
Richard Sullivan
PO Box 117, Nelson
021 02495 791
richard.sullivan.001@gmail.com

Brook Waimarama Sanctuary Trust
RM 155046
Consent for the storage, use and aerial application of pest control bait within the Brook 
Sanctuary

I oppose this proposal.

I oppose this entire proposal, in particular
• 4. OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED OPERATION
• 8. CONSULTATION
• 9. NOTIFICATION
• 10. PROPOSED MONITORING
• 11. MEASURES TO AVOID, MINIMISE, OR MITIGATE POTENTIAL ADVERSE

The reasons for making my submission are:
1. The limited notification decision is inappropriate as the effects are more than minor. 
2. As a largely ratepayer funded organisation, the Sanctuary should be accountable to 

ratepayers.
3. Aerial drops are completely unnecessary and the widespread use of brodifacoum in 

this manner is unsuitable for this site.
4. The Sanctuary’s lack of transparency means the information that is provided can 

not be trusted.
5. The Sanctuary has a very poor record of compliance so the Council should ensure 

the conditions of consent are strict, monitoring is undertaken, and penalties for non-
compliance are in place.
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Consent application should be publicly notified

I strongly urge the council to delay the decision and make the consent publicly notified so 
that a wider range of views can be sought.  In the Nelson 2060 Vision document, goal two 
is “We are all able to be involved in decisions.”  Obviously this is not being achieved here. 
Until there is a formal process adopted I have added comments from members of the 
Brook Valley Community Group at the end of my submission.  I hope these are taken into 
account, but I hope more that these people, and others, are given the chance the chance 
to participate fully in the democratic process, as is the stated goal of the council.  

Sanctuary needs to be publicly accountable

As a largely publicly funded organisation the Sanctuary should be held publicly 
accountable.  This restricted notification continues the Sanctuary's abysmal history of a 
lack of transparency and non-compliance.  For example the Sanctuary has always refused 
to release any feasibility studies into the operation; thus ratepayers can only assume this 
is because they all show the project is not feasible in its current form, and yet ratepayers 
are continually stumping up ever increasing amounts of money to support an unworkable 
project, including unnecessary helicopter poison bombing. 

For this operation the sanctuary claims community support, but they are not seeking public 
notification to show how strong the support is. The council should note the Sanctuary's 
annual report that shows declining levels of membership and donations, suggesting the 
community support is both small and waning.

The application claims that this operation is identical to other pest eradications in fenced 
sanctuaries.  This is simply not true.  Most of these had fewer aerial applications, and all 
were publicly notified.  

The information provided in the material accompanying the consent application can not be 
trusted.  It is most certainly not an independent assessment.  The company that has 
produced the AEE shares directors and shareholders as the company that makes Xcluder 
fences.  This is an interest that is not disclosed in any of the material.  Further the only 
letter of support from a neighbour comes from David Butler - the founding Chairman of the 
Sanctuary.  Again this fact is not disclosed, underlining the lack of honesty this 
organisation operates with.

The application claims that neighbours have been consulted.  This is an outright lie.  In 
fact when I offered to meet with Sanctuary representatives on this issue and sent specific 
questions I wanted answered they refused to meet.

The Sanctuary’s poor record with compliance is also an issue.  There have been several 
breaches of the original fence building consent, and serious damage to the historical 
walkway that the consent was trying to protect. When notified of consent breaches on the 
boundary with our land Council officers have shown a refusal to act.  I urge the Council to 
take a more active interest in the Sanctuary's activities as they show contempt for 
residents of Brook Valley and the ratepayers who fund their operation. 

