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Environment Southland staff responses to questions from the 

Hearing Panel - Minute 2 

 

Staff have provided responses to the questions provided by the Hearing Panel by way of Minute 2 

dated 31 August 2017. 

 

a) Why did the proposal not include a good neighbour rule for possums and 
rabbits? 

Rabbits 

Over the last 25 years, neighbour/boundary rabbit problems have not been an issue in Southland. If 

cross boundary rabbit issue occurred, staff are proposing to work with landowners to ensure both 

properties meet their obligations under the proposed Regional Pest Management Plan (the proposal) 

without the need for a good neighbour rule. 

Possums 

Nationally a 500m Good Neighbour Rule was proposed by the Biomanagers Good Neighbour Rules 

development group for possum control. This GNR was considered as part of the development of the 

proposal. However ES staff do not believe a 500m GNR is an effective management approach to 

reduce possum densities due to their high mobility and reinvasion rate. The cost benefit analysis 

carried out by Landwaterpeople supports this view and states  

‘The good neighbour rule does not appear to meet the tests of reasonableness in the NPD, 

because the boundary control distance of 500m provides no benefit in terms of control costs 

for recipient landholders. The only situation which comes close is when both the source and 

receptor landholder are low prone land (pasture and open country), where the costs of the 

source landholder are approximately 50% more than the savings in costs for the receptor 

landholder’. 

Staff also considered the cost of having to monitor both parties (one monitor to prove the receptor 

was below 5% and doing a good job and one to prove the exacerbators was over 5%, affecting their 

neighbour and therefore in need of compliance action). In this case the monitoring cost may exceed 

the actual cost of control required. Staff believe that working with landowners to carry out control 

would provide more benefits. 

b) Why is there no reference to Predator Free New Zealand in the proposal? 

Staff acknowledge that Predator Free New Zealand is an important goal and inspiration vision for 

New Zealand. Indeed, supporting and protecting predator free gains for Raikura was one of the key 
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drivers for proposed plan objective 12. However there is a requirement for the intermediate 

outcomes in a regional pest management plan to be achievable within the life of the plan (proposed 

to be 10 years).  This limits suitable locations for referencing Predator Free New Zealand within the 

plan.  

Staff would be comfortable with Predator Free New Zealand being mentioned as one of the ‘National 

Plans of Action’ Section 2 Figure 3, and more specifically as context for the Stewart Island/Rakiura 

site-led programme. We believe that wider commentary and discussion around how Environment 

Southland will support and engage with Predator Free New Zealand is better placed in the 

Biosecurity Strategy.  

The Staff Recommendations Report acknowledges Predator Free New Zealand, Biosecurity 2025 and 

Predator Free Rakiura as important national and local pest control initiatives and proposes suitable 

ways for them to be included in the proposal.  

 

c) Having a microchip does not mean that the cat is registered - please provide 
comment on the gap between microchipping and registration of cats. 

A microchip stores a unique registration number. The presence of a chip can be detected by a 

handheld scanner. Some scanners display the registration number whereas others, including some 

National Animal Identification & Tracing scanners, simply indicate the presence of a microchip. A 

registered animal would have its unique microchip number, and other identifying information about 

the animal and owner, stored on a database. A scanned number could then be checked against the 

database to determine the owner of an animal.  

Having a microchip is a reliable way to determine if a cat is owned and therefore domestic. Knowing 

who the owner is by tracing a microchip number through a database isn’t necessary unless the cat is 

going to be specifically returned to the owner. Domestic cats can be let out of traps to return home 

themselves providing their treatment does not contravene the Animal Welfare Act.  

 

d) Has the Code of Welfare for Companion Cats 2018 been taken into account in 
preparation of the Plan? 

The Code of Welfare for Companion Cats 2018 was released after the proposal was developed and 

released for consultation. Staff have subsequently examined the document and have not identified 

anything within the proposal that would be inconsistent with the code of welfare. 

 

 

https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-australia/efcd9cd1e3e82e5848cd8b6025228f9f63a9c5c5/documents/attachments/000/099/800/original/Regional_Pest_Management_Plan_-_Staff_Recommendations_Report.pdf?1551732610
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e) Have the National Policy Direction for Pest Management requirements been 
met in Section 6 of the proposal? Please review compliance. 

Each pest candidate proposed for inclusion into the proposal underwent a comprehensive cost 

benefit analysis consistent with Section 6 of the National Policy Direction for Pest Management (the 

NPD). These assessments were released as supporting documents at the time the proposal was 

notified.  

Assessment of costs and benefits was split into two parts. Pest candidates or management 

approaches that staff assessed as being higher risk or incurring significant cost were assessed using 

quantitative means by an independent expert (Landwaterpeople) – Cost Benefit Analysis Part A. This 

assessment included a general assessment of site-led programmes.  

In addition to this assessment, staff undertook a cost benefit analysis using qualitative means for the 

remaining pest candidates – Cost benefit Analysis Part B. This assessment also included an analysis of 

the proposed site-led programmes, including the specific pests and measures for both the Stewart 

Island/Rakiura and Omaui sites.  

Both sets of analysis were designed around the requirements of the NPD. Each relevant section of 

the NPD is listed in the cost benefit analysis documents so that it is clear to the reader how the 

requirements of Section 6, and the other sections, are being met.  

Staff are confident that the level of assessment and rigour applied to the assessment process satisfies 

all the requirements of the NPD.  

 

f) How is road verge and rail corridor policy enforced with the New Zealand 
Transport Agency and the territorial authorities?  

Road verge  

The relevant roading authorities are considered to be occupiers of the road verge when reports of 

potential breaches of rules in the current Regional Pest Management Strategy (RPMS) are received. 

Roading authorities are expected to comply with RPMS rules as an occupier. If ES receive a complaint 

about the road verge they will work with the relevant roading authorities to resolve the complaint. 

Environment Southland has developed procedures for compliance with RPMS rules based on the 

Biosecurity Act Enforcement Manual. These arrangements are expected to continue under the 

proposal.  

Rail corridor 

The vegetation contract manager for the rail corridor is contacted when reports of potential 

breaches of rules in the RPMS are received. The control of pest plants along the rail corridor is 

negotiated with the contract manager to address any breach of a RPMS rule. To date, all instances of 

https://consult-es.objective.com/file/2424117
https://consult-es.objective.com/file/2424116
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reported breaches of RPMS rules for the rail corridor have been resolved. These arrangements are 

expected to continue under the proposal. 

 

g) The panel notes the lack of instant fines and enforcement notices in the 
Fiordland Marine Regional Pathways Management Plan. What prevents Council 
from including instant enforcement measures in the proposal? 

The Biosecurity Act 1993 provides for infringement offences, however, regional councils are currently 

unable to issue biosecurity act infringement notices because there are no regulations in place that 

allow this (Biosecurity Act Enforcement Manual). 

The only current regulations for infringement offences under the Biosecurity Act 1993 are the 

offences in Schedule 1 of the Biosecurity (Infringement Offences) Regulations 2010  

Regional Council representatives are working with the Ministry of Primary Industries to resolve this 

issue and to enable Councils to carry out infringements on regional pest management plans and 

pathway plans.  

The Fiordland Marine Regional Pathways Management Plan is currently being enforced using Notices 

of Direction and Cost Recovery. 

 

h) Has Council made budgetary provision for purchase of microchip readers, e.g. 
for Stewart Island/Rakiura? 

Yes, the Long Term Plan has provisions to buy community groups on Rakiura and at Omaui a scanner, 

as well as to pay for the initial microchipping and desexing of domestic cats. 

 

i) Please provide comment on the status of the proposed Stewart Island/Rakiura 
Pathways Plan. 

We have not yet started working on a Stewart Island/Rakiura Pathways Plan, the intention (subject to 

Council approval), is to start this work once the Regional Pest Management Plan review process has 

been completed. 

 

j) Please provide comment on the enforcement of cat microchipping rules on 
Stewart Island/Rakiura contained in the current Regional Pest Management 
Strategy. 

The current RPMS includes some ambitious rules and programmes. Unfortunately between the 

inception of the RPMS and now, Environment Southland has been unable to resource everything. The 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2010/0067/latest/whole.html#DLM2806510
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enforcement of the cat rules on Stewart Island/Rakiura is one of the programmes that did not receive 

resourcing.  

To prevent this situation occurring again, the proposal has specifically included the allocation of staff 

time and resources to work with the Stewart Island/Rakiura community to enforce the proposed 

rules. 

 

k) Please provide a copy of Department of Conservation maps showing the 
distribution of feral cats on the Stewart Island/Rakiura conservation estate. 

The Department of Conservation has provided the information below – and the map included at 

Appendix 1; 

There are no specific maps for feral cat distribution on Rakiura, however, they are absent 

from Ulva Island, Bench Island and Whenua Hou. The attached map highlights the cat-free 

areas around Rakiura as well as the ecosystem distribution as per the LINZ Landcover 

Database. We can assume that feral cats are present throughout the extent of the Rakiura 

“main island” and that densities will be greatest in forested areas (shown in green). 

A study completed in the Rakeahua Valley researching feral cat home ranges and densities in 

different ecosystem types as well as primary prey species availability in those habitats, found 

that cats preferred forest cover as it provided better shelter against the rain and held a higher 

density of ship rats, which are easier prey targets than Norway rats. It also appeared that the 

average diameter of tree trunks had a greater influence on cat distribution than the 

availability of easier prey items, though both were determining factors (Harper 2007). 

Feral cats maintain very large home ranges and so can be found in sub-optimal habitat too 

depending on weather conditions. While the open alpine tops are not preferred habitat, we 

regularly intercept cats via scats, traps and trail cameras. 

 

l) Please provide the required assessments for including sycamore, rowan, grey 
willow, silver birch, and Russell lupin into the proposal. 

The impact assessments for these species are included in Appendix 9.  

Sycamore  

Impact assessment indicates that managing Sycamore as a site-led pest could be the appropriate 

option for including it in the proposal. Further work is required prior to proposing potential new sites 

where Sycamore could be managed as a site-led pest. 
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Rowan, grey willow and silver birch 

Impact assessment indicates managing these species as site-led pests, and increasing public 

awareness about them, is the appropriate option for including them in the proposal. The distribution 

of these species is unknown and further work is required prior to proposing potential sites.  

Russell lupin  

Impact assessment indicated that raising awareness and supporting community initiatives is a more 

appropriate management approach than including Russell lupin as a Pest in the proposal. 

 

m) Please comment on the appropriateness of a pest agent rule for wilding 
conifers – in this comment please address any externality impacts. 

Guidance for wilding conifer pest management programmes within regional pest management plans 

was developed by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI)1. The project was initiated by MPI and 

undertaken by a multi-stakeholder Working Group consisting of representatives from MPI, LINZ, the 

Department of Conservation, Regional Councils, Federated Farmers, and forest owners. The guidance 

material was developed as part of the NZ Wilding Conifer Management Strategy 2015-2030 

Implementation Programme. 

During development of the guidance material, consideration was given to specifying planted conifers 

as a ‘pest agent’ for the purposes of identifying rules to manage the spread of wilding conifers onto 

nearby or adjacent land from planted conifers near property boundaries. The intended purpose of 

the pest agent rule for wilding conifers in the proposal is to address any externality impacts caused 

by the spread from planted conifers. 

 

n) Please provide comment on the high-risk wilding conifer area assessment 
criteria.  

The proposed Southland Wilding Conifer High Risk Area (SWCHRA) is based on areas that have been 

assessed as moderate to very high in terms of susceptibility to invasion by wilding conifers.  This 

assessment was carried out across NZ as part of the National Wilding Conifer Control Programme 

(NWCCP).  

A number of submitters have asked for other areas to be included in the SWCHRA. The Staff 

Recommendations Report recommends several changes to the wilding rules in the proposal. A key 

change is that the High Risk Area should cover the whole of the area marked “Southland 

Management Unit” on Map 4. For clarity it is also suggested that the single term “Southland Wilding 

                                                           
1 Page, T. (2016). Wilding Conifer Pest Management Plan Rule Development Project. Ministry for Primary 
Industries. 

https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-australia/efcd9cd1e3e82e5848cd8b6025228f9f63a9c5c5/documents/attachments/000/099/800/original/Regional_Pest_Management_Plan_-_Staff_Recommendations_Report.pdf?1551732610
https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-australia/efcd9cd1e3e82e5848cd8b6025228f9f63a9c5c5/documents/attachments/000/099/800/original/Regional_Pest_Management_Plan_-_Staff_Recommendations_Report.pdf?1551732610
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Conifer Management Area” replace both “Southland Management Unit” and the “At Risk Area” on 

Map 4. as Management Units have a specific meaning under the NWCCP. 

The intention of defining a Southland Wilding Conifer Management Area is to include the whole of 

the NWCCP Management Units where existing or proposed publicly funded control operations for 

wilding conifers will take place. 

 

o) Please review the proposed policies relating to cats contained within Auckland 
Council and Greater Wellington Regional Council Regional Pest Management 
Plans/proposals, and investigate the need to include a definition of ‘feral cat’ 
in the proposal. 

The Auckland Council (AC) Proposal contains two sets of objectives, outcomes and rules for pest cats 

– Appendix 2. The first section relates to the Hauraki Gulf Controlled Area and the second is a region 

wide rule. Both sections refer to pest cats rather than ‘feral, stray or domestic’ cats. Pest cats are 

defined as ones that are not microchipped and registered on the New Zealand Companion Animal 

Register. 

The Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) Proposal has a similar definition – Appendix 3:  

Pest cat means any cat within the Wellington Region that is:  

(ii) Not microchipped in an area where microchipping is compulsory, and free-living, unowned 
and unsocialised, and has limited or no relationship with or dependence on humans, or  

(iii) Not microchipped, or registered on the New Zealand Companion Animal Register, and is 
free-living, unowned and unsocialised, and has limited or no relationship with or dependence 
on humans 

 

Environment Southland staff have reviewed both of these proposals. The effect of the AC Hauraki 

Controlled Area Rules 7.1.2.2. is essentially the same as the proposed Stewart Island/Rakiura site-led 

programme. The Stewart Islands/Rakiura programme is slightly more permissive in that it allows a 

domestic cat to be present on a vessel within 200m of a pest free island, however the release of the 

cat onto the island is still prohibited. The AC definition and rules do not require desexing of domestic 

cats. 

The GWRC rule prevents the feeding of or providing shelter to pest cats without the owner’s 

permission. The intention of the rule is to prevent the establishment and maintenance of cat 

colonies, which are not a known issue in Southland. 

The AC rule and definition of a pest cat is clear and easy to understand. The GWRC definition 

combines the AC definition with the more widely used definition of a feral cat, ES staff find the GWRC 

definition more complicated and significantly harder to implement.  

https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/have-your-say/topics-you-can-have-your-say-on/regional-pest-management-plan/Documents/proposed-regional-pest-management-plan.pdf
https://haveyoursay.gw.govt.nz/26443/documents/81125
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When developing the Southland proposal, staff focused on using definitions for feral, stray and 

domestic cats that were consistent with the national guidance such as the National Cat Management 

Strategy Discussion Paper. We believe that under this definition a domestic cat should not be 

classified a pest. Utilising the ‘pest agent’ category as permitted by the Biosecurity Act 1993 is 

therefore appropriate for any rules that are imposed on domestic cats with the intention of 

preventing the pest (feral cat) from replicating. 

If the Auckland Council pest cat definition is the preferred option then the relevant rules could be  

New Plan Rule (to replace proposed rule 28) 

1) No person shall, keep, hold, enclose or otherwise harbour in any place any pest* cat 
within the Stewart Island/Rakiura site-led area. 

2) No person shall move or allow to be moved any pest* cat to or among islands within the 
Stewart Island/Rakiura site-led area. 

3) No person shall release into the wild any cat, goat or pig within the Stewart 
Island/Rakiura site-led area. 

 

New Plan Rule (to replace proposed rule 30) 

1) No person shall, keep, hold, enclose or otherwise harbour in any place any pest* cat 
within the Omaui site-led area. 

2) No person shall release into the wild any cat or goat within the Omaui site-led area 

*Pest cat means any cat within the Stewart Island/Rakiura or Omaui site -led area that is not:  
i Micro-chipped; and  
ii Desexed; and 
iii Registered on the New Zealand Companion Animal Register.  
 

