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bl grey, .
Dear Ken '--——--'!_-:'__r-:{ il

Sory about the late submission, we had some problems with our e-mail.

We are pleased that this will create a large conservation area, available for public access. However | have soma
concems about the proposal as follows;

1) Altitude
| don't balleve that iand above 1000m should be free-holded, It should po to publlc conservation, Land above this

altitude is mors sulted to public recreation and conservation use than private ownership. This would be In line with
previous tenure reviews, whare 1000m has been the cut-off for free-holding.

i) Freshold Covenant
This proposed covenant |5 inedequate for protecting conservation values in a high alplne area such as this. Free

holding would allow grazing, over-sowing and top-dressing above the snow-line fance, causing destruction to daelicate
alpine acogystems. The conservation values of this area are high and don't desarve modification simply for grazing

pUrposes,

i} Public Recraation
The ocovenant only parmits public access during cortain perlods, ia April to Dacember, This ares could bacome &n

Important recreational area during the summer snd | beliave that this is an unnecassafy restrictlon, Permission rmay
stllf be required during these times and there Is no prohlbitlon In charging for accass. As the proposed covenani
stands there Is no provislon for practical foot access from Lake Wakatlpu which would effactivaly make the covenant
an "island” within the proposed conservation land. As this area is 50 close to Gueanstown - the Tastest growing
population in New Zealand, | belisve the importance for the area for recreation cannct be over-stated.

iv) Covenant
Although there have been no problems with the currant lessee, thare may be problems in the event of a new owner

with differant idemas about access or land-use. My main conGern would be breaches of the covenant agreement being
“overiooked” by the Crown. The past history of other high country covenants shows that transgresssions are common,

with no effective redreas for the public.

I would be happy to discuns any of the matters raised above, | can be contacted at;

Phaone
Address: ..
or email,

Could you please put me on your maillng list for future reveiws. | would ba happy to recelve Information by a-mall.

Yours falthfuly
EN

Ly
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The 4WD road from Cromwell through the Nevis Valley and over the Garvie Mountains to
(arston 1s an important road and must be available for public use throughout the year. We do
rcalize that the road can be closed at times in the winter by snow and ice.

The main highway from Quecnstown to Garston can be close from time to time by slips around
the side of the lake and the road through the Nevis Valley 15 the only alternative route. Our club
used this route a few years ago while on a Christmas camp at Lumsdon to bypass a large rock

shde on the main road.

We believe that the Garston Nevis Road may not follow the legal alignment throughout is length
across the land concemed. We believe that any such road off the legal alignment must carry all
access rights as if it was the legal road and public access must be maintajned.

Public AWD access must also be maintained to the various historical sites along the road.

I'he road is fully described in the book 4WD South Island (Volume 1 Revised) by Ken Sibly &
Mark Wilson.

Yours faithfully,

- A P -"2/5' !
Ken Sibly (ff' e /o)
Club Access Officer.
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Dear $i/Madum

Tenure review - Glen Nevig Pastaral Lcnse
I would like to make some brief comments on the above application for T'enure revicw,

Translerring part of the Nevis Valley and the castern side of the Hector Mountains for
COnservAation is supported as (here are important conservation values within this arua
which includcs the valley floar of the Upper Nevis. Many rare plants as well as interwsting
historic mining sites arc found in this arca. I has yood oxisting public 4WD access into the

Nevis Valley,

However, there are some speeitic agpects which are not acceptable such as, by providing
tor the continuation of grazing of the high altitude country as such gruzing is most likely
to be unsustainable. And, whilc the agreement docs provide for 4 boundary fence, 11 is
unlikely thar wild be effective hacause of damage causcd by hursh weather conditions
and so altaw stock to move ontg protected conservation langs

Itis of concern that there is no provision for practical public foot access from Lake
Wakatipu. So, ! request a foot sccess through the property from the main highway,
prcferably up the centre of the property. And, there coulrt be provision for horse trak king
as there is an old pack track crossing the range,

While the covenant is n binding agrecment, il there pre changes proposed by future
owners, then there should be an opportunity for public input and possible review.

TLis of some concer that 4 large ares of high allitude and alpine country with high natural
values will be frecholded snd removed from public ownership and access forever, |
understand that the proposed fiechold covenant arca js targely tall issock grasslands wigh
a range of alpinc and cushion planty along the crest of the Hector Range. This tand is part
of the highly scenic vista as seen from the Stare Highway going to and from Queenstown
and part of the world renown Remarkable Range. And, should be included in the
Renvarkables Conscrvalion Park so that its highly scenic visiay are managed and protected

for all time,

Yours Raithful ly
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June 13, 2001

The Commissioner of Crown Lands
Cl- Knight Frank

Box 27

Alexandra

Submission to Glén Nevis Tenure Review — Preliminary
Proposal

1.0 Introduction .
The Royal Forest and Bird Protection Socioty is New Zealand's largest, oldest and most

active volumtary conservation organisation. Formed in 1973 the Society now has over
45,000 members in 56 branches eround New Zealand. The Society's constitution requires it

to: .

".. take all reasonable steps within the power of the Society for the preservation and
protection of indigenous flora and fauna and netural Jeatures of New Zealand for the

benefit of the public including future generations"”

Protection of natural heritage includes indigenous forests, mountains, lakes, tussocklands,
wetlands, coastiine, marine areas, offshore islands and the plants and wildlife found in

those areas.

Forest and Bird has taken an active intcrest in tenure review since its incoption. We
have inspected Glen Nevis, and wish to thank the Taylors,

1.1  This Submission ‘ -
This submission concentrates on the ecological sustainability and the significant

inherent values of the land that is proposed for frecholding. We conclude that this
land has signifijcant inherent values which should be protected and restored to full

-~ Crown ownership and control and that proposala for ongoing grazing of this land are
" unijkely to result in the prpmotion of ecological sustainability. Accordingly we

: that}fl tho;prelirainary pisiosal dogs not fulfill the objectives of tenure review under

gd suppit the prapgsal to megtore to full crown ownership and control all the land on
o eastest) gide of thia Hector Mountains. The Novis Valley and Nevis slopes have



T~ RC70) |INDER THE
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

significant inherent conservation values which deserve protection, However as we do
not support the fresholding of the upper western slopes of the Hector Mountains we
submit that the proposed tenurs review be declined in its cntirety, unless it can be
substantially renegotiated as outlined in our conclusions. This deal is little better than
the existing pastoral lsase in relation to ability to protect conservation values and
provide for recreation.

