
Regional Pest Management Plan Proposal 

262 
 

7.39  Wilding conifers  
Definition 
Wilding conifers are any introduced conifer tree, including (but not limited to) any of the species listed in 
Table 13, established by natural means, unless it is located within a forest plantation, and does not create 
any greater risk or wilding conifer spread to adjacent or nearby land than the forest plantation that it is 
part of.  

For the purposes of this definition, a forest plantation is an area of 1 hectare or more of predominantly 
planted trees.  

Table 13: Species for the purposes of the wilding conifers definition  

Common Name Scientific Name 

Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 

Lodgepole or contorta pine* Pinus contorta 

Scots pine* Pinus sylvestris 

Mountain pine* Pinus.mugo (including sub-species and botanical variants) 

Bishops pine Pinus muricata 

Maritime pine Pinus pinaster 

Ponderosa pine Pinus ponderosa 

Corsican pine* Pinus nigra 

European larch* Larix decidua  

Radiata pine Pinus radiata 

Western white pine* Pinus monticola 

Mexican weeping pine Pinus patula 
 
*These species also have specific programmes - see relevant RPMP section.  

Why are they a threat? 
Wilding conifers can have significant impacts on native ecosystems, particularly those low in stature such 
as tussock and indigenous grasslands, alpine ecosystems and subalpine scrub.  Wilding conifers grow 
faster and taller than low-stature vegetation so can easily out-compete these species.  Soil and soil fauna 
are also altered when wilding conifers replace native ecosystems. 

Wilding conifers can also adversely affect amenity and landscape values.  These landscapes are 
important for tourism and large scale landscape changes can impact on the value gained from tourism in 
Marlborough.  

In areas where there is long term, seasonal soil moisture deficits, dense wilding conifer stands can 
contribute to reductions in surface water flows, potentially impacting on water availability and associated 
aquatic ecosystems.  

All the impacts outlined above can adversely affect values held by iwi in the Top of the South. 

In areas of extensive pastoral farming, wilding conifer infestations adversely impact economic wellbeing 
by reducing available grazing and limiting the options for future land use.  
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Reasons for proposing a Plan 
In Marlborough, it is recognised the first up task of managing wilding conifers to sustainable levels is one 
best carried out through large scale collaborative programmes outside of the Plan.  However, to ensure 
the achievements gained by investing in management (by a number of parties), a programme within a 
Plan can ensure the gains made are sustainable in the long term.  As such, the proposed programme 
reflects this.  

Why the Plan is more appropriate than relying on voluntary actions 
In essence, the previously mentioned collaborative wilding conifer management projects are voluntary 
actions.  Interested parties, including the Council, the Department of Conservation, the Ministry for 
Primary Industries (MPI), Land Information New Zealand, the community at large and other organisations 
recognise the importance of managing wilding conifers.  This culminated in the development of the 
New Zealand Wilding Conifer Management Strategy (2015) then subsequent Crown Funding 
administered by MPI to invest in the issue (the National Wilding Conifer Management Programme).  Prior 
to this, local trusts such as the Marlborough Sounds Restoration Trust and South Marlborough 
Landscape Restoration Trust established through a community desire to take action for community good.  

All of these aspects to wilding conifer management as occurring under the banner of voluntary action.  

However, management of wilding conifers is a long game.  Under all of the scenarios of intervention, 
there is a concern that up-front investment could be put at risk by a lack of voluntary actions being 
undertaken at an individual land occupier level.  As such, it is proposed that this Plan acknowledges the 
success of voluntary action in one respect (the broad collaborative management approaches), but the 
Plan is more appropriate to address the long term sustainability of achievements made.      

7.39.1  Objective 
Over the duration of this Plan, ensure the ongoing control of wilding conifers on land within the 
Marlborough region that has been subject to a Collaborative Wilding Conifer Programme in order to 
minimise adverse effects on the environment, enjoyment of the natural environment and economic 
wellbeing. 

Intermediate Outcome:  

Exclusion Eradication Progressive 
Containment 

Sustained 
Control Site-led 

 

Principle measures to achieve the objective  
1) Collaborative Progammes 

Council will support and play a leadership role in seeking to establish collaborative programmes 
outside of the Plan that would in turn give effect to the programme objective.   

2) Requirement to Act 

Land owners and/or occupiers or other persons may be required to act where rules or statutory 
obligations dictate: 

a) Pests are to be destroyed. 

b) The presence of pests is to be reported. 

c) Pests are not to be spread (high risk activities, propagated, sold or distributed). 

3) Council Inspection  

Inspection by Council may include staff or contractors: 

a) Carrying out inspections to ensure occupiers are meeting obligations. 

b) Visiting properties or doing surveys to determine whether pests are present. 



Regional Pest Management Plan Proposal 

264 
 

c) Monitoring effectiveness of control. 

d) Carry out control using administrative powers of the Biosecurity Act 1993, if necessary.  

4) Advocacy and Education 

Council may: 

a) Provide general purpose education, advice, awareness and publicity activities to land owners 
and/or occupiers and the public about pests and pathways (and control of them). 

b) Encourage land owners and/or occupiers to control pests. 

c) Promote industry requirements and best practice to contractors and land owners and/or 
occupiers. 

d) Encourage land owners and/or occupiers and other persons to report any pests they find. 

e) Facilitate or commission research. 

