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Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1. Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257
In part. There does not seem to be much new here, which strikes me as an opportunity
missed. The most important aspect is the expansion of the number of species DoC is
planning to actively manage in the next 8 years. Where will the resources for this
expansion come from? This question must be answered, or else this document is simply
an empty promise.

2. Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?
The Vision seems rather limited, focussed on the terrestrial, and within that on forests.
There is nothing in the second paragraph of the page 4 Vision about any marine or
freshwater initiatives. Indeed, the whole document is rather light on the marine; wetlands
(swamps, etc.) and lakes seem to have been almost totally ignored. In general, | think
there needs to be more emphasis on and acknowledgement of the importance of habitat
conservation, even though | understand the focus of this document is species
conservation. As is mentioned in the document, habitat conservation can conserve
many, many species. After all, getting rid of predators is in many cases habitat
conservation that benefits species.

3. Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our
native species?
The document rather glosses over whether or not current efforts are sufficient for
recovery (e.g., Maui’'s Dolphin, where there is no evidence of a recovery so far), not to
mention cases where our current efforts to mitigate pests and pollution are clearly
insufficient (e.g., in controlling wilding pines and improving the quality of freshwater). Is
there evidence that the sea-lion exclusion devices (page 38) work well? Perhaps most
worryingly, there is no mention of threats to our invertebrate fauna like invasive ants.
Ants are a very difficult threat to control, but we know scarily little about their effects of
our native fauna (even though overseas studies suggest they can be calamitous). In
summary, | think the characterisation gives a more optimistic view than is warranted,
and there is insufficient acknowledgement of major gaps in our knowledge (we are not
just ignorant about data-deficient species) and how these gaps may involve some
significant threats to our fauna and flora.

4. Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?
No. There is (almost) nothing here about two essential tools. The first missing tool is the
management of the genetics of threatened species. For example, the use of genetic
techniques is critical to the long-term survival of these species that the worst effect of
inbreeding are avoided. Ironically, the importance of genetic tools is acknowledged on
page 34 in the context of kakapo, but somehow this recognition has not made it to the
section on tools. How can this tool be ignored some ten years after lan Jamieson
pointed this issue out and then spent the rest of his life working with DoC to incorporate
such tools into species recovery plans, etc.?! This omission is, to be frank,
embarrassing.
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The second missing tool is a possibility for the future: genetic techniques (such as the
well-publicized gene drive) that might be used in eliminating predators (not just
mammals, but invasive insects like wasps). Once again, it suggests to me that there is
insufficient wider thinking going into the planning process here. Instead there is a
tendency to talk only about business as usual.

5. Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?
Yes, see my response to Q4.

6. Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?
Yes, but | think they do not go far enough. For example, it is a worthy goal to increase
the number of species managed for protection and to enhance the populations of some
threatened and at-risk species. But, really, we should be aiming for a reduction in the
number of threatened and at-risk species because we have instigated programmes that
mean they can thrive without further intervention. We should be aiming for the long-term
sustainability of our currently threatened species.
| am also puzzled that research of the National Science Challenges should be singled
out for particular support. Why? Surely the research that best answers the questions
should be prioritized; | am puzzled that one possible agency should be favoured.

And while | agree that understanding data-deficient species is something science can
and should help with (and is a very worthy goal), why is that the only time science
makes it into the four goals? Surely science can help with all of them. For example,
Goal 2 could read, “By leveraging scientific evidence, enhance the populations of 150
prioritised threatened and at risk species by 2025.”

7. Are there alternative goals that you think will better achieve the vision and
assess our progress?
See answer to Q6.

8. Have we identified the right strategic themes?
| think the “Uniting against invaders ..” is a good theme, but it needs to acknowledge
more clearly, that these invaders are not just small mammals. This issue comes up only
in the very last sentence, where browsers, weeds, invertebrates and pathogens are
mentioned. | think this broader view should be more up front, with the subsequent focus
on small mammals being an example and making it clear that getting rid of small
mammals is just the first step on the way.
“‘Management at scale ...” is also a useful theme. It would be better, though, to see that
this scale might include a variety of habitats, even to the extent of going all the way from
mountains to the sea. | note again the emphasis on the terrestrial.
“Building our science and knowledge base” looks great. | am pleased to see that this
base will be used to provide advice and that it will be open.
| think the wording of the “Focusing beyond public ...” theme is wrong. DoC seems to
have rather limited resources already; how can they then focus beyond the DoC estate?
| agree that private and Maori landowners have an important role to play, but it should
not be the focus of DoC'’s efforts. Maybe something like “Acknowledging the importance
of conservation outside the DoC estate” would be better.
Alternatively, | would prefer that the last two themes, this one and “Working together ...,”
were combined, as they are really about the same issue, namely, that this is not just
about DoC resources being expended on the DoC estate.
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9. Do you agree with our top 10 actions?
Well, with some, yes; with some, no. Action 2 need not focus the science through the
Biological Heritage Challenge. | do not see why DoC should be favouring one provider
of research over another. It should be the science that matters, not the provider. But the
focus on the Conservation and Environment Science Roadmap is good. | strongly
support the continued efficient use of 1080.
But Action 2 should also include something explicit about moving beyond mammalian
predators, dealing with invasive insects, plants, pathogens, etc.
Action 3 is urgent (and a little late, apparently, given the recent arrival of myrtle rust).
Action 4, too, is urgent, but how will DoC strengthen NZ’s biosecurity system? What
influence does it have over another ministry, especially one with a rather different focus
(namely primary industries)? How will success in this action be ensured? The response
to myrtle rust doesn’t suggest that DoC will be all that influential here.
| think Action 5 will be seen as a Trojan horse for weakening conservation outcomes.
The first part, about protecting marine ecosystems, is interesting given the relative
paucity of discussion of marine protection in other parts of the document. Indeed, there
is no discussion of this or related issues before this point in the document. In fact, |
would ask why one of the bullet points is not something about ensuring a balanced
representation of protected marine ecosystems? There is no marine reserve in the
whole of Otago (or neighbouring areas), for example; why not, given there are a number
of endemic marine taxa limited to Otago? This bullet point reads as if DoC is giving up
on marine reserves, even though they have been wildly successful, and instead is
retreating to a “more flexible” (= weaker) system of protection.
The second bullet point here (about the National Policy Statement for Indigenous
Biodiversity) is fine, but | do worry about how the stakeholders in the Biodiversity
Collaborative Group were selected. | know nothing about this and, as a practising
scientists working on our biodiversity, | should. Again, will this work end up weakening
conservation goals?
And why is there no mention of regulatory reform to protect biodiversity on private land,
when this is foreshadowed on page 25?7 Such regulatory strengthening should be a
bullet point.
Action 8 is a little problematic. How will the 500 be selected when for the most data-
deficient groups, we don’t even know how many species we have? | suggest that it
would be better to focus on certain groups of poorly understood organisms, rather than
the 500 species.

10. Are there any other actions that should be included, and any actions that should
be removed?
In the Action about regulatory reform, there should be something about strengthening
protection of biodiversity on private land. This is an acknowledged problem (page 25).
I would like to see some action about exploring the expansion of the number and size of
marine reserves to better protect marine species hotspots. Maybe this could go under
Action 7.
See also my answer to Q9.

11.Have we identified the right number of priority species? (This question could

have a series of boxes for “too many”, “about right”, “too few” then a comments
box underneath.)
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Given the way in which protecting one species often results in the protection of others,
because it is habitat that is usually conserved, | am fairly relaxed about this number. The
expansion is good, but it is all a pipe dream without proper funding.

12.Have we identified the right priority species?
The list is very biased towards the charismatic vertebrates! | think that more balancing
towards plants and invertebrates would be good, but given that many lower priority
species benefit from protection of higher priority ones, | suspect it does not matter
greatly.

13.Do you think other species should be prioritised ahead of the ones listed? And
why?
Well, | would include more invertebrates.

14.Taken together, do you think the proposed vision, focus themes, goals and
actions on the identified species will set the framework for safeguarding our
vulnerable threatened species?
I hope not! | don’t mean to be rude, but | think this document does not look forward
enough. It is somehow not part of the vision that some species should have recovered
and not need further protection. Just calling something a “Species Recovery Plan” does
not do that; it should be explicitly articulated that the ultimate goal is that our flora and
fauna will largely not need our active intervention any more. Moreover, as | argue in
many places above, the document is missing vital elements, such as the use of genetic
tools and knowledge, and misguided in emphasizing research providers over research
impact and excellence. | think too that the plan is overly optimistic about the current
state of affairs and it has undue emphasis on forests and forest species, neglecting
wetland and marine species. And, finally, without increased resources for DoC (not just
more sponsorship!), | think the framework is a rather empty exercise.



New Zealand’s Threatened Species Strategy: submissions for consultation

Once you have completed this form

Send by post to: Threatened Species Strategy, Department of Conservation, PO Box
10420
Wellington 6143 or email to: threatenedspeciesstrategy@doc.govt.nz

Submissions must be received no later than 5pm Monday 31 July 2017

Anyone may make a submission, either as an individual or on behalf of an organisation.