Under the example rules above, domestic cats on Stewart/Island Rakiura and at the Omaui Site-Led 

area would be required to be microchipped and desexed. An additional requirement not previously 

proposed would be to register the animal on the New Zealand Companion Animal Register.  

Staff assessment indicates that the example rules provided above achieve the same outcome as that 

proposal in the Staff Recommendations Report with the addition of a requirement to register 

domestic cats.  

Adopting a pest cat definition to achieve the purpose of the rules would therefore be a matter of 

preference. For these reasons staff do not have a preference on the wording of the rules with a note 

that defining domestic cats as a ‘pest agent’ may be more appropriate for management under the 

Biosecurity Act 1993. 

It should be noted that the written responses contain several submissions requesting the term ‘pest 
cats’ was removed from the plan.  

 

 

https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-australia/efcd9cd1e3e82e5848cd8b6025228f9f63a9c5c5/documents/attachments/000/099/800/original/Regional_Pest_Management_Plan_-_Staff_Recommendations_Report.pdf?1551732610
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p) Please provide a summary of Australian cat control policies. 

Cat containment  

Cat containment requirements are in place in various Australian jurisdictions, in various forms. A 

comprehensive assessment of cat control policies is complicated by rules and their interactions at 

various levels of Government. Legislation, local laws, bylaws and other mechanisms detailing 

requirements for cats are spread throughout over 550 local government entities and 8 

States/Territories. As such the analysis presented below is largely example based, and not designed 

to present a comprehensive picture of cat policies throughout Australia.  

State and local laws are in place for a variety of reasons, most commonly for preventing roaming cats 

causing a nuisance to neighbours and for biodiversity enhancement in or adjacent to areas of high 

biodiversity value. Throughout Australia there is a common (although not universal) baseline that 

allows residents to lodge a complaint with the local council about a roaming cat found outside its 

owners property. There are also common rules relating to special areas such as National Parks, 

where, with the exception of trained service animals, domestic animals are prohibited. 

Of note is that many of the examples relating to cat containment provided below represent 

significant geographical extent, the Yarra Ranges Council is 2,447km2, Gympie Regional Council is 

6,898km2 and the Tablelands Regional Council is 26,499km2, 15 times the size of Stewart Island.  

State Cat containment  

ACT 

A notable example of a formal cat containment policy at a State/Territory level can be 
found in the Australian Capital Territory (ACT).  

An ACT study revealed domestic cats are responsible for killing a total of 67 different 
species of birds and animals. In the ACT a cat containment area can be declared under 
the Domestic Animals Act 2000 in a suburb, or area of a suburb, if there is a serious 
nature conservation threat as a result of cat activities. Cat containment aims to protect 
native wildlife in areas where cats pose a serious threat and has been implemented in 
some of Canberra's newer suburbs. 

The ACT Government pursuant to Section 81 of the Domestic Animals Act 2000, has 
declared the following areas to be cat containment areas: Bonner, Crace, Coombs, 
Denman Prospect, Forde, Gungahlin Town Centre east, Jacka, Lawson, Macnamara, 
Molonglo, Moncrieff, Strathnairn, The Fair at Watson, Taylor, Throsby and Wright.  

An infringement notice of up to $1,500 can be issued to the keeper or carer of a cat that 
is not complying with the cat containment requirements. 

NSW 

The City of Randwick, in the eastern suburbs of Sydney, New South Wales (NSW) recently 
proposed cat containment/curfew restrictions for residents. The result of this proposal is 
still unknown but indicates there is a legal basis for local government entities in NSW to 
enact cat containment policies.  
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NT 

No formal cat containment measures were found to be in place in the Northern Territory 
(NT). However in more densely populated areas, for example the City of Darwin through 
its Dog and Cat Management Strategy 2018-2022, there are stated aims to promote the 
requirement for cats to be contained to their property of residence and to be kept in at 
night. 

QLD 

Rules relating to cat containment in Queensland (QLD) vary.  

Some Councils, such as the Ipswich City Council, are explicit in detailing local laws that 
prevent cats from roaming. Cats must be contained in a manner that prevents them 
leaving the owners property. The rationale is that cats that are allowed to roam often 
cause a nuisance to surrounding properties. 

Many QLD councils include references to Local Laws which require the containment of 
cats to the owner’s property. (These councils include: Cairns Regional Council, Sunshine 
Coast Regional Council, Banana Shire Council, Gympie Regional Council, South Burnett 
Regional Council, Rockhampton Regional Council, Burdekin Shire Council, Tablelands 
Regional Council and Cloncurry Shire Council)  

Generally speaking, cat owners in these council areas have a duty to ensure their pet's 
activities do not interfere with their neighbours or the environment. This requirement is 
dealt with in several different ways. Some councils laws require the provision of 
appropriate enclosures as part of articulating minimum standards for keeping animals. 
This usually takes the form of requiring that an owner provide a suitable enclosure to 
contain their cat to their property and prevent its escape.  

To prevent noise or disturbance to neighbours, other councils treat wandering/roaming 
cats as they would other uncontained animals, and issue spot fines for animals, including 
cats, found wandering at large.  

Some councils, such as the Council of the City of Gold Coast and Gladstone Regional 
Council  encourage cat containment and have penalties in place for owners of nuisance 
cats.   

SA 

The City of Onkaparinga South of Adelaide, South Australia (SA) recently proposed a 
bylaw that would phase in a 24 hour cat curfew by 2022. The proposal was voted down 
but indicates there is a legal basis for local government entities in SA to enact cat 
containment policies. 

TAS 

Local councils in Tasmania (TAS) may introduce by-laws declaring 'prohibited areas' and 
'cat management areas' where certain control activities may occur. Many public areas, 
such as reserves under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 (eg National Parks) and 
Forestry Act 1920 (eg State Forests), are automatically designated as 'prohibited areas' 
for cats.  
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VIC 

Throughout Victoria (VIC) there is a general legal principal that cat owners are not 
allowed to let their cat trespass on other people's property. If a cat is found wandering 
and is not identified, it can be seized and impounded. Some councils have more specific 
laws prohibiting cats from certain areas, or requiring cats to be kept on their owner's 
property during certain hours. 

Under the Domestic (Feral & Nuisance) Animals Act 1994 Councils have power to make a 
local law prohibiting or regulating the presence of cats in “specified areas”.  

Yarra Ranges Council has a 24 hour cat curfew in place, and represents a jurisdiction with 
more formal restrictions. Residents must keep their cats within their property boundary 
at all times. Cats mat be in a front or back yard, inside or in a cat enclosure. 

WA In Western Australia (WA) local shire rules can permit the containment of cats.  

 

Compulsory microchipping and registration 

There are relatively consistent rules relating to the compulsory microchipping and registration of cats 

throughout Australia. Every state/territorial jurisdiction except the NT requires that a cat be 

microchipped. Registration rules are less consistent, with a variety of requirements at either the 

state level, or as in the case of QLD and SA, registration requirements will vary between local 

government areas.  

State Compulsory microchipping legislation 

ACT 

Yes. Section 84 of the Domestic Animals Act 2000 and Regulation 7 of the Domestic 
Animals Regulation 2001 requires microchipping of cats prior to sale/transfer and by 12 
weeks of age. 

Regulations 7 and 9 of the Domestic Animals Regulation 2001 outline what information 
must be recorded in the microchip database.  

NSW 

Yes. Section 8 of the Companion Animals Act 1998 requires microchipping of cats prior 
to sale/transfer and by 12 weeks of age.  

Regulation 8 of the Companion Animals Regulation 2008 outlines what information must 
be recorded in the microchip database.  

 NT No. 

QLD 

Yes. Section 14 of the Animal Management (Cats and Dogs) Act 2008 requires 
microchipping of cats prior to reaching 12 weeks of age unless there is a reasonable 
excuse. 

Schedule 2 of the Animal Management (Cats and Dogs) Act 2008 and Schedule 4 of the 
Animal Management (Cats and Dogs) Regulation 2009 outline what information must be 
recorded in the microchip database.  

 SA Yes. Part 4A of the Dog and Cat Management (Miscellaneous) Amendment Act 2016 
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requires microchipping of cats prior to sale/transfer and prior to reaching 12 weeks of 
age.   

TAS 
Yes. Part 3 of the Cat Management Act 2009 requires microchipping of cats by 6 months 
of age. 

VIC 

Yes. Section 10C of the Domestic Animals Act 1994 requires cats to be microchipped as a 
condition of registration (which is compulsory once the animal is 3 months of age).  

Regulation 12 of the Domestic Animals Regulations 2005 outlines what information must 
be recorded in the microchip database.  

WA 
Yes. Sections 14 and 23 of the Cat Act 2011 requires microchipping of cats prior to 
transfer/sale and by 6 months of age.  

 

State Compulsory cat registration legislation 

ACT No 

NSW 
Yes. A cat must be registered to a keeper if it is over the age of 6 months. Companion 
Animals Act 1998. 

NT No. 

QLD 
Cats must be registered in some council areas. Animal Management (Cats and Dogs) Act 
2008. 

SA Cats must be registered in some council areas. Dog and Cat Management Act 1995. 

TAS No 

VIC Yes. A cat must be registered if it is over 3 months old. Domestic Animals Act 1994. 

WA Yes. A cat over six months must be registered. Cat Act 2011 

 

Compulsory desexing   

Requirements relating to the compulsory desexing of cats vary throughout Australia. Four of the 

eight states/territories require desexing of cats with limited exemptions. Permits are required to own 

an entire cat.  

Where not mandatory, desexed cats are generally able to be registered and microchipped for a 

reduced cost. Desexed cats are usually tattooed, which provides an additional means of identifying 

an owned cat.  

Where there are no mandatory desexing requirements, most jurisdictions continue to recommend 

that cats are desexed if they are not intended to be kept for breeding. 
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State Compulsory desexing  

ACT 
Yes. Section 74 of the Domestic Animals Act 2000 makes it an offence to own an 
undesexed cat over 3 months old without a permit. 

NSW 
No. However a restricted, declared dangerous or menacing dog may be required to be 
desexed. 

 NT No. 

QLD No.  

 SA 
Yes. From July 1st 2018. Section 42E of the Dog and Cat Management Act 1995 makes it 
an offence to own an undesexed dog or cat over 6 months old, with limited exemptions. 

TAS 
Yes. Section 14 of the Cat Management Act 2009 requires all cats over 6 months of age 
to be desexed, with limited exemptions. 

VIC 
No.  

 

WA 
Yes. Section 18 of the Cat Act 2011 requires all cats over 6 months of age to be desexed, 
with limited exemptions. 

 

Other approaches 

- Some form of identification is required in some jurisdictions, usually in the form of a collar or 

tag. This is a requirement throughout the ACT.  

- Eurobodalla Shire Council in NSW implements a program to reduce domestic cat hunting on 

our native animals by offering a free CatBib to all cat owners who have a microchipped and 

registered cat(s) in eligible areas. The areas have been specifically selected as they have the 

largest native wildlife population. 

New Zealand examples 

In addition to examples of cat control rules in Australia, there are several New Zealand examples of 

cat control.  

- Councils may apply consent conditions for development and subdivisions where high 

biodiversity values, significant ecological features or endangered species are present: 

Conditions can include: 

o Prohibiting the keeping of certain types of animals on the lots, 

o Microchipping and registration obligations   

o Prescribing the type of enclosure required to contain an animal to the property 
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- Several properties at a residential development on the Kapiti Coast (Kotuku Parks) include a 

no-cats covenant for sections of the subdivision that border the Waikanae Estuary Scientific 

Reserve. 

 

q) Please provide an option analysis of a cat ban versus other forms of control.  

This question has been addressed in the Staff Recommendations Report. Please see our Omaui Site-
led Programme response.  

 

r) Please provide research data as to whether rat populations increase as a result 
of the removal of cats from an area; if possible, include a break down of bush 
vs. urban areas. 

This question has been addressed in the Staff Recommendations Report. Please see our Omaui Site-
led Programme response.  

 

s) Please source a copy of Hawke’s Bay Regional Council’s feral cat study on 
toxoplasmosis. 

The Hawke’s Bay Regional Council reports can be found at the links below.  

Potential of Feral Cat Control to Reduce the Incidence of Toxoplasmosis on Sheep Farms. Report 
Addendum. 

Progress report on impact of cat trapping on prevalence of Toxoplasma gondii in one year old ewes 
as part of the Cape to City Initiative  

 

t) Please provide information from the District Health Board regarding 
incidences of toxoplasmosis and the likely vector for it within Southland. 

We have contacted the Southern District Health Board and Public Health South requesting this 

information. The response received is that toxoplasmosis is not a notifiable disease and therefore 

they do not keep records of this information. 

 

u) Please seek comment on mallard duck contributions to E. coli in waterways 
from Environment Southland water quality scientists and published data. 

Water fowl including ducks, Canada geese and gulls are known to excrete high concentrations of 

bacteria, including the indicator organism E. coli, in their faeces as direct deposition into rivers, 

streams and lakes. E. coli in itself is rarely harmful to humans but is a very useful indicator of other 

more harmful pathogenic bacteria.  E. coli is found in high concentrations in faeces and is relatively 

https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-australia/efcd9cd1e3e82e5848cd8b6025228f9f63a9c5c5/documents/attachments/000/099/800/original/Regional_Pest_Management_Plan_-_Staff_Recommendations_Report.pdf?1551732610
https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-australia/efcd9cd1e3e82e5848cd8b6025228f9f63a9c5c5/documents/attachments/000/099/800/original/Regional_Pest_Management_Plan_-_Staff_Recommendations_Report.pdf?1551732610
https://www.capetocity.co.nz/assets/Reports/HBRC-Toxo-Report.pdf
https://www.capetocity.co.nz/assets/Reports/HBRC-Toxo-Report.pdf
https://capetocity.co.nz/assets/Reports/Tompkins-2017-Toxoplasma-gondii-progress-report.pdf
https://capetocity.co.nz/assets/Reports/Tompkins-2017-Toxoplasma-gondii-progress-report.pdf
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easy and cheap ($20 nzd approx.) to test for. Pathogens such as Campylobacter are expensive to test 

($350 nzd) for and are found in lower concentrations in animal and human faeces than indicator 

bacteria.  

It has been estimated that a duck excretes 0.336 kg of faces per day.  A study by Moriarty et al 

(2011)2 established that 95% of ducks excreted detectable levels of E. coli in their faces.  A 

considerable lower percentage (29%) were found to be excreting Campylobacter in their faeces.  

Taking the daily faecal output of a duck, the concentration of E. coli and Campylobacter as well as 

their prevalence the following conclusions can be derived.  A flock of 100 ducks would be expected to 

contribute 3.02 x 1012 E. coli per day to the environment and 5.77 x 105 Campylobacter.  In 

comparison a herd of 100 dairy cows would contribute 2.01 x 1011 E. coli and 6.77 x 108 

Campylobacter per day. 

Although the concentration of Campylobacter from 100 ducks is greater than that of 100 cows, the 

virulence or likelihood of becoming ill from accidental ingestion of water containing Campylobacter 

from cows is significantly greater than consuming water containing Campylobacter from ducks.  

This is based on the studies of Soller et al (2010)3 and Wood et al (2018)4.  The report by Dr David 

Wood is based upon studies carried out in New Zealand using data from New Zealand animals across 

the country including Southland.  In this report the risk attached to water containing faecal 

contamination from sheep, cattle and humans is considerably higher than that from avian sources 

such as ducks.  

A complicating factor in the management of ducks under the proposal is that they are currently listed 

as a game bird under the Wildlife Act 1953 and as such managed by Fish & Game NZ. Fish and Game 

NZ have a statutory responsibility to sustainably manage wildfowl populations. Which is inconsistent 

with the inclusion of ducks within a pest management plan. 

There are other steps landowners can take to manage the impacts of nuisance ducks on their 

property. Occupiers of land can obtain a permit from Fish & Game to disturb and disperse ducks that 

are causing damage to land and / or crops.  

Permits to disturb and disperse are issued under s 54 of the Wildlife Act by Fish & Game Councils 

acting under the written authority of the Director General of Conservation.  These permits specify 

the species of gamebird, the location of the property, the dates for which it is valid and the names of 

persons authorised to undertake disturbance and dispersal activities.    

