[Your name]
[Your address]
[Your email]

16 August 2026

Hon Tama Potaka
Minister of Conservation
Parliament Buildings
Wellington 6160

**Sent via:** t.potaka@ministers.govt.nz (or via the Beehive contact form at beehive.govt.nz/feedback)

Dear Minister Potaka,

**Re: Transparency of submission numbers in the Predator Free 2050 strategy review consultation**

I am writing regarding your office's public statements on the outcome of the Predator Free 2050 strategy review public consultation (5 May – 30 June 2025), and in particular the characterisation of the result in your 21 November 2025 media release announcing the addition of feral cats to the strategy.

Having read the Department of Conservation's own *Innovate for a predator-free New Zealand: Summary of submissions* report, I understand that of the 3,398 total submissions received, 2,495 close to three-quarters, came through a submission template hosted on the Predator Free NZ Trust's own website, with 2,027 of those being identical template responses. This detail is disclosed in DOC's report but was not, to my knowledge, mentioned in your media release or in any of the subsequent media coverage of the announcement.

Your release characterised the consultation result as New Zealanders having been "clear" that they "want action." I would ask you to consider, and would appreciate a response on, the following:

1.Call for a fresh, genuinely nationwide public consultation specifically on whether cats should be part of Predator Free 2050, run through DOC's standard channels, promoted with the same visibility the department gave the original discussion document launch, and open long enough for ordinary New Zealanders (not just one organisation's existing supporter base) to actually hear about it and take part. If the government wants to stand behind "New Zealanders have spoken," it should be confident enough to ask the question properly, to everyone, without one advocacy group's portal doing most of the talking.
2. Does DOC distinguish between submissions made directly and those generated via a third-party organisation's own campaign template when assessing the weight or representativeness of consultation feedback? If so, how was that distinction applied in this case?
3. Given that roughly three-quarters of submissions originated from one advocacy organisation's own mobilisation effort, do you consider it accurate to characterise the overall result as reflecting the breadth of New Zealanders' views, rather than the success of one organisation's campaign?
4. Will DOC commit to publishing a clear breakdown of submission sources (direct, template-driven, third-party campaign) alongside the headline submission count in future consultation summaries and any related public statements, so the public can assess this for themselves without needing to read a technical appendix?
5. What safeguards, if any, exist to prevent any single organisation, regardless of which side of an issue it sits on, from disproportionately shaping the apparent public mandate for a policy decision through a submission campaign?
6. I understand that Predator Free NZ Trust's current board includes Gareth Morgan, who has publicly campaigned on stricter cat controls since at least 2013, and that its Chief Executive, Jessi Morgan, has a public record of advocacy on the same issue dating back to at least 2016. Was this leadership background, or the organisation's history on this specific issue, disclosed or considered when assessing the weight given to the Trust's submission campaign, or when your office characterised the outcome publicly?

I recognise that Predator Free NZ Trust was fully entitled to run its own submission drive, and that its Trustees and Chief Executive are entitled to their own views. I am not suggesting anything unlawful occurred. My concern is with the transparency of how the consultation outcome was subsequently communicated to the public, and whether "New Zealanders have spoken" is a fair description of a process in which most of the volume came from one organisation's own supporter base, an organisation whose leadership has a long-standing public position on this exact question.

I would welcome a response addressing the points above, and I would encourage your office to consider greater transparency around submission sourcing in future consultation reporting.

Yours sincerely,

[Your name]