Submitter details:

Name of submitter
or contact person:

Organisation name:
(if on behalf of an
organisation)

Email:

Signature:

(we accept a typed signature if
no electronic signature)

#2


../../../ygan/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/ygan/Downloads/threatenedspeciesstrategy@doc.govt.nz

Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1. Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 2025

Although | support the preservation of endangered birds and mammals, | worry that
yet again the “fluffy & cute” species are getting the benefit of a strategy that is biased
in their favour. | note for example that although the strategy discusses fungi, this life
form doesn’t even make it onto the graph in the draft strategy, nor could | find any
fungi in the 150 priority “species”.

2. Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?

Although volunteers and volunteer groups are mentioned on numerous occasions
there doesn’t appear to be any mention of citizen scientists. Even in its most basic
form (such as logging images into iNaturalist or Naturewatch NZ) | believe citizen
scientists can play a significant role in reducing the “data deficient” knowledge gap. It
seems self-evident that the data deficient knowledge gap is not going to be
addressed by the very few professionals we have in New Zealand. If trained and
assisted properly citizen scientists can play a vital role in obtaining the necessary
data. See for example the marvellous work being done by the Ahi Pepe | MothNet
project. See also this link giving some academic writing on the subject of Citizen
science and conservation.
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320716305730

3. Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our
native species?

If anything, | believe the strategy underplays the dire situation our endemic wildlife is
in. The fact that such a large proportion of our endemic species are listed as “data
deficient” is very worrying. Without data, we have no way of knowing how threatened
they are. | worry most about those unnamed species which, without a description,
are unable to garner the attention necessary for their survival. Taxonomy is a
necessary first step in gathering the data needed to ensure all species are given the
protection they need. Yet as emphasised by the Royal Society of New Zealand, New
Zealand has too few taxonomists. DOC needed to work in partnership with other
organisations to help resolve this issue.

4. Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

| generally agree with this section. | would like to state for the record | am a firm
believer that 1080 should be applied over all public land managed by the Department
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of Conservation. Given the scientific evidence of its effectiveness in pest control and
the immediate benefits to biodiversity | support DOC in its use of 1080 and also any
increase of the same. Control of possums, rats and stoats must be a priority, but
hedgehogs, mice and wasps should also be controlled and where possible
eradicated.

Ground work should also be laid for the education of the public when it comes to
gene editing and CRISPA. Although this solution may be a long way off, without an
educated public it is possible that this revolutionary technique may not come to
fruition.

5. Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?

Backyard trapping groups appear to be springing up in every location. Urban areas
can play a vital role in helping to preserve threatened species. The Threatened
Species Strategy should encourage and support groups such as these. DOC should
also be working in conjunction with City and Regional Councils to coordinate pest
control as well as assisting with the provision and planting of species of plants that
are under threat. Locally threatened species can be assisted by being planted out by
conservation groups and encouraged in local gardens.

DOC should also be encouraging groups and individuals to undertake citizen science
observation work, helping publicise the same. | believe outreach and encouragement
of volunteers is a vital element of any Threatened Species Strategy as given its
current funding DOC will be unable to do all the necessary work on its own.

| also believe there needs to be more emphasis on obtaining data. Without knowing
what species are where, describing the same and the biodiversity they rely on we
are attempting to save species with one hand tied behind our back. To help with this
DOC should work with other institutions to obtain access to our biodiversity heritage.
For example, Auckland Museum has digitised its natural history collections and has
shared its data with GBIF (the Global Biodiversity Information Facility). This in turn
informs scientists in their research and assists citizen science. In order to get the
data it needs DOC should encourage other institutions such as Te Papa and regional
museums such as Otago and Christchurch to share their natural history collection
data.

As mentioned | also believe citizen science can play a vital role in helping DOC solve
the “data deficient” issue with many of our endemic species.
6. Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?

I’'m of the belief that The Threat Classification System is the best way to measure
progress. | believe the moving of endangered species up towards the “not



threatened” classification is the best measure of whether a threatened species
strategy is achieving its goals.

7. Are there alternative goals that you think will better achieve the vision and
assess our progress?

8. Have we identified the right strategic themes?

9. Do you agree with our top 10 actions?

Yes. | like how specific they are. It makes working out whether they’ve been
achieved or whether progress has been made easy. | particularly approve of DOC
prioritising obtaining more data on 500 data deficient species. | believe DOC should
work with the public via groups such as NatureWatchNZ as well as other citizen
science initiatives to help assist with this.

10. Are there any other actions that should be included, and any actions that should
be removed?

11.Have we identified the right number of priority species?
(Circle or highlight one) * Too many * About right * Too few

Comments:

150 is a lovely number that makes for good publicity but the word “species” should
be used correctly. This strategy identifies 150 species and subspecies for priority
protection. | believe that to call it “150 species” is misleading and could lead to a
publicity backfire as the word “species” isn’'t used correctly in the document. | realise
this sounds pedantic but words do matter. It could be regarded as “cheating” if DOC
is seen as saying they are protecting 150 species when in reality they are protecting
145. | recognise this is more of an optics issue, but | don’t want DOC to have
negative publicity where this is easily avoided.

12.Have we identified the right priority species?

| worry that there doesn’t appear to be any fungi in the list. Surely this can’t be
correct. But not to have fungi represented in the “Number of Threatened Species By
Broad Taxonomic Group” graph, let alone the priority list just doesn’t seem right.
Also, given the number of endemic snails and insects by proportion these life forms
seem to be underrepresented. | recognise DOC has a fine line to walk. Getting the
general public behind conservation of the Kaka or Takahe is easier than for a beetle
or fungus.



13.Do you think other species should be prioritised ahead of the ones listed? And
why?

We have so many endangered species in New Zealand. | think they should all be

saved. If you have to prioritise aesthetically beautiful birds and dolphins in order to
“sneak in” insects and fungi so be it. Save the ecosystem along with the glamorous
species and hopefully those less attractive endangered species will survive as well.

14.Taken together, do you think the proposed vision, focus themes, goals and
actions on the identified species will set the framework for safeguarding our
vulnerable threatened species?

Taken together, | believe the framework will help DOC concentrate its limited
resources in the areas it can have the most effect.

Other comments:

| am concerned about the misleading “Number of Threatened Species By Broad
Taxonomic Group” graph in the strategy report. For example there are 1601 species
of endangered or data deficient terrestrial invertebrates. However this column
appears overshadowed by the bat column which deals with 4 species . As mentioned
previously a whole kingdom of life, Fungi, doesn’t appear to rate even a mention. |
believe the data in this graph needs to be presented in a more scientifically accurate
and less biased manner.
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From:

Sent: Thursday, 15 June 2017 4:43 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:
Email

gl: Yes, definitely. A huge leap forward in terms of thinking, planning and action

g2: | think strategy is thorough in its coverage and realistic in its goals. A solid start

g3: Yes, pretty insightful for species | am familiar with

g4: Yes i think so

g5: Can't think of any but technological advances will answer this over your time-frame

g6: Yes definitely

q7: No

g8: Yes, very thorough

q9: Yes, absolutely

ql0:

gl1l: aboutright

gllcomments:

g12: On the whole yes - good mix ecologically, nationally and threat-wise

g13: The list of 150 is a fine start, and reelvant in the groups i am most familiar with. It is always arguable what to
include but what you have done is a solid start

gl4: Yes, it is a brilliant start which together must build on, maintain and monitor
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 17 June 2017 1:29 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

verme: I

Organisation:

g4: Yes

g5: Environmental groups such as Forest and Bird that have been working for many years to protect the
environment and native species should be used as manpower.

g6: Yes

g7: Educate the community-in particular home owners about the biosecurity values in their communities.

g8: Yes

q9: Yes

g10: The war on weeds is very important.Communities need to be actively involved in recognizing and removing
weeds that are a threat to native plant species which are a habitat for our threatened species.

gl1l: aboutright

gllcomments:

ql2: Yes

g13: No

gl4: Yes as long as the population of New Zealand are aware of them and local councils implement them.Not just
another report to be filed away.
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20 June 2017 By email

Department of Conservation
PO Box 10 420
Wellington 6143

Re: draft New Zealand’s Threatened Species Strategy
Dear Sir, Madam,

Tourism Industry Aotearoa (TIA) is the peak industry body representing the
tourism industry. We welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft
Threatened Species Strategy.

Tourism 2025 (www.tourism2025.0rg.nz), an industry-led, government
supported growth framework was launched in New Zealand in 2014 and has set
an aspirational goal of reaching $41 billion in annual tourism revenue by 2025.
The industry’s focus is on growing value faster than volume. The Tourism 2025
Growth Framework is based around five key themes: Insight, Connectivity,
Productivity, Visitor Experience and Target for Value. This framework was
refreshed in 2016, refer (Tourism 2025 - two years on).

While the five themes of the framework remain unchanged, the emphasis in
some focus areas has shifted. Sustainability is one of the themes now being
given greater emphasis. There is a desire and expectation that long term
economic, environmental, cultural, and social sustainability becomes a core value
against which all decisions are being tested.

Tourism recognises the need for a Threatened Species Strategy.

To ensure a sustainable future, the New Zealand tourism industry must ensure it
is demonstrably committed to looking after all the resources it uses to operate.
Sustainability must become a genuine ethical underpinning of the industry.

The New Zealand tourism industry is highly reliant on the environment in which
visitors immerse themselves, whether this is air and water quality, forests,
wildlife, or urban environments. The quality of how we manage our environment
is inherently tied to the performance of the tourism industry in the minds of our
visitors. As such, tourism must champion the interests of our environment
through its own conduct and by being a powerful voice in New Zealand’s overall
management of its environmental assets. For example, there are genuine gains
for tourism if we are looking after our endangered species and managing native
landscapes e.g. through weed control, pest control, advocating for sustainable
use, etc.