                                                           
2 Moriarty, E. M., et al. "Faecal indicators and pathogens in selected New Zealand waterfowl." New Zealand 
Journal of Marine and Freshwater Research 45.4 (2011): 679-688. 
3 Jeffrey A. Soller, Mary E. Schoen, Timothy Bartrand, John E. Ravenscroft, Nicholas J. Ashbolt, Estimated human 
health risks from exposure to recreational waters impacted by human and non-human sources of faecal 
contamination, Water Research, Volume 44, Issue 16, 2010, Pages 4674-4691 
4 David Wood Beverley Horn and Elaine Moriarty. Faecal Pollution Source Risks. ESR Report CSC 18003; 2018 
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To disturb and disperse can include the killing of ducks but should not be seen as an out of season 

hunting opportunity 

 

v) Who carries out Spartina control in Southland?  

The Department of Conservation. 

 

w) In their submission the Department of Conservation noted that a 200 metre 
setback good neighbour rule was a national requirement. If so, in which 
national regulation instrument does it sit, and who is responsible for its 
creation and promulgation?  

One of the aims of the guidance material for wilding conifer pest management programmes is to 

provide consistent provisions for wilding conifers in Regional Pest Management Plans. The rationale 

for the 200 metre setback distance in the guidance material is provided below:   

“The proposed 200m setback is based on consideration of the most common spread characteristics 

of conifers (wind borne and gravity seed dispersal) and the distance within which the majority of 

seed dispersal occurs, even though it is possible, under certain conditions, for conifer seed to be 

dispersed over much greater distances5. In addition, when consideration is given to the various 

conditions that must be satisfied for a GNR (set out above), these become potentially more difficult 

to satisfy with a greater setback distance”.   

 

x) Please provide a map of the entire wilding conifer high-risk area. 

A map of Southland at risk areas is provided at Appendix 4. 

 

y) Is it feasible to include African club moss, Spanish heath, and Buddleia as 
exclusion pests in the Te Anau Basin?  

These species are all present in the Te Anau Basin, so an Exclusion pest classification in the proposal 

is not appropriate.  

 

                                                           
5 Ledgard, N.J. 2004: Wilding conifers – New Zealand history and research background. In Hill, R.l.; Zydenbos, 

S.M.; Bezar, C.M. (Eds) “Managing wilding conifers in New Zealand – present and future”. Proceedings of a 

workshop held in conjunction with the annual general meeting of the NZ Plant Protection Society in 

Christchurch on August 11, 2003. ISBN 0-478-10842-7 Published by NZPPS: 1-25 
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z) Is scentless chamomile a candidate for inclusion in the proposal? If not, why 
not?  

An Impact assessment (Appendix 10) for scentless chamomile6 found the overall impacts of this plant 

to be low. Combined with the absence of information on its’ distribution in the region, staff 

recommend this plant is not a candidate for inclusion in the proposal.  

Staff also note there are similar chamomile weeds that are known pasture or crop weeds (e.g. 

stinking mayweed and rayless chamomile). Staff suggest that raising awareness about the impacts of 

scentless chamomile and preventing further spread, could be included in publicity regarding good 

practice for weed control as part of an overall pasture or crop management programme.   

 
aa) A submitter observed that pest control of plants on Stewart Island/Rakiura 

was usually dealt with one species at a time. Can multiple pest plant species be 
dealt with simultaneously in control programmes on Stewart Island/Rakiura? 

The timing for control of pest plants is usually determined by the biology of the plant, and to prevent 

further spread by controlling them prior to seed or spore dispersal. For example, Darwin’s barberry 

flowers from early spring onwards, and the best time to find it is during the flowering period. 

Alternatively, Darwin’s barberry should be controlled before Christmas when the fruits have not yet 

been dispersed. This isn’t the best time to carry out other weed control programmes on Stewart 

Island for species such as German ivy, Old man’s beard and African club moss. 

However, if planning for work programmes shows that multiple pest plant species on Stewart Island 

can be controlled at the same time, then this should be built into the schedule of activities for the 

work programmes.  

 

bb) Is it feasible to fit counters on A24 traps in community pest control 
projects? 

Yes if funding is available, the counters are an additional $55 per trap. This significantly increases the 

investment required per trap.  

It should be noted that the Omaui Landcare Trust (OLT) fundraised for the A24 trapping network at 

Omaui independently and Environment Southland was not involved in their purchase. The traps are 

owned and managed the OLT not Environment Southland.  

Rather than tracking the success of each trap we recommend projects use rodent monitoring to 

gauge the success of control. Rodent tracking using tracking tunnels is a nationally accepted 

methodology. There are 6 tracking lines at Omaui and the most recent rodent tracking at Omaui 

reserve from November 2019 is 12% rats and 0% mice.  

                                                           
6 Preferred name is Tripleurospermum inodorum (Scentless mayweed) 
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cc) Please provide a chronological summary of consultation with 
occupiers/landowners at Omaui.  

The table below provides an overview of the informal and formal consultation that has been carried 

out with Omaui occupiers and landowners. It contains information about consultation with the whole 

Southland Community as the Omaui Community will have received or had access to this information 

as well.  

It should be noted that because the proposal covers so many different species, topics and areas, not 

all releases and adverts specifically mention Omaui or cats. 

Informal consultation and information gathering to help develop the proposal 

2012 Managing pests in Southland - the next 10 years - initial public 
discussion document is release to all Southland households including 
Omaui. 

February 2012 ‘Do you have a problem with pests’ campaign at Field days. 

March 2012 Review of RPMS is launched in Envirosouth – goes to all properties in 
Southland. 

Jun 2012 Public meeting on the review of the RPMS, 10 attendees. 

2012-2015 Process put on hold awaiting amendments to the Biosecurity Act 1993 
and the release of the National Policy Direction for Pest Management. 

Sep 2015 The Omaui Landcare Trust approach ES to discuss cat management 
options. 
ES agree to investigate options for cat management. 

January 2016  Media release issued 29 January 2016 – deadline for feedback 31 
March 2016 (Appendix 5) 

Early 2016 Getting the best from pest management in Southland is release and 
advertised in Envirosouth which goes to all Southland Households. 
 
Early public consultation, including a brochure, ads and columns in 
local newspapers, radio chats and social media. 
 
800 copies of the brochure are printed and circulate to all council 
offices (including ICC, SDC and GDC) and most libraries. 
 
Facebook ‘boosted’ posts are used to increase visibility (Appendix 6). 
 
RPMS consultation is promoted on a Hokonui Chat on the 1st February 
 
Advertisements are placed in Southern Rural Life and  Fiordland 
Advocate 
 

file://///esfin/Publications/Communications/Graphic%20Design%20-%20Complete/Biosecurity/RPMS/RPMS%202013/rpms-initial-discussion-booklet-web.pdf
https://www.es.govt.nz/Document%20Library/Newsletters/Envirosouth/08-envirosouth-26-web.pdf
https://www.es.govt.nz/Document%20Library/Newsletters/Envirosouth/21-es_envirosouth_march_2016.pdf
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January – April 2016 Online Portal is set up for submissions, the consultation is promoted on 
the website, the ICC website and the Consult South Shared Services 
Page. 
 
The Engagement document mailed out to: 
 

DOC – Invercargill  
LINZ – Wellington  
Federated Farmers – Southland – policy analyst. 
Kiwi Rail – head office 
Southland DC 
Invercargill CC 
Gore DC 
Beef and Lamb 
Plus other parties that have previously requested they be kept 
informed of any changes to the RPMS 
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Feb 2016 ES stand at Field days and 
associated promotion 
includes consultation on a 
new Regional Pest 
Management Plan. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

February 2016 Columns in Southern Rural Life and the Southland Express (Appendix 
5).  

March 2016 To help raise Awareness of the Omaui proposal and gain interest; 

 OLG, ES and Morgan Foundation create a you-tube video 
outlining the proposal 

 Stuff run articles about the Omaui proposal  
 
Enviroweek on the 3rd and Envirofarm 9th March cover the proposal 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3x22u5dZU-Q
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April 2016 Media Release issued 20 April 2016 – advising over 120 submissions 
received (Appendix 5). 
 
Feedback on the discussion document includes support for cat 
management measures to be included. Appendix 8 includes the cat or 
Omaui related responses that were received, these are not formal 
submissions. 

Aug 2016 Environment Southland meets with the Omaui Landcare Trust to 
discuss the proposal. 

Sep 2016 One landowner from Omaui contacts Environment Southland and 
arranges a meeting to discuss the proposal. Their land is removed from 
the proposal at their request. 

Oct 2016 Letter to all Omaui ratepayers outlining possible site-led programmes 
(Wildlife Protection Zones). Additional letters are hand-delivered to 
likely tenanted properties (Appendix 7) 
 
One letter is returned to ES by NZ post, an alternative address is found 
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for the landowner and the letter is resent. 
 
A member of the public comes into ES to say he was told there was 
letter going around, he had not received a copy and he wants to know 
more. He is okay with the idea of the proposal. A copy of the letter is 
sent to his Bluff address. 

Nov 2016 One group of Omaui landowners contacts ES and arranges a meeting to 
discuss the proposal. The proposal is adapted to address their 
concerns. 

Nov 2016 Stakeholder Workshop to discussed the proposal, OLG attend the 
workshop 

Dec 2016 Article in Envirosouth magazine - delivered to all homes in Southland 
about work of Omaui Landcare Group and possibility of rules around 
domestic cats and goats. 

Jan 2017 One affected landowner contacts council, they receive the original 
letter but would like another copy and information on the sign up 
process.  

2017/2018 Proposal development and cost benefit analysis work is undertaken. 
Includes consideration of consultation and being carried out. This is a 
long process requiring external consultants. 

Formal Consultation 

Aug 2018 Formal Consultation Begins, all landowners in the proposed Omaui site-
led area receive postal notification about the proposal.  
 
Consultation advertising includes advertisements, facebook posts, 
radio chats and press releases. The release of the proposal gains a lot 
of media attention and is widely publicised. 

Aug - Oct 2018 Submissions period on the proposal is open.  
 
Staff provide support and guidance to anyone with questions about the 
submission process or the proposal.  
 

Oct 2018 – Jan 2019 Submissions reviewed and collated.  

February 2019 Hearings held for submitters wishing to be heard.  

 

dd) Please provide a validation of the dataset of addresses to which 
consultation letters were sent to the Omaui residents. 

The list of the landowners and residents affected by the Omaui Site-Led Programme was developed 

by cross-referencing the map with the Environment Southland property records and rates database  

The NZ post address and postcode finder was used to confirm postal addresses when required.  

57 letters were sent out through the post and Environment Southland provided the OLT with another 

15 copies of the letter to be hand delivered to properties that were known or suspected to be 

https://www.es.govt.nz/Document%20Library/Newsletters/Envirosouth/24-Envirosouth%20November%202016.pdf
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tenanted. One letter was returned to ES by NZ post, an alternative address was found for the 

landowner and the letter was resent on the 31st October 2016. 

We would like to confirm that some of the wider Omaui area residents who indicated in written and 

verbal submissions that they did not receive the letter are correct. If their property is not included in 

the proposed Omaui site-led area, the proposed rules would not applied to them and they would not 

have received the letter. Only properties that are directly included by the proposal were sent letters.  

 

ee) Please outline what course of action is proposed to seek agreement with 
Omaui occupiers/landowners regarding the site-led programme at Omaui 
(including the wider community). 

This question has been addressed in the Staff Recommendations Report. Please see our Omaui Site-
led Programme response. 

 

ff) What are the implications of withdrawing the site-led programme at Omaui 
from the Plan?  

The Omaui Site-Led programme can be withdrawn from the proposal without affecting the rest of 

the plan. However the high ecological values at the site would not be protected by the specific rules 

proposed to manage pests.  

 

gg) Please confirm that Maori owned land is subject to both Biosecurity Act and 
regional pest management plans. 

Effective pest management in the region requires that pests are dealt with consistently where they 

can/do occur, including Māori land. Regional pest management plans apply broadly, and provisions 

contained in those plans may apply to persons generally and to the occupiers of a place.   

Under s73(5) of the Biosecurity Act 1993, plan rules may be made for a variety of purposes. Rules can 

require a person or an occupier of a place to take specified actions (such as eradication or deterring a 

pest), or prohibit specific activities at the place. Under s&3(6) a rule may apply throughout the 

region.  

occupier,— 
(a) in relation to any place physically occupied by any person, means that person; and 
(b) in relation to any other place, means the owner of the place; and 
(c) in relation to any place, includes any agent, employee, or other person, acting or apparently 
acting in the general management or control of the place 
 
person includes the Crown, a corporation sole, and a body of persons (whether corporate or 
unincorporate) 

https://s3-ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/ehq-production-australia/efcd9cd1e3e82e5848cd8b6025228f9f63a9c5c5/documents/attachments/000/099/800/original/Regional_Pest_Management_Plan_-_Staff_Recommendations_Report.pdf?1551732610
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place includes any building, conveyance, craft, land, or structure, and the bed and waters of 
the sea and any canal, lake, pond, river, or stream 

 
The Biosecurity Act 1993 does not distinguish between land types to which a regional pest 

management plan may apply. The only exception to this is for Crown land. Only a good neighbour 

rule in a regional pest management plan may bind the Crown.  

In implementing regional pest management plans staff must be mindful of the provisions of the 

Biosecurity Act 1993 that require additional steps to be considered when dealing with Māori land (for 

example s128). 

  



  

 A458323 Staff Responses to Hearing Panel - Minute 2 Page 25 

Appendix 1 – Stewart Island map 
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Appendix 2 – Auckland Council proposal 
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Appendix 3 – Greater Wellington Regional Council proposal 
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Appendix 4 – Southland wilding conifer high risk areas 
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Appendix 5 – Press Releases and Columns 

 

 

Media release 

29.01.16 

 

 

 

Time to talk about pests 

 

Southlanders have an opportunity over the next two months to tell Environment Southland 

what they think about rabbits, possums, gorse, broom and other pests. 

 

A new Regional Pest Management Plan is being developed and this is a great chance for 

people to have their say in how pests are managed in the region –  

which pests should be included, how new pests can be prevented from coming in, and when 

is pest management a community or landowner responsibility?  

 

Biosecurity manager Richard Bowman said the new plan will set the scene for pest 

management in Southland for the next 10 years and it’s important to get it right.  

 

“Managing current and potential pests is essential for the future of our region. As well as 

economic effects, strong pest management has a major part to play in enhancing our 

biodiversity, by reducing the impact of pest plants and animals which threaten native 

species.” 
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The Government has developed the National Policy Direction for Pest Management which 

will guide the formation of the plan. Regional councils throughout New Zealand have joined 

together and developed a list of 11 pests that are common in many regions. The intention is 

to develop some common rules for these pests and use this as a base for the plan. Each 

region will then have a number of local pests that may be especially prevalent in a specific 

region or may cause particular concern. 

 

“At this stage, we need to know what the community thinks, what they see as the big issues 

and how they would like to see these managed,” said Mr Bowman. 

 

“Some pests in the existing strategy may no longer need to be there, but there are other 

potential threats to our region that might require attention.” 

 

An engagement document, Getting the best from pest management outlines the plan’s 

background, some topics for discussion, and asks questions. It has been released today and 

staff will be on hand to talk about the plan at the Environment Southland site (no.306 at the 

Southern Field Days in Waimumu). 

 

There are a number of ways feedback can be provided, including using the form provided in 

Getting the best from pest management, visiting our website (www.es.govt.nz) or by 

contacting the biosecurity team via phone or email. 

 

Copies of Getting the best from pest management are available from Environment 

Southland, our website or by giving us a call on 0800 76 88 45. 

 

The deadline for feedback is 31 March 2016. The information received will be collated and 

considered, and a draft plan prepared for public consultation. 

 

 

Ends 

For further information, contact biosecurity manager Richard Bowman or senior biosecurity 

officer Randall Milne on 03 211 5115. 
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Media release 

20.04.16 

 

 

 

Community keen to talk about pests 

 

Southlanders have demonstrated a keen desire to talk about which pests should be included 

in the new Regional Pest Management Plan being developed. 

 

Over 120 submissions were received during the initial feedback period which ended on 31 

March, with suggestions on which animal, plant and marine pests should be incorporated into 

the plan. 