1.2

Summary of Main Points

Notice of Preliminary Proposal is misleading and is inadcquate as a basis for
consultation.

Need for a scenic corridor elong Queenstown — Kingston State Highway not
recognised.

Land proposed for frecholding above 900m on western flanks of the Heotors
to their summit at 1,678m is unlikely to be ecologically sustainable under a
grazing regime provided for by the covenant. Freeholding this land is contrary
to the abjeotives of tenure review under the CPLA.

Land proposed for frecholding includes 1,150ha of high altitude land with
extensive and significant inherent values described as having the combination
of attributes to squarely place It in the highest level designation.” This land
requites protection and restoration to full Crown ownership and control.

The Covenant is contrary to 8§40 of the CPLA, is fraught with legal
difficulties, and is not the preferred mechanism for protecting such a large area

with such significant inherent values,

Effectively the proposal provides for the continuation of a grazing regime over
the fuil 6,674 ha of land identified as having extensive significant inherent
values. It will not result in adequate protection for these velues, nor
ecologically sustainable management. Overall the proposal fails to provide an
adequate mix of ccological sustainability and protection for significant

inherent values,

The proposal fails to meet the requirements of the CPLA and we submit that
the CCL discontinue this review as provided for in S 33, unless the deal can be
significantly renegotiated as outlined in our conclusions.

Forest and Bird asks that we be given an opportunity to present thiy
submissjon orally pursuant to $47 CPLA.
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| 2.0 The Proposal

This proposal relates to Glen Nevis, being 6673.6138 ha, It is proposed to:

1. Designate approximately 2,200 ha as land to be disposed of by frechold
subject to a Conservation covenant under Section 27, Conservation Act 1987.
This includes some 1,150ha, (or 926 ha as two different figures are given in
various reports) above the snowline fence at 900m to the summit at 1678m on
the western side of the Hector Mountains. The general description of proposal
on page 1 and in the summary document on pages 1 & 4 of the preliminary
proposal as advertised for public comment are misleading. They describe the
arca to be designated froe hold subject to the Covenant as being 2,200ha and
you have to read the detail on p4 to find out that the Covenant only applies to
1,150ha. This moans that the proposal also includes frecholding without
encumbrance 1050ha or 1,274ha depending on which figure is correct for the
coveneant. The area to be fresholded without any encumbrances should be
clearly stated in the Notice,

2. Designate approximately 4,474 ha as land to be restored to full crown
ownership and control as a conservation area.

3.0 Land proposed to be Freeholded — Unencumbered

This land occupies the lower faces of the western Hector Mountaing and adjoins the
state hiphway along the margin of Lake Wakatipu. Most of the land is significantly
modified. However on the stesper banks immediately above the highway, native
vegetation is regenerating and is beginning to form a more scenic strip alongside this
scenic highway. 1f this land were protected from burning and ultimately ideally from
grazing it would continue to regenerate so that futurs generations would end up with a
closed canopy native forest. This area is highly visible from the highway, from
Kingston and from the Lake. The DOC landscape report notes that despite the high
lavel of medification this unit is significant in terms of the Lake visual catchment, and
that landscape protection is best achieved though appropriate District Plan provisions.

Forest and Bird disagrees that landscape protection on Pastoral lease land 13 best
achicved through the district plan, as even if good protective mechanisms were
achieved these plans are subject to reviews every 10 years.

Forest and Bird belioves the regenerative ability of scenic corridors alongside main
high ways are significant inherent values that nesd to be protected under the objects of

the CPLA.
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4.0 Land to be Proposed to be Frecholded with Coveuant

4.1  Sustainability — The Act

The CPLA requires as part of the objects for tenure review the promotion of “..the
management of reviewable lend in a way that is ecologically sustainable™ 824 (a) ().
Land is only to be freed from management constraints and frecholded if the tenure
reviow will promote ecologically sustainable management and enable the protection

of significant inherent values.

4.2 Preliminary Propossl Document - Inadequate

The Commissioners notice of the preliminary proposal for Tenure Review does not
provide any information regarding the ecological sustainability of this proposal. The
existing pastoral management is not described, so it is not possible to evaluate the
likely impacts of the stocking rate proposed under the covenant. There is no
information on soils, climate, landuse capability, etc to justify the freeholding of this
land. The public can not assess the adequacy or atherwise of the proposal, or evaluats
whether it moets the objectives of tenure roview under the CPLA without information
relating to the sustainability of the land to be frecholded. The proposal as presented
for public submission is not an adequate bagis for consultation.

43  Background Papers Confirm that Grazing unlikely to be Ecologically

Sustainable
Papers suppliod under a request under the Official information Act confirm Forest and

Bird’s concern that this high altitude land on the western side of the Hectors is
unlikely to be ecologically sustainable under & grazing regimo. Knight Frank clearly
has concerna over the proposal to freehold land at this altitude as they state that: “We
have accepted the proposal to freehold land at a relatively high altitude with some
reluctance. The area now proposed for freehold extends to an altitude of 1678m.
Freeholding to this altitude raises issues of ecological sustainability.” Further on the
Authors State that it will be difficult to manage this land in a manner that is
ccologically sustainable. The authora indicate that this issuc will be tested through

monitoring the Covenant.

It is clear from the sarlier raport” that the Western side of the upper Hector
Mountains has high inherent values and that the authors considered that the land
should become conservation land to best protect the values and to “promote the
ecological sustainability of this land.” This report goes on to staie:

“Most of the Hector Mountains could not be classed as ecolagically sustainable for
pastoral purposes.™

! Report in Accordance with CPL Standard 8: preliminary Proposal. 27* July 2000.

* Submission CPL Propoaal Standard 8: Recommendations for Draft Preliminary Proposal . December
1999
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Under the heading Economic Use the report states: ‘ -

“If the Hector Mountains land unit is capable of an ecanomic use il is not abvious to
us. Certainly there are opportunities for heli or cross country ski ing and ecotourism.
While It is acknowladged that the Nevis Flats do provide a measure of summer
grazing balance to the praperty however pastoralism alone would nol constitute and

economic use. "

Our reading of this background information makes it clear that the Comumissioners
advisors, have strong reservations about the ccological sustainability of continued
grazing on the upper western slopes of the Hectors. It is clear that the now offer of
grazing on this land is only to “facilitate a deal” with the Lessee,

Forest and Bird notes that this is not an object of tenure review under the CPLA, nor
is it a matter to be taken into account under $25 CPLA. It is not appropriate that the
ecological sustainability of continued grazing of thig land is tested once it has been

frecholded through monitoring done under a covenant. Covenant artangernents were
discounted in the draft preliminary proposal as they were considered to be “too weak

to fulfill the objectives of the Act.” _

From the background reports that Forest and Bird has soen it appears that the CCL hes
not recelved adequate advice relating to the ecological sustainability of the proposed

free hold.