TOURISM INDUSTRY AOTEAROA
Level 4, 79 Boulcott Street, PO Box 1697
Wellington 6140, New Zealand

P +64 4 499 0104 E info@tia.org.nz

Strategic Partners !
supporting TIA and the [T T

tourism industry
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We are pleased to see that there is a strong linkage of this strategy with other
key initiates such as Predator Free 2050 and Battle for the Birds. The approach
feels coherent and mutually supporting. However, TIA is questioning though
whether the recommendations from the Parliamentary Commissioner for the
Environment’s report ‘Taonga of an Island Nation: Saving New Zealand's Birds'
have been taking on board, particularly the recommendations around feral cats
and around having a Plan of Action.

Conservation partners

Although we understand that the draft Threatened Species Strategy is a
Government — DOC document, we are of the opinion that this strategy is
unnecessarily confined to DOC. There should be greater emphasis on how non-
government partners, such as councils, land owners, NGOs, community groups,
businesses, the New Zealand public and other partners that have an interest in
working for conservation, can be part of the solution. What action could these
partners undertake to support this initiative? It is unclear to us how this strategy
will lead to a concerted push to ignite a groundswell of action and long term
behaviour change within New Zealand.

It is disappointing that the draft strategy does not refer to the very positive
contribution of tourism as a conservation partner. Neither does it mention the
great potential to harness industries such as tourism to drive the strategy and to
play important roles in the strategy’s implementation. Examples of what this
could look like for the tourism industry include: support of DOC programmes;
adopting local or regional restoration projects; articulating the value of nature as
a resource to be protected; and by playing a vital role in educating New
Zealanders and people from around the world about the special nature we are
restoring.

DOC’s Commercial Partnerships Group

TIA was surprised to see that the draft Strategy does not refer to DOC’s
Commercial Partnerships Group. The work of this group, responsible for driving
growth in conservation through partnerships, is unique and important. Many
tourism operators are keen to be involved with conservation work, but do not
know what to do and/or how to do this. Enabling businesses to take action is
critical in achieving the ‘all-in approach’ that is needed to make real change. In
TIA's opinion, this should be one of the key focus areas of this draft Strategy.



Comments on specific sections

Page 3

In the section ‘... the clear species goals set out in this Strategy will also guide
decisions by..." should include ‘businesses, including tourism businesses’ as one
of the bullet points.

The four Predator Free 2025-2050 goals are listed, and on page 5 the four
Threatened Species goals are listed. These are different but related, and this is a
little confusing for the reader. The flow from the Predator Free 2025 goals to the
Threatened Species goals needs to be clearer.

The priorities in this Strategy should guide the strategies of other government
departments including MPI.

Page 4

Second paragraph of ‘Vision’ - ‘businesses, including tourism businesses’ should
be included (this applies throughout the document).

Under Focus, it is good to see ‘Working Together in Partnerships’, but this aspect
is not built upon sufficiently through the rest of the document, especially from a
tourism perspective.

Page 9

As noted, the priorities in this Strategy should guide the strategies of other
government departments including MPI. This also means that government
decisions need to align with this Threatened Species strategy. For example,
granting consent for the water take through the Kiwi sanctuary south of Haast is
out of step with this strategy.

TIA would like to see evidence that government strategies and decisions will be
aligned with this Threatened Species strategy.

Page 10

This section should include a section on the value of nature to tourism - species,
landscapes, impact of wilding pines etc. Ecological degradation is a big downside
for the tourism industry. Conversely, doing well has a big upside.

Page 12

The figure on the number of Threatened Species seems to be incorrect. For
instance, there are five bat species, three are threatened and one is data
deficient. This means the orange bar should cover 60% of the bar, and ‘data
deficient’ 20%. Same for marine mammals, so it might be a method issues.



Page 15

This is a good example of partnering with Fonterra. An example of the valuable
role of a tourism partnership would strengthen the document. Air New Zealand
would be a good example at a national level. There are also many regional and
local examples to choose from.

Page 17

Again, should include ‘businesses, including tourism businesses’ in the sentence
on partners.

Page 20

The Right Tools for the Job - this section would really benefit from examples of
the role businesses and/or communities could adopt or local challenges they
could take on.

Page 32

Again, there is real opportunity to highlight the positive role tourism is, and can,
play as a partner in this section.

Section ‘Managing ecosystems at scale to protect species’ — The McKenzie Basin
is a great example of the need to align this Threatened Species strategy with
government oversight of the needs of threatened ecosystems. We suggest this
example is included in the document.

Page 35

TIA supports the funding for science, but as noted in our submission on the
Conservation and Environment Roadmap, we are concerned that tourism is
completely absent from any of the science initiatives within the 12 themes. As
such, this Roadmap completely misses the stakeholder interest of the tourism
industry and the government institutions that support tourism on how New
Zealand manages its conservation and environmental resources, even though
research consistently finds that these values are the very reason why people visit
New Zealand.

Page 39

Section ‘Working together in partnerships’ - working with businesses should
have a stronger focus here, including highlighting the work of DOC’s Commercial
Partnerships Group in enabling businesses to grow conservation.

Page 40

There should be an Action included in this section enabling the New Zealand
public, including businesses, to take action to support this Strategy - a concerted
push to ignite a groundswell of action and long term behaviour change in
everyday New Zealanders.
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Conclusion

TIA supports the development of a Threatened Species Strategy but is concerned
the current draft is deficient in several areas. There are genuine gains for
tourism if we are looking after our endangered species and managing natural
landscapes. Successful outcomes from this strategy are very important to
tourism sustainability. We are of the opinion that the strategy should have a
stronger focus on working together in partnerships with tourism operators.

TIA wishes to participate further in any follow-up process, including any formal
meetings and hearings, to ensure that the needs of the tourism industry and the
potential impacts on tourism are adequately represented in the draft Threatened
Species Strategy.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any queries about our feedback.

Yours sincerely,
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Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1: Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257

No There are 3000 species in New Zealand that are under threat.

2: Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?

Yes much more investment and focus on the marine environment.

3: Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our native
species?

4: Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

Yes

5: Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?

More widespread use of 1080. Better control of game species and strict water
management regulations.

6: Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?

No. Doc only applies pest control to 20% of the land it manages.

7: Are there alternative goals that you think will better achieve the vision and assess
our progress?

100 percent pest control of all public conservation land.
8: Have we identified the right strategic themes?

Yes but what about our offshore marine environment? Is that adequately protected?

9: Do you agree with our top 10 actions?

10: Are there any other actions that should be included, and any actions that should
be removed?



11: Have we identified the right number of priority species?
(Circle or highlight one)  « Too many * About right * Too few

Far too few.

Comments:

12: Have we identified the right priority species?

13: Do you think other species should be prioritised ahead of the ones listed? And
why?

14: Taken together, do you think the proposed vision, focus themes, goals and
actions on the identified species will set the framework for safeguarding our
vulnerable threatened species?

15: Do you have any further comments regarding the draft Strategy that is not
covered above?
All forests need regular pest control.

DOC needs to spend less funding on tourism and more funding on protecting wildlife
and habitats

The government is spending a lot of money bring tourists here ie 50 million at the
DOHA expo but does not want to spend money on protecting our native habitats

We need more marine reserves

And we need also to focus on our marine mammals and sea birds
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From:

Sent: Friday, 23 June 2017 11:29 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

verne: I

Organisation:

g2: Don't poison our forests with 1080

q3: Yes

g4: No

g5: Have universities included in New ways of pest destruction instead of pouring countless millions of dollars on a
poisoning operation that has not been working since its introduction in the 1950's
g6: No

q7: Yes, young fresh minds

g8: No

g9: No

g10: As noted above

gll: toomany

gllcomments:

ql2:

ql3:

qlé.

ql5:
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 24 June 2017 8:30 a.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:
Email:
gl: No. I don't believe aerial 1080 poison has proved its worth and the indiscriminate killing of wildlife is
unacceptable

g2: Kaitiakitanga would not include aerial 1080 poison drops as harm would be inadvertently caused to other areas
not included in drop and animals not intended for

g3: No

g4: no to aerial 1080 dropss

g5: sanctuaries are working, land traps

g6: no

q7: sanctuary development

g8: no

q9: no

g10: 1080 aerial drops should be removed its been over a decade this has proved worthless

gl11: aboutright

gllcomments: say no to 1080 aerial drops

q12: all species are vulnerable at this point with 1080 aerial drops

gl3: no

g14: unsure because the continued use of aerial 1080 poisoning is also polluting our waterways

g15: stop 1080 aerials drops you cannot gurantee the safety of our waterways, other mammals and habitat
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 24 June 2017 9:52 a.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

vorne: I
Organisation:
et [

ql: Yes

g2: Achieving the goals without cruelty

g3: Yes but | believe 1080 is a major contributor to the problem

g4: Definitely not

g5: Specific pest targeted technology

g6: Far better than the direction you are headed now.

g7: Keep it clean and GREEN

g8: | have to say no

g9: Some not all

g10: Cannot go back on phone to identify

qll:

gllcomments: All species are important . Your 1080 policy is destroying the entire animal and microbiolical system
g12: Basically

g13: As | said destroying a whole ecosystem is more destructive than selective control

gl4: No. You are repeating your questipns

g15: Ban 1080.
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 24 June 2017 11:17 a.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Name:

Organisation: Self
Email:
gl: Yes, to a point
g2: Yes. Ecology before marketing.

g3: To a point

g4: No!