 

A large number of submissions supported the idea to develop common rules for 11 pests 

throughout New Zealand. This recognises that many of these pests cross regional 

boundaries and will provide more consistency for rules in pest management plans. 

 

Environment Southland biosecurity manager Richard Bowman said it was great to have so 

many people interested in the plan which will set the scene for pest management in the 

region for the next 10 years. 

 

“The recent incursion of the pest plant velvetleaf and its potentially devastating 

consequences has been a timely reminder of the importance of pest management. It’s great 

that the Southland public have told us what they think the priorities need to be and where 

their concerns lie.” 
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A large proportion of those who submitted also indicated they were keen to be part of a focus 

group as the plan is developed. 

 

Mr Bowman said a considerable number of submissions were on cats and how these could 

be better managed to reduce their impact on the environment and native birds. Many ideas 

were put forward, particularly around dealing with feral cats. 

 

Wasps, chinchillas, rats and stoats were all popular topics in the feedback received. People 

were also keen to share their views on how to prevent new pests coming into the region, as 

well as how to manage those that are already established. 

 

The feedback is currently being compiled and will be used to guide the writing of the 

Regional Pest Management Plan, with a draft expected to be released for further public 

comment before the end of the year. 

 

Ends 

 

For further information, contact biosecurity manager Richard Bowman or senior biosecurity 

officer Randall Milne on 03 211 5115. 
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Southern Rural Life February 2016 

 

By Richard Bowman 

Biosecurity manager 

 

 

The rural community knows how damaging unwanted pests can be and the impact they can 

have, both on the environment and on grazing land. 

 

Rabbits, possums, magpies, gorse, broom and nodding thistle – these are just a few of the 

pest challenges facing our region already, but there are many others waiting for an 

opportunity to make themselves at home. 

 

This year we have the big task of preparing a new Regional Pest Management Plan, which 

requires us to take a look at how we manage pests in the region and what we need to do for 

the future. 

 

The Government has developed the National Policy Direction for Pest Management which 

will guide the formation of the plan. Regional councils throughout New Zealand have joined 

together and developed a list of 11 pests that are common in many regions. The intention is 

to develop some common rules for these pests and use this as a base for the plan. Each 

region will then have a number of local pests that may be especially prevalent in a specific 

region or may cause particular concern. 

 

The new plan will set the scene for pest management in Southland for the next 10 years and 

it’s important the community tells us what they think. We need to know your views on which 

pests should be included, how new pests can be prevented from coming in and when pest 

management is a community or landowner responsibility. 

 

We have created an engagement document Getting the best from pest management to 

outline the process and reasons behind the new plan, as well as highlighting some areas 

where changes might be made. 
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This is an informal period which allows you to simply tell us your views. Providing feedback is 

simple – you can pick up a copy of the engagement document from our office and fill out the 

form on the back, visit our website (www.es.govt.nz) and complete the online form, or just 

send us an email (service@es.govt.nz). 

 

The deadline for feedback is 31 March 2016. The information received will be collated and 

considered, and a draft plan prepared for public consultation. 
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Southland Express column February 2016 

 

By Richard Bowman 

Biosecurity manager 

 

 

Managing pests in Southland is a huge challenge, with new pests constantly threatening to 

make their way in and ongoing work to eradicate or contain those that are already here. 

 

This year we have the big task of preparing a new Regional Pest Management Plan, which is 

a great opportunity to look at how we manage pests in the region and what we need to do for 

the future. 

 

Managing current and potential pests is essential for the future of our region. As well as 

economic effects, strong pest management has a major part to play in enhancing our 

biodiversity, by reducing the impact of pest plants and animals which threaten native species. 

 

The Government has developed the National Policy Direction for Pest Management which 

will guide the formation of the plan. Regional councils throughout New Zealand have joined 

together and developed a list of 11 pests that are common in many regions. The intention is 

to develop some common rules for these pests and use this as a base for the plan. Each 

region will then have a number of local pests that may be especially prevalent in a specific 

region or may cause particular concern. 

 

The new plan will set the scene for pest management in Southland for the next 10 years and 

it’s important the community tells us what they think. We need to know your views on which 

pests should be included, how new pests can be prevented from coming in and when pest 

management is a community or landowner responsibility. 

 

We have created an engagement document Getting the best from pest management to 

outline the process and reasons behind the new plan, as well as highlighting some areas 

where changes might be made. 
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This is an informal period which allows you to simply tell us your views. Providing feedback is 

simple – you can pick up a copy of the engagement document from our office and fill out the 

form on the back, visit our website (www.es.govt.nz) and complete the online form, or just 

send us an email (service@es.govt.nz). 

 

The deadline for feedback is 31 March 2016. The information received will be collated and 

considered, and a draft plan prepared for public consultation. 
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Appendix 6 – Facebook Posts 
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Appendix 7 –  Letter to Omaui Ratepayers and Residents included in the proposed 
area 

 

13 October 2016  

  

  

«Name» 

«Postal_Address» 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed Site Led Programme – Omaui Wildlife Protection Zone 

 

Environment Southland is currently developing a new Regional Pest Management Plan which 

will list objectives and rules to manage different animal and plant pests throughout Southland.  

The Regional Pest Management Plan can specify site led programmes where the special values of 

the site mean that the pest rules differ from the rest of the region.  

 

Site led programmes target a particular site with specific values and usually focus on eradicating 

or reducing the numbers of particular pests to protect these areas. As part of the development 

process we are working with a number of community groups who undertake pest control work in 

their local areas to see if this site specific approach is appropriate for their projects.  

 

The Omaui Landcare Trust has been highly successful in carrying out pest control covering over 

200 hectares of native bush in the Omaui area since 2013.  In order to progress their work 

further, the Trust has proposed setting up a site led programme as part of the new Regional Pest 

Management Plan.  They propose this be called the Omaui Wildlife Protection Zone.   
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The proposal for the wildlife protection zone is to continue control of targeted pests such as rats, 

possums and mustelids, while also putting in place objectives and rules to manage other pests 

such as feral cats, magpies and deer. 

 

In addition, rules on the management and ownership of domestic animals such as goats and cats 

could be introduced.  These animals can have a significant impact on the native wildlife through 

browsing and predation.  The Trust has proposed the following be included as rules for the 

Omaui Wildlife Protection Zone:  

 

 a requirement that all existing domestic cats to be desexed, microchipped and registered on 
a database; 

 a requirement that no new domestic cats being introduced into the Wildlife Protection 
Zone; 

 a ban on keeping domestic goats. 
 

If adopted, these rules would apply to all residents within the area shown on the enclosed map. 

 

The formal proposal for the Omaui Wildlife Protection Zone will form part of the draft Regional 

Pest Management Plan when it is released for public consultation early in 2017.  The Omaui 

Landcare Trust has provided the enclosed information on their proposal for Omaui residents to 

consider in advance.  The proposal by the Omaui Landcare Trust outlines what they wish to see 

as part of the wildlife protection zone and also the reasons behind the proposal. 

 

Environment Southland provides support in a number of ways to groups wishing to carry out 

pest management work to provide native biodiversity.  We recognise that all communities are 

different and need to find ways which will best suit their individual needs.  

 

Any queries or concerns you may have can either be directed to me or the chair of the Trust 

whose contact details are at the end of the proposal. 

 

There will be further opportunity for formal submission when the Regional Pest Management 

Plan is released for public consultation next year. 
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Richard Bowman 

Biosecurity Manager 
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Omaui Wildlife Protection Zone 
 
The Proposal 
 

To create a wild life protection zone covering all land within the specified boundary (see 

enclosed map), with the exception of Tara Downs, in order to protect native birds, bush, lizards 

and insects, New Zealand’s natural biodiversity. 

 

The Benefits 
 

 Increased native fauna, birds, lizards etc.  There are rare lizards living in the area. 

 Healthier flourishing native forest. 

 Improved environment for residents and visitors to live in and enjoy. 

 Improved private gardens (less possum damage). 

 Probable increase in land and house values. 
 

Defined Pests 
 

 Rats: eat eggs, chicks, lizards, insects and frogs.  They can infest houses. 

 Possums: destroy native forest, eat eggs, chicks and can attack adult birds, damage private 
gardens and fruit trees.  They can carry and spread tuberculosis. 
 

Mustelids – stoats, weasels and ferrets 

 

 Stoats: eat eggs, chicks and adult birds, they eat lizards and anything they can catch, will 
attack dogs when cornered. 

 Feral Cats: eat birds, chicks, lizards, insects and frogs.  Carry diseases such as 
toxoplasmosis which causes abortion in sheep and foetal damage for pregnant women.  
Feral cats have a very large home range and can travel up to 4-6 kilometres. 

 Hedgehogs: described as rats with spikes, share the rats diet and can climb trees. 

 Mice: eat seeds in the bush and can infest houses. 

 Magpies: can drive native birds away and dive bomb humans. 

 Deer: as population grows they can do enormous damage for the bush destroying habitat 
for native creatures. There are no deer farms within the proposed zone. 

 Goats and wild pigs: same as deer 
 

DOC does not issue hunting permits for the reserve. 

 

Domestic Cats 
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Domestic cats are the same as feral cats, except that people feed and house them.  They also kill 

birds, chicks, lizards, insects and frogs.  They, too, can carry toxoplasmosis and travel several 

kilometres from home. 

 

Proposal 
 

 All existing domestic cats are micro chipped and registered.  They can be identified and 
returned to the owner if they are caught in live capture feral cat traps and owners can be 
pre-warned if there is a feral cat trapping operation planned. 

 No new domestic cats are brought into the area. 

 Upon death, domestic cats are not replaced. 

 No domestic goats to reside in Omaui. 
 

Pest Control Access 
 

That warranted pest control operators, as approved by Environment Southland, Department of 

Conservation, or Invercargill City Council have reasonable access to private land within the zone 

for pest control purposes only.  Reasonable notice to be given. 

 

 

Omaui Landcare Group 

Kaye McNeill (Chairperson) 

27 Whalers Crescent 

Omaui 

Phone: 021 567 488 

Email: omauilandcaregroup@gmail.com 
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Appendix 8 – 2016 responses specifically addressing cats and/or Omaui. 

New community driven initiatives such as ‘Predator Free Rakiura’ need to have the ability to advocate 
for new bylaws that will give teeth to any worthwhile proposal to enhance biodiversity by removing 
pests. By-laws for the control of cats in areas of high biodiversity such as Otatara and Oban should be 
explored. 

ALL plant and animal species that are not native to Southland and have a negative impact on the 
environment, including deer and cats. All these pest species will need to be managed. 

8 x I support feral cats being included as a pest and controlled in certain areas. I consider wandering 
cats to be a problem and need to be managed because they: 
 pose a threat to precious native wildlife. 

4 x I support feral cats being included as a pest and controlled in certain areas. I consider wandering 
cats to be a problem and need to be managed because they 
 pose a threat to precious native wildlife  
 cause a nuisance on my property. 

12 x I support feral cats being included as a pest and controlled in certain areas. I consider wandering 
cats to be a problem and need to be managed because they: 
 pose a threat to precious native wildlife 
 spread diseases such as toxoplasmosis 

We would go a little further on the subject of cats. We do see a need for some further restrictions on 
keeping cats on private property, in residential parts of Otatara, as follows: 
 There should be appropriate fines for dumping kittens, and reports should be followed up to 

ensure the offenders are prosecuted 
 Cat numbers should be restricted to three per property in residential areas, even though Otatara is 

not strictly classified as such. This is to reduce the number of domestic cats that wander on 
properties other than their own through the day, as they are known to do. 

 Cat owners should be encouraged to microchip their cats *, and keep them inside from 6pm at 
night until 8 am in the morning, to safeguard native birds particularly in the spring when they are 
nesting 

 Cat owners should be encouraged to neuter all pets, and if breeding is intended, the number of 
kittens bred should coincide with pre-planned owners. 

 If cats were all microchipped, cats dumped in specific areas could be live-caught and euthanased if 
no microchip showed up, as they would be deemed to be feral/wild cats. 

3 x Feral Cats 

5 x Cats 

Cat exclusion areas 

Microchip all cats, others are illegal. 

Cats to be registered and micro chipped 

I support feral cats being included as a pest and controlled in certain areas. I consider wandering cats 
to be a problem and need to be managed because they pose a threat to precious native wildlife, 
Spread diseases such as toxoplasmosis, cause a nuisance on my property. 

I think we need to put more emphasis on feral cats. 

I believe feral cats should be part of the Pest Management Programme because they either have now, 
or will have a large negative effect on our community and the environment. 

I strongly believe that the level of feral cats in Southland should either be kept very low or we should 
get rid of them altogether. One study including 130 cats that was conducted by DOC and Forest and 
Bird found that cats do most of their hunting at night and they eat geckos, lizards, skinks, birds, mice, 
rats, stoats, rabbits and insects. This is not impressive because most of these animals are native and we 
want to keep these animals. Imagine if we eradicated all cats, our native species would thrive!! 

It is my firm belief that feral cats should be part of your Pest Management Programme because of all of 
their negative effects on the environment. I hope you carefully consider my opinion and give these 
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animals what they deserve. 

Wildlife Protection Zones - opposes in part the creation of Wildlife Protection Zones with additional 
obligations on cat owners. Cats can be useful for controlling mice, rats, and rabbits on-farm. We 
consider that requiring all farm cats to be kept inside at night would be very difficult to implement, and 
we question the benefits of requiring cats in these areas to be microchipped. Recommendations That 
Council carefully considers the impacts /costs of imposing obligations on cat owners in Wildlife 
Protection Zones compared to the expected benefits 

We are new on the scene, and only today (March 30th) have we been made aware that you have asked 
for feedback. The final date for which is 31st March 2016. We are a pro-cat political activist group 
based in Wellington, but aspire to be the national voice of cats and those citizens who keep cats.  A few 
ideas for your consideration: As we are not residents of Southland, all we can share is our general 
opinion; hopefully you will find some of what we share to be of use.  
The Morgan Foundation 
It seems the Morgan Foundation has a dedicated team scouring Councils throughout the nation looking 
for any opportunity to express their anti-cat sentiments. They hate cats, essentially the Morgan 
Foundation are nothing more than a genocidal eco-extremist hate group. We are aware of collective 
lobbying activity by the Morgan Foundation. 20 March 2016 - Morgan Foundation Collective Lobbying 
Of Regional Councils. http://www.stuff. co.nz/national /77840638/. Fair chance you have received 
dozens of separate messages of feedback from individuals around the country who are connected with 
the Morgan Foundation. If not, we guarantee you will once you get to the point of public submissions. 
Please be mindful that this collective lobbying is likely being directed by Gareth Morgan and his 
sidekick Geoff Simmons, so realistically whatever you get from the Morgan Foundation may be best 
considered as being the opinion of one or two individuals rather than 50. 
Wildlife Protection Zones and Night Cat Curfews 
We feel night cat curfews on domestic cats will not achieve much beyond giving the rodent and 
mustelid population free reign to raid bird's eggs in the nest. As a feline expert who has kept cats for 
some four decades, not once has one of our cats captured anything other than rodents at night. If one 
goes out at night with night vision equipment and observes, it’s the rats etc. that are going up the trees 
at night, not cats, therefore we believe a night curfew could well prove to be counter productive for 
conservation. 
Check out the following article for an example of what happened when the local amateur 
conservationists in Raglan took it upon themselves to slay all of the domestic cats. 
18 December 2013 - Raglan Cat Killings Annihilate Local Bird life 
http://www.stuff.co.nz/environment/9531706/ 
Ecologist Adrienne Livingston said “I am now observing the effect the marked absence of cats is having 
on this suburban ecosystem. The cat killers are known to be bird life enthusiasts but instead of helping 
native birds, they are enabling the rodent population to rob bird nests unchecked.” 
Also take a look at Landcare Research scientist John Innes comments in this article.  
http ://www.sciencemediacentre.co.nz/2013/01/23/cats-impact-on-native wildlife-experts-respond/ 
“When cats, ferrets and hedgehogs were targeted in Mackenzie Basin braided rivers, possums and 
Norway rats then ate the black fronted terns.” Also “In New Zealand native forests, ship rats are the 
(cats ) major prey, and this little-seen predator eats many more birds than cats do”. 
Night curfew for domestic cats would be almost impossible to enforce, and that is why Wellington City 
Council, whilst they considered the idea of a night curfew has now decided not to go down this path as 
part of the 2016 Animal Bylaw Review. 
De-sexing of cats 
We think it essential for domestic cats to be de-sexed unless being kept for breeding purposes. In 
which case the persons breeding cats should be licensed breeders and the breeder provide appropriate 
fencing to ensure cats who are not de-sexed do not wander. 
We support de-sexing not only to prevent unwanted proliferation of cats, but also to prevent disease, 
especially FIV (cat AIDS) and prevent injuries from fighting for the right to mate. In our experience a de-