4.4 Forest and Bird considers the land to be Ecologically Unsustainable

We belisve that there is adequate scientific information that points to the
unsustainable nature of continued grazing of unimproved high altitude tussock
grasslands such as thosc on the upper western slopes of the Hectors, that are not
capable of improving through oversowing and topdressing, Oversowing and
topdressing is generally considored uneconomic above 1000 —-1200m because of the
short growing season. Further topdressing and oversowing this land is not an option
as it would degrade the conservation values.

4.5  Land Use Capability
The land that is proposed to be freshelded includes land ranging in altitude from

900m to 1678m. The Land Use Capability Maps map this fand as Class 7e and Class
8, see attached map. :

Class 7 lands are lands defined as unsuitable for arable use, and have severe
limitations or hazards under a prennial vegetation. It is not usually well suited for
grazing as they require special 8oil conservation practices such as oversowing and top
dressing. Part of the summit of the Hector Mountains js mapped as Class VIIIe9,
This class is described as steep to very steep, extromely erodable slopes and mountain
tops often with extreme limitations of climate, or low fertility. This land has such
unfavorable characteristics and severe limitations to uge that it is unsuitable for
grazing or commercial forestry, Its use is restricted to catchrment protection and

recreation.
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4.6  Soils
The mid upper western slopes of the Hector Mountains are mapped as Dunstan

Steepland Soils. These have low to very low fertility and are acidic. Because of their
susceptibtlity to erosion the NZ Soil Survoy states that vegotation requires complete
protection and should not be bumt. Onoe they become eroded they are very difficult
to reclaim. * Above this the soils are mapped as Obelisk soils, which are strongly
acidic and have very low fertility, The Soil survey of New Zealand describes Obeligk

soils as being suitable only for water shed protection.

Grazing is known to alter soil fertility and soil chemistry. Nitrogen is lost as a result
of transfer to stock camps by shoep, loss into sheep products of wool and meat, loss
through soil erosion, leaching of N, volatisation of urine and burning.*

Loss of nitrogen is especially important as all N in soils is derived indirectly from the
free-living bacteria, rainfall, and N fixing plants rather then from sojl resources.
Studies indicate that naturel processes are unable to replenish soil nutrient rates at a
sufficient rate to replace those lost by the direct or indirect effects of grazing.”

Changes in go0il chemistry as a regult of grazing were recorded for an area of stesp
hilly tussockgrasslands between 440-810m on the Enst Side of the Benmore Range.®
This study showed that grazing alone (without fertiliser additions) affects topsoil
chemistry. Mean organic C declined by 10%, total N declined by 25% and pH
declined by 0.34 unitg between 1978 and 1993, Organic matter romoval by grazing
animals waa considered to be a major influence on the C and N values. Results from
enclosures show that eliminating grazing by both sheep and rabbits arrested these
declines but to lift both C and N values fortiliser application would be necessary. The
pH decline was attributed partly to a net cation loss through grazing, cither by transfer
off the farm in animal products or to stock camps within the farm. Soils on this land
has higher natural fertility and are not as acidic as those on Glen Nevis.

The Martin Report’ stated that:

“We are convinced that a decline in soil condition is very likely on the unimproved
lands. These lands comprise approximately 80 percent of the land area of the
pastoral high country and receive no inputs. In the long-term, the pastoral use of
extensive areas of the South Island high country is unlikely to be sustainable.”

? NZ DSIR, 1968. Goneral Survey of the Solls of South Island, New Zealand. Soil Bureau Bulletin 27.

* McIntosh, Peter. 1997, Nutrient Changes in Tussockgrasslands, South lsland, New Zealand, Ambio
Vol 26. No 3,

* Ibid.

* McIntosh, P.D, Allen, R.B., Patterson, R, Aubery, B., and McGimpsy, P. 1994. Monitoring the
effects of pastoral use on upland and hi gh country solls in South Istand, New Zealand. Proceedings uf
the New Zealand Grassland Association 56: 233 -3237

? South Island High Country Review. Final Report from the Working Party on Sustainahle Land
Mapagement, April 1994.
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4.7 Ecological Sustainability of Grazing High AMitude Tall Tussock
Vegetation :

The vegetation is predominantly tall tussock grassland dominated by C rigida up to
around 1500r where it becomes more alpine and changes to a ¢’ macra , blue tussock
grassiand interspersed with cushion plants, feilficlds, and boulderfields Few exotic
specics are found, although Aleracium is present. The tussocks are generally of fairly
low stature indicative of past burning and continusd present grazing regimes. A
more detailed botanical description iy provided in Section 5.1 below.

Tall tussock grasslands have been much reduced from their former post human arrival
- pre pastoralism, times. Pro-pastoralism, tuasockgrasslands originally descended as
low as 500m in Southern South Island. As a result of burning and grazing much of
these tall tussock grasslends have been partially or comFletn]y transformed into semi-
natural short tussock grasslands dominated by Festuca.” Today tall tussockgrasslands
descend to around 1000 —1100m through out most of Otago. :

Chionochloa macra grassland in particular has been much reduced frorm jts former
exient in the South Island High Country. C macra is espocially susceptible to
grazing, as whero it remains it is the preferred tall tussock dict of sheep. °C macra is
unable to sustain annual grazing as it has a relatively low growth rate, producing only
about 0.6 of the biomass produced by Crigida'® It has s very short growing season,
being under snow for much of the winter and it appears unable to recover from
removal of its meager annual leaf production. ¢ macra tussocks according to Allen
and Lee ! evidently die when foliage is grazed to 10-15cm in height.

In their study of the vogetation of Unoocupied Crown land in the Dinglebum and
Timaru Catchments, Allen and Lee compared the differences between 1 ghtly grazed
and more heavily prazed tussock grasslands between 600 — 2050m. They found that
23 & rosult of grazing C macra grassland had been replaced at high altitudes on
exposed sites by cushion field/fell field vegetation with large areas of sparsely
vegetated ground and on sheltered sites by Clemisia lyallil and Poa colensoi. No ¢
macra rogencration was observed in depleted grasslends. Palateble herbs wero locally
extinet, except where protected on inaccessible rock outcrops. They also found that
snow banks are favoured sheep camps in sunmer, and many form centres from which

grazing cffects radiate.