Effects of planned operation are much more than minor

The claim that the effects are no more than minor are strongly disputed.  Firstly, having to 
move stock because a neighbour wishes to carpet bomb adjacent land is not a minor 
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issue.  Secondly, even if livestock are moved, the bush between our place and the 
sanctuary is an important source of food in terms of wild deer and pigs - these animals can 
not reasonably be asked not to roam these areas in the event of poor poison 
management. The Ministry of Primary Industries recommends that hunting and eating of 
animals in a region exposed to anticoagulant poison should not occur within three years. 
This is a very large impost on us, and any hunters who have used land adjoining the 
Sanctuary, such as the Roding catchment. And thirdly, almost every animal that comes 
into contact with the bait in the sanctuary will die a heinous death. How many weka, 
morepork, geckos, hawks, insects, pigs, possums, cats and even rats will die is unknown 
but it will be large and it will essentially depopulate the Sanctuary area of birds and 
mammals. This is not a minor effect. The Sanctuary have no record of what lives in the 
Sanctuary and should at least be made to account for the native fauna they will destroy 
before being able to do so indiscriminately.

The Nelson 2060 goals three and four are “Our natural environment – air, land, rivers and 
sea – is protected and healthy” and “We produce more of our own food.”  Widespread 
poison drops put both of these at risk. This operation is so obviously at odds with the 
stated long term strategy of the Council that it must be looked at more closely by a wider 
variety of interested parties.

It is worth noting only land-owning neighbours have been notified.  Residents of the motor 
camp have not been given their opportunity to be heard.

Aerial     dispersal     is     inappropriate     for     the     site  

Further to the lack of animal monitoring, the weather monitoring is also inadequate for 
such an operation.  The Code of Practice for Pestoff suggests that the poison should only 
be aerially dispersed when the operator can be sure of 200mm of rain in the next 90 days. 
The consent asks for operation of between 1 June and 30 September. Using official rainfall 
data for Nelson then 1 June is really the only day in that window when sufficient rainfall 
over the next 3 months could be expected with any confidence (and even then the average 
is less 10% above the required minimum and that El Nino dry weather warnings are in 
effect). The Sanctuary should be able to provide rainfall monitoring over several years to 
give this confidence, but the application does not contain it, suggesting either they do not 
know, or they know that rainfall is insufficient for this type of operation.

Source: metservice.com/towns-cities/nelson
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The code of practice also states that written consent should be obtained from adjacent 
neighbours with stock.  Obviously this is lacking. The code of practice goes on to say 
where such agreement can not be reached the adjacent boundary will treated by hand 
application only. The proposed buffer zone is inadequate, especially if it is to be patrolled 
by volunteers. The buffer zone should be much wider, and professionals should be used to 
monitor compliance.

Taking time to assess the options is the sensible decision

The haste with which this operation is to take place is unjustified.  The fence should be 
given time to show it is secure - at least one full year.  Only if it is shown it can hold up to a 
winter and a summer should consent be granted.  The application document states that 
temporary screens will be put in place to catch bait and poisoned carcasses.  If a dead 
animal can leave the sanctuary without these temporary screens, it would be a doddle for 
a live one to enter.  This means not only is the site unsuitable, the operation is futile.

The haste to eradicate animals is also unseemly.  I would have thought that the idea of a 
sanctuary is a long term conservation project.  The need to wipe out everything in such a 
short space of time does not gel.  Further, a more targeted trapping and poisoning will be 
less devastating on the desired species.  The Sanctuary likes to say “Save Our Babies” 
but because of their infanticide, none of the ‘babies’ ever inside the fence will be native to 
the region.

Decision I wish the Consent Authority to make:

Decline this application for storage, use and aerial application of poison.

For any future poisoning:
• Publicly notify the consent application.
• All poison should be disseminated by hand.
• Council actively monitor compliance, and penalties introduced should the Sanctuary 

fail to deliver on its obligations.

If, despite the evidence against, aerial dispersion is approved, then 
• 11.2 increase the Buffer zone within the fence to 200metres. 5-10metres is not best 

practice and entirely inadequate.
• Detail the monitoring that would be undertaken between the Sanctuary fence and 

the purpose-built new boundary fence along Western boundary, and the penalties 
for non-compliance.

• 11.3 use qualified public servants such as Ministry of Primary Industries staff to 
make up the “Spill teams” - they are bound by the public code of conduct and 
covered by safety legislation.

