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proposals to protect kauri from dieback disease
Homai to korero mo te kauri. Have your say on the future of kauri.

Tell us if we’ve got the right plan to protect kauri into the future.

Please read the consultation information booklet before completing this form.
It is available at www.kauridieback.co.nz/consultation or from public meetings.

Your details:

Name of submitter

or contact person: Sally Strang

Organisation (if applicable): Forest Owners Association

Email or contact address: sstrang@hnrg.com



Submissions must be received no later than 5pm 18 March 2019.

1. Do you think the proposed national plan will help better protect kauri from dieback disease?

Yes it is a step in the right direction. A national approach to this challenging problem is arguably well overdue.

1a. Do the rules proposed make sense and do you think they will be easy for people to comply with?
Are there additional rules that we need or have we gone too far?

The rules generally make sense.

Some of the rules will not be easy to comply with and potentially incur significant cost, particularly those in relation
to controlling soil movement which has far reaching implications when applied to soil particles - as is necessary to
contain PA. It is therefore essential that the zones and management plan areas, are based on sound science,
clearly identified and rules are confined to those areas where efforts are necessary and will make a dlfference We
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1b. If people follow the rules, do you think that will reduce the spread of kauri dieback?
Generally yes. However inevitably there will be vectors for soil movement that will be extremely difficult to control
such as wild animal movements, vehicle movements through unsealed public roads adjacent to kauri forests (roads

and road verges will be within the canopy of kauri in places) and uncontrolled access by people, both locals and
tourists.

1c. What changes to the rules could we make so they work better to prevent kauri dieback spreading?
The maijority of the rules are relatively generic in nature and lack specific detail. Success of the plan will be
dependent on the next layer of rules and supporting processes being as clear and practical as possible so that
implementation is achievable, and importantly that the rules are well understood by all New Zealanders and our

visitors.

As noted in answers to other questions, understanding of the extent PA infection of soils is also a critical factor to
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1d. Are there any major issues we have missed that we need to consider before the plan is finalised?

Communications will be a key aspect of success to ensure rules and management plans are well understood and
adhered to.

Improving knowledge of the extent of PA presence in soils is also a critical issue.
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1e. Should the agency be required to zone all kauri forest areas by identifying which areas are infected
with Phytophthora agathidicida (PA) and which are not (as far as this is known)? Or should the
agency just identify areas of ‘high risk’?

Better information about the extent of PA presence in soils is in our view essential and urgent. Currently only
general information is readily available via the web as dots on a very large scale map of NZ, making it difficult to
tell exactly where they are with any certainty. This also presumably only shows areas of actual tree infection, as
opposed to PA presence in soils. It would be helpful to have a very clear map of kauri forests throughout NZ
indicating those that have infected soils and those that have been tested and confirmed as clear, with the ability to
zoom in to specific areas of NZ to gauge risk.

1f. Should the agency be able to designate areas as sanctuaries?

Yes.

1g. Have we missed out any significant groups of kauri forest users or impacts
the National Pest Management Plan for Kauri Dieback (NPMP) may have on them in our draft
Impact Assessment table (available on the website)?

People that routinely utilise forests, most notably hunters, trampers etc.

2. Should compensation for activities required under the NPMP be available? If yes, what activities
should be compensated and under what circumstances?

Yes. In some instances there will be significant costs to private landowners. Some level of compensation will
assist with those costs, and hopefully deter perverse outcomes such as landowners seeking to hide PA infection
or cut down kauri trees so as to avoid significant costs.

Many forest owners have undertaken significant work to protect indigenous vegetation in their forests and in some
instances planted kauri for conservation and even productive purposes. It is important that they are not unduly

3. Which of the two options proposed for a national agency (government department or not for profit
company) do you think will be best for the future of kauri, and why?

Our preference is a 'not for profit' agency to enable a specialised, focussed and long term approach to the

management kauri dieback. Placing the agency within a government department runs the risk that the approach
and resourcing could wax and wane as other priorities compete for ministry resources and attention.
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3a. Are there other things you think the agency needs to do?