http://www.stuff.co.nz/environment/9531706/
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sexed cat is a happier healthier cat. Council subsidies for low income earners to have their cats de-
sexed is one way de-sexing cats can be encouraged. 
Classification of cats 
Presently the Animal Welfare Act 1999 defines three classifications of cats, these being Feral, Stray and 
Domestic. 
The Morgan Foundation their subsidiary, the National Cat Strategy Management Group would like to 
see the legislation amended to a two fold classification of cats, these being feral cats and domestic cats 
that have identification. They wish this to grant them the license to commit genocide on all cats that do 
not have identification; they want this because they simply hate cats. 
We think in terms of four classifications of cats: 
Domestic cats, this means those who have a home and at least one human who takes care of them. 
Lost cats, which means cats who for one reason or another have strayed from home and have not been 
able to find their way home and their humans would love to get them home. Stray cats which means 
cats which for any number of reasons no longer have a home, but are essentially domestic cats who 
can be befriended and integrated into a new home. Wild cats, which means cats who have never been 
in human care. We think ours is the best model. 
Compulsory Microchipping 
We disapprove of compulsory microchipping of cats. Our view is the technology was designed to 
reunite cats with their humans. We view the use of the technology for enforcement and the 
subsequent issuing of infringement notices is misuse of the technology. 
We also feel the using the technology to decide which cat lives and which cat dies is a gross misuse of 
the technology. Not everyone can afford to microchip their cats. 
If you use microchipping to determine which cat lives and which cat dies and you manage to kill a 
domestic cat that did not have a microchip or the scanning device failed to read the chip due to 
imprecise usage, your staff could be before the Court facing the penalty of maximum five year prison 
sentence or a $100,000 fine. 
Compulsory microchipping, like night time curfews would be a nightmare to enforce. You may catch a 
few without microchips and execute them to much fanfare, but no way is compulsory microchipping a 
magic wand that will result in a reduction of supposed kills of native wildlife. 
Bottom line is we feel public education aimed at encouraging responsible cat care is a far better 
investment of funds than unenforceable compulsory measures being cast into law. 

Add mustelids and feral cats to the Regional Pest Management Strategy. 
Predation of waterfowl 
Mallard ducks are the most important gamebird in Southland, and throughout New Zealand. In 
Southland waterfowl hunting continues to gain popularity, with in excess of 6500 people participating 
in the sport every season. People travel to Southland from all over New Zealand and internationally, 
specifically to hunt our ducks, bringing in significant tourism revenue. 
Following concerns expressed by hunters over several consecutive poor breeding seasons, Southland 
Fish and Game carried out a radio-telemetry study over the last two breeding seasons. While we knew 
predation would be a cause of mortality, it was far higher than anticipated. Between 15 and 20% of 
hens were killed over the breeding season in 2014 and 2015. To put these figures in context, this is 
similar to the proportion that hunters harvest each season. At necropsy, most of these females had 
evidence suggesting they were killed by mustelids and/or cats. 
In addition to the high mortality of females, almost a third of mallard nests were destroyed or 
abandoned due to predator disturbance. As our study could not identify individual ducklings, we were 
unable to identify exact cause of duckling loss, but predators obviously have an additional influence on 
duckling survival. Specific research on habitat selection suggests brood-rearing females select for dense 
cover in an agricultural landscape, such as shelterbelts, hedge rows, woodlots, rank grass, stream 
edges and wetland peripheries. However, this selection translates into lower duckling survival, which 
seems most likely attributable to higher predator abundance associated with such habitat (Garrick, 
2015). 
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Biodiversity impact 
Mustelids and feral cats are also likely to have a significant impact on Southland's indigenous 
biodiversity. Arguably the species most significantly threatened are black-billed, which now have the 
conservation status of nationally critical. Black-billed gulls nest in riverbed colonies, rather than on 
private farmland. However, both mustelids and feral cats are recognised as being highly mobile, have 
large territories and are therefore likely to venture from farmland into adjoining riverbeds. 
In addition to black-billed gulls, numerous other species with high conservation also suffer significant 
predation from mustelids and feral cats, such as spotless and marsh crake, Australasian bittern and 
fernbirds. These species have all been recorded in habitat that occurs within areas of Southland's 
agricultural landscape, therefore it can be assumed that they would benefit from control of mustelids 
and feral cats. 
Tuberculosis and disease 
Aside from the damage caused to waterfowl populations and general biodiversity, bovine tuberculosis 
(bTB) (Mycobacterium bovis) has been identified in feral cats, ferrets and stoats (Ragg et al., 1995). The 
highest prevalence rates are identified in populations of feral ferrets, suggesting their role as a carrier, 
transmitting bTB infections to domestic cattle herds (Ragg et al., 1995). Additionally, mustelids and cats 
are carriers of various parasites including toxoplasmosis. Toxoplasma gondii has been linked to 
miscarriages in humans, as well as impacting behaviour, leading infected subjects to have slower 
reaction times, and increased rates of suicide (Ling et al., 2011). For example, a study in Prague 
demonstrated people with toxoplasmosis had a 2.65 times higher chance of having a motor vehicle 
accident compared to subjects that were toxoplasmosis free (Flegr et al. 2002). 
 
Extend Possum Control Areas to include mustelids and feral cats 
Because waterfowl are so highly valued, Fish and Game submits that if control of mustelids and feral 
cats was added to Environment Southland's Possum Control Area program, it may encourage greater 
buy-in from landowners to the overall program. This would provide increased benefits from extension 
of the PCA network, further reduction of possum abundance and also the biodiversity benefits of 
reducing feral cat and mustelid abundance. 
As well as subsidizing possum baits and materials within PCAs, Environment Southland should subsidize 
or supply appropriate traps for mustelids and feral cats, as well as educating and informing landowners 
within PCAs on the broader issues of these pests as an extension of the current work. There is likely the 
opportunity to work with Fish and Game staff on extension programs such as field days to broaden 
participation and interest. 
Cats (domestic) 
We strongly support the development of more responsibility and rules for cat owners. Society is 
becoming increasingly aware of the impact of domestic cats on our native wildlife. While cat owners 
may recognise feral cats are an issue, many believe their pet cat isn't doing any harm. Educating 
owners may be of benefit, with the Gareth Morgan Foundation being a good place to start 
(https://garethsworld.com/catstogo/#.Vtditih96Uk).  
However, even with education, many cat owners will still refuse to believe that their cat contributes to 
the damage, and consequently, rules should be imposed on cat ownership. Rules may lead people to 
further consider their individual role and responsibility in protecting our overall biodiversity. 

We support the concept of Wildlife protection zones. Suggested high value areas include: Te Rere 
Reserve, Awarua Plains Ramsar site; Forest Hill, Bluff Hill, Omaui Scenic Reserve, Bushy Point, 
Halfmoon Bay area, Riverton Hill, Croydon Bush Scenic Reserve, Wilderness Scientific Reserve, Kepler 
Mire, Castle Downs wetland 
Cats are a predator that can impact upon wildlife. It is appropriate that there are restrictions 
on cats where they may impact on wildlife in some high value areas. Cats do wander and so trespass 
onto neighbouring properties and can impact upon the owners (fowling gardens and killing wildlife). 
We support the need for domestic cats to be microchipped in buffer zones around Wildlife Protection 
Zones. 

https://garethsworld.com/catstogo/#.Vtditih96Uk
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A cat curfew needs to be introduced to the province of Southland by Environment Southland because 
feral cats are wreaking havoc on the native wildlife of our community.  
 
According to Catster.com “cats are nocturnal and therefore more active at night, so they can kill birds 
and other animals.” When you are going to go to sleep and you let your cat go outside it will go hunting 
and killing. Scientists have studied wild cats and they have found they kill 314 mice, 8 geckos, 183 
skinks, 267 birds, 1 stoat, 3 rabbits, 67 rats, 64 insects for their first results. I got this information from 
a connected magazine called “Are you sure?” There is estimated to be 84 million cats in this country 
and 28 million cats out of 84 million kill other wildlife and native wildlife. 
 
When your cat goes outside and it poos in your garden it is very bad if you are doing gardening without 
gloves. The cat poo can cause a very bad disease. In 2012, a useful study in the United States used 
Kittycams. Kittycams are little video cameras strapped to the cats. This study found that cats only bring 
home about one third of their prey. Another study found that cats are more likely to eat the smaller 
animals where they caught them, and they only bring home the bigger animals, such as rats and of 
course, if no native birds are present in an area, cats can’t catch them. This information was from a 
connected magazine called “are you sure?” So it would be a good idea to lock all the doors and 
windows at night after 7 o’clock so your cat remains in your house 

The animal pest feral cats should be included. Bengal cats need to be well controlled, if allowed in 
Southland. 

I believe that cats should be in the pest control management. I believe a cat curfew should be 
introduced. Firstly cats are more active at night and do more hunting. Cats are known to kill native wild 
life like birds, lizards and insects. Secondly cats poo on people’s lawns and gardens. When people 
garden they can get toxoplasmosis from the poo. Some people don’t put bells on their cats so they 
catch more native birds so we should make it that if you have a cat they have to have bells. Overall I 
think they should be classed as pests and in the pest control, especially cats. 

In my opinion feral cats and pests should be part of our pest control programme. I think this because 
our pest numbers are getting higher and our wildlife numbers are getting lower. This will not be good 
for our community or our environment.  
 
My last concern is feral cats. Feral cats come onto peoples land and poo all over their gardens and 
lawns. Cats eat geckos, birds, insects and skinks. These are very important to us and we don’t want to 
lose them. In my opinion cats need to be known as pests. This is why I think we need to stop all these 
pests from getting sold, and feral cats getting trapped because wild life is more important to us than 
pests. 

Wild cats 

My specific concern is that cats are not included as a pest animal 

My opinion is that a cat curfew should be introduced in Southland because of our health and our native 
plants and bird’s survival.  
 
From a school journal I found a health reason because of cats roaming around at night on other 
people’s property and pooing and peeing in their sandpits and gardens so when they put their hands in 
the sandpit and garden they might get very sick. I wonder how many people get sick from this in 
Southland. 
 
I think that being in by 9.00pm for bed for cats is a great idea because it can stop them from destroying 
all native plants and birds and hopefully increase the population. The bad part is that it is going to be 
very hard to control that because lets say that my cat goes out at 8.30pm, how am I supposed to get 
my cat in by 9.00pm? Still it’s a great idea. I wonder how they know if they come home? 
 
Overall I agree that a cat curfew should be introduced after thinking about health and native plants and 
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bird issues. After all, I agree with John Collins form the Omaui Landcare Charitable Trust with his article 
in the Southland Times saying that “the ideal outcome for us would be no more native wildlife being 
killed by cats.” 

The Morgan Foundation supports the inclusion of feral cats as a site led pest. However, the definition 
of a feral cat is not useful enough to be implementable in populated areas. 

Cats: I like cats, but there are just too many wild cats roaming and thousands of native birds getting 
killed in New Zealand for sport (not for food) by domestic cats 
(https://www.sciencenews.org/article/cats-kill-more-one-billion-birds-each-year). 
Cat owners should take responsibility for their pet, similar to requirements for dog owners. 

Feral Cats. Define feral cats as those that are without a microchip, collar or harness and that are NOT 
approachable and able to be handled by humans. Management should include closely working with 
local and national SPCA, public education, live capture using soft jaw traps and humanely putting down 
feral cats as defined previously in areas far away from townships where pet cats are highly unlikely to 
be found, and live capture using soft jaw traps in areas near townships. In the areas near townships, 
any cats captured should be assessed for indication of ownership (such as microchip or collar), handling 
by humans and their likelihood of becoming pets. If the cats are indeed feral as defined previously, 
then they should be humanely put down. If ownership is indicated then the cats should be returned to 
their owners if possible. If not possible, they should be taken to as SPCA. For cats that show no 
indication of ownership but are easily handled by humans, then the cats should be taken to an SPCA. 

Bengal cats, whether neutered or not, are a risk to native fauna. I think that if their genes spread to the 
feral cat population we could have a new and more deadly predator. It is possible that this has 
happened already. I would like to see a ban on all carnivorous mammals that are not already wild in 
Southland.  

I also think that more attention should be drawn to the control of feral cats and encouraging/enforcing 
responsible cat ownership. As a veterinarian I am seriously concerned about the welfare of cats and 
what legal obligations cat owners have towards their felines. I am also gravely concerned about their 
effects on our native wildlife.  

I think there should be rules and regulations enforced for cat owners. I think cats need to have a time 
limit of being inside and outside because they are more active at night than in the day time and they 
hunt more at this time. 
 
I think that felines should not be able to breed because when people don’t want kittens they just dump 
them in places. Then they become feral and then they eat all the native birds. I think it’s a great idea of 
Gareth Morgan’s that there is no cats on Stewart Island but I think it should be enforced in places 
around Southland like Limehills where my school is because there are a lot of tui, fantails and wood 
pigeons followed by a lot more species of bird.. 
 
I also think pests should not be ‘for sale’ on websites such as Trade Me and also pet shops because 
even though people are trying to get rid of pests it won’t make a difference because they are still 
getting sold. 

Other pests to consider for this list - cats.  
Cats can impact on native bird, reptile and invertebrate populations and should be controlled as part of 
integrated pest control programmes where they may impact on wildlife in High Value areas.  
 
Proposals requiring cats to be de-sexed and micro chipped are supported.  Unwanted kittens and cats 
often end up being dumped, not cared for and left to become feral. However more consideration is 
needed regarding what controls, where, are effective as the   impact of cats - whether feral or pet - on 
valued wildlife is site-dependent and ecologically complex, and questions remain as to whether the 
positive impacts of cats on rats, outweigh the negative impacts of cat predation on wildlife.  Keeping 
cats in at night would reduce their effectiveness in catching rats, which may have detrimental impacts 
unless rat and mouse control work is also undertaken. Studies have shown that cats kept in at night 

https://www.sciencenews.org/article/cats-kill-more-one-billion-birds-each-year
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also bring home more herpetofauna. When cats, ferrets and hedgehogs were targeted in Mackenzie 
Basin braided rivers, possums and Norway rats then ate the black-fronted terns. 
(http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/SC1301/S00046/cats-impact-on-native-wildlife-experts-
respond.htm) 

There have been three published studies quantifying the prey caught by domestic cats in New Zealand 
(in Auckland, Christchurch and in Dunedin). Cats appear to catch species in proportion to their 
abundance in the environment. The Dunedin study, by Dr Yoldanda van Heezik (Otago University), 
found that he average number of prey brought back per year was 13, which included, birds, rats, 
mice, lizards and invertebrates.  She considers this likely to be an underestimate as a recent study 
using Kittycams in the US reported that cats brought back only one third of the prey that they actually 
caught and killed.  Cats exist across cities at a density of about 225 per sq km, and that even though 
individual cats may catch few birds; cumulatively the total of birds killed is large. 

http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/SC1301/S00046/cats-impact-on-native-wildlife-experts-respond.htm 

I support feral cats being included as a pest and controlled in certain areas, I consider wandering cats 
to be a problem. 

The members of the Omaui Landcare Charitable Trust met informally with biosecurity division staff on 
1 September 2015 to discuss ways to manage domestic cats kept in the Omaui village. Measures were 
required to reduce the risks these animals posed to the native wildlife the Omaui Trust has committed 
to protect and enhance in their site led project on the Omaui Peninsula.  
 
Recently the Trust has undertaken a major initial possum, rodent and mustelid control programme in 
the 200 ha Omaui Reserve. This has been done in conjunction with DOC and with a $88K grant from the 
Community Conservation Partnership Fund. The Trust is a very committed group and has majority 
support from the local community of around 30 property holders at Omaui. 
 