BAN 1080

BAN BRODIFICOUM

g5: Yes

g6: Doubtful

q7: Yes

Ecology!

Poisoning is NOT ecology!

g8: No

q9: No!

BAN 1080

BAN BRODIFICOUM

g10: Yes

BAN 1080

BAN BRODIFICOUM

gll: toomany

gllcomments: BAN 1080

BAN BRODIFICOUM

g12: This is poorly worded. Many questions could be taken to apply to target OR protected species

gl13: As above

gl4: No.

For a start, possums and rats do not predate protected species under normal conditions.

From that point onwards, together with what we have been told by DoC, it is clear that these are just words.
Ecology is not achieved by poisoning. If you want to be the protector of our beautiful country, you've going to have
to find an ecologically sound way to do it.

g15: Covered above, but | cannot overstress...

Poisoning is NOT ecology.

BAN 1080

BAN BRODIFICOUM.

These poisons are harm to the land and the water, they are indiscriminately and even a sublethal dose is harmful in
the long term. 1080 affects birds, mammals, marsupials, fish, insects, and even earthworms. Brodificoum is
significantly more harmful in the long term.

To my mind, the use of these poisons in such large quantities is not even sane, let alone acceptable.
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 24 June 2017 11:34 a.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Name:

Organisation:
el [
gl: No

g2: Yes

g3: No

g4: No

g5: Yes

g6: No

aq7: Yes

g8: No

q9: No

q10: Yes

gll: toofew

gllcomments:

gl2: No

gl3: yes

gl4: no

ql5:
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 24 June 2017 11:52 a.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

verme: I

Organisation:

g2: Yes to not use 1080 brodificoum in any program to eradicate pests at all. The use of 1080 is an unforgivable
retrograde action for a so called 1st world government to take. Say no to 1080!

g3: No | believe you are telling us the public lies.

g4: Haha identified yes, but | disagree that the tools you have identified are morally bankrupt!

g5: Yes by good old fashioned trapping crews you fools!

g6: Bahahahaha! No! How? by depopulating all wildlife, poisoning our waterways, poisoning our domestic animals
& poisoning our citizens! No!

g7: Yes to manage pests by any means other than poison, namely 1080 brodificoum!

q8:

q9: No!

g10: Yes remove 1080 brodificoum poison from your stupid pest eradication program now!

qll:

gllcomments:

ql2:

ql3:

gl4: Bahahahaha! NO!

g15: Say NO to 1080 BRODIFICOUM POISON DROPS NOW!
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From:

Sent: Sunday, 25 June 2017 1:50 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:
et

gl: No.

g2: Yes, rather a slashing of current strategies, than adding to them.

g3: All species are valuable, even some that have the name of "pest"

g4: No. You have identified tools that will accelerate the demise of some iconic species.

g5: Yes. Again, tools to get rid of, more than new tools.

g6: No.

q7: Yes

g8: No.

q9: No.

g10: The one key action to be removed is so glaringly obvious | can't understand why you can't see it. You have had
60 years to see that 1080 is a native bio-diversity disaster. 1080 has killed more native birds than any rat plague.
1080 has caused the rat plagues that trouble you lot so much. We are 5 years away from our next avian extinction
and you are so blind you refuse to see 1080 is the cause. PLEASE cease using 1080, stop worrying about possums,
the fur industry will control them. Trap trap trap is the answer.

gll: toofew

gllcomments: All species including us are in mortal danger with the continued use of 1080

ql2:

ql3:

gl4: No, not without ending 1080 use

g15: Stop using brodificoum, it's worse than 1080
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From:

Sent: Sunday, 25 June 2017 9:12 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:

g2: No 1080
g3: Ban 1080
g4: 1080 is Poison
qs:

g6:

q7:

q8:

q9:

ql0:

qll:
gllcomments:
ql2:

ql3:

qlé.

ql5:
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, 27 June 2017 9:16 a.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:
Email:
gl: Yes, | support the proposed vision as long as government is prepared to provide sustainable funding for DOC's
requirements to achieve these goals.

g2: There was one very glaring omission in the document: No discussion or vision statement on the a wildlife health
strategy for New Zealand. Wildlife health underpins the entire basis of the vision achieving success. Yet it was
completely ignored! DOC has long been under resourced in its in-house veterinary abilities to assess and manage
disease monitoring and establishing prevention strategies. This must be remedied soon to have a viable vision.
Having sufficient biology expertise is critical; but in parallel, DOC need to have equal competency in wildlife health
resources.

g3: Absolutely agree as | do not think it has been valued sufficiently as New Zealand's "Natural Capital"...which is
often overlooked and under appreciated. We often only hear government speak of economic capital and
performance. The 'clean and green' image of NZ deserves more than lip service to its "Natural Capital" advantage.
The spin off to NZ in being seen by the world as preserving its natural heritage has enormous reputation value that
carries economic benefits as well in terms of tourism and NZ's 'street cred' in environmental issues such as climate
change.

g4: Not entirely. It needs to have a specific reference to the support and financing of a viable wildlife health strategic
plan and competent resources. These are glaring omissions in the vision plan and must be corrected for this plan to
have credibility.

g5: As mentioned in #4. A complete wildlife health programme bringing in NZ's network of wildlife health specialists
(Massey University's Wildbase, Wellington Zoo, Auckland Zoo) plus DOC having sufficient in-house veterinary
support to create a comprehensive national wildlife health strategy and be able to have the veterinary talent to
manage the wildlife health plan. Otherwise, DOC will be continually faced with the prospect of having to always deal
with disease issues on an ad hoc basis rather than having a preventive health programme actively engaged on a day-
to-day basis with monitoring and improved preventive measures.

g6: | think so as long as government is prepared to invest in the vision's mission on a sustainable basis. We could
have used the $25 million that went for the flag referendum for ensuring our wildlife vision has sufficient funding.
q7: Yes, wildlife health strategies need to be at the top of the list to ensure the balance of the vision can succeed.
g8: Not entirely as previous points have been made. Start with a wildlife health strategy and the other themes fall
into place. With omitting wildlife health in the vision, the vision will fail.

g9: Yes, by and large as long as you start with a new #1 which focuses on ensuring New Zealand has a competent
wildlife health strategy and resources to achieve a high level of disease prevention and monitoring for threats.

g10: Keep the actions but add wildlife health strategy and competent veterinary resources as #1.

gll: toofew

gllcomments: As above comments.

g12: Yes, endangered species have to have priority but there is a need to "lift all boats", ie ensure other species are
not ignored.

g13: No. | agree with the list.

gl4: Yes.

g15: No further comments other than | hope you will take my prompting seriously to add a strong vision statement
and actions to develop a comprehensive strategic plan to deal with wildlife health. If you look at it in human terms in



NZ where we put a premium on public health strategies to maintain a viable society. That same view needs to be
incorporated in this vision. Thank you for listening.
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, 27 June 2017 1:49 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Name:-

Organisation:
Email:
gl: No you are killing wildlife with your disgusting posion 1080

g2: Get off your asses and do some real work stop being lazy. Covering the forests tree tops and forests floors with
1080 is killing everything bee's the tree's and micro organisms we can not see.

g3: You have been dropping 1080 for quite a number of years now our endangered species are in real trouble. 1080
is clearing not working. You are the problem

g4: Get people on the ground if you can spend billions of tax payers money on 1080 you can pay people do do the
job the right way. It will give people jobs and get them out in nature.

g5: Bounty on the heads on these so call pests

g6: No you are killing what you are trying to save with your toxic chemicals

g7: Outlined above

g8: No

q9:

ql0:

gll: toofew

gllcomments: Ban 1080 is disgusting cruel and inhuman

g12: The ecosystem works where it feeds from others all doc is doing is killing our ecosystem

g13: Yes because all life will be affected from 1080

gl4: No

ql5: Ban 1080
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, 27 June 2017 3:06 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:
Email:
gl: The plan is good but the execution is all wrong

g2: More research into the impact DOC and other organisations are having on the enviroment without the broad
spectrum guesses and averages

g3: No not at all | think your figures are flawed and under researched

g4: Definitely not, any tool that risks the lives of the animals, creatures and life you are trying to protect is not only
flawed but fundamentally wrong and not the actions of a conservation group but that of an organisation that is just
out to save money and do the job as cheap as possible.

g5: Any other tool is a better tool if it doesn't risk everything you are trying to achieve

g6: Not at all, without proper monitoring by third party independent organisations there will never be a proper
assessment

q7: These goals should all be based on proper, validated peer reviewed scientific research that proves without a
doubt and with no guessing and average assesments

g8: Based on flawed research and biased opinions definitely not

g9: Some of them

g10: Scientific research and proper studies not guesses and biased opinions

g11: aboutright

gllcomments:

ql2: Yes

g13: 1 think they all need to be protected but we carnt do them all at once and you have to start somewhere

gl4: It's definitely a starting point

g15: | think the whole thing is set up to confuse and justify the systematic poisoning of millions of hectares of native
New Zealand without the proper peer reviewed science and studies and also think these actions are not only
disgusting but certainly not the actions of a conservation group, doing things because it's cheaper or easier certainly
would not bear weight in any other industry or sector so | don't understand how you feel it's right here, the total
disregard for the safety and well being of these species and New Zealand citizens and visitors is utterly disgusting
and incomprehensible, | also think that no one will take any notice of this form and it will amount to nothing but you
trying to justify the use of cheap application of poisons,



