustelids can have a negative impact on primary
production due to their ability to carry parasites and toxoplasmosis.
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Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support.

Section 6.6A [Predators (ferret, stoat and weasel)]
14. Support
The submitter broadly agrees with the proposed objective set out in 6.6A of
sustainably controlling mustelid numbers within a specified Predator Control
Area, and elsewhere to avoid or minimise adverse effects on indigenous
biodiversity values in the Taranaki region.

Accept
The Council notes and appreciate the submitter’s offer of ongoing support.

The submitter offers on-going support to Council’s extension programme as
the principal method by which Council will achieve this objective.
The submitter acknowledges the success of the Self-help Possum Control
Programme and expects it will be as effective in controlling mustelids. Given
predator control areas are only established when most of the community
agree to work with Council in order to control mustelids, the submitter agrees
there must be a legal ‘failsafe’ to ensure these efforts are not in vain.
Section 6.6A [Measuring what the objectives are achieving]
15. Support
The submitter supports the establishment and mapping of Predator Control
Areas (clause (ba)) and robust modelling of mustelid population densities and
trends over time (clause (bb)) to determine the effectiveness of the
programme.
Rule 3 [General Rule for Predator Control Areas]
16. Amend
The submitter seeks amendment to Rule 3 of the Pest Management Plan to
read:
“…A land occupier within a Predator Control Area must maintain ferrets, stoats,
and weasels numbers present on their land by:
(a) servicing permanent mustelid traps a minimum of ten eight times per
calendar year and record trap catch information in the TrapNZ database; and
(b) servicing any activated ‘remote sensor mustelid trap’ within 30 days of
activation.
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Accept
The submitters support for proposed clauses (ba) and (bb) are noted.

Accept
Council acknowledges the additional work for farmers that the new rules will require.
Accordingly, Council officers and contractors will work individually with land occupiers
to ensure that traps are positioned to ensure ongoing control is as easy and
practicable as possible for the farmers.
The Council has investigated, as part of the development of the proposal, rules and
associated compliance monitoring techniques, including the technical feasibility of
adopting a rule similar to the possum trap-catch system. Unfortunately, there is no
equivalent robust compliance monitoring technique for mustelids (similar in kind to
the trap-catch) at a farm scale. Council will continue to reassess new monitoring

Note: ‘Servicing’ means the removal of dead animals, inspection of trap to
make sure it is functioning properly, grass/obstacles removed from around the
trap entrance and trap rebaited with fresh bait.

systems and will revisit the rule should alternative robust farm-scale monitoring be
developed.
Mustelid control is most successful when traps are permanently set due to mustelids
large home ranges, however increased captures often occur from November to
March, the Council notes that a minimum of ten checks should not be too onerous
and will achieve the best level of control.

OR
Delete proposed rule 3 and with new rule as below:
“….A land occupier within a Predator Control Area must control mustelids
present on their land by regularly servicing permanent mustelid traps and
recording trap catch information as practicable in accordance with Council
advice.”
The submitter is supportive of the logic behind the inclusion of the proposed
Plan rule 3, but caution that its effectiveness will depend on its enforceability
and on-going monitoring.
The submitter notes that the general rule in support of the self-help possum
control programme (6.6.3.1) requires landowners to maintain possum
numbers present on their land to below a 10% residual trap catch. This allows
the landowner to focus on the objective without enforcing a potentially
onerous servicing requirement. As mustelid population densities and trends
become clearer over time, the submitter would like to see the inclusion of a
residual trap catch requirement (or similar) in the mustelid rule so the focus
shifts from how often farmers service their traps to an agreed outcome.
In the absence of such a measure, the submitter is concerned that the
proposed requirement for land occupiers to service traps 10 times per
calendar year is unnecessarily onerous and places an additional burden on
farmers that are already putting in good work through the possum control
program. The submitter states that the requirement to service traps a
minimum of 10 times per calendar year would be impractical due to busy
periods like calving and mating. For these reasons the submitter asks that the
proposed rule is amended to reduce or omit the prescriptive trap servicing
requirement

