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Foreword
�is Discussion Document is the �rst step in 
the review of our Regional Pest Management 
Strategy for Marlborough 2012. Its purpose is 
to tell you about the changes that will be 
required and to seek your views about pest 
issues in Marlborough before we start the 
formal review process. 

�is document is the result of collaboration 
between Council sta� and a working group 
made up of (mostly) farmers from across our 
region. �e group has in my view given this 
document practicality and credibility, and I am 
grateful for the time they have given to this 
important task.

�e Marlborough District Council (Council) 
has a long history in managing unwanted 
organisms and pest plants and animals 
through the implementation of Regional Pest 
Management Strategies. While much of the 
focus has been on traditional primary 
producing activities, especially in the farming 
sector, managing pests now has a much 
broader focus including high value terrestrial 
ecosystems and marine environments. 

�e Council's ability to have a signi�cant role in 
managing pests in Marlborough has its basis in 
the Biosecurity Act 1993 which is the 
overriding Act for dealing with unwanted 
organisms and pests in New Zealand. 
Government made changes to the Biosecurity 
Act in 2012. A new Regional Pest Management 
Plan will replace the current Regional Pest 
Management Strategy for Marlborough 2012. 

Your feedback on this discussion document 
will be used to help shape the new Regional 
Pest Management Plan and the direction of 
broader approaches to biosecurity and pest 
management in Marlborough.  

We look forward to hearing your views.

Councillor Peter Jerram
Chair Environment Committee



3

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

�e Marlborough District Council 
(Council) is embarking upon a 
review of the current Regional 
Pest Management Strategy for 
Marlborough 2012 (RPMS 2012).

�e previous Regional Pest Management Strategy 
2007 was “rolled-over” by Council in 2012 because of 
impending changes to the Biosecurity Act 1993 (the 
Act). Now the changes to the Act have been made, 
Council has decided to proceed with the review.

�is document has been prepared to provide 
information to our community and stakeholders on 
what changes are being proposed to Council’s pest 
management programmes for the future. �e 
changes to the Act mean that this review of the 
RPMS 2012 will be a major one. It represents an 
opportunity to re�ect on our current programmes to 
align them to their current situation and to the new 
requirements of the Act.

Council wants to undertake meaningful consultation 
with our community and those that have an interest 
in pest management. 

WHAT ARE THE CHANGES?

1. Regional Pest Management Strategy will 
become a Regional Pest Management Plan 
(Plan)

Council intends to replace the RPMS (2012) with a 
Regional Pest Management Plan (Plan). �e 
Government has recently made a National Policy 

Direction (NPD) for Pest Management 2015. Any 
Plan the Council makes must be consistent with the 
NPD. You can view the NPD on Council’s website.
www.marlborough.govt.nz

One of the major di�erences between the RPMS and 
Plan is that only those pest plants, animals or 
organisms that require regulatory intervention will 
be included in the new Plan. �ere is more 
accountability for meeting objectives. �ose 
objectives must be speci�c, measurable, realistic and 
achievable over a timeframe for each of the 
programmes included in the Plan. Council also has 
to specify how the objectives will be achieved. �ese 
are called means of achievement. An example is the 
use of rules. 

To be considered for inclusion in the Plan, a detailed 
assessment is made of what is achievable based on;

 a)  the characteristics of the proposed pest;
 b)  the control options available;
 c)  its distribution and infestation level;
 d)  who the exacerbator’s (those that cause the  
   pest issue to get worse) and bene�ciaries  
   (those that bene�t from a programme) to the  
   programme are;
 e)  its impacts and threats; and
 f)  the costs and bene�ts of implementing a 
   programme to manage the pest.

Depending on the outcome of this assessment the 
pest may be included in the Plan or may be managed 
by Council or another organisation or group using a 
method other than the Plan.

2. New Pest Programme Names and 
Programme Descriptions

�e names and meanings of the pest programmes 
are required to change. �e new programmes in the 
NPD o�er more scope to re�ect what is happening 
operationally with the existing pest programmes in 
the RPMS 2012.

Why is Council reviewing 
the Regional Pest 
Management Strategy 2012?

We want you to know what changes will 
be required and what you think about 
pest issues in Marlborough before we 
start the formal review process.
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Current pest 
programme names used 
in the RPMS 2012
Total Control Pests are pests that are of limited 
distribution and density in Marlborough and for 
which the long term aim is to eradicate the pest.

Containment Control Pests are pests that are well 
established in Marlborough where the long-term 
aim is to prevent the spread of the pest to new areas 
and to reduce the density of the pest where possible.

Surveillance Pests are pests identi�ed in the 
Strategy for which Council will monitor distribution, 
spread and impacts. Note that Council undertakes 
monitoring or surveillance work on numerous other 
plant and animal pests throughout Marlborough.

New Programme names 
and descriptions
Only the pest programmes described below can be used 
in the new Plan.

Exclusion Programme – the intermediate outcome 
of an exclusion programme is to prevent the 
establishment of the pest, or an organism being spread 
by the pest, that is present in New Zealand but not yet 
established in Marlborough.

Eradication Programme – the intermediate 
outcome of an eradication programme is to reduce the 
infestation level of the pest, or an organism being 
spread by the pest, to zero levels in Marlborough in the 
short to medium term.

Progressive Containment Programme – the 
intermediate outcome of a progressive containment 
programme is to contain or reduce the geographic 
distribution of the pest, or an organism spread by the 
pest, to an area over time.

Sustained Control Programme – the intermediate 
outcome of a sustained control programme is to 
provide for ongoing control of the pest, or an organism 
spread by the pest, to reduce its impacts on values and 
its spread to other properties.

Site-led Programme – the intermediate outcome of a 
site-led programme is that the pest, or an organism 
being spread by the pest, that is capable of causing 
damage to a place is excluded or eradicated from that 
place, or is contained, reduced, or controlled within the 
place to an extent that protects the values of that place.

Taylor River Reserve
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Council is seeking 
your feedback on the 

proposed programmes 
and your thoughts on 

the future management 
of these pests.

WHAT ARE WE SEEKING FEEDBACK ON?

�e starting point for the review is the current 
RPMS 2012. Council has been reviewing the existing 
pest programmes and has proposed a future 
programme that �ts with the new legislative 
requirements.

�is discussion document is in four sections.

Section 1: Describes in detail the signi�cant issues 
and options for the proposed future management 
for Chilean needle grass (CNG) and nassella tussock. 
An update is provided on what is happening at a 
national level for wilding conifers.

Section 2: Gives reasons for including two new 
proposed pest programmes for pest �sh and wallabies 
in the new Plan.

Section 3: Gives reasons why the existing  surveillance 
pests, nodding thistle and ragwort are recommended 
not to be included in the new Plan.

Section 4: Recommends a proposed programme     
for all of the other current RPMS 2012 pest 
programmes. A supplementary booklet provides 
details of their history, current situation and 
recommendation for their future management.

FEEDBACK FROM YOU

�is part of the review is about seeking public 
comment on pest management in Marlborough but 
it is not a formal submission. Your feedback will be 

REVIEW PROCESS

Release Discussion Document for comment – 

March 2016

<

Meetings held as required

<

Comments back to Council – April 2016

<

Council prepares Proposal (including 

undertaking cost/bene�t analysis work)

<

Notify Proposal for public submissions - 

late 2016/early 2017

<

Hold meetings

<

Submissions to Council – mid 2017

<

Hearings

<

Adoption of Regional Pest Management 

Plan – late 2017

used by Council as it prepares what is called a 
‘Proposal’. Once a Proposal is noti�ed to the public, 
there will be an opportunity to make a formal 
submission on that document. �e Proposal will 
provide information on plants, animal or organisms 
that it is proposed will be subject to regulatory 
management in the future Regional Pest 
Management Plan.