7.39.2  Rules 
Rule 7.39.2.1 
Occupiers of land within a Collaborative Wilding Conifer Programme Area (see Map 11), upon written 
notification that the programme has ceased and/or met the objectives, shall destroy all wilding conifers 
present on their land prior to cone bearing.   

A breach of this rule will create an offence under section 154N(19) of the Biosecurity Act. 

Note 1: If in place, Collaborative Wilding Conifer Programme Areas, for the purposes of this rule, are able 
to be viewed online via Council’s Smart Maps service. 

Note 2: For clarity, the process relating to the instigation of a Collaborative Wilding Programme Area, and 
notification of occupiers when the programme ceases and/or has met the objectives, can be 
found in Appendix 1.   

Explanation of the rule: 
The purpose of Rule 7.39.2.1 is in accordance with section 73(5)(h) in that occupiers of land within areas 
that have been subject to a Collaborative Wilding Conifer Programme are required to take specified 
actions to prevent the pest re-establishing on that land. 

Council as the management agency will administer the rule. 

7.39.3  Analysis of the benefits and costs for wilding 
conifers 
Background 
Wilding conifers are sourced from various parent trees planted for various reasons across most of 
Marlborough. In the highly prone areas of Marlborough, that being South Marlborough, species were 
planted during the era of soil conservation efforts. As these trees thrived and subsequently matured, they 
gave rise to a wave of wilding progeny spreading prolifically out onto surrounding land.  Seed from wilding 
conifers that grow and reach cone bearing age can be blown long distances during high wind events and 
the cycle begins again.  

Current situation in 2017 
Wilding conifers can be observed across most of the Marlborough district.  However, the impact (current 
or potential) and further spread propensity varies greatly.  As a result, there is often prioritisation  
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Map 11: Molesworth Wilding Conifer Collaborative Area 
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Baseline: No RPMP 
In this scenario, no control of wilding conifers is undertaken at all, and the assumption is made that 
wilding conifers continues to establish in new areas and no attempt is made to control original 
infestations.  

Control option(s): 
1. Progressive Containment Programme: in which the intermediate outcome for the programme 

is to contain or reduce the geographic distribution of the subject, or an organism being spread by 
the subject, to an area over time.  This option is outlining all control requirements in detail, within 
the RPMP framework.  

2. Sustained Control Programme: In which the intermediate outcome for the programme is to 
provide for ongoing control of the subject, to reduce its impacts on values and spread to other 
properties.  This option is post collaborative management, as per the proposed programme 
structure.  

Level of analysis for wilding conifers 
Council has determined that a low level of analysis be undertaken for wilding conifers.  The justification 
for this decision is documented in the supporting information document to this Proposal.  That document 
also contains information about the risks that the objectives will not be reached. 

Impacts 
Identify impact Quantify impact 
Environmental 
Wilding conifers grows faster and taller than 
low-stature indigenous vegetation.  Indigenous 
ecosystems that are at particular risk of invasion 
include: tussock and other indigenous grasslands; 
alpine ecosystems; subalpine, dryland and other 
scrub and shrublands; wetlands; turf communities 
and coastal margins, cliffs and bluffs.  
Once they have invaded, trees can shade out 
many native plant communities and can also 
change soil characteristics72.  

An exercise to assess vulnerability of invasion by 
wilding conifers was conducted as part of the 
National Wilding Conifer Programme.  This took 
into account the nature of land cover coupled with 
an assessment of how vulnerable that land cover 
is to invasion. 
For Marlborough, a total of 433,259 hectares was 
assessed as being either high or very high in 
terms of vulnerability to invasion.  This is 
approximately 39% of the land area of the 
Marlborough region.   

Landscape Values 
Impacts on landscape values can be dependent 
on perception and preference. However, through 
RMA processes and district plans, areas can be 
designated Outstanding Natural Landscapes 
(ONL) or Visual Amenity Landscapes (VAL).  
There is concern that spreading wilding conifers 
could so alter the basic characteristics of the local 
landscapes so that they become forest dominated.  

Significant areas of the Marlborough region have 
been identified as being areas of Outstanding 
Natural Landscape value.  This includes both 
areas in the Marlborough Sounds and inland 
Marlborough that both have impacts from changes 
to the landscape due to wilding conifer invasion.  

                                                      

72 Froude, V.A. 2011. Wilding conifers in New Zealand: Status Report. Prepared for the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Forestry.  
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Water Quantity 
Where there are significant changes to land cover 
within a catchment, such as a domination of 
wilding conifers, surfaces water flows can be 
negatively affected.  This is more pronounced in 
dry South Island catchments.  

Data from studies on surface water yield has 
shown there pasture dominated catchments were 
replaced by radiata pine forest, there was a 
reduction in annual surface water yields of 
30-81%73,74. 

Economic 
Once wilding conifers spread onto extensive or 
marginal farmland, active control required may be 
difficult for the land owner/occupier to justify 
financially given the marginal worth of the land for 
grazing. 
This can result in a compounding reduction on 
land area available for extensive grazing.   