8

Notwithstanding the above, Council has reviewed the rule’s trapping requirement and
considers Council can reduce the requirement in accordance with the submitter’s
request to be less onerous on the land occupier and still achieve the biodiversity
outcomes sought. Accordingly, the Council recommends amending Rule 3 of the Pest
Management Plan to read:
“…A land occupier within a Predator Control Area must maintain ferrets, stoats, and
weasels numbers present on their land by:
(a) servicing permanent mustelid traps a minimum of ten eight times per calendar
year and record trap catch information in the TrapNZ database; and
(b) servicing any activated ‘remote sensor mustelid trap’ within 30 days of activation.
Note: ‘Servicing’ means the removal of dead animals, inspection of trap to make sure
it is functioning properly, grass/obstacles removed from around the trap entrance and
trap rebaited with fresh bait.

Good Neighbour Rule
17. Amend
The submitter understands the reasoning in Council’s cost benefit analysis and
their obligations for considering a good neighbour rule under the Biosecurity
Act 1993 and the National Policy Direction on Pest Management 2015.
However, the submitter would like further information on its viability.

18.

The submitter appreciate Council’s view that the 200ha dispersal range of
mustelids would necessitate a 2km buffer and have the potential to impose
significant costs on landowners that are not within a predator control area.
Notwithstanding this the submitter views the good neighbour rule as a key
step to addressing the ongoing issue of Crown land being non-rateable and not
required to directly contribute to regional pest management. The submitter
acknowledges that the Department of Conservation undertakes significant pest
management in the region, e.g. the Mounga project. However, consideration
to the good neighbour rule is often necessary as it is accepted that pest
management generally is not effective unless all landowners (including Crown)
consistently manage the spread of pests. Council’s own analysis of “who
should pay?” in section 3.5 of the partial review document lists the
Department of Conservation as a “major” beneficiary of the proposed predator
control while private landowners, including dairy, sheep and beef farmers are
listed only as “minor” beneficiaries.
Amend
As Predator Free Taranaki is rolled out and its uptake grows throughout the
region, the submitter seeks that the Council re-consider the imposition of a
good neighbour rule to ensure Crown agencies participant in the programme
to the same extent as land owners.

Decline
The Council notes the submitter’s concerns regarding potential externality impacts
arising from Crown land.
The Council notes that as part of the development of the proposal, Council considered
the development and inclusion of a Good Neighbour rule. However, the dispersal
range of mustelids meant that a 2 kilometre buffer would have been required and it
was believed the compliance costs imposed would have been disproportionate to the
benefits anticipated. The Council is are satisfied that given the ongoing commitment
by Taranaki Mounga Project and the Department of Conservation to managing
mustelids on Crown land a Good Neighbour rule is not necessary at this time.
However, these assumptions will be tested in the future (see comments below) as
part of a full Plan review.

Accept
Council notes that, in accordance with the Biosecurity Act, the Council is required to
review efficiency and effectiveness of the Pest Management Plan after five years (i.e.
2023) and undertake a full statutory review after 10 years (i.e. 2028). At that time
there will be an opportunity to review the merits of the Good Neighbour rule.

The submitter considers the rationale behind inclusion of a rule to ensure land
occupiers play their part to be reasonable. Likewise, they expect such a rule
should apply to Crown and conservation land. The submitter notes that the
negotiated understanding around potential boundary pests between the
Council and Crown agencies are of little comfort to our members as they have
no means to enforce it and requires the Regional Council to be pro-active,
incur costs and navigate a political minefield with the Crown.
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Submission 7: Te Atiawa
Submitters requests

Council’s decisions and reasons

Rule 3 [General Rule for Predator Control Areas]
19. Support
The submitter states that trapping mustelids can minimise the number of pests
having a positive impact on the overall number of taonga species. The
submitter states that this would return mauri to the whenua, wai and tangata.
The submitter notes that the trapping of mustelids relates to the Te Atiawa Iwi
Management Plan which states that weeds and pests generate adverse effects
on the survival of native biodiversity.
Section 4 [Organisms declared as pests]
20. Support
The submitter supports the addition of mustelids in the proposed Plan as it
aligns with the provisions of the Te Atiawa Iwi Management Plan, specifically
the Te Tai Tāne Tokorangi chapter of the Plan which outlines the protection
and restoration of native biodiversity encouraging weed and pest
management.
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Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s comments and support for the protection of taonga
species and native biodiversity.

Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support for the proposed amendments to include
mustelids in the Pest Management Plan and the programme’s alignment with the Te
Atiawa Iwi Management Plan.

General comments
21. Clarification
Notwithstanding the submitter’s general support for the proposed
amendments to the Pest Management Plan, the submitter is seeking
clarification with regard to the Council’s consideration of the consequential
effects mustelid management and control will have on rabbit populations
given rabbits are the main diets of ferrets.
Clarification is further sought by the submitter as to why the partial review is
limited to mustelids only as the Taranaki Regional Council Biosecurity Strategy
in addition to possums and mustelids, identifies rabbits, goats, feral cats and
rats as pest animals which are threatening Taranaki biodiversity as well.

No change required
The Council notes that mustelid control will not consequentially increase rabbit
populations. Research conducted by Manaaki Whenua has confirmed that the biggest
driver of rabbit populations is climatic, i.e. warm dry winters often see a rise in rabbit
populations. Further information on this research can be found here. However, of
note Council, as part of the Towards Predator Free Taranaki research programme, has
been analysing mustelid stomach content (to confirm assumptions) which has found
bird and rodents present with no samples so far identifying rabbits. The Council is
confident that the programme will not increase rabbit numbers.
The Council also notes that proposals to include other pest animal species and impose
rules and obligations on people were considered as part of the full review of the Pest
Management Plan completed in 2018. This review is deliberately confined to
mustelids in response to changing policy circumstances.
Government funding that enabled the Taranaki Predator-free programme to
commence is limited to mustelids only. The current trapping infrastructure targets
mustelids and is not suitable for the trapping of other pests such as rabbits, goats and
cats.
The Council notes that it targets other harmful species. Through the preparation and
implementation of the Taranaki Regional Council Biosecurity Strategy (2018) the
Council has a range of non-regulatory programmes targeting other harmful species
such as feral cats, deer, goats, pigs, rats, rabbits and hares. This Strategy and the
Council’s non regulatory programmes continue to be considered the most effective
and appropriate form of intervention for the aforementioned harmful animals.
Although rats are not targeted in the Proposal they are controlled as a ‘by-kill’ during
the initial predator control work for mustelids. The Council further notes that it also
provides assistance to land occupiers and others to undertake feral cat control
through the provision of traps.
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1.4 [Consultation overview]
22. General comments
The submitter notes that Section 2.4 of the Pest Management Plan states:
“…the Taranaki Regional Council, seek to provide for the protection of the
relationship between Māori as tangata whenua and their ancestral lands, their
waters, sites, wāhi tapu, and taonga and for the protection of those aspects
from the adverse effects of pests, through the Plan. Māori involvement in
biosecurity is an important part of exercising kaitiakitanga over their mana
whenua. The Local Government Act (LGA) requires the Taranaki Regional
Council to recognise and respect the Crown’s responsibilities under the Tiriti o
Waitangi – Treaty of Waitangi. It also requires councils to maintain and
improve opportunities for Māori to contribute to decision-making processes.
This includes considering ways to help Māori to contribute. These
responsibilities and requirements were met while preparing this Plan and will
continue after it takes effect”.
1.4 [Consultation overview]
23. Other
The submitter notes that section 72(1)(c) of the Biosecurity Act requires
consultation with tangata whenua. The submitter therefore notes their
concern that tangata whenua have been restricted in the participation of
submitting on the partial review and this does not constitute kaitiakitanga.

No change required
The submitter’s comments are noted and is in the context of questioning the Council’s
consultation and engagement processes with tangata whenua as part of this review.
The Council’s response to this matter is addressed in submission point 23 below
[Consultation overview].

No change required
The submitter contends that pre-notification consultation with iwi authorities is
confined to one email and does not constitute recognition of [sic] kaitiakitanga.

The submitter suggests that sending one email is not sufficient, effective and
meaningful consultation as one email does not maintain and improve
opportunities for ngā hapū o Te Atiawa and Te Kotahitanga o Te Atiawa to
contribute to this decision-making process.