How do I give feedback? Complete a feedback form 
on the Council website or return your comments to:

Sarah Edmonds
Marlborough District Council
P O Box 443
Blenheim 7240
or
Email:   Sarah.Edmonds@marlborough.govt.nz
Phone:  03 520 7400

If you would like to know more about the speci�c 
changes or would like to request a meeting either 
individually or with a group call Council on           
520 7400 and ask to speak to Sarah Edmonds.
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SECTION 1:
 
Discussion on Existing Pest 
Programmes with Options 
for Chilean Needle Grass (CNG), 
Nassella Tussock and Wilding Conifers.

6



7

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

History

Chilean needle grass (CNG) is an erect, tufted 
perennial grass, which can grow up to one metre 
high in the absence of grazing. CNG originally comes 
from South America, most likely imported into New 
Zealand within other seed sources. It has been 
present in Marlborough for approximately 70 years, 
and has spread to cover approximately 3000 
hectares. Marlborough has the heaviest infestation 
of CNG in New Zealand. �e main area is at Blind 
River/Grassmere just south of Seddon, but there are 
patches of CNG found throughout the region. 
Hawkes Bay also has some large areas of CNG.        
CNG has recently been discovered in North 
Canterbury on a small number of properties. It is 
suspected to have come from contaminated hay or 
stock from Marlborough.

Why is Chilean needle grass a threat?

CNG is highly invasive, exhibits high reproductive 
rates, rapid growth and high climatic and soil 
tolerance. It quickly forms dense cover over large 
areas which exclude preferred pasture species. �is 
reduces the productivity of the land for pastoral 
farmers, while CNG can pose a threat to our tussock 
and grassland ecosystems.

CNG �owers between November and April. A CNG 
adult plant is unpalatable to stock during the 
�owering period.

CNG is capable of producing seed by three means;
 
 1. aerial seeds,
 2. stem seeds; and
 3. basal seeds (cleistogenes).

�e aerial seeds have sharp tip’s, which can bore into 
the eyes and pelts of animals. �e seeds penetrate 
wool and reduces agricultural capability within the 
region.

CNG seed is not readily spread by wind but is easily 
spread by machinery, stock, hay, waterways, feral 
animals, and people.

�ere is a major threat of CNG getting into high 
country pasture in Marlborough.

Current situation

CNG has been emerging as the single greatest pest 
threat to Marlborough pastoral farming.

�ere are 156 properties in Marlborough with known 
CNG infestations. CNG covers a large area in South 
Marlborough. It is a Containment Control Pest in the 
RPMS 2012.

�e current objective for the CNG Containment 
Control Programme is to:

“Prevent any increase in the distribution and density 
of pest plants and reduce infestation levels where 
possible.”

In order to achieve this objective, Council maintains 
an inspection and compliance regime on all infested 
properties.

�ree main classi�cations are used:

A Core property has a scattered infestation of CNG 
and where there is a requirement to control a 10 
metre boundary strip along their property boundary.

A Fringe property has an isolated infestation of CNG 
and where there is a requirement to control all of the 
CNG on their property before CNG produces seed.

Fringe properties with no control programme 
are properties generally isolated from the main CNG 
infestation area with a small infestation where 
Council carries out the control of CNG.

1.1 Chilean Needle Grass
(Nassella neesiana)

Chilean Needle Grass plant in spring
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�e current containment programme is based on an 
approach that there is a heavily infested area (core 
properties) surrounded by an area that is not so 
heavily infested (fringe properties). �e aim is to 
control all plants in outlier areas and immediately 
surrounding the core area.

Core properties generally have heavy infestations 
that are not able to be controlled annually. �e aim 
for core properties is to prevent any increase in the 
spread of CNG from those properties. �e fringe or 
fringe with no control programme properties must 
control all plants on the property before they produce 
seed. �e aim for these properties is to contain and 
reduce infestation levels.

Each year Council sends land occupiers a control 
programme. �e control programme speci�es the 
standard to which control must be achieved and 
contains an agreed timeframe for control work to be 
completed by the land occupier. Council aims to carry 
out at least one inspection of all fringe and core 
properties for compliance with their control 
programme each year. CNG can be di�cult to identify 
except when seeding. Council inspections take place 
when it is seeding over a 5 week period in 
November/December.

Land occupier compliance has been high with only a 
small number being non-compliant and requiring 
enforcement action. Despite this, the number of 
properties with CNG is increasing. �ere has been an 
increase of approximately 64 properties with new 
infestations of CNG over the last 10 years. �is 
increase has been exacerbated by subdivision and 
changes in land use from pasture to vineyard. In 
vineyards, there are limited options for control 

inter-row, meaning that CNG spreads easily within 
the vineyard.

�e current rules for CNG in the RPMS 2012 are:

 1.  Land occupiers shall destroy all Chilean  
   Needlegrass (Nassella neesiana) plants on  
   land that they occupy, with the exception of  
   the properties classi�ed as ‘Core’ where the  
   land occupier shall destroy all Chilean  
   Needlegrass (Nassella neesiana) plants within  
   10 metres of property boundaries, before  
   they produce seed.

 2.  Land occupiers are required to notify the  
   Council of any infestation of Chilean 
   Needlegrass (Nassella neesiana), that was not  
   previously known, on land that they occupy.
 
 3.  No person shall knowingly spread or cause to  
   be spread plant parts of Chilean Needlegrass  
   (Nassella neesiana) including seed and soil  
   likely to contain seed from an infested site.
   
Strategy Rule 1 is supported operationally by the use 
of control programmes issued by Council as a way to 
facilitate land occupier compliance with the rule.

Strategy Rule 3 is supported operationally by 
inspection of machinery that has been used on a 
property in areas where the soil may contain CNG. 
�is process involves:

 a)  Land occupiers calling Armourguard (current  
   service provider contracted by the Council)  
   for an inspection;
 b) Armourguard inspect the machinery on site;  
   and
 c)  Armourguard issue a report to con�rm that  
   the machinery is clean and can leave the  
   property.

�is process is working reasonably well, but it does 
rely on land occupiers making the call to 
Armourguard and giving them as much warning as 
possible to make an inspection. Sometimes it may be 
3 hours before Armourguard can make an 
inspection. Inspection is not currently part of the 
rule, but is an activity that supports achieving the 
objective of the CNG programme.

CNG has been 
emerging as the 
single greatest pest 
threat to Marlborough 
pastoral farming.
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Emerging issues for Chilean Needle 
Grass in Marlborough:

1)  Current Programme

  (a) Current rule for control of CNG: 
    �ere are two emerging issues with Strategy  
    Rule 1:

    i)  Classi�cation of properties

      Over time the application of the terms  
      core and fringe has not been applied  
      consistently. Is a core property classi�ed  
      on the basis of geographic area or degree  
      of infestation no matter where it is  
      located in Marlborough? Some core  
      properties have been classi�ed based on  
      geographic proximity to other core  
      properties as intended, but which may  
      have comparably low infestations. �ere  
      are some fringe properties with 
      moderate to heavy infestations that are  
      geographically separate from other core  
      properties.

      �e biology of the plant has contributed  
      to a pattern of infestation that  
      does not �t a containment approach  
      very well. As a consequence there has  
      been a move to managing individual  
      properties based on their level of  
      infestation rather than applying the  
      classi�cations based on geographic  
      distribution.

    ii)  Core properties only control CNG plants  
      within 10 metres of their property  
      boundary.

      Another emerging issue is that the 10  
      metre boundary control requirement for  
      core properties is not adequate. In  
      practice the 10 metre control 
      requirement is only applied to core  
      properties where the property boundary  
      is next to a road reserve or a property  
      with either no CNG or a fringe property.  
      �ere is evidence of CNG spreading  
      beyond a property classi�ed as core onto  
      neighbouring properties. It appears that  
      a 10 metre strip may not be su�cient to  

      contain CNG to a property. �e most  
      likely reason is because of the biological  
      characteristics of the plant.

  (b) Control programmes

    �e intervention model of a single round of  
    control work and single compliance  
    inspection by Council is not working well  
    for managing CNG. �e standard approach  
    with control programmes is to provide a  
    ‘Completion Date’ for control work.  
    However, it is virtually impossible to carry  
    out e�ective control of CNG by a single  
    date. �is is because the plant can emerge  
    (and become more visible to control) over a  
    long period of time.

