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possums over an area as large as this operation 
(~326,022ha) on the mainland. This method has 
proven to be effective in previous operations in 
this area, as assessed through landscape-scale DOC 
monitoring of rodents and mustelids. 
 
Alternative control options for rats are not logistically 
feasible at this scale. They would cost more and be less 
effective. The logistics of servicing bait stations or traps 
for rat control becomes increasingly complex in areas 
>1500 ha and at higher rat densities when home ranges 
reduce in size. For traps, daily checking is required to 
obtain a rapid reduction in rat numbers. 

 
Alternative control options for possums such as 
shooting or trapping are labour-intensive and will not 
control rats and stoats. High rat numbers negatively 
affect the success of using alternative toxins for 
possums. 

 
The planned control operation follows DOC current 
agreed best practice for the combined target species in 
terms of prefeed and toxic bait size, sowing rates, time 
between prefeed and toxic and intended timing of 
operation  
 
Ground-based control methods will be used to control 
the target species in areas where aerial 1080 will not be 
applied (takahe exclusion area and Heaphy exclusion 
area). In these small areas ground-based control is 
logistically feasible and will reduce reinvasion from the 
untreated area as well as provide more protection to 
native species in those areas. 
 
Deer repellent has been used in previous operations as 
a means of reducing the risk to specific highly-valued 
deer herds in identified areas while still allowing for 
control of target species. 

  
Label directions  The proposed control method generally complies with 

applicable directions for use and other content on the 
product label.  
 
In two places where the proposed method differs from 
the label (the label recommends min. 2 weeks between 
prefeed and toxic instead of the proposed 7-10 days, 
and a sowing rate of 3-5kg/ha instead of the proposed 
1.5kg/ha), it instead matches DOC current agreed best 
practice which is based on accumulated experience 
from decades of applying this method for conservation 
purposes.  
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monitoring of short tailed bats and native frogs has 

not indicated detectable mortality due to aerial 

1080 poisoning. Invertebrate populations have 

been monitored in nine aerial poisoning operations 

and none have shown significant population effects 

on any species studied, nor is there evidence to 

suggest poisoned invertebrates are a significant 

factor in secondary poisoning of other animals. 

Dogs are especially vulnerable and highly likely to 

die if they eat 1080 baits or scavenge animals killed 

by 1080. Although 1080 is toxic to honeybees, baits 

used in pest control are generally not attractive to 

honeybees. However, this may not always be the 

case if honeybees are particularly hungry, so 

beekeepers should always be notified of 

operations. 

The majority of pest control operations using 1080 

have target pest kills of greater than 80%. 

 
Summary of any technical or 
community relations advice received 

See technical advice sought on risk to native fauna 
in Step 5 below. 

Other resources consulted (specify) • DOC Best practice for BFOB aerial 1080 
operations 

• Email trail of takahe exclusion discussion 
between , , 

 and the Takahe Recovery 
Team 

• Code of Practice for Aerial 1080 in Kea 
Habitat (DOC-2612859) 
  

Your assessment of technical risks and 
adverse effects 
(e.g. the pesticide use, use pattern, site 
factor ) 

My assessment is that the applicant has done a 
thorough job of identifying technical risks and 
means of eliminating/mitigating them.  
 
A TAG was created specifically to discuss and 
manage technical risks for the Kahurangi BFOB 
operations in 2019.  
 
The sites have been treated with aerial 1080 
previously, with lessons learnt applied to this 
operation. The prioritisation of blocks within the 
operation has been discussed thoroughly with the 
TAG. 
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Consultation has identified dogs and stock that 
could be at risk and recorded where it is necessary 
to erect warning signs, provide emetics, check 
fencing or notify stock owners in time for stock to 
be shifted. 
 
Water supplies have been identified and mapped, 
with appropriate mitigation measures recorded in 
consultation records. 
 
The risks to native fauna are discussed in Step 5 
below. 
  

Your assessment of non-technical risks 
(e.g. high public use, consultation 
outcomes) 

Public use 
The Kahurangi area receives signif cant and diverse 
recreational use. The operations are intended to be 
carried out during winter/spring at which time 
recreational use will be low to moderate compared 
with summer, however delays could lead to 
operations taking place during times of year when 
public use is high  
Consultation has taken place with groups such as 

 and the  Other recreational 
clubs and tourism operators known to operate in 
the area, as well as visitor centres, have been 
identified for notification about the operation. 
The Public Health Permission will contain 
conditions that must be met in order to minimise 
risk to public health. 
 
Consultation outcomes 
Some adjacent landowners expressed concerns, all 
but one of these were already known to have 
views in opposition from consultation for previous 
operations. Where necessary, mitigation measures 
such as provision of water have been arranged. 
Concerns were raised by  and by the 

 which are generally being addressed at a 
national level. 
The decision on the use of deer repellent will be 
made by Mike Slater, Deputy Director-General, 
Operations. 
One enquiry was made by a WARO operator, with 
a response given by , BFOB 
programme lead, on 19 March 2019. 
 
Security risks 
Organised protest action, sabotage and obstruction 
have been highlighted as a significant potential risk 
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encompassing the exclusion area. Post-operation 
monitoring of takahe survival will inform future 
predator control in the area. 
 
Whether the alpine tops are excluded as a 
precautionary approach to protect rock wren is still 
under discussion by the TAG. Either way, intensive 
rock wren monitoring will continue which will 
inform future predator control in the area. 
 
This operation covers kea habitat, so the Code of 
Practice for Aerial 1080 in Kea Habitat applies  The 
proposed operation does not meet standards 1 and 
3 in this code of practice. I consulted with  

 Science Advisor Threats who specialises in 
kea, about this. He informed me that this code of 
practice is currently under revision, with the draft 
revised code less restrictive than the current code.  
 
Details of how this operation does not meet 
standards 1 and 3 in the current code: 

• The code says that single cinnamon prefeed 
is compulsory, but the applicant has applied 
to use double lured prefeed.  considers 
that this would not increase risk to kea. 

• The code requires a maximum toxic sowing 
rate of 2kg/ha but the applicant has applied 
for a maximum of 3kg/ha to account for 
double-treated areas where block 
boundaries meet.  considers the 
additional risk from this to kea to be 
minimal, with benefits from minimising 
predator reinvasion outweighing the costs. 
 

 considers that the greatest risk to kea applies 
where there are “scrounging sites” and notes that 
there are currently none in Kahurangi but that with 
increasing tourism in the area new ones could be 
create e.g. along the Heaphy. He would like to see 
a national strategic campaign to prevent new 
scrounging sites from being created. 
 
An exemption from these standards for this 
operation is recommended based on this specialist 
advice. 
  

How well are other potential risks 
managed?  

Other potential risks are well-managed, specific 
instances as detailed above in Step 4.  
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