The Council does not agree with the contention that pre-notification consultation
with iwi authorities is confined to one email to iwi authorities and notes that no
feedback was received.
Council notes that key elements of this proposal were first discussed and confined
during the development of Council’s Biosecurity Strategy and during the initial
application for Government funding for which all eight iwi (including Te Atiawa)
provided letters of support for.
Council officers have subsequently regularly met with key Te Atiawa staff, including
the previous Chief Executive, informally over the past 2- 3 years to update the Iwi and
the Predator-free programme’s implementation within their Rohe. During these
meetings, the need to incorporate a rule within the Pest Management Plan was
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discussed (and supported) to ensure the community’s investment in controlling
mustelids could be protected.
Prior and in addition to public notification of the Proposal, Council directly contacted
iwi authorities (through email) with an outline of the key components of the proposal
and invited comment or an opportunity for further discussion if there was interest.
The email sent to iwi included a detailed PDF discussion document which invited iwi
to work together with the council and for the council to hear the views of tangata
whenua. At that time, no feedback was received from the submitter or indication that
further discussion was sought.
Of note the aforementioned engagement, was in addition to consultation
requirements set out in the Biosecurity Act and the formal public consultation and
submission process on the Proposal. It is also in addition to update information and
decision making considerations forwarded to the Council’s Policy and Planning
Committee, which includes iwi representatives tasked as a conduit for the exchange
of information and the sharing of tangata whenua views at the Council’s decision
making committees.
Notwithstanding the above, the Council is committed and investigating a range of
measures to better recognise kaitiakitanga across its functions. This remains a work in
progress but one that the Council is committed to.
24.

Other

No change required

The submitter further states that only tangata whenua have the expertise to
advise on the acceptability of effects on themselves and their cultural, natural
and physical resources and it is important to Te Atiawa iwi that taonga species
are protected through pest management and control.

The submitter’s comments are noted. The proposal should contribute to the better
protection of taonga species. No action required.
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General comments (how impacts on Māori are monitored)
25. Other
The submitter seeks clarification as to how the results of pest management
and control and the impacts on Māori culture and traditions are to be
monitored, in addition to the effectiveness of the Pest Management Plan in
this regard.

No change required
The Council notes that, in accordance with the Biosecurity Act, the Council is required
to review efficiency and effectiveness of the Pest Management Plan after five years
(i.e. 2023) and undertake a full statutory review after 10 years (i.e. 2028).

The submitter notes that Section 9.4 of the Pest Management Plan states
“…The provisions of this Plan do not replace other legislation or regulations
relating to the use of toxins, impacts on Māori culture and traditions, and
public health and safety”. However, only tangata whenua have the expertise to
advice on impacts on Māori culture and traditions.

At that time there will be an opportunity to review the effectiveness of pest
management and control with the presumption that the protection of biodiversity will
contribute to the protection of tangata whenua values, including taonga species. This
will also include consideration of the results of baseline and trend biodiversity
monitoring over the life of the Pest Management Plan, including bird counts.
Council agrees with the submitter that only tangata whenua have the expertise to
advise on the impacts of the Plan on Māori culture and traditions. The Council notes
that the proposed changes to the Plan do not represent a change in the Council’s pest
management modus operandi. The Council only expects positive impacts arising from
the implementation of the Plan. However, the Council would expect it to be advised
by tangata whenua if unforeseen or unintended adverse impacts were to occur from
the implementation of the Plan on Māori culture and traditions.
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Submission 8: New Plymouth District Council
Submitters requests

Council’s decisions and reasons

Section 6.6A [Proposed programme]
26. Support
The submitter supports the proposal to incorporate a sustained control
management programme for ferrets, stoats, and weasels into the proposed
Plan. The submitter states that New Plymouth District Council have been
trapping mustelids in their reserves through the ‘restore New Plymouth
Reserves’ programme, which involves several volunteers.

Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support for the proposed amendments to include a
sustained control management programme for ferrets, stoats and weasels.

Section 3.2 [Impact evaluation]
27. Support
The submitter supports the Council’s review of the iwi environmental
management plans prepared by the Taranaki iwi and the recognition of the
impact that introduced predators, such as mustelids, have on indigenous
biodiversity values and taonga species.

Accept
The Council notes the submitter’s support.