    Enforcement is often being carried out in  
    relation to the completion date in a control  
    programme rather than Strategy Rule 1  
    that requires control of the plants before  
    they produce seed. Control programmes are  
    a non-regulatory method that Council uses  
    to achieve the objective of the current  
    programme. �is can create the impression  
    that the control programme is the rule.

  (c) Control options

    CNG is proving hard to control e�ectively.  
    Vineyard operators are relying on 
    glyphosate herbicides to control CNG  
    inter-row with limited success. CNG is  
    spreading within vineyards as a result. With  
    more CNG present on a property comes a  
    greater risk of spreading CNG from the  
    property through machinery movements or  
    grazing of stock.

2) Spread of CNG in Marlborough

    All land occupiers on properties with CNG  
    infestations have a responsibility to  
    minimise the risk of spreading CNG from  
    their property.

    One of the di�culties with Strategy Rule 3  
    is that it has proven ambiguous to intepret.  
    �e wording focuses on the movement  
    of the plant or plant part which has made it  
    di�cult, if not impossible to enforce. It  
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    has been di�cult for land occupiers to  
    relate this rule to the activities on their  
    property. For example, land occupiers often  
    ask; does the movement of machinery,  
    livestock or hay from a property with CNG  
    breach this rule? �ere is no documentation  
    of the movements so it is di�cult to prove  
    movements that are in breach of the rule.

    CNG has been found in new locations  
    where an occupiers actions (intentionally or  
    not) have been implicated in how the CNG  
    was transported to the new location.  
    Because there is a lag phase between the  

    movement occurring and �nding a new site  
    (sometimes years), in most cases there is no  
    information or evidence about the 
    movement. �is has made it di�cult to  
    enforce this RPMS 2012 rule.

    Council has education and awareness  
    programmes to teach and remind people  
    about the risks of spreading CNG. Despite  
    this, some land occupiers with CNG  
    infested properties, may not be considering  
    the risk of spreading CNG su�ciently when  
    carrying out some activities on their  
    properties.

Chilean Needle Grass infestation
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Options for Managing the 
Control of Chilean Needle Grass

�is section considers some possible options for 
managing the control of CNG plants. Possible options 
to manage the spread of CNG are covered in the next 
section. Having spread risks covered under speci�c 
rules not only aligns better with the intent of the Act 
but also makes the regulation of spread risks more 
transparent.

Council has been exploring the options to manage 
control of CNG under the new requirements. �e 
following options have been considered:

Regardless of the option taken:

 • Work on researching new and di�erent ways to  
  control CNG should continue.

 • Other activities that could work alongside a  
  future programme include:

   •  Providing Taskforce® product to qualifying  
    land occupiers. Taskforce® is proving  
    e�ective against CNG but it is not “a silver  
    bullet.”

   •  Council working alongside land occupiers to  
    get the best results and achieve the 
    objectives of a programme. �is would  
    include Council continuing to provide  
    assistance programmes.

Option 1: A Progressive Containment 
Programme for Marlborough

�is option most closely aligns to the existing 
programme of containment control. �e programme 
would operate in a similar way to now but would 
have a di�erent programme name.

�e objective of this programme is to target the 
control toward light infestations that surround a 
heavily infested area. It would aim to ensure the 
heavy infestation area does not increase in size. If 
successful and feasible, then the next action would 
be to reduce the size of the heavily infested area.    
�e long term goal is to reduce the geographic 
distribution over time.

Properties would be classi�ed as core or fringe based 
on geographic location.

�e programme would be supported operationally 
by the use of control programmes issued by Council. 
�e control programme would specify the standard 
to which control must be achieved and would 
contain an agreed timeframe for control work to be 
completed by the land occupier. Council sta� would 
carry out one inspection of the property to check 
compliance with the control programme and 
ultimately the Plan rule.

�ere would be no blanket rule for all core properties 
to control all boundaries. A boundary control rule 
would be limited to core properties with boundaries 
next to road reserve, or to fringe properties or to 
properties with no CNG. A core property with 
contiguous boundaries to another core property 
would not be subject to the boundary rule.

Land occupiers have to control everything except 
properties classed as core where they only do 
boundaries next to road reserve or properties with 
no CNG or not classi�ed as core.

Option 2: A Sustained Control 
Programme for Marlborough.

�e objective for a Sustained Control Programme is to 
reduce the impacts and its spread to other properties.

�is option would be based on infestation levels on a 
property and then setting an objective to sustain or 
reduce the current distribution and infestation 
levels for Marlborough.

Option 2: A Sustained Control Programme 

for Marlborough supported by a 

non-regulatory control programme.

Option 1: A Progressive Containment 

Programme for Marlborough.

Option 3: A Sustained Control Programme 

for Marlborough subject to compliance 

with a control programme in the Plan rules.



12

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

�is type of programme would allow more �exibility 
to classify properties based on infestation levels 
rather than on geographic location. It would be 
sensible to change property classi�cations from core 
and fringe to something else such as a Group 
classi�cation based on the following characteristics:

 Group 1

 i. New infestations.

 ii. Low level infestations at isolated locations.

 iii. Infestations in road reserves or public spaces.

 Group 2

 i. Existing infestations at annually manageable  
  levels.

 Group 3

 i. Existing heavily infested properties not able to  
  control all CNG annually.

Group 1

Council would be responsible for the control operators 
with assistance from the land occupier of CNG 
properties in Group 1. Land occupiers would advise 
Council if they �nd more CNG plants on their 
properties.

Group 2

Land occupiers would be required to control all CNG 
plants annually within Group 2 properties. Council 
would monitor and take action if the land occupier is 
not e�ectively managing all CNG annually.

Group 3

Land occupiers would be required to control all CNG 
plants within a certain distance from the boundary 

(bu�er zone) of their property with a road reserve or 
any property with no CNG or a property classed as 
Group 1 or 2. Council would monitor and take action 
if the land occupier fails to control all CNG within 
the bu�er zone.

Option 3: A Sustained Control Programme       
with compliance with an approved control 
programme in the rules

�is option is similar to Option 2 with the di�erence 
being that the rule would focus on controlling all 
plants annually unless a land occupier has a control 
and management programme approved by Council.

�e objective for this programme would be on 
reducing the impacts of CNG and its spread to other 
properties, ie ongoing control/suppression. If the 
density gets low enough, and/or control techniques 
improve, eradication may be a feasible next step.

�e requirements for a control programme would be 
de�ned in the rule. �e control programme would 
contain more than just a completion date as is 
currently the case. Instead a control programme will 
provide;

a)  what needs to be done and by when, for example  
 herbicide control, land management options;

b)  when Council will inspect;

c)  what happens if the requirements are not met;  
 and

d)  how the Control Programme can be reviewed.

�is allows Council to work with individual property 
owners to develop a programme for management of 
CNG that is consistent with their infestation levels 
and land use but will still contribute to meeting      
the regional programme objective. �e control 
programme will focus solely on the control of CNG 
plants, not management of the risk of spread of 
CNG. (see following section on page 16).

If the property occupation or ownership changes, the 
occupier would be required to advise the new land 
occupier of the control programme requirements. �e 
new occupier would have the opportunity to review 
the control programme with Council.

Classify properties 
on infestation levels 
rather than location.
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A control programme could be de�ned as follows:

Council could supply a default control programme 
template for use by land occupiers. Once approved by 
Council, the control programme will be monitored 
and enforced by Council.

A control programme could include:

 i.  Level of control and management required  
   (what to do).

 ii.  Timeframe for completion of control work;  
   and (by when).

 iii.  Timing and scope of Council audit ; and  
   (when checks will be done by Council).

 iv.  Process in the event non-compliance with the  
   control programme; and (what happens if the  
   work is not done or not to the standard  
   required).

 v.  How and when the control programme can be  
   reviewed and/or amended. (A review date of  
   2-5 years).