The Trust is proposing that a Wildlife Protection Zone be set up on the Omaui Peninsula. This would 
require that any domestic cats kept there must be neutered and micro-chipped and when cats die or 
leave the area they would not be allowed to be replaced. This would effectively make the area ‘cat 
free’.  
 
Environment Southland suggested that this objective could be pursued through the development of 
the Regional Pest Management Plan. This process is about to be restarted now the National Policy 
Direction is operational.  
 
Environment Southland suggested that a site-led pest management programme for the Omaui 
Peninsula with provision to manage cats and other predators be proposed and put out for public 
consultation. The concept for cats at Omaui is very similar to the cat management provisions on 
Stewart Island which exists in the current RPMS but which has not been fully implemented due to 
resourcing issues and other priorities. 
 
The concept also fits closely with policy options put to LGNZ and Regional Affairs Committee last year. 
It is strongly supported by the Morgan Foundation and a ‘site led’ RPMP programme approach driven 
by local communities is also being considered by other regional councils.  
 
Environment Southland’s Recommendations 
That Environment Southland respond positively to the proposal put to it by the Omaui Landcare 
Charitable Trust.  
 
That provision for a ‘site-led management programme’ to manage the adverse impacts of cats and 
other predators in a designated area on the Omaui Peninsula be included in the draft proposed RPMP. 
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Domestic cats  
 No new cats to be brought into the area.  
 Existing cats to be microchipped, registered, de-sexed and not replaced on death. 
 To be kept inside at night.  
 Prosecution of anyone caught dumping unwanted cats or kittens in the area.  
 
Feral cats 
Access to private land for feral cat control purposes for pest control operators approved by DOC, ES or 
ICC.  

The major pest animals found in the wider Otatara area includes feral cats. We would like this species 
to be listed in the revised RPMP. 
 
Cats are a predator that can impact upon wildlife. It is appropriate that there are restrictions on cats 
where they may impact on wildlife in high value areas such as Bushy Point in Otatara and Sandy Point. 
 
Cats do wander and so trespass onto neighbouring properties and can impact upon the property 
owners (by killing wildlife, fouling gardens and fighting with the landowners cats). 
We do not see a need for cat control zones in residential parts of Otatara at present. We do support 
the need for cats to be microchipped. This will allow non-microchipped and feral cats to be identified 
and potentially disposed of. Micro-chipped cats can be returned to owners and owners informed of 
where they were caught and the impact that they may have. 
 
Wildlife Protection Zones 
Sandy Point south of the Oreti Beach road and also the Kilmock Bush area within the wider 
Otatara area are all listed as Wildlife Protection Zones. 
 
Bushy Point part of the Awarua Ramsar Wetland of International Importance. It has important 
ecological sequences from the estuary mudflats, through oioi rushland and Manuka shrublands to 
kahikatea forest. Associated with the estuary margin of New River Estuary is an important population 
of fernbirds. The OLG is currently undertaking an intensive pest control programme. 
 
Otatara Scenic Reserve is a relatively large reserve that contains a diversity of forest. It has habitat for a 
range of wildlife. The Otatara Pestbusters currently undertake a pest control programme. 
 
Sandy Point area has very few (if any permanent residences in this area with most of the area being 
Recreation Reserve administered by Invercargill City Council. The area has high ecological values 
including totara dune forest, wetlands, estuary and margins, beach and dunes. 
 
We support the Omaui Landcare Charitable Trust submission seeking a Wildlife Protection 
Zone and Bluff Hill as a wildlife protection zone. 

Environment Southland’s current PMP has a comprehensive list of predators that are important to a 
predator free New Zealand. It is important that these remain part of the PMP moving forward. This 
includes but isn’t limited to: feral cats.  
 
PFNZ supports the inclusion of feral cats, however, we would like to see a clear definition of feral cats 
to allow them to be legally managed in sensitive wildlife areas, particularly those near populated areas 

I believe a cat curfew should be introduced to Southland. It is more dangerous for New Zealand’s 
endemic animals at night because most of our endemic animals are nocturnal so at night most cats go 
out hunting.  If there is a cat curfew the native animal numbers will possibly go up without getting cats 
to be banned. 
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Three also is some health risks because of the diseases cats carry. In their droppings there are two 
main diseases – toxoplasmosis and rabies which is very harmful to pregnant women because it leads to 
miscarriage. This information makes me think that cats should have more restrictions than just a 
curfew. 
 
Wild cats are more likely to kill more kiwi and kakapo than pet cats because pet cats usually don’t live 
near kiwi and kakapo so it is most likely they kill more mice and rats. In 2000 a study showed that 130 
pet cats killed 267 birds over a three month period and in 2010 a study showed 43% of the animals pet 
cats killed were native to New Zealand. In 2012, another study shows that cats only brought home 1/3 
of their prey and they brought home the bigger animals such as rats. I got this information from a 
“Connected” magazine (Are you sure?)  published by the Ministry of Education (photo attached). This is 
why I believe cats should have a curfew with other restrictions. 

Domestic cats not on their own property. 

For Stewart Island - Animal - Cats.  

Feral cats, kill them all. 

Thanks for the opportunity to make a submission on the matter of pest control in Southland. I would 
like to confine my submission to just cats. In the interests of brevity I will not supply references but 
these are readily available should you desire them, fortunately we live in world where rules are based 
upon reason and evidence. I submit that it is time rules regarding domestic cats are revised in the light 
of modern ideas based on evidence and concepts of animal welfare 
 
Firstly cats make wonderful companion animals and enhance the lives of many Southlanders. The right 
to own a cat should not be removed. Ownership brings responsibility for the cat's welfare. From the 
animal welfare perspective free ranging cats have much shorter life expectancy due to fighting trauma 
falls and infections etc. than indoor cats. I suggest the old fashioned idea of allowing cats to roam free 
at will is an animal welfare issue past its use by date. If we really care about the welfare of cats they 
should not be allowed to range free outdoors. 
 
Secondly modern evidence such as "kitty cam studies" shows cats do significant environmental 
damage. Research is easy to find that detailing this. Most cats have innate hunting behaviours and 
predate significant numbers of other animals. Some prey are regarded as pest (rates and mice) but 
many are natives - lizards and birds. Some Burmese cats have been marketed by breeders in NZ based 
on their ability to bring home prey up to 2X their weight. Other kitty cam studies show cats only bring 
home about 20% of what they kill. The species the cats predate reflects the area in which they hunt 
and the prevalence of animals there. In areas of native bush native animals are mostly impacted 
whereas in built up areas non-native species are more populous and so are taken. 
 
I would like Environment Southland to revise/create rules regarding cats such as: 
 Limit cats to one per property 
 Limit free ranging of cats especially in environmentally sensitive areas such as near native bush or 

areas of significant habitat. This could include (but is not limited to) cat free areas, curfews, 
requiring caging, requiring cats required to wear collars and bells 

 Allow control measures on free ranging cats 
 Actively remove feral and cat colonies 
 I would like Environment Southland to work with central government regarding legislation that 

treats cats and dogs in appropriate ways. At present it seems to me the wildlife act is silent on cats 
(which do far more damage) whilst allowing intervention upon dog's harming native species. That 
not fair. 

Domestic cats. Agree with micro chips and restricted numbers but to contain them indoors at night 
would be impossible. 
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29 x I would like to see the problems caused by wandering cats managed via the Regional Pest 
Management Plan. Specifically, feral cats should be included as a site led pest, and feral cats defined as 
any cat without a microchip or collar or harness. This would allow cats to be legally managed in 
designated sensitive wildlife areas. I would also like to see Environment Southland approach the 
government to develop national legislation to allow cats to be managed like dogs. I support mandatory 
de-sexing of cats. I support cat curfews at night near sensitive wildlife areas. 

The inclusion of more cat traps 

I would also like to see Environment Southland approach the government to develop national 
legislation to allow cats to be managed like dogs. I support mandatory de-sexing of cats I support cat 
curfews at night near sensitive wildlife areas. 

Policy towards cat control within roaming distance of areas where trapping is occurring to protect 
native birds. 

I think that domestic cats should be microchipped so that any cat without a chip is therefore feral and 
can be killed. 

In areas where there are areas of significant indigenous vegetation, cats should be included as a pest 
animal in the pest plan. In Otatara for example there are areas with good populations of fernbirds 
where rats stoats and possums are controlled. 
 
There is no official management of cats at all in Otatara. The fernbirds that have hatched in these areas 
and fledged creep out into Otatara and are quickly eaten by cats. We have a chance perhaps of getting 
other endemic birds of Aotearoa in Otatara but only if cats are controlled. 
 
In my 20 odd years of pest control on my property and the surrounding reserve I have disposed of a 
large number of cats. I am supported by our Landcare group, E.S, and Pestbusters in the control of all 
other pest animals, cats should be included. 

The Morgan Foundation supports the inclusion of feral cats as a site led pest. However, the definition 
of a feral cat is not useful enough to be implementable in populated areas. 
 
Specifically a feral cat should be defined as any cat without a microchip, collar or harness. This would 
allow cats to be legally managed in sensitive wildlife areas, particularly those near populated areas. 
Currently there is no definition of a feral cat in the plan. This means there is no way to tell if a cat is 
owned or not and means that feral cats cannot be controlled in sensitive wildlife areas, especially those 
near settlements. 
 
Wandering cats have an impact on native biodiversity through the predation of native birds, reptiles 
and insects. Studies have shown that in our cities cats kill native birds faster than they can breed. The 
damage inflicted on native lizards and invertebrates is unknown but probably even greater. This is a 
huge issue for our native wildlife, and one we need to deal with. 
 
Wandering cats carry a range of parasites and diseases, some of which (Toxoplasmosis and Sarcocystis) 
have an economic impact on the meat industry. 
 
Cats are one of the biggest threats to the predator control work done by Environment Southland, 
landowners and community groups. There is currently no clear means of determining if a cat is owned, 
stray or feral. Implementing compulsory microchipping would enable this. 
 
Compulsory microchipping of all cats within a 1k radius of a defined wildlife protection area would 
allow any cats trapped within the area to be identified as owned or feral. Any microchipped cats could 
be safely returned to their owners (letting them know their cat has been found in a sensitive wildlife 
area), and any other cats could be rehomed or humanely euthanased. 
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There are a number of places in Southland where a lot of predator control work is being performed yet 
cats are unable to be managed because of the inability to be able to differentiate owned cats from 
unowned. Examples of this are Omaui, Bluff, Otatara, various places in Fiordland including the Kepler 
and Rakiura. 
 
It is futile to continue to spend money to enhance biodiversity, while we don’t have any means of 
enforcing responsible cat ownership. If the council doesn’t take action then increasingly people will 
take the law into their own hands and trap and kill cats. 
 
Microchipping and managing cats also brings many side benefits. It is good for cat welfare, which is 
why is it promoted by the SPCA and NZVA. Following the Christchurch Earthquake microchipped cats 
were far more likely to be returned to their owners. It can reduce the nuisance caused by some cats in 
their local neighbourhood, and can reduce the spread of toxoplasmosis. 

Mandatory for cat owners to microchip and collar their cats to allow land care groups to control and 
destroy feral cats and without harming local domestic cats if they are caught 

If there was a clear way to identify wild cats (see idea below) then steps could be taken to reduce their 
numbers. 

I support a wildlife protection zone on Stewart island. Cats should be de-sexed, microchipped and kept 
inside at night. Stewart island is a special place where we live amongst wildlife and it is irresponsible 
pet ownership to not do these measures for cats. 

I think more needs to be done to control feral cats (and the source of feral cats - mainly people 
neglecting their animals or boxes of kittens on dead-end roads). 

Cats to be neutered/spayed and kept indoors at all times. Councils to be forced to remove all gorse and 
broom from all non-private land, including along waterways and road and railway verges. The areas 
along the entire length of Bluff road are good examples of land in need of pest plant management. 
Private land should be kept free of gorse and broom by the land owner and this should be enforced. 

There should be a requirement of landowners to take reasonable steps to prevent pest plants from 
spreading to neighbouring land. To reduce the amount of feral and stray cats in Southland it should be 
a requirement that domestic cats are either neutered or suitably contained to prevent unwanted 
and/or excessive breeding. I support the setting up of Wildlife Protection Zones to reduce the damage 
done by pet cats. If Chinchillas were to be allowed as pets in Southland they should be neutered or a 
permit required for he keeping of unneutered individuals 

I would also like to see Environment Southland approach the government to develop national 
legislation to allow cats to be managed like dogs. I support mandatory de-sexing of cats and I support 
cat curfews at night near sensitive wildlife areas  

Feral cats 
PFNZ supports the inclusion of feral cats, however, we would like to see a clear definition of feral cats 
to allow them to be legally managed in sensitive wildlife areas, particularly those near populated areas. 
 
PFNZ believes a feral cat should be defined as any cat without a microchip or collar. Cats have a 
negative impact on our native biodiversity through the predation of native birds and insects. Our 
unique native wildlife is particularly vulnerable to predation by cats as many of our bird species nest on 
the ground and are flightless or poor flyers. 
 
Wandering cats also carry diseases and parasites such as toxoplasmosis and sarcocystis. Toxoplasmosis 
is a common parasitic disease caused by exposure to the toxoplasma gondii parasite, which can only 
complete its life cycle in cats. This can have a negative impact on human health including compromised 
immune systems and serious side effects. 
 
Toxoplasmosis also imposes a significant economic cost on NZ as it is the second most common cause 
of abortion in sheep. The sheep is a host of toxoplasmosa, as they become infected by eating 
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contaminated pasture, hay etc. It then spreads to the brain and muscles and also to the placenta. As it 
is shielded from the ewe’s defence system it multiplies rapidly, killing cells as infection spreads. 
 
PFNZ would like to see Environment Southland continue to ensure a unified and collaborative approach 
to predator control with its neighbouring regions. 
 
Environment Southland has strong connections and relationships with local landowners, community 
and volunteers across its entire region. PFNZ see’s Environment Southland’s role is to inspire and 
support the local predator free vision as it already has significant expertise and investment in pest 
control. 

More focus should be placed on supporting community organisations like the Stewart Island/Rakiura 
Community and Environment Trust (SIRCET) especially in biodiversity hot spots like Stewart Island. 
Deer need to be identified as a pest species in the Halfmoon Bay area. I support Wildlife Protection 
Zones with stricter rules on cat owners (e.g. cats must be de-sexed, microchipped and kept indoors at 
night) but this needs to be backed up with technology e.g. providing microchip readers to organisations 
who trap cats in these areas, and maintaining a central register of microchipped cats. Needs to be 
similar to dog licensing systems. 

Cats need to better managed by landowners on Rakiura / Stewart Island. They shouldn't be allowed to 
roam, and should be microchipped and de-sexed. However, this is very hard to enforce and I believe a 
tougher stance is needed. I believe in areas with high ecological values such as Stewart Island that cats 
shouldn’t be let outside at all, and just kept indoors. I am a trustee of SIRCET and currently cat control 
is very difficult for us as we have to rely on cage traps and these must be checked every day (aside 
from the few auto SMS capable traps we have) I think if domestic cats were kept inside only this would 
make the cat problem far easier to control as any cat caught in the project area would be fair game and 
we could use kill traps instead of cage traps. 
 
It would also be great to have some ES sponsored monitoring of the movements of domestic cats, such 
as GPS collars and Trail cams. The common belief of a domestic cat owner is that their cat doesn’t kill 
birds, so we need compelling locally based evidence to make them realise what is really going on. 

I believe that feral cats are prevalent around Southland and that many people do not think of them as a 
pest and/or are unaware of the number about. We catch and dispose of around 30 cats annually on the 
flats of our farm (250ha) in the Te Anau basin and this number is not declining over the years. 
 
I would like to see landowners taking a more proactive approach to managing all pests. I think at the 
moment there is some control around possums and rabbits/hares but very little for the other pests 
mentioned above. Ideas - could there be discounts given on trap purchases, education, some sort of 
annual weekend competition run (like the hunting competition "the Big Three") but for pests?? 

At the moment it is difficult to control cats (arguably the biggest threats to our native birds, lizards and 
insects) because owned cats can't be distinguished from unowned cats. Microchipping owned cats 
would allow cats to be managed in wildlife areas that are near settlements. Cats could then be trapped 
and microchipped cats returned to their owners. Unchipped cats could then be rehomed or humanely 
euthanized. 