Section 6.6A [Proposed programme]
28. Amend
The submitter suggests that the ‘Predator Control Areas’ be mapped and
included in the Pest Management Plan by way of an appendix or appendices.

Accept in kind
The Council recommends an alternative relief. This would involve mapping and
appending indicative Predator Control Areas over the life of the Plan. More detailed
GIS property maps identifying individual and aggregated properties where the
mustelid rules apply will reside outside the Plan on the GIS and document
management systems.
Indicative maps are considered appropriate given that the over the life of the Plan
new areas will be incrementally included into the programme subject to (yet to occur)
consultation with land occupiers as part of the long term planning processes and in
terms of their collective acceptance of rules in their locality to control mustelids.
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Section 6.6A [Towards Predator Free Taranaki]
29. Amend
The submitter notes that the fourth paragraph of Section 6.6A refers to
“targeting mustelids and rats.” The submitter questions whether the wording
should include reference to rats as the remainder of the proposal does not
refer to rats.

Section 6.6A [Explanation of rule]
30. Amend
The submitter identifies a typographical error whereby the ‘Explanation of the
rule’ refers to rules 3 and 4 (when it should only refer to Rule 3). The submitter
recommends amendment to the actual rules and rule references so that they
align.
Section 9.1 [Measuring what the objectives are achieving]
31. Amend
The submitter notes that item (c) in Section 9.1 of the Pest Management Plan
refers to possum control in Egmont National Park and seeks that mustelids also
be monitored.

Section 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4
32. Amend
The submitter has recognised minor typos in sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 of the
proposal and has asked that these be amended as appropriate.

Accept in kind
The Council notes that rats are an important by-kill of mustelid control. However, for
the purposes of certainty and clarity recommend amending paragraph 4 of Towards
Predator Free Taranaki (Section 6.6A) to read:
“… the Council will undergo initial predator control work within the Predator Control
Area targeting mustelids (and rats as a by-kill). “

Accept
The Council agrees (reference to Rule 4 will be deleted).

Accept
The Council agrees and will amend Section 9.1(c) of the Pest Management Plan to
read:
“(c) developing agreed collaborative monitoring, reporting and management
programmes addressing possum and mustelid control within and around Egmont
National Park Te Papakura o Taranaki.”

No change required
The submitter’s comments are noted.
No details are provided of the minor typos for which correction is sought. However,
the Council notes that sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 of the Proposal relate to the cost
benefit analysis (and not amendments to be incorporated into the operative Plan) and
have served their purpose in terms of informing this Plan review.

Section 3.5 [Who should pay?]
33. Amend
The submitter notes that the “Land occupiers with infestations are the principal
exacerbators of the problem”, the submitter suggests that this working could
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No change required
The submitter’s comments are noted.

be amended to read: “Land occupiers who are not managing infestations on
their property are the principal exacerbators of the problem.”

The Council notes that section 3.5 of the Proposal relates to the cost benefit analysis
(and not amendments to be incorporated into the operative Plan) and have served
their purpose in terms of informing this Plan review. However, the Council agrees
with the views expressed and will be incorporating similar statements into future cost
benefit analyses.
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Set of submissions
Submissions on the proposal to amend the Regional Pest Management Plan