#18

- @ @ @ @ @0@0@0@0@0@0@0@0@0@0@O@O@O0O0O0O0O0O090@O B

From:

Sent: Tuesday, 27 June 2017 8:59 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:
eroit:

ql: NO

g2: STOP using 1080 and poisoning everything, including the animals you are supposed to be taking care of !

g3: NO, you wouldn't be killing them, if you valued them

g4: NO

g5: quick kill trapping, ditch the poison

g6: NO

g7: YES, look at the whole ecosystem instead of just pocketing hundreds of thousands of dollars to use poison that is
keeping a certain few well off financially

g8: NO

g9: NO

g10: Stay away from private property or you will be taken to court and it will be the END of DOC

gll: toofew

gllcomments: STOP 1080 poisoning

g12: it should be about the ecosystem as whole..not pieces of it

g13: how about just making sure you don't ones like keas to start with???

ql4: NO

g15: DOC is an embarrassment
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Waitakere Ranges

Protection Society Inc

PO Box 15-668, New Lynn, Auckland 0640

John Edgar ONZM
President WRPS
PO Box 15668
Auckland 0640

3 July 2017

Department of Conservation
threatenedspeciesstrategy@doc.govt.nz

Draft Threatened Species Strategy consultation

| am writing on behalf of the Waitakere Ranges Protection Society (WRPS) to submit on the
draft Threatened Species Strategy (the Strategy).

Background on the WRPS

The WRPS was incorporated in 1973. Its purpose is the conservation and protection of the
Waitakere Ranges and to oppose any activity that may threaten or adversely affect the
natural environment in the area, including the coastal and marine environment.

WRPS and its members are strong advocates for the conservation and protection of the
natural environment of the Waitakere Ranges and WRPS was one of the key groups
promoting the concept of the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area (WRHA) for 35 years before
it was achieved through an Act of Parliament in 2008.

Comment

Overall, we support the vision, goals, themes and actions laid out in the Strategy. We
suggest that there needs to be a simpler vision, e.g. one sentence, that captures what we
want to see in New Zealand. For example: Our threatened and at risk species will be on a
path to recovery by 2025. While we are comfortable with the components of the vision
outlined and accept the need to prioritise species, we would like to see a statement that the
ultimate goal is for all species to be on the path to recovery so that we have no threatened or
at risk species.


file:///C:/Users/kjt54/ygan/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/ygan/Downloads/threatenedspeciesstrategy@doc.govt.nz

The tools outlined will support achieving the vision. However, we would encourage the use
of mainland sanctuaries that are protected from predators by non-fence methods such as
trap defence lines. These have been demonstrated to be able to keep predators at low
levels, e.g. Ark in the Park in the Waitakere Ranges, while protecting native species. They
are also more adaptable, enabling expansion or change to the area that is protected as
resources allow.

This could link to an additional goal of identifying where there is limited habitat to support the
priority species or groups of species and where additional safe, quality habitat could be
developed. For example, the Waitakere Ranges are a prime location for mainland
conservation of shorebird and seabird species due to the coastal forest habitat, which is
underrepresented elsewhere in New Zealand.

However, the area as a whole is threatened by human disturbance, including cats and dogs,
and predator control is ad-hoc, despite being extensive in some areas. A cohesive plan to
protect and expand key areas of habitat, such as along the coast or areas with priority
species such as kokako, would enable landscape scale conservation across the Ranges.

Another potential action is how to enable private landowners to do conservation — this will be
increasingly important in areas where there are populations in areas such as the Waitakere
Ranges that provide opportunities to conserve native species.

We support the other actions outlined and note that the action to seedbank at-risk species
should prioritise those species at risk of myrtle rust.

We also support the use of 1080 as an effective and cost-efficient pest management tool.
Given the risk of spreading kauri dieback with ground based control methods, aerial control
including 1080 should be a priority for pest control, habitat restoration and the reintroduction
of ground based species.

Finally, we support the number of species to be prioritised and have no comments on the list
provided.

Yours sincerely
'

John Edgar ONZM
President
Waitakere Ranges Protection Society
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, 5 July 2017 8:48 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

verne: I

Organisation:
Email:
gl: No...your vision will guarantee the further demise of our native fauna (and other valued introduced fauna)
because you want to keep using the broad spectrum non-biodegradable compound 1080

g2: Yes....the dis-continuation of 1080 and brodificoum poisons

g3: All life is valuable.

g4: MOST CERTAINLY NOT. Continued use of 1080 and brodificoum are the tools of extinction. Their use must cease
immediately if iconic natives like the Kea are to exist in the wild in 5 years time

g5: Yes...trapping by experienced trappers, bounties on pests. But really , the vision is a pipe dream, an un-reality
that is not even remotely achievable

g6: No. All the current "poison the hell out of everything and everywhere" mentality does is make a few in the trade
wealthy at the expence of the natives and the NZ people

g7: Some real truly independent science and a bit of honesty would go a long way. You know 1080 is not working.
Admit it, get rid of it and start actually thinking

g8: No...see above

g9: No...see above

g10: Remove 1080 and brodificoum, introduce a bounty on stoats in particular, forget about the possums, leave
them to the trappers to make a living from, stop the 1080 drops and the rat issue will subside. Your own data shows
1080 causes rat plagues after a drop...oh and stop telling lies

gll: toofew

gllcomments: Stop poisoning people with your 1080 drops. Recover all dead animals before they get into the
waterways and create e-coli and pollution issues, leave the iconic introduced game species for the hunters to
control, stop lying to, poisoning and running rough-shod over rural people

gl12: All species are a priority

g13: See above

g14: No...if you keep poisoning them they will soon be extinct

g15: In a recent doc survey, 62% of respondants said 1080 poison should be banned. For crying out loud, LISTEN TO
THE PEOPLE THAT PAY YOUR WAGES, not the propaganda mechants (big poisoning businesses)that are lying to
make fortunes and protect their filthy decietful patch. Then maybe you can regain the respect of NZers
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, 5 July 2017 10:10 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

verme: I

Organisation:
et

ql:

q2:

q3:

q4:

q5:

g6:

q7:

q8:

q9:

ql0:

qll:

gllcomments: All | can say is that money is the bottom line, and you should focus on making the conservation of
NZ's natural heritage as lucrative as possible. Even if it meant e.g. harvesting seeds or fruit from the bush to sell.
ql2:

ql3:

qlé.

ql5:
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GHA Building, Ground Floor, 1108 Fenton Street, Rotorua 3010, Ph: 07 3463915

Department of Conservation
THREATENED SPECIES STRATEGY

TE ARAWA RIVER IWI TRUST (TARIT) ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGIC GOALS

Whakamarohitia Nga Wai o Waikato

INTRODUCTION: TARIT has its genesis in the Ngati Tuwharetoa, Raukawa and Te Arawa River lwi
Waikato River Act 2010. The Trust represents the three Te Arawa River Iwi; Ngati Tahu-Ngati Whaoa,
Ngati Kearoa-Ngati Tuara, Tuhorangi - Ngati Wahiao, who assert manawhenua kaitiakitanga, ahi ka and
mana whakahaere over the Waikato River and its tributaries that run through it’s rohe.

TARIT is committed to environmental sustainability and strategic goals:

1. Mana Tangata: Enabling our people to participate in the restoration and protection of the
Waikato River, tributaries and environs.

2. Mana Taiao: Implementing measures to restore and protect the Waikato tributaries and
environs.

3. Mana Matauranga: Upholding tikanga preserving wahi tupuna and enhancing matauranga of
Te Arawa River Iwi.

Statement of Intent: It has been useful to assess the Department of Conservation, Threatened Species
Strategy, against our environmental and fisheries plans, and TARIT supports its strategic goals alongside
the Crown Accords, including the Conservation Accord in view of the proposed Threatened Species
Strategy (pending feedback), which would include further and expected environmental analysis against
our own plans, given our thoughts and top priorities are; the quality and restoration of the mauri of the
Waikato River, cultural traditional sites, ground water and the development of land use affecting water.

We would like to remain updated on any progress or changes and if you have any queries please, direct

these through to
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From:

Sent: Friday, 7 July 2017 8:38 p.m.