As per above, the key to success will be in the implementation. In particular:
- the development of practical and achievable management plans and rules that sit under the proposed rules

- an effective communication plan to ensure all New Zealanders and our visitors are fully aware of the risks and
their obligations.

Further to our answer to question 1e, the agency could set up a system for landowners to undertake testing of soils
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3b. What kind of community input should there be in the agency?

Community input will be required, both from those with specialist skills in kauri conservation but also the practical

implementation of proposed management plans and rules to ensure they are workable and do not create perverse
outcomes.

3c. What kind of people should be on any advisory or governance boards with what kind of
backgrounds or experience?

People with range of governance skills and experience will be essential to ensure a big picture approach, taking

into account the full range of costs and benefits of proposed actions to ensure the agency has the greatest chance
of success.

Once you have completed this form

Email to: KauriConsultationl@mpi.govt.nz

Or put your submission in the feedback box at hui or post to:
Attention: Roger Smith

Chair of Kauri Dieback Programme Governance Group

Kauri dieback disease consultation

PO Box 2526

Wellington 6140.

Submissions are public information

Any submission you make becomes public information. Anyone can ask for copies of submissions
under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA). Our policy is to withhold names and any identifying
information when responding to requests. However, any decision we make to withhold information
can be reviewed by the Ombudsman, who may require the information to be released.
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Some of the rules will not be easy to comply with and potentially incur significant cost, particularly those in relation to controlling soil movement which has far reaching implications when applied to soil particles - as is necessary to contain PA. It is therefore essential that the zones and management plan areas, are based on sound science, clearly identified and rules are confined to those areas where efforts are necessary and will make a difference.  We see a risk that if areas are defined too broadly (taking in large areas of production forest for example) this could result in half baked efforts that are not effective or well enforced.   Similarly if zone boundaries are based on incorrect understanding of the extent of soil infection resulting in the quarantine boundaries being placed in the wrong locations, then the approach will fail. If areas of risk are clearly and closely defined to areas of actual risk based on good science, then it is more likely that people will get on board and commit the significant effort and cost required to meet the intent of the rules. 

The 'obligation to report' rule will presumably be difficult to prove or enforce given the stated difficulty in detecting kauri dieback, however the intent is supported.
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Improving knowledge of the extent of PA presence in soils is also a critical issue. 
	Q1e: Better information about the extent of PA presence in soils is in our view essential and urgent.   Currently only general information is readily available via the web as dots on a very large scale map of NZ, making it difficult to tell exactly where they are with any certainty.  This also presumably only shows areas of actual tree infection, as opposed to PA presence in soils.  It would be helpful to have a very clear map of kauri forests throughout NZ indicating those that have infected soils and those that have been tested and confirmed as clear, with the ability to zoom in to specific areas of NZ to gauge risk. 

Presumably there are also vast areas of Kauri forest in NZ that have not yet been tested.   Given it can take years (decades) for symptoms to appear it is quite possible that areas that are currently assumed to be clear are in fact not.  If we are relying on a quarantining approach to control spread, a clear understanding of the extent and location of infection would appear to be a high priority. 
	Q1f: Yes.  
	Q1g: People that routinely utilise forests, most notably hunters, trampers etc.   
	Q2: Yes.  In some instances there will be significant costs to private landowners.  Some level of compensation will assist with those costs, and hopefully deter perverse outcomes such as landowners seeking to hide PA infection or cut down kauri trees so as to avoid significant costs.

Many forest owners have undertaken significant work to protect indigenous vegetation in their forests and in some instances planted kauri for conservation and even productive purposes.  It is important that they are not unduly penalised for this and any significant costs they bear are recognised and at least partially compensated.
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Further to our answer to question 1e, the agency could set up a system for landowners to undertake testing of soils themselves, including sample collection protocols and advice on where to send samples for testing.  This has the potential to improve the understanding of the extent of PA infection at significantly lower cost than agency officials undertaking the sample collection themselves. Potentially the cost of analysis could be borne by the agency, on the condition that the results and location would also be made available to the agency. 
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	Q3c: People with range of governance skills and experience will be essential to ensure a big picture approach, taking into account the full range of costs and benefits of proposed actions to ensure the agency has the greatest chance of success.