• 11.5 Ensure there is zero work, disruption and risk to neighbours. Risk to food 
supply and destocking constitute unreasonable impact.

Yes I wish to be heard in support of my submission
Richard Sullivan
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Submissions from members of the Brook Valley Residents 
Association

Moira Bauer
The Brook Waimarama Sanctuary has a vision we can all relate to, the protection of native wildlife 
and the preservation of biodiversity.

I believe conducting aerial poison drops is not in keeping with this vision.

The proposed operation seeks to eradicate all rodents from within the fenced area permanently. 
This is not a realistic goal, as has been demonstrated numerous times by other such projects 
around New Zealand. 

Environmental contamination
The environmental persistence of Brodifacoum is greatly understated, and has shown to be 
slowest in forest environments, of which the sanctuary area is exclusively composed. While the 
Wildlands report (AEE) claims that breakdown is expected to occur naturally between 3-6 months 
after application, there have been instances of residues detected in soil after periods greater than 
120days (Craddock 2003b), 6months (Empson 2002) and even after 6.5years ( as stated in the 
pesticide information review sec 2.2.1).

Given the relatively insoluble nature of Brodifacoum in water, evaluating environmental 
persistence through the taking of water samples is entirely useless. That's not to say it shouldn't 
be done to alleviate public concerns of those living downstream, but soil or sediment samples are 
the only way to get any meaningful indication of toxin persistence. In the current application, no 
soil monitoring is proposed.

Toxin persistence also occurs in the tissue of poisoned animals, pretty much indefinitely if the dose 
is fatal, and for extended periods in mammals who receive a sub lethal dose. For an indication of 
timeframe, residues have been detected in brush tail possums 9months after poisoning, and in 
gecko more than 2 years after bait stations have been removed from a site.

While it is proposed to remove poisoned carcasses in a “mop up” operation, such measures have 
had little effect in reducing secondary poisoning in other cases.

Secondary Poisoning of non-target native fauna

Birds
The detriment to native bird life is often understated and is repeatedly justified in the resource 
consent application documents as being offset by long-term gains at a population level. The  BWS 
has some populations that are so small that the loss of individuals is equivalent to the loss of the 
entire population. (See pg 20 AEE 6.2.1, Ducks)

While flighted birds may repopulate following the poisoning operation, the same cannot be said 
for flightless birds such as weka, nor for reptiles. 

Native bird deaths linked to Brodifacoum have been recorded for the following species.

Page 5



Kaka, robin, silver eye, weka, Kereru, kingfisher, harrier, dotterel, duck, fern bird, petrel, gull, 
kakariki, kiwi, more pork, stilt, plover, pukeko, saddleback, shag and skua. While some species are 
more vulnerable than others, it appears that in general most species are susceptible to some 
degree. In regards to containing environmental contamination, this poses a significant problem, as 
birds affected through secondary poisoning cannot be guaranteed to die within the fence 
perimeter.

Reptiles
Of particular concern is the Nelson green gecko, known to be present within the sanctuary. While 
the AEE prepared by Wildlands states “no negative effects on reptiles – tuatara, geckos or skinks – 
have been reported” (pg 21. 6.2.3) this is in direct contrast to information available in the 
Brodifacoum Pesticide Information review, supplied as additional information to the application, 
which states “reptiles are known to be susceptible” (3.1.1 reptiles/amphibians) and cites the death 
of tuatara, skinks and geckos.

Population Gains.
Loss of individual birds, even when numbered in the hundreds, is repeatedly claimed to be offset 
by long-term population gains or increased breeding success. This is not necessarily supported by 
available evidence.

Populations that have shown to be either unaffected or detrimentally affected include;
Australasian Harrier, bellbird, paradise shelduck, fantail, fern bird, grey warbler, kaka, kakariki, 
kokako, morepork, weka, plover, pukeko, robin, skua, tomtit, whitehead and yellow head. 
Specific examples.