There needs to be real changes in this area. Within the Pest Management Strategy there has to be 
greater control of cats in areas of high sensitive biodiversity. The government really needs to come on 
board and push through legislation to stop this “Protected Predator”. There needs to be greater 
enforcing of the Legislation, bylaws over the whole of the country. The Council must put in clauses to 
prevent dispensation for high cat ownership. No to Cat Sanctuaries NO to Cat Colonies (shut them all 
down) and YES to Bird Sanctuaries. Thank you Southland for showing leadership in this area. 
Microchipping, Neutering, Cats Indoors, Registration and Curfews to stop roaming cats on properties 

I live in Northland but we also have the problem of feral cats in our bush decimating our birdlife. It's 
not fair on the birds, it’s not fair on the hard working conservationists and neither is it fair on the cats 
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half starving. Even within my own large suburban garden, which I consider to be a bird sanctuary, 
neighbours’ cats roam freely (until I shoo them away). I find beheaded birds, cat poo in my vegetable 
patch, my goldfish pond has to have netting over it, I can’t even put the budgie cage on the deck unless 
I am close by and it’s my garden! Cats are a nuisance and the rules that apply to dogs should also apply 
to cats. Any action that you are successful in implementing ‘down there’ will have a knock on effect in 
those of us trying to push for greater control in our corner against the very vocal pro cat brigade. 

Taking a hard stance on feral cats as they are becoming more of a problem than many of the other 
pests.  

In areas where groups are making efforts to nurture our endangered birds, which are legally protected 
from harm, I believe your “good neighbour” rules should be applied to cats. Cats should not impact on 
their neighbours properties.  
 
When considering policies for this it seems reasonable to look at where neighbourhood or stray dogs 
are worrying stock 

 Dogs must be identified as pts by microchip or registration tag 
 Dogs must be controlled or restrained around stock. 
 Dogs worrying stock may be impounded with warnings given to owners or destroyed 

In the case of cats it is reasonable to apply these rules only where they impact on neighbours i.e. within 
roaming distance of an area where trapping is taking place to protect native birds. 

I have recently seen your advertisement in the ODT about pest management in Southland and inviting 
views from the public. I was incensed to see a photo of a domestic cat included and alongside photos 
of possum, ragwort and thistle. I do not think this was necessary? Cats are not included on the list of 
eleven pests that regional councils think should be controlled? 
It can only be of detriment to these companion animals; people are now going to associate domestic 
cats with proven pests. 
 
This is taking a step backwards and not forwards. I find the placement of your photo irresponsible. 
Little thought went into that major advertisement. Many people will have seen it, not all will take the 
time to delve further into the website. Certainly you were sending the wrong message. I do not think 
domestic cats should be classified as a pest. 

ES should actively assist communities to establish wildlife protection zones, and help implement 
controls on feral and domestic cats in these areas. 

I think there should be cat curfews at night for all cats. I am tired of being woken up to cats screeching 
at each other and fighting. I think the onus should go back to the cat owner to control their cats and 
keep them inside their property so that people without cats are not bothered.  
 
People say you can't control a cat but it is only training and dogs are able to be kept in dog runs - why 
not cats! They're kept in high rise buildings and never have to go outside. I do not like the neighboring 
cats pooing in my vegetable garden. It is really unhealthy. Plants are dug out where they scratch and I 
have to remove the poo. This should be the responsibility of the cat owner so the cat should be 
contained.  
 
It has been shown on TV that an electric wire around the fence stops a cat jumping over it quite 
quickly. The trouble is cats are thought to be easy and they look after themselves so if it disappears it is 
easily replaced. If I drive down the road and hit a cat it becomes my problem if it is injured rather than 
the owner ensuring their cat is kept in their section. The rules should be the same for cats as they are 
for dogs. 

The Morgan Foundation would also like to see Environment Southland approach the government to 
develop national legislation to allow cats to be managed like dogs. There is also a case for allowing 
special rules in Wildlife Protection Zones where curfews, grandfathering current cats out and 
compulsory de-sexing could be enforced. 
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I support the foresight ES has and the controls ES has on Bengal cats and chinchillas etc. I would like to 
see ES lead the nation in pioneering cat management due to our proximity to national parks and 
residual bird life that survives in our township despite unfettered cat roaming. 

Ragwort – for years now I have destroyed any ragwort that dares to pop its yellow head up on the 
Mokomoko, Omaui, Whalers Crescent area roads and unused sections. Thus some neighbours have 
taken the hint and are now doing their bit and following suit. I also pull out the weeds along the track 
(ICC) and leave where people can see. This also seems to have worked. 
 
I’d like to comment on the article in the Southland Times, March 30th 2016, page 3 “Omaui Trust 
Targets Feral Cat Colonies”. If John Collins knows the whereabouts of two cat colonies, as he has stated 
exist, it shouldn’t be hard to exterminate them. Many times I have baited a possum cage with meat 
and caught and humanely destroyed problem feral cats.  
 
More education needs to be made public about the plight of dumped cats and kittens. I have seen 
some pitiful sights. Hopefully, if the public saw how mangy, skinny and starved these cats often are, 
they would take more responsibility for them instead of dumping them in the country side, thinking 
they will have a better or ‘good’ life. 
 
Pre-poison of Omaui DOC land, possum trappers I’ve spoken to caught many feral cats. Horrible, I 
admit but helped keep numbers down. 
 
I would like to see a substantial bounty given to hunters for each possum tail presented, thus 
supplementing their fur income and encouraging them to make hunting worthwhile.  
 
Regulating domestic cats in the district would be a complete waste of time and effort. A well cared for 
domestic cat in this area is far more interested in rats, mice and rabbits and helps keep these in check 
around the house and garden areas where one prefers not to use poison 

Curfew rules for domestic cats so they are kept inside at night. Allow Omaui to be a cat-free zone. 

I supported the registration of owners that have more than 2 cats. I support an advertising/information 
campaign that educates all pet owners of their responsibilities. I agree with pet ownership but the right 
of ownership comes with costs and responsibilities. 

A simple affordable idea: All cats should/must wear one of these (http://www.birdsbesafe.com/), 
which shows two things - 1. The cat belongs to someone (not a wild cat) ... 2 - The owners are taking 
some responsibility to protect our native birds. The collar is not expensive (could be funded or assisted 
by Environment Southland), it is not uncomfortable for the cat. It is not a perfect solution, but it might 
help. 

I want SPCA to be prohibited from releasing de-sexed cats that have not been re-homed. Fed up with 
somewhat tame cats turning up 20km past the town boundary.  

Trapping programs should be stepped up for all pests including cats. 

De-sex all cats that are not kept for breeding. All cats to be kept inside at night. All cats to be 
registered. Start euthanisation plan for non-registered cats. Make all landowners responsible for pest 
management on their land. Develop rules and start compliance monitoring. 

Pest management should include feral cats as defined above. Environment Southland should approach 
government to develop local and national regulations or legislation to allow cats to be managed like 
dogs. 

Especially concerning Stewart Island feral cats, these must be euthanased so they don't reduce native 
bird numbers. Last Easter we had 6 cats hanging around the house we rented. This is incongruous with 
all the native birds we enjoy listening to 

We here in Rotorua have a community cat project which is working well. It has the support of 
Department of Conservation, Regional Council, SPCA and a number of other important groups. The 
protocols now in place are working well and is humane which allows the buy in from most of the 
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general population. Our aim is also mandatory de-sexing of cats. We would welcome the opportunity 
to discuss what we are doing here in Rotorua and help where we can. 

Cats - wandering domestic cats are as much of a pest as feral cats. I would like to see domestic cats 
managed in a way similar to domestic dogs with owners having to take full responsibility for the actions 
of their animals. I would like to see all domestic cats neutered, microchipped, wearing an external 
identifier (e.g. collar) and contained within the owner's property, and I would like to see this happen 
throughout NZ - not just in Wildlife Protection Zones in Southland. Controlling domestic cats, not 
banning them, would help protect native wildlife (owners should be held accountable if their cat kills 
protected species just as dog owners are), and eliminate the nuisance of wandering cats (e.g. fighting 
with resident cats, using vegetable gardens as a toilet etc.). 

Any way of preventing neighboring cats from defecating all over our property, and attacking our pets 
would be appreciated. 

I believe that considering the owners of rodents and dogs need to take all practical steps to contain 
their animal to their property the same should be done for cats, either by encouraging cats to live 
indoors or by encouraging property owners to install cat proof fencing, just as many dog owners install 
dog proof fencing. 
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Appendix 9 – Impact assessments of sycamore, rowan, grey willow, silver birch, and 
Russell lupin 

Stage 1: Impacts H,M,L 
Name of pest: Sycamore (Acer 

pseudoplanatus) 
QUESTION 1: SPECIFIC VALUES AT 
THREAT FROM PEST 

  Explanation/Sources 

Economy   

Source: http://www.weedbusters.org.nz/weed-
information/acer-pseudoplatanus/59/. Accessed 

29/06/17  
 

Williams P 2011. Secondary succession through 
non-native dicotyledonous woody plants in NZ. 

NZ Natural Sciences (2011) 36: 73-91 

Dairy None   

Sheep and beef None   

Forestry None   

Horticulture None   

Tourism None   

Infrastructure None   

International trade None   

Other None   

Environment     

Soil resources None   

Water quality None   

Viability of threatened species M 
Can form dense (often pure) stands in disturbed 

habitats and short stature vegetation types. 
Source: Weedbusters 

Survival and distribution of indigenous 
species 

M 

Can form dense (often pure) stands in disturbed 
habitats and short stature vegetation types. 

Source: Weedbusters  
 

Invades regenerating scrub and appears to 
prevent adjacent beech forest from expanding. 

Source: Williams 2011. 

Sustainability of ecosystems, 
ecological processes and biological 
diversity 

M 
Can form dense (often pure) stands in disturbed 

habitats and short stature vegetation types. 
Source: Weedbusters 

Animal welfare None   

Social and Cultural Wellbeing     

Human Health None   

Social and cultural wellbeing None   

Recreational enjoyment of the natural 
environment 

L 
Presence in natural environment could impact 

on enjoyment by some people. Source: 
(Personal opinion) 

Relationship Maori     
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Toanga Species Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 

species 

Cultural Harvest Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 

species 

      

Overall Impact M   

      

QUESTION 2: NEED FOR INCLUSION 
IN A PEST MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMME 

    

Is the pest subject to management 
under any other regulatory regime? 
(Eg. Wild Animal Control Act, 
Resource Management Act) 

No   

Could a rule based approach under 
the Biosecurity Act be reasonably 
used to remove/manage/mitigate the 
impacts of the pest? (For example: 
GNR, imposition of costs on 
exacerbators). If yes go to Q3. 

Yes 
Rule to prevent further spread by sale, 

propagation, distribution could be appropriate. 
Rule to control as a Site-led pest 

What other (non-rule based 
approach) could be used to 
remove/manage/mitigate the impacts 
of the pest? (for example: education, 
facilitating community work). If no 
reasonable application of rules is 
suitable for managing the impacts of 
the pest there is no need to 
undertake the Stage 2 CBA at this 
stage. 

  
Raise awareness about impacts,. Provide advice 
to landowners who want to control sycamore 

      

QUESTION 3: LEVEL OF ANAYSIS 
NEEDED/LEVEL OF ANAYSIS POSSIBLE 
(REFER TO NPD GUIDANCE PAGE 17 
WHEN DOING THIS ASSESSMENT. 
Available: 
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/document-
vault/9911) 

    

Likely significance of the pest or the 
proposed measures 

L   

Likely costs relative to likely benefits L   

Uncertainty of the impacts of the pest 
and effectiveness of measures 

L   

Level and quality of data available H   

Level of analysis required for CBA L   
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Stage 1: Impacts H,M,L 
Name of pest: Rowan               

(Sorbus aucuparia)  

QUESTION 1: SPECIFIC VALUES AT 
THREAT FROM PEST 

  Explanation/Sources * 

Economy     

Dairy None   

Sheep and beef None   

Forestry None   

Horticulture None   

Tourism None   

Infrastructure None   

International trade None   

Other None   

Environment     

Soil resources None   

Water quality None   

Viability of threatened species H 
See below. Has the potential to alter threatened 
habitats such as peat bogs and its constituent 
species. 

Survival and distribution of indigenous 
species 

H See below.  

Sustainability of ecosystems, 
ecological processes and biological 
diversity 

H 

In most situations rowan is benign in relation to 
the environment. however, it can have weedy 
tendencies, and is of concern, in some Southland 
wetlands, more specifically peat bogs (e.g in the 
Hokonui area). Rowan can slowly transform peat 
bogs if given opportunity. It can grow above the 
shrub layer, seed and spread, culminating 
potentially in a stand or forest of rowan trees. 
Rowan is very light demanding so prefers open 
situations. However, the potential is there for 
rowan trees to grow where gaps appear in forest 
(e.g. tree fall) or shrubland when there is 
sufficient light. Rowan seeds can be bird 
dispersed but has a reasonably slow invasion 
rate as it can take several years for profuse 
seeding from the first flowering. Being a woody 
species it could also spread into tussocklands. 
Brian agreed that a rule based approach should 
not be considered as rowan are bought and sold 
as ornamentals and a rule could cause 
controversy  
 
Personal communication- Brian Rance, Technical 
advisor and botanist at DOC, Invercargill. 

Animal welfare None   
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Social and Cultural Wellbeing     

Human Health None   

Social and cultural wellbeing None   

Recreational enjoyment of the natural 
environment 

None   

Relationship Maori     

Toanga Species Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 
species 

Cultural Harvest Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 
species 

      

Overall Impact L   

      

QUESTION 2: NEED FOR INCLUSION 
IN A PEST MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMME 

    

Is the pest subject to management 
under any other regulatory regime? 
(Eg. Wild Animal Control Act, 
Resource Management Act) 

No   

Could a rule based approach under 
the Biosecurity Act be reasonably 
used to remove/manage/mitigate the 
impacts of the pest? (For example: 
GNR, imposition of costs on 
exacerbators). If yes go to Q3. 

No 

On the basis of my communication with Brian 
Rance, I recommend that rowan is included as 
an organism of concern within a non-regulatory 
strategy for Southland. Brian thinks it makes 
sense to inform the public of the possible 
ramifications of rowan in relation to peat bogs 
rather than including it as a pest candidate. 

What other (non-rule based 
approach) could be used to 
remove/manage/mitigate the impacts 
of the pest? (for example: education, 
facilitating community work). If no 
reasonable application of rules is 
suitable for managing the impacts of 
the pest there is no need to 
undertake the Stage 2 CBA at this 
stage. 

  

It is preferred to take an advocacy and 
education approach. Initiate public awareness 
campaigns to ensure the Southland community 
is aware of rowan. Support community 
initiatives to destroy rowan in High Risk Areas in 
Southland. Gather information and keep records 
regarding the distribution, density and 
abundance of rowan. 

      

QUESTION 3: LEVEL OF ANAYSIS 
NEEDED/LEVEL OF ANAYSIS POSSIBLE 
(REFER TO NPD GUIDANCE PAGE 17 
WHEN DOING THIS ASSESSMENT. 
Available: 
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/document-
vault/9911) 

    

Likely significance of the pest or the 
proposed measures 

N/A   

Likely costs relative to likely benefits N/A   

Uncertainty of the impacts of the pest 
and effectiveness of measures 

N/A   
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Level and quality of data available N/A   

Level of analysis required for CBA N/A   

 

* Little information found in printed literature or online about the impacts of rowan. Principal 

source of information was Brian Rance, Technical Advisor and botanist at DOC Invercargill.   

 

Stage 1: Impacts H,M,L 
Name of pest: Grey Willow 

(Salix cinerea) 
QUESTION 1: SPECIFIC VALUES AT THREAT 
FROM PEST 

  Explanation & Sources 

Economy     

Dairy none   

Sheep and beef none   

Forestry none   

Horticulture none   

Tourism none   

Infrastructure L 
 Causes blockages, flooding and 

structural changes to waterways. Weed 
Busters website accessed 20/06/2017 

International trade none   

Other Unknown   

Environment     

Soil resources none   

Water quality L 

Being deciduous leaf-litter may reduce 
oxygen content in rivers and streams. 