* Gibson, Roger, Hewitt, Allan, Sparling, Graham and Bosch, Ockert. 2000: Vegetation Change and
Sofl Quality in Central Otago Tussook Grasslunds, New Zealand. Rangel.J. 22(2) 190 —204.

¥ Mncrae, J.C. and O’Connor, KF. 1970. The Nutritive Value of New Zealand Tull-Tussocks Fed to
Sheep.™ NZJ. Agric Research 13:555 _66

' Williams, P.A 1977: Growth, biomass, and net prudu;:tivlty if tall tussock (Chionochlos) grasslands,
Canterbury, New Zealand., NZ.J Baotany 15:399 442

"' Allen, R.B., and Lee, W.G. 1990, “Vegetatlon of Unoceupied Crown Land in the Dingleburn and
Timaru River Catchments, Wanaks ecological District. Botany Division DSIR.
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Allen and Lee' found that ¢ rigida grasslands on grazed land were generally of much
lower density and stature, and showed negligible regeneration compared to those on
ungrazed or retired lands.

The authors stated;

“Continued grazing will lead to removal of Chionochloa macra, as is evident on
adfacent pastorat land over g perlod of at most a few decades. After the demise of ¢
macra limlted grazing would be available from Poa colensof and small native Brasses
atf higher altitudes. Grazing pressure would increase In lower altitude vegetation,
- rigida regeneration would decline as seedlings were eaten, and density and
Stature of mature tussocks would be reduced

They concluded that limited grazing would be sustsinable in the short term but C
macra grassland would disappear and C rigida grassland would become increasingly
dominated by exotic pasture species,

Rose and Platt'? in a study of Snow tussock (Chionochloa) population responses to
Temoval of sheep and Europoan hares, found that virtually all the C macra on South

retired from sheep grazing for 34 or 21 yoars werc characterised by low proportions of
sonescent tussocks and high proportions of Juveniles and secdlings. Without grazing
and with continued seedling recruitment, it is likely that tussock density, basal arca
and stature will increase. However it was also found that even heavy browsing by
hares could inhibit C macra vegetative recovery and seedling regeneration,

[Although these studies are from g different ecological district, the findings may be
extrapolated to similar tussock grassland communities at similar altitudss with
broadly similar soils and climate, Ag far a5 I am aware thero are no studies that have
looked at the impact of grazing in tussock communities on the Hoctor Mountains, or
considered the ecological sustainability of continued Brazing. In the absence of such
Teports it is pertinent to draw conclusions from other studics in similar environments. )

3.0 Significant Inherent Values of the Proposed Free hold

The advertised preliminary proposal document makes no mention of the Department
of Conservation’s proposal for a Remarkables/Hectors Conservation Park. The
Conservation Management Stratogy states that the Department will “through pastoral
lease tenure review negoliations, endeavor to add appropriate contiguous areas on
the Remarkables, Hectors and in the Nevis Catchment to the core Remarkabley

"2 Qee 11 above,

" Rose, AB., Platt, K.H. 1992. “Spow tussock (Chionochlon) population responses to removal of
sheep snd European hares, Ceanterbury, new Zealand. N77 Betary 30¢4).
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The proposed boundaries for freehold/conservation land for tenure reviews should be
considered in relation to the potential boundaries of the proposed Conservation Park.
The existing conservation land on the Hectors includes land surrendered from Loch
Linnie Station, this descends to around 1,100m altitude (s far as I can tell from the
maps I have) on the western side of the Hectors Mountain, ( See Map attached). Tho
remainder of Loch Linnie Pastoral lease separates this land from the Glen Nevig
block. The Remarkables/Hector Mountains are a New Zealand Scenic Tcon and it
mekes no sense to have a Conservation Park that begins on the skyline. The park
boundary should include the tal] tussock gragsland ecosystermns on the western side of
the Hector Mountains down to at least their lowest altitudinal limit. On Glen Nevis
this occurs at a convenient boundary — the snowline fence at 900-1100m.

5.1 Botanical Values

The Commissioners notice of the preliminary proposal for Tenure Review contains
virtually no description of the natural values found on this land. It js completely
inadequate and a disgrace. The public can not assess the adequacy or otherwise of the
proposal, or evaluate whother it micety the objectives of tenure review under the CPLA
without information that describes the conservation values of the lend to be

freeholded.

In order for Forest and Bird to assess this proposal we hed to submit a request under
the Official Information Act for copies of relevant documents. Thig is not a good
process for open Govemment, nor does jt promote accountability under the CPLA

These documents revoal that earlior proposals were to retain the upper western slopes
in full crown ownership and contro] as they were desoribed as having extensive and
very significant inherent values. The 1999 report describes the “..whole Hectors
Mountains block as having the combination of attributes o squarely place it in the
highest level designarion.” This land was described as having high landscape values,
with a great diversity of native vegetation, landforms and fauna,

The background botanical reports prepared by Mr Neij Simpson for the Department of
Conservation also maks it clear that the Iand proposed to be freeholded has similar
conservation values as the land that has been Judged to be of significant inherent
values and is to be retained by the Crown. The botanical report does not distinguish
between the proposed freehold fand above 900m on the western slopes and summit of
the Hector Mountains and the proposed conservation land on the upper eastern slopes,

The botanical report summarizes the areas of special botanical value as:

¢ The narrow-icaved snow tussockland of the mid slopes to about 900,
¢ The dracophyllum and hebe shrublands of the mid and lower slopes repetitively.

¢ The mosaic of valley floor grasslands and their rssociated communities.
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The DOC botanical reports indicate that narrow leaved snow tussock dominates the
slopes above 900m changing to a more alpine vegetation below the surmmit around
1500m. The top of the range on the western side according to the DOC reports
contains a mosaic of plant communities. Blue tussock grassland is interspersed with
areas of slim-leaved snow tussock, C macta, small bog communities in hollows and
stony ground with herbfield and minor snow bank communities. Some of the
threatened plants listed in the report such as Gewm pusillum-found in snow banks may
also occur. The blue tussock grassland communities cover large areas of the summit,
particularly on the western side. It forms part of the complex of plant communities
found here. Cushion plants and a small native grass, Rytidosperma pumila are the
main plants with a fow shrubs of Dracophyllum uniflorum and tavhinu.
Cushionfields covered the exposed ridge tops of the summit area and the cestern
ridges. Dracophyllum shrubland occurs between about 1400-1500m.