To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation:
Email:
gl: Yes but hope it can be reviewed regularly

g2: Yes. | was 4 years for_ THE forests both private and DOC are very damaged by deer and
goats. 25 yr old covenants would typically be the same condition as newly fenced ones with only shrubby coprosma,
blechnum discolor and a couple of other ground ferns unpalatable to these animals. This means no regeneration of
Tawa or any other forest trees other than rewarewa in the understory and no wide range of species to provide bird
food in the understory. Deer fenced covenants are spectacular in both Wairoa region and Gisborne Region. Wairoa
as part of HERE has had intensive possum baiting around covenants as part of Ospri funding. Gisborne no funding
and lots of possums so the real damage is the ungules present. Deer are so common in the farm landscapes flocks of
30 to 100 wild deer aer not uncommonly seen. Such that hunting them is no longer a challenge which has led to a
massive rise in pig hunting and all the problems that brings. ANOTHER part of the problem is the extensive pine
forests which have been locked up as private hunting grounds and have proved to be perfect deer breeding grounds.
g3: Yes

g4: As beow

g5: We need to get back the government funded hunters living in the back blocks as in the 1950 to 1970s. Otherwise
our forest will die out, ask Professor Bruce Clarkson, Waikato Uni. These hunters could also help monitor the critical
changes.

g6: Yes

q7:

g8: Yes

q9: Yes

g10: | think there needs to be paid community people to go support landowners. One farmer cannot do pest control
on his land, it's too much to ask and you won't get engagement. Town people who volunteer have it easy as it can

be a whole street sharing the trapping of a nearby forest.

qll:

gllcomments: | think this should be a dynamic number so go with what you have now

gql2: Yes

ql3:

ql4:

g15: Weka are an aggressive problem for other birds. There needs to be a policy on controlling them in certain
areas. EG Ohiwa harbour bittern are being wiped out.

A policy on managing interspecies activity to protect vulnerable species.
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From:

Sent: Saturday, 8 July 2017 1:29 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: STOATS !!!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

After spending a lifetime working fulltime in Pest Destruction in NZ both self employed & on
wages for the old Pest Destruction Board , | am convinced we must bring in an incentive payment for STOATS
Il ///// We must stop the ' NOCTURNAL CLASH ' Stoats operate at Night so do KIWI ? they run into each other going
along the runs ! //// An Incentive payment was used to control " Coypu " a large aquatic rodent ( from S. America )
that was wiping out the waterfowl Etc. , by the British M.A.F. //// You would implement an Incentive scheme in
bursts ? ie during the Winter before Stoats switch to eating the more delish bird chicks & eggs ! //// Anyway we
must use some" boot leather " & get stuck in with good operators ? as we are running out of time to save our Native
Birds. ///// As for the Rats getting away ? with no Stoats , maybe a follow must be done on them as well

111/ Thanis from

Virus-free. |
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, 12 July 2017 1:06 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name:
Organisation: Manubhiri Kaitiaki Charitable Trust

eroait:

ql:

g2: Engaging NZ public to educate and get them on board — best achieved through television

Use the public — put a bounty on mustelids/rats/hedgehogs/possums

Vision emphasises birds and weeds only. Should specify marine mammals, fish and freshwater species and
invertebrates as well

q3:
g4: Regulation could be used more often and strengthened however conservation efforts are often trumped by
Primary Industry e.g. Maui’s dolphin and fishing/netting. Introduce cat licences (like Dog licences).

The use of partnerships could be strengthened. Target getting a major sponsor/partner for each of the top 150
priority species. Offer tax breaks on major sponsorships of 5+ years and public acknowledgement (TV)

Iwi need to be included in the consideration and decision making of biocontrols

g5: Collection of not only DNA but also gametes of our most threatened species e.g. Maui’s Dolphin, Fairy Tern
Is it possible to artificially inseminate or captive breed Maui’s?

Television awareness e.g. of Dirty Dozen

Involve the public e.g. to raise endangered plants in appropriate areas

g6:
q7: Zero extinction of any species

Be the role model i.e. remove all pine trees off DOC land (e.g Kawau Island)

q8:

q9:

g10: Engage the public at a national level

gll: aboutright

gllcomments: Not enough representation of marine fish, marine invertebrates
ql2:

ql3:

qlé.

ql5:
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Te Runanga Papa Atawhai O Tamaki Makaurau
Auckland Conservation Board

Board File Ref: ACB-1950

12 July 2017

Threatened Species Strategy
Department of Conservation
PO Box 10420

Wellington 6143

Email: threatenedspeciesstrategy@doc.govt.nz

Ko te Rangi e tu iho nei,

Ko te Papatuanuku e takoto nei,

Ko Tane Mahuta,

Ko Tane te Wao Tu,

Ko Tane Mataa,

E nga Punaweko me nga Hurumanu, kei hea wo ake korihi o te hapara?
Ka rango ki te po e!

Submission to Threatened Species Strategy

The Auckland Conservation Board congratulates the Department of Conservation on
the development of the first Threatened Species Strategy aimed at halting the decline
in our threatened species and restoring them to healthy populations.

The Board supports the intent of the Department to be more strategic in addressing
this large and important issue for New Zealand in a more structured and coherent
manner. Most importantly, establishing some clear goals for increasing the number of
threatened species receiving attention from the Department is highly desirable given
the large number of populations of native species that are currently facing difficulties.

While the strategy establishes some broad goals to devote attention to specific
numbers of species and “enhancing” populations of threatened species, in our view
some clearer goals about what success looks like should be affirmed in the plan.
Establishing secure and sustainable populations of targeted species that can be
maintained without ongoing intensive interventions is the end goal, and some specific
targets for numbers of targeted species transitioned to safety should be a core focus
of the plan so that the future success of the strategy can be measured and publicised.
New Zealanders are supporting this mission through thousands of volunteer hours,
donations and taxes — they deserve to feel good about the successes so they continue
their contributions.

SERVICED BY
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
TAMAKI MAKAURAU AUCKLAND

Private Bag 68908, Newton, Auckland 1145, New Zealand
Ground Floor — Building 2, 12-16 Nicholls Lane, Auckland Central 1010
Telephone (09) 307 9279, Fax (09) 377 2919

DOC-3100142
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Te Runanga Papa Atawhai O Tamaki Makaurau
Auckland Conservation Board

The strategy is powerful in that it provides an excellent summary of the current situation
both in terms of the scale of the state of our native species, but also places the strategy
in the context of the other current major initiatives in play, such as Predator Free New
Zealand.

The Auckland Conservation Board has particular concerns for species within its
geographic area of interest, including the Maui dolphin and fairy tern, both of which are
in critical status and identified for attention in the strategy. This listing for attention is
strongly supported by the Board.

The “Top 10 Actions” identified in the Strategy are startlingly short of detail. For
example, Action #6 identifies a need for freshwater reforms, but there is no detail of
what is intended or required to make substantive progress. This is despite a large
proportion of freshwater species, such as fishes, being identified elsewhere in the
strategy document as being threatened and in need of attention. The continuing
decline of our freshwater environments has been well documented and publicised
recently, and the Department of Conservation currently manages the large-scale
harvesting of many of these threatened species — such as all the whitebait galaxids
listed identified in the strategy.

To be effective the “Top 10 Actions” need to be specific and provide target dates for
delivery so that progress against these high priority specific action points can be
assessed.

Finally, the draft strategy is short on detail on resourcing and how existing and new
resources are to be applied to meet the strategic targets that are laid out in the strategy.
This needs to be addressed in the revision to the draft document.

We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the draft plan and we look forward
to the final plan and further conservation success through its implementation.

Yours faithfully

Chair — Auckland Conservation Board

SERVICED BY
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
TAMAKI MAKAURAU AUCKLAND

Private Bag 68908, Newton, Auckland 1145, New Zealand
Ground Floor — Building 2, 12-16 Nicholls Lane, Auckland Central 1010
Telephone (09) 307 9279, Fax (09) 377 2919

DOC-3100142
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, 12 July 2017 3:25 p.m.
To: threatenedspeciesstrategy
Subject: Draft Threatened Species Strategy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

verme: I

Organisation:
Email:
gl: No, although the proposed vision is a good start, | would like to see more species managed for protection by
2025 and increased populations of more than the 150 threatened and at risk species prioritised.

g2: Management or conservation land and management of primary production land/oceans should not be totally
separated. Many of NZs threatened species live in areas outside of conservation land so the way we treat these land
systems is extremely important for biodiversity conservation. Encouraging landowners to increase biodiversity and
be good caretakers of the land should be incorporated into this vision. Additionally, promotion of sustainable land
uses is needed. There is should also be greater emphasis on improving and increasing habitat, rather than predator
free - it would be much cheaper and have greater benefits overall.

g3: Yes, although greater understanding and acknowledgment of the extremely valuable services that biodiversity
provides is needed - it is touched on but there is a lack of urgency on this situation. Without a healthy biodiversity,
we are doomed and it will cost a lot to replicate these services.

g4: Needs to be expanded upon to achieve the vision. There is a lot of focus on pest species but more is needed on
increasing habitat. See 5 for examples.

g5: Stronger regulations and protection. The Freshwater Fishery Regulations 1983, for instance, takes away all
protection for all but one fish (an extinct one) if people want to eat or study them. Many of our freshwater fish can
still be commercial harvested and there is no quota on how much is taken for some species, yet 74% are at risk or
threatened with extinction. We should not be allowing the sale of threatened species. At least three species of fish
that are on the priority action list can still be fished and of the whitebait species without a quota. To manage the
conservation of these species, fishing must stop.

Water quality parameters in the Freshwater regulations should be based on healthy ecosystems so need to be much
stronger to improve freshwater quality.

Greater emphasis on increasing native habitat and ecosystem protection. One of the greatest pressures is reduction
of habitat so this must be addressed.

g6: As long as the goals are carried out. Therefore, more investment in protection threatened species is needed.
g7: Enhance and increase habitat for native species.

g8: The strategic themes sound nice but they all have to be utilised. More protection for threatened species on
private land is needed - as outlined in the theme. Greater emphasis on including landowners in conservation on
their land may help here e.g. diversifying land uses to accommodate both production and native ecosystems. This
will excite land owners into wanting to protect these species on their own land.

g9: Some of them.