• Robins, have been shown to have a survival rate as low as 35% (65% population mortality) 
• Saddleback population growth was thought to be set back by 1-2years following significant 

losses after aerial Brodifacoum application.
• Fern birds on Codfish island suffered population decline, with recovery to pre-poison levels 

taking around 5years. (1997-2002)
• Skua suffered a population decline on Macquarie Island following aerial Brodifacoum 

application in 2010/2011, with a 40% drop in breeding pairs being reported a year 
following. On Enderby and Rose island skua declined by around 66% following an 
eradication operation in 1993. Recovery to near pre-poison levels was reported in 2001, 8 
years later.

Consistent population increases were reported only for tui, Kereru, and shining cuckoo.
Other species (kingfisher, silver eye, hihi, paradise shelduck and dotterel) showed a population 
increase in some cases, and a decrease or no change in others.
(This information is taken from the Brodifacoum Pesticide Information Review document)

Reptiles did show a general trend of population increases. In fact, in one case in particular, lizard 
populations increased enough to allow for the observation of previously unknown behaviour, 
namely the predation of corys shearwater chicks! Predation of robin nests has also recently been 
shown by kiwi. Predator prey interactions will form a part of any natural ecosystem. 

Eradication vs control.
While the claim is oft repeated that some vulnerable species cannot survive “even a handful” of 
pests, many vulnerable species seem to recolonise following extensive control without poisonous 
eradication programmes. Kaka, which are a much publicised target for reintroduction into the 
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brook, have reportedly already been sighted in the area. Increases in bird numbers have been 
reported all around Nelson since concerted trapping programmes began in the brook, maitai and 
marsden valleys. 
The abstract from a report by the Ornithological Society of New Zealand titled ‘Forest birds 
recolonising Wellington’ reads as follows;
“Kaka, red-crowned parakeet, whitehead, tomtit and bellbird have all recently been reintroduced 
to sites near Wellington city. Prior to or concurrent with these translocations, unmarked 
individuals of all five species were detected in forested reserves on Wellington peninsula. Based 
on the number of birds seen and frequency of sightings we suggest that red-crowned parakeets, 
whiteheads and bellbirds have established resident populations in some reserves independent of 
translocations. We attribute these successful re-establishments to the effective control of 
possums and rats undertaken by the Greater Wellington Regional Council and the Department of 
Conservation” 

Expert opinion?
While pest control programmes of many sorts contribute to the survival and success of native 
birds, aerial application of poisons in an already fenced and well-trapped area needs to be given 
scrutiny to determine the overall cost vs benefit to bird populations and environmental wellbeing 
in general. As ecological processes determining the survival of species are a complex matter, we 
are consistently told we must trust the experts. In this case, however, the expert opinion solicited 
by the trust has an undisclosed conflict of interest. Their report has allowed the conclusion that 
environmental effects can be considered less than minor. This decision provides the basis for 
limited notification, which precludes any public debate, or any opportunity for a contrary expert 
opinion to be presented. This is an unsatisfactory state of affairs, as the argument can certainly be 
made that environmental effects could be considered more than less than minor.

In conclusion
• Environmental contamination is severe and long lasting
• There is no way to guarantee containment of contamination
• Native birds of all forms are susceptible to poisoning, sometimes with dramatic 

consequences.
• Benefits at a population level due to eradication are not conclusively supported by 

available data, and may be due to other measures or increased monitoring.
• The cost benefit analysis needs to be revisited by an independent expert of the field.

(Apologies for the length of this submission, sufficient time was not provided to be more succinct. 
All examples used in this submission can be referenced on request) 
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Christopher St Johanser
Application as Art: A Review

A notice has been displayed in the window of the Brook Store for many months. it is made to look 
like a newspaper billboard. It reads, in shock-size font STOAT DEVOURS BABY BELLBIRD. 
This well-crafted poster has been displayed on behalf of fundraising for the artist's sponsor, the 
Waimarama / Brook Sanctuary Trust.  Take note, if you will, of the verb. Those with artistic or 
classical pretensions will read  DEVOUR, selected from a list of possible synonyms, as a textual 
reminder of the great 1823 painting by Francisco Goya entitled "Chronos Devouring his Children" 
(some say Son). The horror reverberates, making this notice a new classic of its kind. The 
incorporation of such gothic resonance has art amusingly masquerading as piety and substituting for 
it. The artist is to be congratulated on the blurring of boundaries between fear and appeal.

