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What caused the wilding pine problem at Mid Dome?

Between the 1950s and 1980s Crown
agencies (MWD, NZFS) and local
authorities planted P contorta (contorta
pine) and P mugo (mountain pine).
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Wilding Tree Spread
From 1998- 2015
Downwind of Mid Dome into the
Upper Tomogalak Catchment
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Wilding Tree - Potential Spread From Mid Dome
Date: 26 April 2007
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Mid Dome since the mid 90s >30 years
A Early control work - all underfunded

A 2006 Mid Dome Trust
formed

A 2010 Aerial spraying
became a viable tool

A 2017 NWCCP funding
starts

A Expenditure to 2023 =
$20M
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Mid Dome Wilding Tree Programme -
Structure and Partner Relationships
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1.Ring fence—
contain infestation

~—_68,000ha_

2. Remove light
- infestationand hand = =
.« back to farmers

~ 40000ha
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Mid-Dome Wilding Conifer
Management Strategy
2023 - 2033

Reclaiming Mid Dome - We Are Over Halfway There!

We are over halfway there!

Charitable Trust

Better Bicsecunity
Schutions Ltd

Mig-Dame Wikhng Contfer Management Sirategy 2023 - 2013



What is needed to complete wilding
control at Mid Dome ?

A Aerially spray the last of closed canopy infestations.
A Almost complete.
A Target missed trees.

A Undertake the second and third 3-5 year maintenance control cycles to prevent trees
from coning.

Aln progress

A Prepare the respective land owners/managers to take back responsibility for future
management of any residual wilding risk under the RPMP supervised by ES.

A Improve regulatory provisions.

A Address risks from external seed sources — esp. Douglas fir



What will it take to complete the Mid Dome Programme?

Mid Dome Expenditure Actual and Optimal
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This could done by 2033 and could cost up to $20M



Mid Dome Funding Model scenarios based on 12+

years of operational data

Effect of
not funding

Actual vs Optimal Funding

Mid Dome Proposed Funding

$4,000,000

$35,000,000

$3,500,000

$30,000,000

$3,000,000

Chart Title

$25,000,000

$2,500,000

$20,000,000

$2,000,000

$15,000,000

$1,500,000

$10,000,000

$1,000,000

$5,000,000

$500,000

S0

%0 l-----llll-llllllllllllllll

€€/ze0t
ze/1e0t
1€/0€0¢
0€/620¢
62/820¢
8¢/L0T
L2/920¢
9¢/5¢0¢
Sz/veot
¥2/€20t
€2-220¢
TT-Te0t
12-0202
07-610¢
6T-810C
8T-/LT0C
LT-910C
91-ST0C
ST-¥102
¥T-€T0C
€T-210C
TT-T10C
1T-0102
01-600¢
60-800¢
80-£00C
£0-900¢

€€/2e0t
ze/Te0e
1€/0€0¢
0€/620¢
61/820¢
8¢/L20¢
LT/920¢
97/S20¢
Sz/veoe
¥2/€20t
€2-720C
7120t
12-020¢
02-6T0C
6T-8T0C
81-LT0¢
LT-9T0T
91-ST0C
ST-¥102
¥T1-€T0C
€1-210¢
71-110¢
11-0T02
01-600¢
60-8002
80-L00¢
£0-9002

Underfunding

M Proposed M Optimal

M Actual

M Proposed m Optimal

M Actual



Planned and deferred maintenance for 2023/24 season — Mid Dome Management Unit

i Maintenance Activities:

$398 000

10 polygons
High-Priority Initial Control:

$244,200

2 polygons
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[ Aerial Basal Bark Application '
Ground Control

[ Deferred Maintenance®*
*Shapes not representative
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Planned and deferred maintenance for 2023/24 season — Flagstaff Management Unit
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Even the proposed 60% reduction of spending in 23/24 could
delay programme completion by 5 years and add $13M in cost

Effect of one year of underfunding
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If we do not complete the programme....

AAny remaining wilding trees that are coning will rapidly reinfest the
heavily controlled areas — approx. 20,000 ha.

ARemaining seed sources at Mid Dome have the potential over time to
infest more than 200,000 ha of extremely vulnerable hill and high
country land downwind to the east and south — as far as the Clutha
River and beyond.

AThis will result in major losses in pastoral production, biodiversity and
water yield and increased wild fire risk as well as impacting on social
and cultural values.

AThe sunk investment cost (to date in excess of $20M) will be lost.



Funding cuts in the late 70’s cost the
Tb programme over S1. 5B

Figure 2. Relationship between Tb herd infection and vector control
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National Economic Cost Benefit Analysis —
MPI| 2018 — benefit cost ratio of 38:1- over the next 50 years

Impact ($Millions)
Impacts on productive land (Income and Consumption) 2,228
Impacts on water for irrigation and energy (Income and Consumption) 2,966
Impacts on biodiversity (Environment) 429
Impacts on fire safety (Safety) 654
Impacts on household income and social benefits of employment (Jobs 16
and Earnings)

TOTAL BEMEFIT 6,295




What does the Mid Dome Trust need?

AContinued proactive support from its partners, i.e., MPI, DOC, LINZ,
Environment Southland and local land holders.

APolitical pressure put on Central Government to provide the funding
necessary to complete the national Wilding Conifer Control Programme.

AAdditional funding each partner to lessen the impacts of severely reduced
national programme funding.
A ES’s contribution has been static at $50kpa since 2006.
A Unexpected decrease in DOCs annual funding from $70K-$50K
A LINZ’s contribution has declined $120K down to $75K pa.
A Consider land holder contributions (20%) as in some other regions.

Almprove the regulatory tools that are necessary and apply them to
effectively hand back responsibility to land owners for wilding tree
compliance under the RPMP.

A Fit for purpose biosecurity rules to protect compliant land owners/occupiers

A More robust resource management tools for conifer planting to avoid future wilding
spread problems



Mid Dome has never been more winnable
than now!

AWe just need sufficient funding ($20M over 10 years) to complete
A If not costs to complete escalate at a compounding rate of 30%/ann.

AThe majority $ must come from Government with co-funding from
A Regional Councils
A Public environmental funds
A Donors/philanthropists
A Beneficiaries/exacerbators?

AWe must work with affected land holders to achieve effective transition of
responsibility for maintenance post programme by 2033, i.e., “no coning
trees”

AA national surveillance and regulatory regime will be needed post 2033 to
protect the gains for the long term.
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