Invasive Species Compendium accessed 
20/06/2017 

Viability of threatened species     

Survival and distribution of indigenous 
species 

L 

Replaces native species in wetlands and 
forms vast dense (often pure) stands and 
thickets. Weed Busters website accessed 

20/06/2017 

Sustainability of ecosystems, ecological 
processes and biological diversity 

L 

Introduced ornamental, later used for 
riverbank stabilisation, it became 
invasive to riparian and wetland 

environments throughout New Zealand.  
Often spreads to stream and lake edges, 

river systems, wetlands and alluvial 
plains throughout New Zealand.  The very 

light seeds can travel some distance in 
the wind and it can thus invade forest 

margins where the soil has been 
disturbed. Invasive Species Compendium 

accessed 20/06/2017 

Animal welfare none   

Social and Cultural Wellbeing     

Human Health none   
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Social and cultural wellbeing none   

Recreational enjoyment of the natural 
environment 

L 
Restricted access to waterways means 

loss of recreational enjoyment for 
boating and fishing. 

Relationship Maori     

Toanga Species Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on 

this species 

Cultural Harvest Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on 

this species 

      

Overall Impact L   

      

QUESTION 2: NEED FOR INCLUSION IN A 
PEST MANAGEMENT PROGRAMME 

    

Is the pest subject to management under any 
other regulatory regime? (Eg. Wild Animal 
Control Act, Resource Management Act) 

Yes 

The National Pest Plant Accord prevents 
the sale and distribution of unwanted 

organisms.  It's an offence to knowingly 
propagate, distribute, spread, sell, offer 

for sale or display in a place where 
organisms are offered for sale or 

exhibited.  Refer to Sections 52 & 53 of 
the Biosecurity Act 1993. 

Could a rule based approach under the 
Biosecurity Act be reasonably used to 
remove/manage/mitigate the impacts of the 
pest? (For example: GNR, imposition of costs 
on exacerbators). If yes go to Q3. 

Yes 

Rules associated with the NPPA should 
suffice to manage the human-mediated 
spread of Grey willow in Southland.  It is 
also appropriate to manage Grey willow 

as a Site-led pest where it impacts on the 
values of particular sites.  

What other (non-rule based approach) could 
be used to remove/manage/mitigate the 
impacts of the pest? (for example: education, 
facilitating community work). If no 
reasonable application of rules is suitable 
for managing the impacts of the pest there 
is no need to undertake the Stage 2 CBA at 
this stage. 

  

Advocacy and education.  Initiate public 
awareness campaigns to ensure the 

Southland community is aware of the 
environmental impacts and to report the 

presence of this plant in Southland.  
Support community initiatives to destroy 

this plant in High Value Areas in 
Southland. 

      

QUESTION 3: LEVEL OF ANAYSIS 
NEEDED/LEVEL OF ANAYSIS POSSIBLE 
(REFER TO NPD GUIDANCE PAGE 17 WHEN 
DOING THIS ASSESSMENT. Available: 
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/document-
vault/9911) 

  
Appropriate level of analysis for Site-led 

pests 

Likely significance of the pest or the 
proposed measures 

n/a   

Likely costs relative to likely benefits n/a   

Uncertainty of the impacts of the pest and 
effectiveness of measures 

n/a   

Level and quality of data available n/a   

Level of analysis required for CBA n/a   

 



  

A458323 Staff responses to questions from the Hearing Panel Minute 2 73 

Stage 1: Impacts H,M,L 
Name of pest: Silver birch 

(Betula pendula) 
QUESTION 1: SPECIFIC VALUES AT 
THREAT FROM PEST 

  Explanation/Sources 

Economy     

Dairy None   

Sheep and beef None   

Forestry None   

Horticulture None   

Tourism None   

Infrastructure None   

International trade None   

Other None   

Environment     

Soil resources None   

Water quality None   

Viability of threatened species M 

Forms a dense canopy which can suppress the 
growth of low-growing native plant species. 

Also spreads by suckering in wetlands. Source: 
http://www.terrain.net.nz/friends-of-te-

henui-group/weeds-by-scientific-
names/betula-pendula-silver-birch.html. 

Accessed 27 June 2017 

Survival and distribution of indigenous 
species 

M 

Forms a dense canopy which can suppress the 
growth of low-growing native plant species. 

Also spreads by suckering in wetlands. Source: 
As above 

Sustainability of ecosystems, ecological 
processes and biological diversity 

M 

Forms a dense canopy which can suppress the 
growth of low-growing native plant species. 

Also spreads by suckering in wetlands. Source: 
As above 

Animal welfare None   

Social and Cultural Wellbeing     

Human Health M 

Widely planted tree that produces abundant 
pollen affecting susceptible people. Source: 

http://www.allergyclinic.co.nz/pollen_allergy.aspx. 
Accessed 27 June 2017. 

Social and cultural wellbeing None   

Recreational enjoyment of the natural 
environment 

None   

Relationship Maori     

Toanga Species Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 

species 

Cultural Harvest Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 

species 

      

Overall Impact M   

      

QUESTION 2: NEED FOR INCLUSION IN A 
PEST MANAGEMENT PROGRAMME 
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Is the pest subject to management under 
any other regulatory regime? (Eg. Wild 
Animal Control Act, Resource 
Management Act) 

No   

Could a rule based approach under the 
Biosecurity Act be reasonably used to 
remove/manage/mitigate the impacts of 
the pest? (For example: GNR, imposition 
of costs on exacerbators). If yes go to Q3. 

Site-
based 
rule is a 
possible 
option.  

Silver birch has been widely planted in 
gardens. A site-based rule is regarded as the 

only appropriate regulatory option  

What other (non-rule based approach) 
could be used to 
remove/manage/mitigate the impacts of 
the pest? (for example: education, 
facilitating community work). If no 
reasonable application of rules is suitable 
for managing the impacts of the pest 
there is no need to undertake the Stage 2 
CBA at this stage. 

  
Raise awareness of impacts for allergy 

sufferers. Provide advice and support for 
landowners who want to control Silver birch   

      

QUESTION 3: LEVEL OF ANAYSIS 
NEEDED/LEVEL OF ANAYSIS POSSIBLE 
(REFER TO NPD GUIDANCE PAGE 17 
WHEN DOING THIS ASSESSMENT. 
Available: 
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/document-
vault/9911) 

    

Likely significance of the pest or the 
proposed measures 

H   

Likely costs relative to likely benefits M   

Uncertainty of the impacts of the pest and 
effectiveness of measures 

H   

Level and quality of data available L   

Level of analysis required for CBA M   

 

Stage 1: Impacts H,M,L 
Name of pest: Russell lupin      

(Lupinus polyphyllus) 
QUESTION 1: SPECIFIC VALUES AT 
THREAT FROM PEST 

  Explanation/Sources 

Economy     

Dairy None   

Sheep and beef None   

Forestry None   

Horticulture None   

Tourism None   

Infrastructure None   

International trade None   

Other None   
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Environment M 

Grows and matures quickly, producing lots of 
well dispersed long lived seed and tolerates 
wind, flooding, drought, poor soils and fire (1). 
A terrestrial plant that establishes in waste 
places, streams, riverbeds and disturbed 
montane to subalpine areas (2). (1) 
Weedbusters website: 
http://www.weedbusters.org.nz/weed-
information/lupinus-polyphyllus/59/ (Accessed 
on 26.06.2017). (2) NZPCN website: 
http://www.nzpcn.org.nz/flora_details.aspx?ID
=3144                                                             
(Accessed on 26.06.2017) 

Soil resources M 

Can lead to the build up of sand and gravel, 
altering the shape of rivers and causes flooding 
and erosion (1). (1) Weedbusters website: 
http://www.weedbusters.org.nz/weed-
information/lupinus-polyphyllus/59/ (Accessed 
on 26.06.2017). 

Water quality L 
The flooding and erosion mentioned above can 
lead to increased sediment loads thus impacting 
upon water quality. 

Viability of threatened species L 

It invades braided river systems, providing 
hiding places for predators (Cats, mustelids etc.) 
of nesting birds (often threatened) on these 
bare islands (1). (1) Weedbusters website: 
http://www.weedbusters.org.nz/weed-
information/lupinus-polyphyllus/59/ (Accessed 
on 26.06.2017). 
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Survival and distribution of indigenous 
species 

M 

Forms dense stands that prevents native plants 
from establishing (1). Outcompetes local 
vascular plant species where it's been 
introduced (2). It may dominate pioneer 
vegetation of disturbed areas and rocky river 
terraces in NZ (3). Research found a decline in 
indigenous plant species richness in habitats, 
from roadside to forests,  where Russell lupin 
had invaded (4). (1) Weedbusters website: 
http://www.weedbusters.org.nz/weed-
information/lupinus-polyphyllus/59/ (Accessed 
on 26.06.2017). (2) CABI website: 
http://www.cabi.org/isc/datasheet/31710 
(Accessed on 26.06.2017). (3) Holdaway RJ, 
Sparrow AD, 2006. Assembly rules operating 
along a primary riverbed-grassland successional 
sequence. Journal of Ecology (Oxford), 
94(6):1092-1102. http://www.blackwell-
synergy.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1365-
2745.2006.01170.x (4) Ramula, S. & Pihlaja, K. 
(2012) Plant Communities and the Reproductive 
Success of Native Plants after the Invasion of an 
Ornamental Herb. Biol Invasions (2012) 
14:2079-2090. 

Sustainability of ecosystems, 
ecological processes and biological 
diversity 

M 

Russell lupin is a nitrogen fixer and the 
increased nitrogen may induce change in 
species composition in plant communities from 
low fertility species to weeds (1). Dense 
infestations change waterflow in rivers which 
can alter ecosystems of birds living there, 
preventing some from nesting (e.g. dotterels, 
wrybills)(1). (1) Weedbusters website: 
http://www.weedbusters.org.nz/weed-
information/lupinus-polyphyllus/59/ (Accessed 
on 26.06.2017). 

Animal welfare L 

Seeds are poisonous if chewed or crushed prior 
to eating (1) (1) NZPCN website: 
http://www.nzpcn.org.nz/flora_details.aspx?ID
=3144                                                       (Accessed 
on 26.06.2017) 

Social and Cultural Wellbeing     

Human Health None   

Social and cultural wellbeing None   
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Recreational enjoyment of the natural 
environment 

L 

Some tourists consider Russell lupin as beautiful 
and the plant is commonly included in iconic NZ 
scenes depicted on postcards and canendars. 
There have been deliberate 'beautification' 
plantings of Russell lupin in several NZ regions 
(1). (1) Popay, I., Champion, P., & James, T. 
(2010) An Illustrated Guide to Common Weeds 
of New Zealand. Third Edition. NZ Plant 
Protection Society. 

Relationship Maori     

Toanga Species Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 

species 

Cultural Harvest Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 

species 

      

Overall Impact M   

      

QUESTION 2: NEED FOR INCLUSION 
IN A PEST MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMME 

    

Is the pest subject to management 
under any other regulatory regime? 
(Eg. Wild Animal Control Act, 
Resource Management Act) 

No   

Could a rule based approach under 
the Biosecurity Act be reasonably 
used to remove/manage/mitigate the 
impacts of the pest? (For example: 
GNR, imposition of costs on 
exacerbators). If yes go to Q3. 

No 

Russell lupin is chiefly an environmental weed 
with limited distribution currently in Southland. 
A rule based approach is not required in the 
region. I recommend it as an organism of 
concern within a non-regulatory strategy. 

What other (non-rule based 
approach) could be used to 
remove/manage/mitigate the impacts 
of the pest? (for example: education, 
facilitating community work). If no 
reasonable application of rules is 
suitable for managing the impacts of 
the pest there is no need to 
undertake the Stage 2 CBA at this 
stage. 

  

It is preferred to take an advocacy and 
education approach. Initiate public awareness 
campaigns to ensure the Southland community 
is aware of Russell lupin. Support community 
initiatives to destroy Russell lupin in High Risk 
Areas in Southland. Gather information and 
keep records regarding the distribution, density 
and abundance of Russell lupin. 

      

QUESTION 3: LEVEL OF ANAYSIS 
NEEDED/LEVEL OF ANAYSIS POSSIBLE 
(REFER TO NPD GUIDANCE PAGE 17 
WHEN DOING THIS ASSESSMENT. 
Available: 
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/document-
vault/9911) 

    

Likely significance of the pest or the 
proposed measures 

N/A   



  

A458323 Staff responses to questions from the Hearing Panel Minute 2 78 

Likely costs relative to likely benefits N/A   

Uncertainty of the impacts of the pest 
and effectiveness of measures 

N/A   

Level and quality of data available N/A   

Level of analysis required for CBA N/A   
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Appendix 10 – Impact assessment of scentless chamomile (scentless mayweed) 

Stage 1: Impacts H,M,L 

Name of pest: Scentless 
chamomile (Matricaria 

perforata). Preferred name is 
Scentless mayweed 

(Tripleurospermum inodorum)  
QUESTION 1: SPECIFIC VALUES AT 
THREAT FROM PEST 

  Explanation/Sources 

Economy     

Dairy L 
Not eaten by animals in pasture. PGG Pasture 
Weed Watch_Scentless Chamomile. Accessed 
from www.nzlifestyleblock.co.nz 26/02/2019 

Sheep and beef L 
Not eaten by animals in pasture. PGG Pasture 
Weed Watch_Scentless Chamomile. Accessed 
from www.nzlifestyleblock.co.nz 26/02/2019 

Forestry None   

Horticulture L 

Weed of cereal crops Bourdot, Hurrell & Saville 
(1998) Weed flora of cereal crops in Canterbury, 
New Zealand. NZ J of Crop and Horticultural 
Sciences, 26:3, 233-247. Accessed 26/02/2019 

Tourism None   

Infrastructure None   

International trade None   

Other L 

Can be a nuisance weed in home gardens PGG 
Pasture Weed Watch_Scentless Chamomile. 
Accessed from www.nzlifestyleblock.co.nz 

26/02/2019 

Environment     

Soil resources None   
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Water quality None   

Viability of threatened species None   

Survival and distribution of indigenous 
species 

None   

Sustainability of ecosystems, 
ecological processes and biological 
diversity 

None   

Animal welfare None   

Social and Cultural Wellbeing     

Human Health None   

Social and cultural wellbeing None   

Recreational enjoyment of the natural 
environment 

None   

Relationship Maori     

Toanga Species Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 
species 

Cultural Harvest Unknown 
Iwi did not provide specific comment on this 
species 

      

Overall Impact L   

      

QUESTION 2: NEED FOR INCLUSION 
IN A PEST MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAMME 

    

Is the pest subject to management 
under any other regulatory regime? 
(Eg. Wild Animal Control Act, 
Resource Management Act) 

No   

Could a rule based approach under 
the Biosecurity Act be reasonably 
used to remove/manage/mitigate the 
impacts of the pest? (For example: 
GNR, imposition of costs on 
exacerbators). If yes go to Q3. 

No 

The distribution of scentless chamomile in 
Southland is not known. A rules based approach 
could not reasonably be used to remove, manage 
or mitigate it based on this lack of knowledge. I 
recommend that it is included as an organism of 
concern in a non-regulatory strategy. 

What other (non-rule based 
approach) could be used to 
remove/manage/mitigate the impacts 
of the pest? (for example: education, 
facilitating community work). If no 
reasonable application of rules is 
suitable for managing the impacts of 
the pest there is no need to 
undertake the Stage 2 CBA at this 
stage. 

  

It is preferred to take an advocacy and education 
approach. Initiate public awareness campaigns to 
ensure the Southland community is aware of 
scentless chamomile and ways to prevent further 
spread.  
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QUESTION 3: LEVEL OF ANAYSIS 
NEEDED/LEVEL OF ANAYSIS POSSIBLE 
(REFER TO NPD GUIDANCE PAGE 17 
WHEN DOING THIS ASSESSMENT. 
Available: 
https://www.mpi.govt.nz/document-
vault/9911) 

    

Likely significance of the pest or the 
proposed measures 

N/A   

Likely costs relative to likely benefits N/A   

Uncertainty of the impacts of the pest 
and effectiveness of measures 

N/A   

Level and quality of data available N/A   

Level of analysis required for CBA N/A   

 