Narrow-leaved snow tussock, Chionochioa rigida dominatcs the vegetation in a band
between 900m to 1500m., According to the Doc Botanical report it has s general
cover of 60-80%, getting upto 100% cover and 1.5m tall in sheltered hollows and
parts of the broad ridge above Kingston Cresk. There is much litter and a range of
smaller native grasses, sedges, rushes, herbs and ferns. Sheeps sorrel and cats ear arc
the only common exotic species.

Forest and Bird carried out an inspection of these lands. Based on this ingpection we
endorss the botanical report and agree that the vegetation above 900m on the western
side of the Hector Mountains is predominantly native with good cover of € rigida and
a restricted exotic component. The inter tussock comimunity is dominated by smal]
uative herbs and shrubs of snowberry, Pimeleq oreaphtla, and Dracophyllum
unjflorum, among others. Carmichaelia spp (native broom) is also present. There are
numerous small flush and bog communities. There is an immediate and very dramatic
contrast between the snow tussock community above the snow line fence and the hard
tussock dominated community below the snowline fence, Below 900tn the vegetation
becomes more and more dominated by introduced grasses and weeds as you descend

in altitude,

It is clear from our inspection and the DOC botanical reports that the land above the
snowline fence on the western side of the Hector Mountains containa land with
significant inherent values and that these values ars equally as significant as those og
the land that is proposed to be retained for conservation. Accordingly we submit that
this land should not be freeholded as the proposal doea not protect the “significant
inherent values of roviewable land” as is required in order for land to be available for
freeholding under the CPLA.

10
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5.2  Landscape Values
The advertised proposal does not contain a landscape assessment of the area proposed

to be freeholded.

‘The landscape report obteined under the Official Information Act ovaluates the upper
Mountain Slopes and Summit (being the upper western and eastern side and swmnrnit)
&s having high inherent values. It forms the skyline ridge and is the visual link
batwean the Remarkables and Hectors Ranges. It is ranked high for landscape
intactuess, and coherence and has modergte distinctiveness and moderately high
visibility. The author recommended these slopes as a priority ares for landscape
protoction,

53 Tall-tussock grasslands compared with forests

Tussock grasslands in good condition are important for fixing carbon. This is an
inherent value that is not recognised in the proposed tenure review recommendations.
Continued grazing will reduce these values.

Williams wrote in his paper on tall tussock grasslands that these grasslands have more
charatertistios in common with an old growth forest rather than a productive pasture,
They have a similar root mass to a forest and twice the accumulated litter, The
cstimated total annnal above ground net production of @ mountain beech forest is
probably not greatly different from the potential of the tall-tussock grassland with a
full canopy cover. These comparisons emphasise the importance of tall-tussocks in
Jixing carbon to fuel the ecosystem of a virtually treeless landscape. ""'*

5.6 Recrention
There is no provision for recreational access to the summit of the Hoctor Mountains

from the Queenstown Kingston highway. The legal road is not marked and it is an
impractical route. The preferred access ig up the farm track from the lega! road at
mep ref F42 768:337 and retuming via another farm track at the northern boundary.

6.0  Proposed Conservation Covenant

Wo submit that the proposed protective mechanism is contrary to S 40 of the CPLA.
The frecholding of the western slopes subject to the covenant will not protect the
significant inherent values as required by 840 (2) (b). Continued grazing of this land
is unlikely to be ccologically sustainable in the long-term, thus the covenant will not
result in “the management of the land .. in q way that Is ecologically sustainable” as
is required of land to be disposed of subject to protective mechanisms in $40 (2) (b).

The provision in the covenant to allow topdressing and oversowing 100m above tha
snow line fance will adversely effect the inherent vaiues of this land as it will result in
depleting tall tussock cover and introduce exotic pasture species.

" Willinms, P.A. 1977. Growth, biomass, and net productivity of tall-tussock (Chionochloa)
grasslands, Camterbury, New Zealand. NZ)J Botany, Vol 15.
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6.1  Preference for Full Crown Ownership and Control .

The CPLA gives & clear preference for land with significant inherent values to be
protected by restoration to the Crown. Our understanding of the intent of the CPLA
in providing for Covenants was that they were intended to be used for small, discrete
areas that were ecologicelly important, that could be fenced off from stock, but that
did not need to be handed over to the Department of Conservation for jts

managcment.”

The area proposed for frecholding under covenant comprises a large area (some
1,150ha} on the upper slopes of the Southern Hectors, which is contiguous with land
propoged to be protected and retained by the Crown. Tt is not small or discrote.

Tt will not be practical to fence the summit to prevent shesp from grazing on the
adjacent land to be retained by the Crown. Sheep are likely to wander over the
imaginary boundary to preferentially graze the C macra and camp on the snowbank
vegetation. They may well head downslope to end up on the Nevis Flats. This deal is
littls better than the existing pastoral lease in relstion to ability to protect conservation
values and provide for recreation.

There is already a practical fonce line at 900m which should bé used as the boundary
between the freehold and land to be retained by the Crown.

The original tenure review proposals rejected the idea of a covenant on the grounds
that *...the strength of property rights would be too weak to Julfil the objectives of the
Act. Even a comprehensive agreement could not predict all eventualities.” The
greatost concern with & covenant waa the restriction of future options available to best
manage the proposed conservation Jand.

6.2  Graezing will not protect significant inherent values or promote ecologlcal
sustainability

Forest and Bird contends that grazing is likely to be ecologically unsustainable and it
will not result in adequats protection for the identified significant inherent values of
this land, consequently it will not be possible to meet the proposed Covenant
objective that the land must be managed for conservation purposes. To best manage
this land for conservation purposes no grazing would be required to enable the
ecosystems to flourish and rogenerate, towards a more natural state. Freeholding and
covenanting this land will restrict fiture options for bettsr conservation management,
and the filll conservation values of this land will never be realised. Management here
may end up being out of kilter with the management of the potential conservation

park.

There is a significant body of science that points to the effects of grazing on
vegetation, and how even light grazing overtime changes the vegetation communitios,

'* Jeanetto Fitzslmons, Honsard June 1998, “We were told this by the original promoter of the
lagislation, the previous Minister of Lands, and no dissent was exprossed openly in the select
committse—thel covenants weare intendad to be used for small, discreie areas that were ecologically
important, that could be fenced off from stock, but that did not need to be handed over ta the
Department of Conacrvation for lts manngsment.”