Number 6 | agree with as long as the freshwater reforms include strict and enforceable water quality standards
based on ecosystem health limits and habitat indices, and not the ones that are currently in place — e.g. nitrate
toxicity for species.

Stronger protection for species in regulations, e.g. freshwater fisheries regulations.

g10: Stop all commercial fishing of freshwater species and temporary bans on recreational fishing until further
information is known about the population sizes and water quality, habitat, and populations are improving.
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More no fishing marine reserves to increase protection for marine species.
Increase of habitat for all species should be added.

gl1: toofew

gllcomments: Can increase number of priority species if increase funding for DOC.

g12: Seems like a good selection of various species.

ql3:

gl4: It is a good start but it needs to be much stronger to safeguard our vulnerable threatened species. Progress
reports are needed to measure if we are on task to achieving the vision.

ql5s:
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Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1: Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257

Yes, the desirable state for vulnerable and threatened species would be protection,
which can only occur through partnerships between local and government
organisations.

2: Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?
no

3: Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our native
species?

Within an ecosystem there are flow-on effects of events such as extinction. The
extinction of an invertebrate can have drastic effects on higher species, such as
birds, so it is important to consider the whole ecosystem rather than just individual
species. It was well noted that Knowledge gaps is a major problem for the current
state of our native species.

4: Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

While all the identified tools are good, there is nothing relating to increased research
effort for poorly studied species. After just discussing the consequences of this in the
previous section (and having it included in the “goals” section) it would be nice to see
how what tools are available to combat this and how research efforts could be
improved.

5: Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?

See previous answer about increased research efforts. This could be achieved by
providing more opportunity for post graduate students to investigate these data gaps.
By allocating funds to support students researching data deficient species it will help
both species conservation and students with their studies, as well as encouraging
them to perform research in areas beneficial to conservation.

6: Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?

Yes, but while achieving these goals it must be ensured that current non-threatened
species still be managed and assessed for population decreases (which may or may
not be a result of other conservation actions). Currently non-threatened species must
not be neglected.

7: Are there alternative goals that you think will better achieve the vision and assess
our progress?

Not particularly, but as mentioned above we must be aware of the ecosystem as a
whole,and consider follow on effects of any conservation actions.



8: Have we identified the right strategic themes?
Yes. In particular it is important to consider areas outside of public conservation land.
These areas tend to be overlooked in conservation efforts.

9: Do you agree with our top 10 actions?
yes

10: Are there any other actions that should be included, and any actions that should
be removed?
no

11: Have we identified the right number of priority species?
(Circle or highlight one)  + Too many * About right * Too few

Comments:

12: Have we identified the right priority species?
yes

13: Do you think other species should be prioritised ahead of the ones listed? And
why?
no

14: Taken together, do you think the proposed vision, focus themes, goals and
actions on the identified species will set the framework for safeguarding our
vulnerable threatened species?

Yes. | think the proposed plan takes into consideration many factors required to
protect our threatened species, particularly including steps such as increased
research effort, and community involvement.

15: Do you have any further comments regarding the draft Strategy that is not

covered above?
no

New Zealand Government
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Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1: Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257

| think that the proposed vision is quite positive and my come across as feasible by
2025. However my concern is that in 8 years’ time, will the number of species
managed undergo a 40% increase to 500 species? Currently there are only 150
species identified. | understand that these are not the sole focus of the Strategy,
however if the initial efforts and increased public awareness are on these 150
species, what will happen to those that are not on the list. | am merely speaking from
a public viewpoint — say a naive reader that may not care for species or birds that
might not be on the list. From a conservation background, | am aware of other
management efforts and projects in place (such as the orange-fronted parakeets)

2: Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?

There is some public involvement mentioned (such as the myrtle rust hotline), and
education programmes are involved with awareness of species in decline. | think
there could be an inclusion of ‘what can you do’. This may perhaps entice the reader
to become more active in the conservation scene, as one could perhaps read the
Strategy, but then feel helpless, or may just accept that DOC, other communities, the
Government etc are doing the work anyway.

3: Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our native
species?

It's hard to ‘agree’ with the value placed on native species as the value of a species
can be multifaceted. However | agree with the realisation that we have a right to
restore as many species as possible and to help prevent the current declines of
many species.

4: Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

Recovery planning is probably the most important tool of them all, as it underpins the
entire species project, and whether or not it is successful. | believe the tools outlined
help to mitigate (bio-security, biocontrol, regulation, seedbanks) threats, increase
genetic diversity and population densities (translocations, captive breeding), and
create management protocols (partnerships, prioritisation) to successfully ensure the
long-term vision.

New Zealand Government



5: Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?

| don'’t believe there are any other tools at this point in time. If education can count as
a ‘tool’ then that may be a worthwhile inclusion. Education can help educate the
public and increase awareness of the threats, what DOC and the government and
the communities are doing, and how you as an individual can contribute to this
vision.

6: Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?

Having quantifiable goals, such as 20,000ha successfully free of predator
eradication, is useful to assess progress.

7: Are there alternative goals that you think will better achieve the vision and assess
our progress?

8: Have we identified the right strategic themes?

| believe the right themes have been identified, particularly with focusing beyond public land,
that to be predator free by 2050, then all land needs to be accounted for. That also ties in
with working together. Another theme | agree with is the building the science and knowledge
base and realising that robust evidence is required to implement successful solutions.

9: Do you agree with our top 10 actions?

| agree with the top 10 actions, however is it Predator Free 2025, or predator free 20507 If it
is both, then after the goals from predator free 2025 have been hit, then what will happen
beyond that?

10: Are there any other actions that should be included, and any actions that should
be removed?

With action number 8, there are many current NC, NE and NV animals that might not be
data deficient that could benefit from further scientific work, as there is still a lot to learn
about a species should management action should occur, and long-term monitoring on
successful translocation or predator control effects is important to research scientifically.

11: Have we identified the right number of priority species?
(Circle or highlight one)  « Too many * About right * Too few

| believe, given the time frames stated that the number of species is about right.
However without current strategies or projects in place for at least some of the other
350 species, the 500 species by 2025 may not seem achievable.

Comments:

New Zealand Government



12: Have we identified the right priority species?

| admit that my knowledge of plants and most invertebrates is quite limited, however
have a preference towards birds. Within the birds, the right species have been
identified. Of the 100 ‘threatened and at risk species’, almost all the birds listed are
shore birds.

13: Do you think other species should be prioritised ahead of the ones listed? And
why?

| believe the orange-fronted parakeet should not necessarily be ‘prioritised’, but
being nationally critical, | think it should at least be included on the list. My other
query is with regards to the great-white shark. While not an endemic animal to New
Zealand, is the reasoning for including it related to potential trophic cascades or
changes in the ecosystem if it was to decline?

14: Taken together, do you think the proposed vision, focus themes, goals and
actions on the identified species will set the framework for safeguarding our
vulnerable threatened species?

| agree that the proposed vision, themes goals and actions will set the groundwork
for safeguarding the future for our vulnerable threatened species.

15: Do you have any further comments regarding the draft Strategy that is not
covered above?

New Zealand Government
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Submission:

1: Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257

Genesis Energy supports the proposed vision. It is aspirational, but visionary and inspiring. The
critical issue is how it |l be effectively implemented in a practical sense and how the resourcing
required will be secured.

2: Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?

The inclusive nature of the vi i in terms of involving councils, philanthropists, communities,
landowners, researchers and "others” should specifically mention business, as business couldp 'a
critical role in resourcing this strategy.

3: Do you agree with the characterisation of the vali  and current st: : of our native
species?

Genesis Energy acknowledges the value and current state of our native species as set out.

4: Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

Technology will prove the most important tool for species recovery in coming decades. This will not
just be technology around detecting, attracting and killing pests, or detecting/monitoring threatened
species, it will also include digital technology as a tool to inform and engage and increasingly digital
society.

Without corporate partnerships, DOC will struggle to generate the resources needed to deliver the
technology and hardware for field rangers, community groups, iwi groups and cthers, to effectively
participate in delivering effective species recovery. The strategy fails to adeguately recognise the
vital role and importance of business/corporate partnerships as a tool for species recovery and the

bt =fits they can bring to the table. DOC must become more receptive and responsive to the needs
of business if it is to develop effective and enduring corporate partnerships for species recovery.

5: Are there other tools we could use to help us ac eve the vision?

As above, business ‘Partnerships’ are a key tool. By understanding business drivers and therefore
encouraging big business/corporate involvement, DOC will achieve win-win outcomes for
conservation and business.

6: Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision 1d ;sess our progress?
No comment

7. Are there altern: ve goals that you think will better achieve the vision and assess
our progress?

No con ent.

New Zealand Government
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Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1: Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257

Yes although we have big concerns about the imbalance of resources for our region
(Chatham islands). We have more than 30% of NZs threatened species but only a
small land area in DOC ownership and limited staff/resources. The island could
achieve a predator free dream but only with local community effort and private
landowner support. Move this element further up your vision list. We know that
DOC will be aware that your vision is not possible without public support and private
landowner buy in so better to articulate this more clearly in the strategy.

2: Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?