Submission 1 South Taranaki District Council
Submissions and the identity of submitters are public information and will be published on the
Council's website and made available for others to publish.
I understand
Name
Rebecca Martin
Company or organization (if applicable)
South Taranaki District Council
Email
Rebecca.martin@stdc.govt.nz
Phone
0800 111 323
Address
105-111 Albion St Hawera, 4640
Do you wish to speak to your submission at a hearing?
No
Enter your feedback in the textbox below or upload a file at the bottom of the page.
The South Taranaki District Council (STDC) thanks the TRC for the opportunity to comment on the
partial review of the Pest Management Plan for Taranaki.
We support TRC's focus on bringing mustelids into the Pest Management Plan, as this will have
direct impacts on improving indigenous biodiversity outcomes across Taranaki. The approach to
identify ‘Predator Control Areas’ where land occupiers in a locality agree to participate in the
programme is a sensible one, and this approach has been shown to be successful with the Possum
Self-Help programme.
There is already a large ground-swell of conservation and biodiversity protection work being
undertaken by our communities in Taranaki, and this change to the Pest Management Plan will help
to augment and support the implementation of that work.
However, it is essential that TRC continue to support and enable landowners to carry out this work,
so that best-practice pest-control techniques are carried out as standard across the region
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Submission 2 Te Korowai o Ngāruahine Trust
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Submission 3 Neil and Lloma Hibell
Submissions and the identity of submitters are public information and will be published on the
Council's website and made available for others to publish.
I understand
Name
Neil and Lloma Hibell
Company or organization (if applicable)
Email
hibbz@xtra.co.nz
Phone
027 657 0257
Address
47 Airport Drive RD3 New Plymouth 4373
Do you wish to speak to your submission at a hearing?
No
Enter your feedback in the textbox below or upload a file at the bottom of the page.
When we joined the scheme we said we would not be prepared to look after the traps as we do not
live on the farm and we do not expect our sharemilker to have an extra job added to his contract,
We agreed to the scheme because we were told that the Council was employing contractors to
monitor the traps. The farmers have had so much extra work ie fencing waterways and planting
them and possum control we think the Council is expecting too much of landowners to add more
work to their already busy schedule.
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Submission 4 Forest and Bird
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Submission 5 Anne Collins
Submissions and the identity of submitters are public information and will be published on the
Council's website and made available for others to publish.
I understand
Name
Anne Collins
Email
anne.dkc@gmail.com
Phone
06-751 1927
Address
20 Heaphy Street
Westown
New Plymouth, 4310
Do you wish to speak to your submission at a hearing?
No
Enter your feedback in the textbox below or upload a file at the bottom of the page.

Submission on partial review of the Pest Management Plan for Taranaki Anne Collins
1.

I support the Taranaki Regional Council (TRC), in it’s proposal to include mustelids into its pest
management rule book, the Regional Pest Management Plan for Taranaki.
I urge the Council to include the control of feral cats in this plan. This makes sense because if we
are to be serious about protecting our native fauna by removing predators, then the
inclusion of
cats as apex predators is required.
2.

All cats are natural hunters including domestic cats. Domestic cats are important as much loved
companion animals, and are hugely popular. My submission does not seek to remove these.
Feral cats have a major impact on native birds, insects, bats, lizards and insects such as weta.
Cats are capable of travelling long distances including one tracked to cover almost 6 Km, as has
been documented.
https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/pests-and-threats/animal-pests/feral-cats/

https://www.nzherald.co.nz/lifestyle/cat-tracking-study-an-eye-opener-forowners/2Y53ECMIPCUQMPNU5V2ZZ4XEAM/
3.

4.

Cats are known carriers and transmitters of infectious diseases. These include Bovine TB, and
importantly for our native animals, Toxoplasmosis gondii (T. gondii). Kittens and unwell cats are
the worst spreaders of this disease by T. gondii oocysts (eggs) in their faeces. Other animals
become infected by ingesting these. The eggs enter the waterways and eventually reach the sea
where they can infect our marine mammals. In particular, Maui and Hectors dolphins are at risk.
Responsible cat ownership is the aim of every conservation organisation, but this is definitely a
wish list. Currently, New Plymouth District Council has a limit of five cats per household,
Whanganui has three. South Taranaki District Council and Stratford District Council have no
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limits on the number of cats that may be kept. This encourages careless breeding, no micro
chipping and the subsequent dumping of unwanted cats and kittens. Those that survive further
contribute to the feral cat population.
“While possums are the priority for Predator Free Hawke's Bay's efforts on the Mahia Peninsula,
feral
cats will also be in their sights along with stoats and rats.”
“Really it's about responsible cat ownership - making sure they are de-sexed if they are not going
to
be bred from, and micro-chipping.
In February this year a new bylaw was introduced in Wellington requiring all domestic cats over
the
age of 12 weeks to be microchipped and registered with the NZ Companion Animal
Register.”
https://www.nzherald.co.nz/hawkes-bay-today/news/feral-and-stray-cat-control-a-complex-issu
e/IF2FKFJZZGHWA5OAUXCXRGPBIE/
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Submission 6 Federated farmers
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Submission 7 Te Kotahitanga o Te Atiawa
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Submission 8 New Plymouth District Council

44

45