12
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maintains tussock at low stature, and prevents the establishment of tussock seadlings. |

Sce discussion in section 4.5 above. Continued grazing of this area is likely to
destroy the C macra grasslands, which are an important and significant inherent

valus,

The effects of long-term (20+) years of g;razing on soils and vegetation have been
studied at mid altitude sites in Central Otago.'® This siudy found that the pattern of
vegetation change was rolated to the increasing effects of accumulated long-term
grazing intensity. Sites that had had the lowest long-term grazing pressure had the
greatest tussock cover (in this case red tussock, C rubra). Those in the mid range
show the greatost abundance of short tussocks and sites with the greatest long term
grazing prossure were dominated by hleracium.

Forost and Bird strongly disagrees with the statement on P§ of the July 2000 Report'’
that .. "the covenant allows for protection of significant tussock grasslands whilst
continuation of grazing above the snowline fence may benefir the inherent value
relating to landscape ™.

This covenant provides for a continuation of the status quo. In order to adequately
protect the significant inherent values the land needs to be managed for conservation
without the encumbrance of continued grazing. Continued grazing will further
deplete the tussock grasslands which will reduce the high naturalness landscape

ratings of thia block.

6.3  Legal Problems with the Draft Deed of Covenant

[ do not propose to spell these out in detail here as this has been done satisfactorily by
Federated Mountain Clubs and PANZ in their submissions. Forest and Bird does not
believe that Covenants oan ever offer long term secure protection for large areas of
land that have significant inherent values warranting full protection in perpetuity or
provide for publicly accountable management.

As noted in FMC and PANZ submissions there are problemns with; the definition of
ownership of the land, the provisions which allow the covenant to be altersd without
public input, and without constraint as to the nature of the alterations, lack obligation
to extinguish fires, and the restrictions on provisions for year round public access.

7.0  Matters to be taken into Account

‘There is a very obvious change in the nature of advice being given to the CCL in the
July 2000 report. On page 6 of this report tho authors now advise that the proposal
“overall provides an adequate mix of ecological sustainability. Taking in isolation
we have concerns about the freeholding of high altitude lands as it will be difficult to
manage this land in a manner that is ecologically sustainable.

* Glbson, Roger, Hewitt, Allan, Sparling, Graham and Bosch, Ockert. 2000- Vegetation Change and
Soil Quallty in Central Otago Tussock Grasslands, New Zealand, Rangel J. 22(2) 190 204,

"7 Report in Accordance with CPL Standard B: preliminary Proposal. 27" July 2000,
13
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I is clear that the CCL’s advisors originally considered that this land should bo
restored to full Crown ownership and control without any grazing. The change in
advice resulted from the current lesses wishing to retain grazing rights and ownership

of this land.

“The proposal to include the higher altitude land is the only acceptahle means of
achieving this (deal) in the eyes of the (current pastoral lossec).

The advertised report notes that this area is important summier grazing to the Glen
Nevis property, This may be the case for the current use of Glen Novis and to the
current lessee, however it is likely that over time the use of Glen Nevis will change
once the lower land is frecholded, and grazing may not be so important. This wish to
graze and retain ownership is not relevant to the Objects of Tenure review.

Forest and Bird strongly disagrees that overall this proposal provides an adequate mix
of ecological sustainability. Tt freeholds a large area of land, some 1,150ha and
provides for a continued grazing regime, which is unlikely to be ecologically
sustainable. In reality it provides for continned grazing over the remainder of the area
that is to be restored to full crown ownership as it will be impracticable to fence the
summit in addition to such a fence being a blight on the landscepe. This submission
has cited some but by no means all, the relevant scjentific evidence that indicates that
continued grazing of high altitude unimproved tussook grasslanda is Iikely to be
unsustainable. As grazing cen not be effectively prevented on the proposed
conservation land, ecosystems that should be being protected will also continue to be
degraded, particular C maera and the fragile snow bank vegetation.

The covenant does not provide adequate sccurity to ensure that grazing will be
stopped should the monitoring indicate that the objects of ocological sustainability are
not being mot. Even if it did or could, the public has no confidence that the
conditions of the covenant will be enforced, due to our experience with previous

covenants, such as on Wiaorau.

Effectively the proposal means that all the land from the snow [ine fence on the
weatern Hectors to the Novis Valley is likely to be grazed. Consequently this
proposal will not promote the mansgement of some 5,624 ha out of the total land area
of 6,673.6ha [84%) in a way that is ecologically sustainable. Nor will it provide
adequate protection for the 5,624 he of land that has been identified ps having

significant inherent values.

14
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8.0 Conclusions

This preliminary proposal is unacceptable and is contrary to the provisions of the
CPLA. Accordingly Forest end Bird submits that the CCL discontinue thig review as
provided for under 533 CPLA, unless the proposal is amended to provide for:

1. Restoration of all the land frorn the snowline fonce at 900m on the western
face of the Hector Mountains to the Nevis Valley to full Crown ownership and

control.

2. No covenants or grazing concessions over any of the above land.

3. Practical year round public access on the westem faces of the Hector
Mountains.

4. Provision for a landscape protection covenant to protect and provide for the
restoration of native vegetation in a corridor along the Kingston-Queecnstown

State Highway.

Forest and Bird is disappointed at the poor quality and lack of adequate information
contained in the advertised preliminary proposal document. We trust that future
documents will provide adequate information to enable the public to fully assess the

proposal.

Finally Forest and Bird wishes to present this submission orally as provided for under
547 CPLA.

Yours sincerely

Sue Maturin
Southern Conservation Officer

15
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Commissioner of Crown Lands
o/ Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd
Land Resources Division
P O Box 27
Dear Sir

Submission to the Glen Nevis Tenure Review Proposal

I'have read through the details of the proposal relating to the Glen Nevis Tenure Review and would like to
voice my full suppon for the suggestion by the Members of the High Country Coalition (Forest and Bird,
Public Access New Zealand, Federated Mounmin Clubs, and the Council of Owtdoor Recreation
Associations), that much of this leasehold be opened up for public recreation and retained in full Crown

ownership to eventually become part of a Remarkables Conservation Padk.