The consistency of the Trust's public relations has been admirable. Look at the back of the bus and 
what do you see? SAVE OUR BABIES! Yes, good. There is a fearless brain at work here, 
assiduously mining the soft hearts of a market it exploits well. "Hello Neighbours!" it says in a 
cheery pre-Christmas mail-out. Everything is going to be alright, after all. The horror! The horror! 
Never fear, the Sanctuary Trust is here, only to do good. Who could object anyway to an 
organisation nominally both a sanctuary and a trust? Obviously good people. Obviously good 
objectives. 

We press on past the odd bit of damage caused to the Dun Mountain track, costed at what, a mere 
$150,000 so far? A few trees (about a hectare of beech) have had to go. What the eye doesn't see, 
eh? A bit of this, a bit of that. We don't see, and the Council doesn't monitor. It is right that the 
Council, a body corporate charged with our civic affairs and eager for tourist gold, acting as both 
regulator and local authority, is enthusiastic for the cause. What need of monitoring, and anyway 
that function is contracted out, so not to worry. Monitors will monitor, more or less. But we digress 
into politics, not our intention. Trust us on this. 

These fine  spin-doctors of the Trust have perfected their art with an application for a resource 
consent to drop poison, 24 tonnes of poison bait, of unpleasant character but bold colour, into the 
Brook watershed, into their Sanctuary.  We can only admire the audacity with which they have 
programmed into their advance publicity the Council's ready acceptance of a cosy proposal that this 
will have less than minor effect upon the environment. This confidence was not acquired without 
craft. Tree-hugging greenies might protest that the conclusion is preposterous, but wait... it gets 
better. The Sanctuary Trust engaged a consultant too, for added confidence! As Council officers 
know, that's always a good move. The consultant has provided all the science necessary to confirm 
the triviality of their lethal intervention. It would be entirely too scrupulous of any examiner to raise 
doubts, let alone doubts having to do with any possible financial hookup between this consultant 
and the company building the predator-proof fence.

No, no, no. Please don't let me be misunderstood. These are good, and honorable people, whom we 
do not intend to slur! Good, honorable and knowledgeable people. Officers eager to expedite the 
action are definitely right to pass over any need to give consideration to any contrary view, slowing 
the process down. All good stuff, all honorable people. Public notification not an issue. Move on 
and nothing, please, of animal rights. No nonsensical sentiment here, pure stern reason is our guide. 

We hear that the next work in the series is going to be daringly post-postmodern. It is to be another 
billboard, and will read "TRUSTS SLAUGHTERS UNNUMBERED WEKA". Applaud the verb! 
Yes, they will shoo some out, but there will be no live weka -of an uncounted population- inside 
after the drop. It gets a bit puzzling, at least to this critic, as to the need for this sad grace note in the 
work. I suppose it to be Goya-esque. Yes, they shoo some out, and kill the rest, so there will be 
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none, but how do they get back in again afterwards? Are we being teased?  Weka, famously if 
foolishly, do not fly. Is it the Trust's artistic intention to open the gates and shoo the saved weka 
back inside? Oh, yes, they have piqued our curiosity, no doubt of it. Horror, fear, redemption, 
heroic action, discreet disdain, curiosity and then to conclude, a CUNNING PLAN! That must be 
it. 

All, of course, at a less than minor effect on the environment. Well done, well done! 

We citizens can unreservedly applaud this modest, anonymous propagandist. In a rare contact, he 
was heard to chortle:  "Think of it as collateral damage. You can't make kaka omelette without 
breaking weka eggs :) ". 

Oh, droll. Highly recommended. Well worth the cost of admission. 

Keeping the faith,

Christopher
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