Other considerations for the CNG programme

• Compliance Date:

 �e current requirement is that CNG is   
 controlled before the plants produce seed.

 An alternative is to require control by a �xed  
 date. A possible date could be 20 November each  
 year. �is is the completion date that is currently  
 used to give land occupiers time to control CNG  
 while it is seeding and for Council to be able to  
 carry out compliance inspections during the  
 seeding window. Each season may be di�erent  
 and weather may delay the seeding window.  

 However, this date is considered to be 
 appropriate for Council and land occupiers to  
 meet the regional objective of the programme. 
 A calendar date in the rule would remove the  
 requirement for Council to issue Control   
 Programmes with a completion date each year.  
 �e focus would instead be on compliance  
 inspections after 20 November.

• Boundary control distance (bu�er zone)

 �e current boundary distance is 10 metres. �is  
 distance is not adequate to prevent the spread of  
 CNG onto neighbouring properties.

 Council wants to know if the distance should be  
 changed and if so what the distance should be. A  
 new distance would need to be supported by  
 evidence before it could be included in the Plan.

Chilean Needle Grass, Wither Hills Farm Park
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Table 1: Comparison table of control options for CNG

Option 1
A progressive containment
programme for Marlborough

Option 2
A sustained control programme for 
Marlborough

Land occupiers are familiar with this 
programme. 

�e principle of having a heavily 
infested surrounded by an area with 
moderate levels of CNG would 
remain the same.

Could retain the current 
classi�cations of Core and Fringe.

Management of properties according 
to a geographic area easier for 
Council to manage in terms of 
compliance.

A more realistic objective and
programme lines up with what can be
achieved over the 10 year life of the
new plan.

�e rules would match with the
requirement to control CNG on a
property based on infestation levels.
�e focus of the rules is on an
individual property but keeping in 
mind a regional objective to hold the 
level of CNG.

�e objective of progressive contain-
ment is not technically fully achievable. 
Based on the current information, the 
current programme is not achieving 
the objective of containment.

�e biology of a CNG plant means that, 
once you have an infestation of CNG, 
there is some uncertainty that once it 
has been controlled that a site can be 
completely rid of CNG.

It is unlikely that the geographic 
distribution will be reduced in 10 years.

Some properties may need to change 
classi�cation.

�e successful implementation of this 
type of programme for CNG would rely 
on being able to identify a geographic 
area of similar infestation levels. �e 
biology of the plant makes this di�cult 
because there is no distinct pattern to 
the distribution of the plant.

Limited �exibility to manage 
properties based on infestation levels.

�ere may be properties with heavy
infestations in the fringe class that may 
not be able to technically control all of 
their infestation. Conversely there may 
be properties in the core class that have 
relatively low infestations that could be 
controlled annually but a land occupier 
wouldn’t be obligated to carry out 
control.

Friction can occur between land 
occupiers where more e�ort is being 
put into controlling CNG on one 
property and the neighbour is not.

�is is the minimum requirement. May
not re�ect communities desire to want 
to not only contain but reduce 
infestation levels or eradicate CNG.

Friction can occur between land 
occupiers where more e�ort is being 
put into controlling CNG on one 
property and the neighbour is not.

POSITIVES NEGATIVES
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Option 2 cont.
A sustained council
programme for Marlborough

Option 3
A sustained control programme with 
compliance with a control 
programme in the rules

Control of all plants annually (where
this is possible) will be a requirement
to hold the levels.

No change from current regime of
inspecting against a control
programme sent out by Council.

More realistic objective and
programme lines up with what can be
achieved over the 10 year life of the
new plan.

Flexible to match the property
infestation levels and land use but
keeping in mind the regional 
objective to hold the level of CNG

Enforcement could apply to the 
control programme.

    

Enforcement is against the rule not the
control programme.

�is is the minimum requirement. May 
not re�ect communities desire to want 
to not only contain but reduce 
infestation levels or eradicate CNG.

Maybe too much focus on individual
properties. Customisation of control
programmes may create inconsistency 
of approach between properties.

Content may place more obligations on
land occupiers than is necessary to
achieve objective.

Compliance would be with the control
programme requirements and the 
rules.

POSITIVES NEGATIVES



Option 1: Same rule (Strategy Rule 3) 
and implementation.

Option 2: Regulate specific high spread 
risk activities as part of the Plan Rules.

Option 3: Introduction of a risk 
assessment or declaration form being 
completed for all “risk goods” moving 
o� a CNG infested property either 
voluntary or included in a rule.

Option 4: No movement of risk goods 
o� a property with CNG unless an 
exemption has been issued by Council.
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Options for Managing the Spread of 
Chilean Needle Grass

It is intended to continue to have a rule in the Plan that 
will aim to reduce CNG spreading. Possible approaches 
that are being considered to manage the risks associated 
with spread or potential spread of CNG are:

  

Option 1: Status quo: Same rule and 
implementation.

Use the same wording as Strategy Rule 3. �e wording 
focuses on the movement of the plant or plant part. �e 
programme would continue to be self-policing and there 
would continue to be no documentation of movements.

Council would continue to focus on educational and 
information activities about risky movements and how 
to prevent spread of CNG.

�e widely accepted process of obtaining an inspection 
for machinery that has been adopted by the community 
would be encouraged.

Option 2: Regulate speci�c high spread risk 
activities as part of the Plan Rules.

Include a rule that does not allow the movement of 
machinery, sheep or hay (including bailage or grass 
silage) unless that machinery has been cleaned to a 
certain standard, sheep are going direct to slaughter or 
the hay is being moved to another site that already has 

CNG. Machinery, livestock and hay are the three highest 
risk activities that could spread CNG. By placing an 
emphasis on these activities rather than the plant or plant 
part in the rule, enforcement is likely to be achievable.

Other spread risk activities (for example moving dogs, 
horses or vehicles that have visited a property) are far 
more di�cult to regulate and will form the basis of 
ongoing education initiatives.

Option 3: Introduction of a declaration form or risk 
assessment being completed for risk goods¹ moving 
o� a property with CNG.

�is option would make use of declaration forms. One 
of these would need to be completed for each 
movement of a risk good. It would be up the receiver to 
ensure a form is with the goods where the risk goods 
have come from a property with CNG. A copy of the 
form could be sent to Council. �is would be similar to 
the process used for movements of stock underneath 
TB Free NZ Programme/NAIT.

OR

An alternative approach could be that the land occupier 
of a property with CNG would be required to carry out a 
risk assessment of any movement, document the 
assessment and then obtain the approval from an 
approved person before the risk goods could be moved. 
Some likely risk assessment scenarios are documented 
in the table on page 17 with an assessment of the risk 
and whether the movement should occur. �ese 
scenarios would then need to be documented and 
signed o� by an approved person before the movement 
could occur.

¹ Risk Goods means any organism [livestock], organic 
material [hay], or other thing [vehicles, machinery] or 
substance [soil] that (by reason of its nature, origin, or 
other relevant factors) it is reasonable to suspect 
constitutes , harbours, or contains an organism [CNG] 
that may –

a) Cause unwanted harm to natural and physical 
resources or human health in New Zealand; or

b) Interfere with the diagnosis, management, or treatment, 
in New Zealand, of pests or unwanted organisms.

CNG is the pest/unwanted organism and can have a 
devastating impact on sheep health.
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SCENARIO  RISK       IS MOVEMENT  REQUIREMENTS

          ALLOWED? 

My stock are going to slaughter  LOW  YES I will check and clean stock   
         truck before leaving property

My stock are going to another  LOW  YES  I will check and clean stock 
property with CNG between 1 April    truck before leaving properties
and 31 October using either road
reserve or a vehicle

Machinery or vehicles that have  LOW  YES  No cleaning or formal check is 
visited my property with CNG have    necessary
only been on hard surfaces

Machinery or vehicles that have been  LOW  YES
on my property with CNG have been 
cleaned and there is no visible sign of 
soil or organic matter and have 
been inspected

I want to move hay produced on my  LOW  YES  I will ensure that the load is 
CNG infested property to another    covered and secure
property with CNG.