Greater emphasis on partnership required. Plus we note that Treaty partnership and
reliance on traditional knowledge is one of the vision goals but we can’t see how you
will do this set out in the strategy.

3: Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our native
species?

The strategy sets out value indications well esp regarding the current state of native
species but does not give enough weight to ‘island endemics’. Often we have very
different indicators and also responses from species to island ecology — we can’t be
treated in the same way as the rest of NZ. The Chatham Island native flora and
fauna is not specifically discussed. We have real challenges with resources, staffing
and predator influence that can’t be managed on Crown land alone. On the other
hand the Chathams offers a lot of opportunity for conservation gain if we get
sufficient resourcing and people power. More emphasis on island endemics needed.

4: Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

The tools you have identified are OK but we have big concerns about reliance on
local councils. The Chatham Island Council does no environmental work and has no
funding for monitoring let alone proactive research.

Community groups and landowners are a vital tool — make sure this element is
enhanced.

5: Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?

New Zealand Government



Explore how you can empower community groups and landowners to help. We have
advocated for junior ranger programmes as one example. Identify local conservation
heroes and have them assist with advocacy. This is particularly important for small
isolated communities where there is often mistrust of outsiders.

We note that you have proposed a range of conservation tools and this is important
but there should always be an emphasis on protecting and enhancing local
biodiversity. Techniques such as captive management, growing plants from
cultivars/cones etc are OK in special situations but will not help with long term
viability of many species. We are forced to have some species on tiny island refuges
because of predator problems — our goals should be to see species returned to their
natural habitats and people ought to become ‘socalised’ to seeing this as the best
option rather than conditioned to seeing species on offshore islands only.

6: Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?

The strategy acknowledges that communities have a part to play but please strengthen this.
Please also review your tools around getting Councils on board — this will not work for the
Chatham Islands.

7: Are there alternative goals that you think will better achieve the vision and assess
our progress?

The strategy needs to factor in conservation initiatives on our larger island ecosystems, and
also take into account just how different these places are to care for compared with mainland
NZ. The islands provide special opportunities for achieving a predator free status even
ahead of the target dates. A stated goal should be predator free Chatham and Pitt Islands —
not simply smaller off shore rocks and islands or nature reserves.

8: Have we identified the right strategic themes?

We think so but consider that community groups should be given more weight than the well
funded commercial organisations like ZIP, NEXT etc.

9: Do you agree with our top 10 actions?
Yes

10: Are there any other actions that should be included, and any actions that should
be removed?

The actions have not put weight on the huge value that remote islands can play in
conservation initiatives. If Chatham and Pitt Islands were predator free a great many of the
problems for managing threatened species would be removed and this, in turn, would
change your management priorities for nearly 30% of the threatened species list. The
strategy only looks at off shore nature reserves. A significant goal should be to eradicate
mammalian pests from Chatham and Pitt Islands as soon as possible — certainly before
2025.

New Zealand Government



11: Have we identified the right number of priority species?
(Circle or highlight one)  + Too many * About right * Too few

Comments:

12: Have we identified the right priority species?
Yes though more emphasis on sea birds is important — only 7 are on your list

13: Do you think other species should be prioritised ahead of the ones listed? And
why?

14: Taken together, do you think the proposed vision, focus themes, goals and
actions on the identified species will set the framework for safeguarding our
vulnerable threatened species?

Yes

15: Do you have any further comments regarding the draft Strategy that are not
covered above?

We think our responses above have covered our main comments. We have
concerns that local community groups are not given adequate weight on the
strategy.

We are also concerned that reliance on local councils will be mis-placed on the
Chathams.

We note that the Chathams is not even mentioned in the strategy (apart from being
the location for many of the species on the list). We should be featured in the
strategy and used as an example of what can be achieved on human occupied
islands — not just small nature reserves (which rarely provide for species well-being
and genetic diversity). Nature reserves don’t need help — the larger islands do.

We are also concerned that local DOC teams will have unrealistic expectations
placed upon them to manage a large percentage of NZ’s threatened species unless
changes are made to increase funding/support. We strongly advocate for additional
means of providing people-power for shelter belt planting, pest eradication etc. for
example, we have a huge pest swan population. If we are successful in removing
100,000 swans we will need urgent help with planting riparian areas with native
plants to prevent gorse incursion. An army will be required!
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Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1: Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257

Yes, it does seem like an ideal situation for threatened as well as vulnerable species,
but for an eight-year plan, it seems ambitious.

2: Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?

The basis of the Threatened Species Strategy could also focus on the marine and
freshwater species. Additionally, | think it could include monitoring the current efforts
(till 2025) as a part of sustaining the potential progress and efforts that may be
applied.

3: Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our native
species?

Yes.

4: Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

Yes.
5: Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?

While introducing protection to species that currently don’t have it is a good idea, it is
important to make the laws more stringent. Fishing bycatch, along with affecting
seabirds is a major cause of death of marine species- sealions, long-fin eels etc.
Whitebaits being exploited affect more than one species needs to be controlled. Any
actions affecting these collectively require more laws (punishable offences).

6: Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?

Managing 500 species- “a 40% increase from today”

- Relative to what? With the lack of knowledge about so many species, focussing our
efforts on the remaining species. In the coming years, if we identify and gain
knowledge on many of the remaining species, then the 40% mark is reduced.

“Long-term health of 150 species”. Improving a population’s number does not

guarantee health of the organism. When a species undergoes a severe fall in
numbers and remains in that state for many generations, the genetic diversity is
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greatly reduced. While the population numbers increase there is no guarantee of
sustaining them or improving “health” of the population.

7: Are there alternative goals that you think will better achieve the vision and assess
our progress?

A major bridge to be crossed is keeping the public informed on current research
findings. If we are to involve the local communities and non-scientific parties in
protection of threatened species, then a level of transparency must be maintained on
their level of understanding. Hosting regular talks, annual reports, improving
education can be methods used.

8: Have we identified the right strategic themes?

Yes.

9: Do you agree with our top 10 actions?

Yes.

10: Are there any other actions that should be included, and any actions that should
be removed?

Firstly, there is no mention of legal protection for freshwater bycatch which forms a
major conservation issue especially for threatened/ endangered species along with
protecting their environments/ habitats.

Secondly, the threatened species strategy considers 1080 to be a vital tool in
predator control, but more amount of research needs to go into understanding its
effects on other species of the habitat- either directly or by secondary poisoning.
Thirdly, as this is a large-scale plan, creating an alternate plan in case there is an

issue with implementing any part/ action or if the proposed plan isn’t effective in a
particular region.

11: Have we identified the right number of priority species?
(Circle or highlight one)  « Too many * About right * Too few

Comments:

12: Have we identified the right priority species?
Yes.
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13: Do you think other species should be prioritised ahead of the ones listed? And
why?

No.

14: Taken together, do you think the proposed vision, focus themes, goals and
actions on the identified species will set the framework for safeguarding our
vulnerable threatened species?

Yes, if all the actions stated are implemented, followed by regular monitoring efforts,
it seems likely that the vulnerable threatened species can be protected.

15: Do you have any further comments regarding the draft Strategy that is not
covered above?

In terms of funding, there is a possibility that when implementing the actions, the

costs may go higher than estimated and plans cannot be abandoned midway so
alternate plans must be considered.
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Submission:
You can answer all or some of the questions.

1: Does the proposed vision capture what you see as the desirable future state for
threatened species in New Zealand by 20257

The proposed actions outlined in the document are probably reasonable. The idea of
desirable future state is difficult to assess, as the document does not give specific
objectives or metrics, as would be normally expected in strategic decision making. |
would rename the document as it does not explain the strategy underlying the
proposed actions. However, it is an excellent summary of species conservation
issues in New Zealand and the current state of play.

2: Are there additional aspects that you think should be included in the vision?

Yes, | would like to know what the overall objectives and what actions have been
considered, and therefore how the proposed actions were strategically arrived at.
And also who has been consulted in arriving at those values. It is great to see that
social science has been used to assess the values put on species, but it would be
good to know how this has been used explicitly.

3: Do you agree with the characterisation of the value and current state of our native
species?

| think the document does a great job of presenting to current state of our species in
a way that is widely accessible, and also does a great job of promoting the
importance of species. However, | don’t think it clear explains how different species
are valued, and therefore is not an effective document for finding out whether people
agree with these values.

4: Have we identified the right tools (outlined in “The right tools for the job” section)
to help us achieve the vision?

Yes, in general, but the structure is confusing. | equate “tools” to management
actions. It therefore strange that recovery planning and prioritisation are the first two
items, as | would not call these management actions even though they are hugely
important. It is also confusing that the key actions of weed and pest control are not
included here, presumably because they are given a separate section at the top.
This is a mistake in my opinion, as the objectives need to be established first before
leaping into particular actions. The vital concept of habitat restoration is also not
explicitly mentioned here at all — i.e. while week and pest control (specific forms of
habitat restoration) are mentioned, other types are not. The words “habitat
restoration” only occur once toward the end of the document, and specifically with
respect to fresh water.
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5: Are there other tools we could use to help us achieve the vision?

As noted above, habitat restoration for terrestrial environments seem to focus almost
entirely on pest control, and not mention other actions such as re-planting. Whereas

pest control in freshwater and marine environments does not seem to be mentioned

at all.

6: Will the proposed goals help us achieve the vision and assess our progress?

This is impos