As a keen tramper I have visited a diverse range of natural environments, and have been amazed vo discover
an abundance of unique flora and fauna in New Zealand's alpine areas. T am concerned that there are very
few of these areas protected by legislation, and 1 believe initistives that are directed towards preserving and

enhancing such unique environments are nuch needed.

This tenure review presents an opportunity to address the luck of representative high altitude lands protected
within the conservation estate, and to preserve their sipnificant conservation and inherent values. Thank you

for the opportunity to express my viewpoint.

Yours sincerely,
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Commissioner Of Crown Lands,

C/o Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd,

Land Resources Division,

P.O.Box 27,

Alexsndra.

6th June 2001

Dear Sir,

Submission From Kingston Station and Lorne Peak
ion Re The Glen is Tenur view

Preliminary Proposal:

We object to the Nevis Fiat and the Eastern faces of the Hector
Mountaing, spproximately 4474 ha, heing restored to full Crown
ownership as a conservation area. "
Our reasons are:

! ) Eﬂﬂﬂﬂ!'! Egnce:

Over the years there has been a free movement of sheep between the
Kingston and Glen Nevis Pastoral Leases.
The number of sheep returned to cach of the two properties after the

autumn muster has been about the same.

There has been no problem between the lessees with this.

If ownership reverts to the Crown, we cannot stop our sheep straying

into what was, previously, Glen Nevis.

In fact, it is most likely that there will be more of our sheep going onto
that property, as currently the Glen Nevis sheep discourage our stock

from foraging there.



rF Fasen UNDER THE
OFFICIAL lNFORMATlON ACT

- e

2) Nevis Road:
In 1989 the Southland Pastoral lessees in the Upper Nevis (which was

then part of the Southland County Council) contributed a considerable
amount of money to repair the road.
I have included documentation regarding the amounts paid, to prove

this.
I have grave doubts that the Crown then, ot in the future, wonld

contribute in a like manner.
The fact that this land will not pay rates at all, raises the question as to

why the local autharity should contlnue to pay to keep this. road open in
the future,

e:
If the Glen Nevis land is restricted to full Crown ownership, we
presume that will mean no grazing at all.
In our opinion, this means the fire risk will be greatly increased, as the
introduced grasses will provide a great base for fire.
It takes forty flve minutes by lght truck e.g Hilux, to get into this area
from Garston. It takes slightly longer from Cromwell.
A fire could could rage for Imura before it was brought to the attention

of the fire brigade, .
The best way to prevent fire, is to rcduce the overgrown, dried material,

Grazing animals will do this naturally.

There has not been an uncontrolled summer burn in this area, and one
very good reason for that would be the current grazing regime.

You would have to agree that there are more uncontrolled summer
burns in the South Island tussock cauntry. than there used to be, Le.
Marlborough 2001, Central Otago 2000, Arthur's Pass 2001. .
These fires come to mind, no doubt there have been more.

4 C on () nt
The flats are now in a modifled state, after more than one hundred and

twenty five years of pastoral farming.
There are many species of introduced grasses, especially browntop and

sweet vernel.
I have observed that If these grasses are ungrazed they will choke out

the tussocks, especially short tussocks.
If you have difficulty believing this, please observe the roadsides
between the road and the fence; an example of this Is on the tussock

flats south of Kingston. -
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This will also happen on the Nevis flats if there is to be no grazing.'

3) Tenure Review:

The clear message that comes from this Preliminary Proposal, is that the
intention Is for the Nevis Valley (in its cntirety) to revert to full Crown

ownership.
This offers no encouragement for Pastoral lessees to apply for Tenure

Review.
We are of the opinion that the Glen Nevis land in question should be

offered to one of the adjoining lessees, being Loch Linnhe or Kingston.

Yourz faithfully,




Mr J Treon
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Comminsisner Of Crown Lands,
C/o Knjght Frank (NZ) Ltd,
Land Resonrces Division,

P.O. Bex 27,

Alexanfn,

14th Juwe 2001

Dear Sir,
SUPF ission Fr ingstan
Nevis : ‘ ' Proposal: |

We agree to the proposal to designate 2200 hectares of land, being the
western side of the Hector Mountains, to freehold title,
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The Commussioner of Crown Lund, -=-=ﬂ§9_‘f§’&’.z,; :
C/o Knight Frunk R
PO BRox 27

Alexandey

Fam a New Zealung Citizen and a professional botanise and plunt ecologigt. Over the
last cight years | have conducied ecological research into grasslund and shyublang
vegetution, mainly in Otago, bur also more widely in the South Isiund__

he proposa) to Testore the land on the edalen side of the
th i

I suppon Hector Mountaing
4nd part of the Neviy Valley Noor to €rown ownership and conlrol,

Spcciﬁcn“y:
(1} Continued Brazing at eny rate iy yn InAppropriste und Unsustuinable use for thig

lund
(2) The location of the covenant ig highly inappropriate

(1) Continued RTazing at any ryte i 4n inappropriate and unsustalnable yz,

for this land
All of the high-altitude land on the Hecror Mountaing hay high lundscape values, angd

P

.81
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IUis difficuly to judge from the preliminary Proposal document the extent to whichuhe
covenanted land wil] e stocked. However, there is a large body of Scientific work
showing tha 4ny continued BTUZING is unsustuinable On unimproved tussock

| Of particujur cancem is the C mrgerg Erassland, which hpe been much reduced in

| Ouga from itg fonmner Pre-pastoralism extent, and jq a pnority for Congorvation, Thisg
Species ia especial] ¥ dusceptible to Brazing, due o jig comparatively Jow growth rate
and short ErOWINg season, I is preferced forage for sheep, bur has Jip)e ability to
Ccover from removal of its foliage, and generally dies when Erazed to low statyre.

|
the Hector Mountains. Eyeq lighe Brazing will majntaip or reduce the present low
Stature, and preveng j from fcgenerating by the estublishment of tussock soedlings,
Itis clear to me that the Proposed covenant, allowing continued grazing, will not
Piolcet conservarign values of thig urey but will lead ta further attrition of its narura)
villuesy.
(2) The location of the covepant jx ingpproprigge,
*  Slock access tg proposcd conservatign land on the tastern slopes of the
Hector Mountaing
An effective stock barrier cannot be maintained along ths top of the Hector Mountaing
(nor is one desirable due to the scenic valuas of thig ares). This meang that stuck wyj;
have uceess (g the Proposed Remarkubles/ Heciors Conservation Park: the custern
slopes of the Hecigr Mountains, the Nevis Valley floor, and beyond. The Proposed
freehold: Pugk boundary therefore senously compromiges B large area of conservaiion
lund. A more Appropriate, and eygi] Y-muintained stock boundary i5 the Snowline
tence ut ¢. 900m on the western faces.
* relation to the Potentlal boundarieg of the proposed Remarkablgs/
Hectorg Cunservatlon Park