I want to move stock that were grazed  MEDIUM  CAUTION  Receiver of stock or hay needs to be 
or hay made from pasture on a CNG    aware of the risk. Not certain that  
free area of my property   stock or hay will be free of CNG

I want to move stock that were grazed  MEDIUM  CAUTION Taskforce has residual properties that 
or hay that was made from pasture in a    may last for up to 5 years. No certainty 
paddock sprayed with Taskforce®   that stock or hay will be free of CNG.  
            
My stock are being moved from my  HIGH  NO
property to another CNG infested 
property using road reserve between 
1 November and 31 March

My stock or hay are going to a property   HIGH  NO
without CNG within South Marlborough

My stock or hay is going elsewhere in HIGH  NO
Marlborough

My stock or hay is leaving Marlborough  HIGH  NO

Machinery or a vehicle that has been on  HIGH  NO  Machinery and vehicles must be 
my property that has mud or soil on it.   cleaned before being moved o� the 
         property and inspected.

Table 2: Risk Assessment Scenarios
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Option 4: No movement of risk goods o� a property 
with CNG unless an exemption has been issued by 
Council

A rule in the Plan would not allow risk goods to be 
moved unless permission from Council has been 
granted or an exemption has been issued. �is type of 
rule has the potential to disadvantage land occupiers 
by having to get permission to move anything from 
their property that is infested with CNG. Unless the 
process is e�cient it may cause time delays for land 
occupiers in running their operations and frustration 
waiting for permission or exemption.

�ere is provision under section 79 of the Biosecurity 
Act to consider exemptions. Land occupiers or any 
person would be required to outline to Council how 
they intend to manage spread risk and not prejudice 
the objective of the regional programme through the 
movement of a risk good from their property.

Regardless there will be more administration work 
for Council implementing an exemption process.

Chilean Needle Grass spring seed
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Table 3: Comparison table of options to manage the spread of CNG

Option 2
Regulate speci�c high spread risk 
activities as part of the Plan Rules.

 

Option 3
Introduction of a declaration form 
being completed for all “risk goods” 
moving o� a CNG infested property 
either voluntary or included in a rule.

Risk assessment being completed 
and signed by an [approved person] 
or [self assessment] before 
movement can occur.

Option 4
No movement of risk goods o� a 
property with CNG unless an
exemption has been issued by 
Council.

No change.

Focus is on the movement of the high 
risk activities that could potentially 
spread CNG.

Proposed rule is clearer about what
activities are being managed 
compared to the current rule.

Will assist in determining compliance 
with the rule.

Puts in place a means of documenting 
movement of all risk goods.

Greater awareness around movement 
of risk goods from CNG infested 
properties.

Easily enforced. No risk assessment, 
or risk assessment with a risk that is 
more than minor, if the goods are 
moved then an o�ence or infringe-
ment is clear.

Greater awareness around movement 
of risk goods from CNG infested 
properties.

Would hypothetically shut down 
more risk. It could be enforced easier 
because evidence is required whether 
the goods have moved not actual 
CNG material.

Doesn’t e�ectively address the risks
associated with moving CNG.

�e rule is ambiguous. It is not clear 
which activities will move the CNG 
plant or seed.

Enforcement is very di�cult. It is 
di�cult to prove that a person has 
spread the CNG knowingly.

Relies on education and advice as the
means of ensuring the risk of spread is
minimised.

Only focuses on the 3 high risk 
activities.

May impact negatively on people’s 
wellbeing by preventing grazing of 
stock and movement of hay.

Enforcement may still be di�cult.

New process. Will take time to 
implement. More forms and paperwork 
for land occupiers.

Resource intensive for Council.

Costs and time to complete 
assessments and forms.

Self-policing may not be e�ective.

New process. Will take time to 
implement. More forms and paperwork 
for land occupiers.

Addresses spread risk to a lesser 
degree. Careful consideration would 
need to be given to the content of the 
risk assessments and directions 
provided based on the content.

Costs and time to complete 
assessments and forms.

Resource intensive for Council.

Given its broader coverage this would 
have massive implications on land 
occupiers and the community.

Serious consideration would need to be
given to exemptions on a case by case basis 
to allow people to continue to farm the 
land and these may require an increase in 
Council administration resource.

Very resource intensive for Council.

POSITIVES NEGATIVES

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

Option 1
Status Quo:
Same rule and implementation.
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History

Nassella tussock infestations have been observed in 
Marlborough since 1906. In 1946 a statutory board was 
established to control the nassella tussock threat. In 
1989 the Board was dissolved on the basis that nassella 
tussock infestations had been reduced to a controllable 
level. Central Government considered that the 
responsibility of the cost of its eradication should be 
borne by the landowner with Council enforcing the 
provisions of the Noxious Plants Act. Nassella tussock 
has been included in Marlborough’s RPMS’s since 1996 
as a Containment Control Pest plant.

Why is nassella tussock a threat?

Nassella tussock is a perennial tussock that 
originates from South America. It can grow up to 70 
cm high and a mature plant can produce up to 
120,000 seeds. 

Nassella tussock is well adapted to invade and 
smother other grassland species and is largely 
unpalatable to livestock. It will also compete with 
native species. If left unmanaged, due to the proli�c 
nature of seed set, it will form large unpalatable 
monocultures and spread rapidly to uninfested areas.

Current situation

Nassella tussock is well established across the majority 
of hill country in South Marlborough. �e objective of 
the nassella tussock programme is to “To prevent any 
increase in the distribution of Nassella Tussock and 
reduce infestation levels where possible.”

�e current rules for nassella tussock in the RPMS 
2012 are:

 1.  Land occupiers are required to annually  
   destroy all Nassella Tussock (Nassella  
   trichotoma) plants, before they produce seed  
   on land that they occupy, unless

   �e land occupier has been directed other 
   wise to destroy all Nassella Tussock (Nassella  
   trichotoma) plants on the land they occupy,  
   by the time speci�ed in a Notice of Direction  
   to that e�ect issued by the Council in  
   accordance with Secton 122 of the Biosecurity  
   Act 1993.

 2.  Land occupiers are required to notify the  
   Council of any infestation of Nassella Tussock  
   (Nassella trichotoma), that was not 
   previously known, on land that they occupy.

�e achievement of the objective is through 
compliance with the rules. �e rules are supported 
operationally by the requirement to comply with a 
control programme. Council has in place an active 
compliance regime. Council issues a control 
programme to a land occupier with a completion 
date of the 15th of the months of May, June, July, 
August, September or October. A completion date 
can be changed or extended by mutual agreement. 
An inspection by Council sta� that a land occupier 
has completed their control work by the agreed 
completion date is carried out between May and 
October after the completion date has past. Land 
occupiers prefer no inspections during lambing in 
September.

Staggered completion dates assists Council in being 
able to inspect all properties and ensures that all 
land occupiers can be in compliance with the current 
rule to destroy all plants before they produce seed.

Emerging issues for nassella tussock in 
Marlborough

Control Programme

�e nassella tussock programme within the RPMS 
2012 is the largest programme that Council sta� 
implement throughout the year. �is is because 
Council is actively involved in facilitating 
timeframes for control to be carried out by land 
occupiers and actively inspecting properties to 
determine compliance.

One of the issues that have emerged through using a 
completion date in a non-regulatory control 
programme is that enforcement has been carried out 
for compliance with the completion date and not the 
Strategy Rule.

1.2 Nassella Tussock
(Nassella trichotoma)

These seeds have the potential 
to spread 10 km in strong winds. 
The seed has the ability to remain 
viable in the soil for many years. 



Option 3: A Sustained Control Programme 
for Marlborough using the existing rule with 
the option of providing a management plan.

Option 4: A Sustained Control Programme 
using a Notice of Direction.
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�ere is also a con�ict occurring in September where 
land occupiers want to maximise the time available 
to carry out the control work and Council needing to 
carry out compliance inspections before seeding.