There are three categories of land cover within the 
Land Cover Database (2012)75 that is associated 
with extensive grazing.  These are low producing 
grassland, depleted grassland and tall tussock 
grassland.  These three land cover classes total 
246,583 hectares in the Marlborough region.  

 

The extent to which any persons are likely to benefit from the Plan and the extent 
to which any persons contribute to the creation, continuance or exacerbation of 
the problem 

 Beneficiaries Exacerbators 

Grouping Major Minor Major  Minor 

1 Regional community  Occupiers of 
susceptible land 

  

2 Occupiers of 
susceptible land 

 Occupiers of land with 
the pest present 

 

3 Occupiers of 
susceptible land 

Regional 
community 

Occupiers of land with 
the pest present 

 

4 Regional community   Occupiers of land 
with the pest 
present 

 

                                                      

73 Duncan MJ 1996. A methodology for identification of areas vulnerable to flow reductions because of 
afforestation. NIWA Christchurch Consultancy Report No CRC60512. Cited in Environment Canterbury 
Regional Council 2011. Christchurch. 
74 Environment Canterbury Regional Council 2011. Canterbury Natural Resources Regional 
Plan.Chapter 5: water quantity. http://ecan.govt.nz/publications/Plans/nrrp-chapter-5-cover- main-text-
operative-110611.pdf , Environment Canterbury RegionalCouncil. 214 p. 
75 https://lris.scinfo.org.nz/layer/412/SourceLCDB v4.0 Landcare Research Creative Commons 
Attrribution 3.0 New Zealand. Accessed 7 August 2017.  

https://lris.scinfo.org.nz/layer/412/SourceLCDB%20v4.0
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Benefits of each option 

Benefit 
Option  

No RPMP Progressive Containment Sustained Control 
The 
prevention of 
wilding 
conifers 
re-establishing 
and the 
resulting 
impact of that 
on 
environmental 
values. 

No programme cost The benefit under a Progressive 
Containment Programme will 
increase to a point where the 
organism is within designated 
‘containment areas’ then 
remains constant throughout 
the life of the Plan.  

The benefit under a 
Sustained Control 
Programme will remain 
constant throughout the life 
of the Plan, with no end 
point. 

The 
prevention of 
wilding 
conifers 
re-establishing 
and the 
resulting 
impact of that 
on landscape 
values. 

The 
prevention of 
wilding 
conifers 
re-establishing 
and the 
resulting 
impact of that 
on catchment 
water yields. 

The 
prevention of 
wilding 
conifers 
re-establishing 
and the 
resulting 
impact of that 
on production 
values of 
pastoral land. 
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Costs of each option 

Programme Costs 
Option 

No RPMP 
 

Progressive Containment  
 

Sustained Control 
 

Council costs 
• Surveillance 
• Administration 
• Education/awareness 

- 

$20,000 $500 

Council costs 
• Service delivery 

 
$100,000+  

Land occupier costs - $400,000+ $076 

Total per annum  - $520,000+ $500 

Costs of effects on 
values 

Low, but 
increases 

exponentially 
over time 

Insignificant Insignificant 

 

Proposed allocation of costs  
The proposed programme costs are to be 100% Council costs, allocated across the various rating 
districts used in Marlborough under the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002.  For further detail, see 
sections 11.3 and 11.4. 

Rationale for the allocation of costs 
For this detail, see sections 11.3 and 11.4. 

Assumptions on which the impacts, benefits and costs are based 
That under a No RPMP scenario, voluntary control will not cause any reduction in the future spread 
and/or impact over time. 

                                                      

76 The main mechanism of this proposed programme is acknowledging the work of Collaborative Wilding 
Conifer Programmes.  Given there are not any programmes near completion, the cost on land occupiers 
under this RPMP programme has been assessed as being nil.  Council and land occupiers may be 
actively involved in one or more of the programmes outside of the RPMP.  Details and the status of these 
programmes will be outlined within the Operational Plan and reported upon annually.  This is because the 
Operational Plan will cover all Council biosecurity activities, both RPMP and non-RPMP. 
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Risk that each option will not achieve the objective  
The supporting information document to this Proposal contains information to support this analysis. 

Level of Risk 

Option 

No RPMP Progressive Containment Sustained Control 

N/A High Low/Moderate 

Reason  The effective management 
of wilding conifers to a 
progressive containment 
objective within a RPMP 
programme would set a 
level of expectation that 
effective management was 
to occur.  As a result, there 
is a real risk of political 
and/or public concern over 
cost that would adversely 
affect the implementation of 
the programme.  

Given the Sustained 
Control Programme would 
only commence in behind 
other collaborative 
initiatives, the starting point 
will be very low infestation 
levels.  As such, the risk of 
not keeping areas subject 
of the programme under 
sustained control will be 
low.   

 

Mitigation options  
No mitigation options are assessed as being available to adjust the level of risk of options not achieving 
the objective.  

Most preferred option 
Sustained Control Programme (with the active management to occur outside of the RPMP under 
Collaborative Wilding Conifer Programmes, detailed within the Operational Plan.) 

 