Another emerging issue is where land occupiers 
request completion dates and inspections early in 
the year. While this may still mean the programme 
objective is being met in the long term, it can create 
issues later in a given season if �owering nassella 
tussock are observed on that property at a later time 
as that is still a technical breach of the Strategy Rule. 
It has been demonstrated by research that a single 
autumn control run can reduce densities over time 
although not as well as spring control.

Proposed future direction for the control of 
nassella tussock

It is proposed to manage nassella tussock under a 
Sustained Control Programme with an objective to 
ensure densities do not increase. �e potential 
impacts on individual properties and spread of 
nassella tussock between properties will be 
minimised through consistent pressure on 
population densities.

Council would like to continue to coordinate and use 
control programmes to support the outcome of the 
programme. We have considered the option of binding 
compliance with the control programme into a Plan 
rule rather than working alongside the programme. 
�ese options are explored in more detail below.

Council considers that a quantitative monitoring 
regime to track change in nassella tussock density 
over time is important to monitor e�ectiveness of 
the programme. A methodology will need to be 
established and then carried out as an additional role 
by Council.

So far Council has considered the options below. All 
of the options would have the same objective but 
could be delivered in di�erent ways.

Option 1: A Sustained Control Programme for 
Marlborough

�is option would most closely align to the existing 
programme, including the same rules. It uses control 
programmes (containing a completion date) 
operationally to facilitate compliance with the rule. 
Changes could be made to the way control programmes 
are delivered by managing the completion dates 
di�erently, and potentially making reference to such 
dates as ‘Council may carry out an inspection after…’. 
�ese dates should be the end of September at the 
latest. �is would allow Council to inspect before 
nassella tussock �owers and seeds in October/ 
November each year.

Land occupiers would be responsible for control, Council 
would carry out compliance inspections between June 
and October. Council would continue to respond to 
complaints about the presence of nassella tussock.

Option 2: A Sustained Control Programme for 
Marlborough subject to compliance with a 
control programme

�is option removes the biological requirement from the 
rule and replaces it with a requirement for control to be 
in accordance with a control programme. �ere would be 
a change in the focus of compliance from destroying all 
plants before they seed to being in compliance with a 
control programme. �is re�ects what is currently 
happening but in a more formal way by including control 
with a compliance programme in the rule.

�e obligations would remain the same with land occupiers 
being responsible for control and Council carrying out 
compliance inspections between June and September. 
Council would continue to respond to complaints 

A control programme could be de�ned as follows: 
Council could supply a default control programme 
template for use by land occupiers. Once approved by 
Council, the control programme will be monitored and 
enforced by Council.

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

Option 1: A Sustained Control 
Programme for Marlborough.

Option 2: A Sustained Control 
Programme for Marlborough subject to 
compliance with a control programme.
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2012. �ere would be a “default” rule requiring land 
occupiers to destroy all plants annually before seed 
production.

Instead of Council issuing a control programme this 
would be replaced with a letter advising the timing 
of Council audit for a property. �is would be a 
voluntary agreement between the land occupier and 
the Council and could be changed by mutual 
agreement.

Land occupiers would be given the opportunity to 
provide Council a Management Plan using the 
criteria for control programmes in Option 2. If 
approved, Council audits would be to check against 
that Management Plan rather than the Rule. If the 
Management Plan is not being complied with, 
Council would still have the ability to fall back on the 
default Rule or use enforcement provisions within 
the Act where necessary.

�e obligations would remain the same with land 
occupiers being responsible for control and Council 
carrying out compliance inspections (against either 
the Rule or agreed Management Plan) between June 
and October. Council would continue to respond to 
complaints.

If the property occupation or ownership changes, the 
occupier would be required to advise the new land 
occupier of the control programme requirements. �e 
new occupier would have the opportunity to review 
the Management Plan terms with Council.

Option 4: A Sustained Control Programme using 
a Notice of Direction

Rather than annually sending control programmes as 
a means to meet a Plan Rule, a NOD under s122(1)(b) 
(with no administration charge) could be issued in its 
place. A legal document would be issued from the 
outset. �e NOD can be treated with some degree of 
�exibility in the way control programmes currently 
are but in the event enforcement is required by 
Council, the process (and time/costs involved) will be 
reduced signi�cantly.

�e obligations would remain the same with land 
occupiers being responsible for control and Council 
carrying out compliance inspections between June 
and September. Council would continue to respond to 
complaints.

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

 �e scope of the Control Programme could  
 include:
   i.   Timeframe for completion for control  
     work; and

   ii.  Timing and scope of Council audit(s) ;  
     and

   iii.  Process in the event non-compliance with  
     the Control Programme; and

   iv.  How the Control Programme can be  
     reviewed and /or amended and

   v.  Responsibilities of the land occupier and  
     Council.

If the property occupation or ownership changes, 
the occupier would be required to advise the new 
land occupier of the control programme 
requirements. �e new occupier would have the 
opportunity to review the control programme terms 
with Council.

Council would work with land occupiers to agree on 
a control programme. To support the programme 
there would be a default rule giving Council the 
ability to issue a notice of direction (NOD) to control 
nassella tussock once it has produced seed. Council 
will continue to be able to issue a s122(1()(b) NOD at 
any time if necessary.

Option 3: A Sustained Control Programme 
using the existing rule with the option of 
providing a management plan.

�is option would use the same rules in the RPMS 

Nassella Tussock



23

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

Table 4: Comparison table of control options for nassella tussock

Option 1
A Sustained Control
Programme for Marlborough

Similar programme to now. Land
occupiers familiar with programme 
and o�ers a non-regulatory approach 
to achieve the regional objective.

�e issuing of control
programmes with staggered
completion dates allows land
occupier’s to comply with the rule
and for there to be su�cient time
for Council to inspect properties to
ensure compliance with the rule.

Similar to now, except compliance
will be with the control programme
and not before the plants set seed.

O�ers a non-regulatory approach
to achieve the regional objective.

Similar to now, with less
administration for the majority of
properties that will not require a
“Management Plan” and can meet
the Rule easily.

Provides scope for more detailed
management plans to be developed 
for the worst infested properties that 
have a long history of never being 
able to meet a single regional Rule.

Sets up an expectation that the
control work must be done.

Would signi�cantly reduce the time 
and costs to Council involved in the 
event enforcement is required.

�e confusion that exists between 
enforcement being in compliance with 
the rule and not the completion date in 
the control programme would remain.

Compliance with a control programme 
is voluntary. �ere is a risk that if all 
land occupiers left control work to the 
‘last minute’ this would jeopardise 
compliance with the rule and not allow
enforcement to be carried out to meet 
the regional objective of the 
programme.

Enforcement notices issued to comply 
with a completion date in a control 
programme currently con�icts with the 
rule requirement.

Complexity of the rules and de�ning a 
control programme is not as legally 
robust as a having one rule subject to a 
clear biological process.

Potentially a greater initial 
administration input would be 
required by Council sta� to formalise 
a modi�ed Control Programme 
process and get them approved and in 
place for a large number of properties.

�e transition for land occupiers may 
be confusing to start with.

Need to be clear about when and where 
Council has the ability use enforcement 
provisions as could be ambiguous.

Some properties may see the 
Management Plan as a way to reduce 
the inputs into control work which 
could see densities increase over time.

A NOD has never been used this way. It 
may give the impression that the land 
occupier has done something wrong 
before they have had a chance to do the 
control work for the season. �is may 
be perceived by the community as a ‘big 
stick’ approach from Council. �is 
may potentially jeopardise good 
relationships between the Council 
and landowners.

Council may be required to move to 
Default works under s128 more 
frequently.

POSITIVES NEGATIVES

Option 4
A Sustained Control Programme 
using a Notice of Direction (NOD) 
in place of a Control Programme.

Option 2
A Sustained Control Programme for 
Marlborough subject to compliance 
with a control programme

Option 3
A Sustained Control Programme for 
Marlborough, using the existing rule 
with the use of management plans
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Why are wilding conifers a threat?

�e majority of wilding conifer species are regarded 
as a high risk species that spread vigorously from 
individual plants or plantations into ungrazed native 
grasslands and scrublands due to their wind-blown 
seed. �e resulting spread can change open tussock 
grassland ecosystems into closed canopy, conifer 
forest that can potentially impact on the following:

 • Landscape values – particularly disruption of  
  existing open and often treeless landscapes.

 • Indigenous biodiversity values – spread can  
  dominate or degrade the habitats of indigenous  
  �ora and fauna.

 • Existing pastoral uses – grazing species can be  
  shaded out by taller growing trees.

 • Future land use opportunities – wilding  
  dominated land is more expensive (than open  
  grassland) to convert to other uses such as  
  improved pasture or managed forest.

 • Hydrology – dense wilding stands covering a  
  signi�cant percentage of a catchment (usually  
  >20%) will reduce water yields.

History

Wilding conifers occur in many locations throughout 
Marlborough. �ese infestations have been sourced 
from numerous planting or sowing activities that 
have occurred in the past (legacy plants) without the 
bene�t of foresight of the resulting wilding spread. 
Such activities included (but were not limited to):

 • Former forest service research plantings (e.g.  
  Upper Waihopai, Branch/Leatham)

 • Former erosion protection control planting  
  (e.g. Wye Reserve)

 • Farm shelter/amenity/wood source planting  
  (e.g. Molesworth).

Council and DOC have been managing the spread of 
wilding conifers in numerous areas of South 

Marlborough and in some cases; this has been 
ongoing for many years. However, in some other 
cases, any form of control programme is relatively 
new. �ese programmes were primarily put in place 
in order to contain the spread of the high spread risk 
species such as Pinus contorta and Pinus sylvestris 
from their current locations in South Marlborough.

In areas like the Marlborough Sounds, community 
-led control of primarily wilding Pinus radiata has 
been occurring to allow the second generation 
re-growth of the Sounds return in the absence of 
wilding conifers. 

�e source of the wilding conifers in this instance is 
a combination of homestead planting and plantation 
forestry. �e mode of spread for P. radiata in the 
Sounds is a much slower process and strongly linked 
to both historical and current ground disturbance.

DOC has a management plan to control wilding 
conifers on the conservation estate focussing on 
locations with high ecological value. DOC also has a 
joint programme with Landcorp Farming to manage 
wilding conifers in the Molesworth Station area.

Current situation

�e current formal programme within the RPMS 
2012 designated a sole species of wilding conifer - 
Pinus contorta. While it is recognised as the most 
vigorous and highest risk species, it is not the sole 
species causing or having the potential to cause 
serious impacts for areas of Marlborough at threat 
from infestations. It is recommended that any future 
programme recognise wilding conifers as a class of 
organisms for the purposes of the Plan and as such 
that class of organisms would be pests in the 
designated areas outlined in the respective 
programmes.

For a multitude of reasons, larges areas of  
Marlborough are already heavily infested with 
wilding conifers. �is can range from the dense cover 
of the legacy planting grading out to various 
densities to outlier trees ready to seed and cause 
further spread. Under the former Pinus contorta 
programme, numerous ‘Containment Areas’ were 
established which highlighted areas that were 
deemed not feasible to instigate the removal of trees 
and created defensible boundaries for spread 

1.3 Wilding Conifers
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management. A review of these ‘Containment Areas’ 
needs to be carried out and re�ned to provide a more 
accurate spatial picture of these areas.

Reference is also made in the RPMS 2012 to the 
ongoing programme occurring on Molesworth Station.

Proposed future direction

At this time, there are initiatives at a national level to 
implement the recently released National Wilding 
Conifer Strategy. �is Strategy is non-regulatory but 
some of the components within it (that are being 
actioned) directly a�ect regional policy.

A key area of work recently completed has been 
standardising the de�nition of “wilding conifers” for 
use in Plan’s. It is intended to utilise this de�nition if 
a programme is developed for Marlborough or speci�c 
areas of Marlborough. It has also been suggested that 
some speci�c species could be listed in order for them 
to be declared a pest in both wilding and planted 
states (Table 5).

Given the de�nition     
of wilding conifers is 
very broad, the type of 
programme and the 
spatial extent of any 
programme developed 
will be critical to ensure 
the programme is both 
feasible and applicable.

�e detail of what regulatory programme(s) will look 
like and more importantly where they will be applied, 
will require much thought and collaboration between 
all those parties currently involved in wilding conifer 
management in Marlborough. �is has yet to be 
pulled together.

Table 6: Species of conifers that would be 
considered a pest if a wilding plant

COMMON NAME  SCIENTIFIC NAME

Douglas �r  Pseudotsuga menziesii

Lodgepole or contorta pine  Pinus contorta

Scots pine  Pinus sylvestris

Dwarf mountain pine and Pinus mugo and 
mountain pine  P.unicinata 

Western white pine  Pinus monticola

Bishops pine  Pinus muricata

Maritime pine  Pinus pinaster

Ponderosa pine  Pinus ponderosa

Corsican pine  Pinus nigra

European larch  Larix decidua

Radiata Pine  Pinus radiata

Table 5: Species declared pests:

COMMON NAME  SCIENTIFIC NAME

Lodgepole or contorta pine  Pinus contorta

Scots pine  Pinus sylvestris

Dwarf mountain pine and Pinus mugo and 
mountain pine  P.unicinata 

European larch*  Larix decidua

* Excludes sterile hybrids

Clarity surrounding what is happening at a national 
level will also be required to ensure regional 
regulation is in alignment.

At this early stage, some principles have been 
developed to help guide the development of 
potential Plan programmes:

 1.  Have a long term vision for keeping free areas  
   free of wilding conifers.

 2.  Accept that some areas of wilding conifers  
   will never be feasible to remove regardless of  
   technological advancements.

 3.  Accept that spread from source areas that  
   cannot be removed must be managed in  
   perpetuity (requiring ongoing investment  
   forever).

 4.  Use of integrating ‘special projects’ into  
   regulation. �ere may be numerous 
   operational projects (Trusts, Community  
   Groups, collaborations etc) that could be  
   referred to in the Plan. �ese projects need to  
   be endorsed and supported. It has been  
   demonstrated that this model is very 
   successful in managing wilding conifers. 
   Such projects could be excluded from 
   regulation where applicable.

 5.  Any areas that have been subject to a ‘special  
   project’, and the need for the special project  
   diminishes (i.e. achieved the objective,  
   removed seed source). In these instances, the  
   obligation for keeping the area free would fall  
   back upon the land occupier.

Wilding Conifer definition:
Any introduced conifer tree, including (but 
not limited to) any of the species listed in 
Table 6, established by natural means, 
unless it is located within a forest 
plantation, and does not create any 
greater risk of wilding conifer spread to 
adjacent or nearby land than the species 
in the forest plantation that it is part of.



SECTION 2:
 
Proposed 
New Pest 
Programmes

26

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012



27

REVIEW OF MARLBOROUGH’S REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2012

Current situation

No populations of invasive pest �sh are currently 
known to be present or established within 
waterways and lakes in Marlborough. Some pest �sh 
species are major threats in other parts of New 
Zealand. While the release of aquatic life (including 
pest �sh) is covered in the Conservation Act 1987, 
there is still no clear process for both investigations 
and awareness activities for pest �sh.

Why are pest fish a threat?

Rudd, tench, koi carp, cat�sh and gambusia and are 
all species that pose a threat of being introduced to 
Marlborough’s waterways. Pest �sh can only 
establish new populations through the intentional 
release by individuals who are purposefully trying 
them in the area. �e main drivers for people              
to intentionally release pest �sh is to establish 
recreational coarse �shing areas or for ornamental 
reasons.

Proposed future direction for pest fish in 
Marlborough

It is proposed to include an Exclusion Programme for 
those pest �sh species listed Table 7. �is programme 
will include rules to act as a deterrent and enable 
appropriate prosecution in the event of an illegal 
release. A formal programme will raise the pro�le of 
pest �sh as exclusion pests in Marlborough.

Operationally, it is hoped that the Exclusion 
Programme for pest �sh will allow Council sta� to 
undertake a more thorough surveillance operation.

2.1 Pest Fish Table 7: Species declared pests:

COMMON NAME  SCIENTIFIC NAME

Rudd  Scardinius erythrophthalmus

Tench  Tinca tinca

Koi carp  Cyprinus carpio

Cat�sh  Ictalurus nebulosus

Gambusia  Gambusia a�nis

Perch  Perca �uviatilis

Notes:

 a)  Koi carp (Cyprinus carpio) and Rudd 
   (Scardinius erythrophthalmus) are listed as  
   noxious �sh under Schedule 3 of the Fresh 
   water Fisheries Regulations 1983. �e  
   Regulations prohibit having noxious �sh in  
   their possession or to rear them without  
   permission from DOC. Any rules in the new  
   Plan would not derogate in any way from the  
   Freshwater Fisheries Regulations 1983.

 b)  Tench (Tinca tinca) and Perch (Perca �uviatilis)  
   are listed as a sports �sh under Schedule 1 of  
   the Freshwater Fisheries Regulations 1983.  
   A licence is required to catch sports �sh. Fish  
   and Game NZ has responsibility for manage 
   ment of the sports �sh resource for the  
   recreational interests of anglers.

 c)  Any rules in our Plan would not in any way  
   derogate from Section 26ZM of the 
   Conservation Act 1987, the transfer or  
   release of live aquatic life. Section 26Zm  
   prohibits the transfer or release of live  
   aquatic life into freshwater without the prior  
   approval of the Minister of Fisheries or  
   Conservation.

Pest fish have a number of e�ects 
on the indigenous aquatic 
fauna including direct predation, 
competition for food and reduction 
in water quality.
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2.2 Wallabies

Table 8: Proposed wallaby species to be 
declared as Exclusion pests in Marlborough-
COMMON NAME  SCIENTIFIC NAME

Bennett’s wallaby  Macropus rufogriseus   
     rufogriseus

Dama wallaby  Macropus eugenii

Parma wallaby  Macropus parma

Brushtailed  Petrogale penicillata
rock wallaby 

Swamp wallaby  Wallabia bicolour

(family Macropodidae)

Operationally, in event of a report or sighting of 
wallabies, Council sta� will carry out detection 
activities to con�rm the presence and/or conduct 
necessary control activities.

Wallaby 

Current situation

�ere have never been any con�rmed or established 
populations of wallabies identi�ed in Marlborough. 
On occasions, single wallabies have been reported 
through either the escape of those kept as pets or 
those purposefully released.

In 2012, wallabies were removed from the schedule 
of animals managed under the Wildlife Control Act 
1977. At the time, wallabies were given interim 
Unwanted Organism status under the Biosecurity 
Act 1993 with the aim for wallabies to be managed 
as pests within Regional Pest Management Plans as 
regional councils see �t.

Why are wallabies a threat?

�e presence of wallabies in natural ecosystems can 
cause numerous negative impacts. �ese include:

 a)  preventing regeneration of native species;
 b)  depleting forest understory;
 c)  impacts on water quality;
 d)  damage to tall tussock grasslands;
 e)  depleting inter-tussock vegetation;
 f)  increasing bare ground; and
 g)  increased risk of soil erosion.

Proposed future direction for wallabies in 
Marlborough

It is recommended to place the wallaby species listed in 
the Table 8 in an Exclusion Programme for Marlborough.

Wallabies can also have impacts 
upon primary production through 
to damage to pasture covers, 
feeding on green feed crops, 
and damaging exotic forestry 
particularly after planting.
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3.1 Proposed Current Pests That Will Not be 
  Included in The New RPM Plan

Blue morning glory

Climbing asparagus

Darwin ants

Egeria

Ginger (kahili and yellow)

Lagarosiphon

Nodding thistle

Ragwort

Surveillance

Containment Control

Surveillance will continue as an activity. 
Rather than being documented in the Plan, 
these pests will be managed as a separate 
activity alongside the Plan.

Nodding thistle and ragwort have a very 
long history of being singled out as being 
an important pastoral weeds and also a 
‘noxious’ weed under older legislation. In 
previous RPMS’s, they were designated a 
pest under a Containment Control 
Programme with boundary rules targeted to 
prevent spread into un-infested areas where 
production values were at threat. Given the 
widespread nature of these species, 
Council’s programme has been one based on 
complaints. Active monitoring of property 
boundaries is not feasible.

�rough the mid-1990’s, biological control 
agents were released. �e agents have 
essentially lowered infestation levels in 
most areas well below that which causes 
impacts. �ese biological control agents are 
now well established and continue to 
suppress the population in most areas. 
However, given natural processes are at 
play, in some areas or at certain times of the 
cycle, nodding thistle and ragwort can come 
away again to undesirable levels. Conven-
tional herbicide control methods can be 
employed or if tolerable, the biological 
agents may build back up given time.

In the last 10 years, Council has only 
received one formal complaint relating to a 
breach of the RPMS rule for nodding thistle. 
While Council has received enquiries 
regarding ragwort, no formal complaint has 
been made nor has Council been required to 
be involved in disputes. It is proposed to 
not include nodding thistle and ragwort as a 
designated pest regulated through the new 
Plan. Instead, biological control monitoring 
and re-distribution where necessary will 
continue. �e management of these species 
will be the same as other pastoral weeds 
such as scotch thistle and Californian thistle 
– a production pest land occupiers manage 
as they see �t.

CURRENT PEST IN THE 
REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT 
STRATEGY 2012

CURRENT PROGRAMME IN THE
REGIONAL PEST MANAGEMENT
STRATEGY 2012 *

REASON(S)
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4.1 Proposed Programmes for the Current 
  Pests in the RPMS 2012: (not covered in Sections 1 and 3)

Bathurst bur

Bur daisy

Chinese pennisetum

Climbing spindleberry

Giant needle grass

Parrots feather

Spartina grass

African feather grass

Boneseed

Cathedral bells

Eel Grass

Evergreen buckthorn

Madiera vine

Moth plant

Sa�ron thistle

Rooks

Senegal tea

Kangaroo grass

White edged
nightshade

Rabbits (Feral)

Broom

Gorse

Reed sweet grass

Possums

Purple loosestrife

Cotton thistle

Total Control

Total Control

Total Control

Containment Control

Containment Control

Containment Control

Surveillance

Surveillance

Eradication

Sustained Control

Exclusion

Progressive 
Containment

Sustained Control

Exclusion

Eradication

Sustained Control

�e existing programmes for these pests 
would continue with the aim of eradica-
tion.

It is unlikely that these pests will be 
eradicated from Marlborough within the 
life of the new Plan (10 years). It  is more 
likely that we will be able to maintain a 
very low density or in some cases reduce 
density. �is will be achieved by ongoing 
control at active sites and structured 
monitoring of all known sites and other 
risk areas over time. An attempt will be 
made each year to control as much of the 
infestations as possible.

�ese pests have been eradicated from 
Marlborough. �eir new status will be 
re�ected in an Exclusion Programme.

�e proposed programme �ts with what is 
happening operationally for these pests.

�e proposed programme �ts with what is 
happening operationally for these pests. 
 

Instead of trying to contain possums to 
the mainland, possums will be excluded 
from the o�shore islands in the
Marlborough Sounds.

It is proposed to include a programme in 
the new Plan with the aim of eradication.

It is proposed to include a programme in 
the new Plan with the aim to provide for 
ongoing control to reduce its impacts on 
values and its spread to other properties.

CURRENT PEST IN 
THE REGIONAL PEST 
MANAGEMENT 
STRATEGY 2012

CURRENT PROGRAMME 
IN THE REGIONAL 
PEST MANAGEMENT
STRATEGY 2012 *

PROPOSED PROGRAMME 
IN THE REGIONAL PEST 
MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXPLANATION
REASON(S)

These pests are covered in detail in the MDC Review of the RPMS 2012 Supplementary Information Document