The proposed pugk boundury shoulqg nclude the ta|] tussock grassland €cosystems an
the western side of the Hector Mountajns down to at least their lowest altitudinal
Iimijt. | understond thyg other Conservation Jand on the westorm Hecror Mountajng
(pucviously Loch Linnje Station) descends to around |,100m altitude. 1t makes poor

Itis clear thar the approprinte boundury between the freehoid land, and that (o be
Cliined by the Crown, is the snowline fence ar $00m on the western faces of the

Heelor Mountuins.
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Gither Mmatters ‘ -
The notice af the preliminary Proposa! for Tenure Review CORMains virtually no
descriprion of the nutural valyes This iy Inadequate for the Public (0 assess the
ddequacy or otherwise of the Proposa].

fciccred,

Tenure review dgrocments pre irevocable, | beliove that ng AETCement at thiy stage s
better thyp 4 bad ngreement and procedent.

Youws sfnccrcly
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Subject: submisslon for Glan Navis Tenure Review
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13 JUN 2001
RECEIVED

R —

NFIFASED UNDER THE
OFFIC'AL INFORMATION ACT




- VUL ima: U400 pom, Pugm 2 of 2

RETFASFD UNDER THE
QFFIC'AL INFORMATION ACT

12 June 2001

Re: Submission on the Glen Nevis Tenure Review

Dear Sir/Madam,

[ applaud the creation of a conservation area from the floor of the Nevis Valley to
the crest of the Hector Mountaing however I am concerncd that an area of 1150 ha,
from 3500 ft above sea lovel to the crest of the Hector Mountaina at 5500 ft above yea
lsvel is only going to have a conservation covenant on il to protect it. I think this
proposed conservation covenant area should be properly protectcd and be added to the
conservation ares due to its high congervation and recreational values, Grazing at this
altitude is not sustainable and allowing grazing on the covenant area runs the risk of it
spilling over into the conservation ares. I understand public access the covenant area
only permits access from April to December. As a koon tramper I see summer accoas

s important as winter use.

[ would like to see the aroa proposed in the Glen Nevis Tenure Review as a
conservation covenant area instead be included in the conservation area where grazing
15 not allowed and practicel public access is provided. If this cannot be achieved then I

do not believe the deal should go ahead.

Yours sincerely,



Otago University Tramping Club J 7 M
¢/o Otago University Students Association e 0'4! &
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Commussioner of Crown Lands [ F,*}SF,D UNDER THE
c/o Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

Land Resources Division
PO Box 27 } -
Alexandra

Daar Sir

Submission on Preliminary Proposal for tenure review of Glen Nevis Pastoral
Lense

The Otago University Tramping Club comprises same 300 memabers who are very
active users of the South Island back country for recreation. Our interest in the Glen
Novis tenure review proposal stems from the fact that our members regularly tramp,
climb and ski-tour in the nearby Wye Creek and Remarkables Range areas. We value
these areas highly for recreation, but they are facing increasing pressure from
commercial developments that have potential to conflict with non-commoreial forms
of recreation and peaceful enjoyment. In the long-term, we arc hopeful that tenure
review of pastoral leases further south along the Hactor Mountains will allow the
formation of @ Remarkables Conservation Park, with zoning allowing for different
forms of reoreation to coexist in the park without conflict. In this context, the whole of
the Hector Mountains have significant inherent value for low-impact recreation,
particularly the areas above 1000m elevation.

We are strongly concerned about one aspect of the preliminary tenure review proposal
for Glen Nevis Station. It indicates that no land on the western side of the Hoctor
Mountains will be returned to full Crown ownership and control, but that all this land
will be frecholded. It is proposed that the significant inherent values of this frechold
land will be protceted by a covenant. We nota that Section 24(b)(ii} of the Crown
Pastoral Land Act 1998 (CPLA) states that the preferred method for protecting
significant inherent values of reviewable land is restoration to full Crown ownership
and control. This is ranked above both the creation of protective mechanisms (i.e.
covenants), and freehold disposal. We do not believe that the proposed covenant
offers adequate security for protecting the significant inherent values of the land in

question.

A Department of Conservetion report to the Commissioner of Crown, Lands reveals
that the upper western slopes have high inherent value. Furthermore, the report shows
that these western slopes have higher inherent value than the equivalent slopes on the
sastorn side. Under the preliminary proposal, the eastern slopes are to be restored to
full Crown ownership and control, while the western slopes are to be protected by a
covenant. While we do not wish to devalue the efforts of those who set out the terms
of the proposed covenant (its terms appear strong, and the monitoring schedule is
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detailed), we cannot understand the logic which gives lesser protection {covenanting)
to land of higher inherent value (the upper western slopes). '

The Preliminary Proposal stales that the upper western slopes of the Hector
Mountains provide itnportant sunmer grazing for the Glen Nevis property. We
suggest that the higher parts of the range may not be as important in this respect: both
the Department of Conservation report and the Preliminary Proposal identify these
arcas as containing cushionficld, herbfield and stony ground. Additionally, the higher
slopes on the range have greater value for recreational use. However we recognise
that lower elevations may have value for grazing. The requirement to protect the
significant inherent value of this land therefore conflicts with ils value for SCONoOmic
use. This conflict must be resolved according the legislation. Sections 24(a) and 24(b)
of the CPLA balance sustainable management against the need to protect significant
inhorent values, preferably by restoration of the land 1o full Crown ownership and
control. The objectives of Section 24(c), which are to make easier both public access
and enjoyment, and frechold disposal of the land, are subservient to the objectives of

the two preceding sections.

We focl that a better way to resolve the conflict between protection and economic use
would bo to restore all the land above 1000m elsvation to full Crown ownership and
contro, on account of its significant inherent vahie. This would be more consistent
with the intention of Section 24(b) of the CPLA.. Economic use (grazing) of part of
this land could be allowed by means of a concession from the Department of
Conservation. Such a concession could include similar conditions to those listed in the
proposed protective covenant. However we would request an additional condition:
that a fence is constructed to preclude grazing above the 1300m level. We fes] this is
necessary both to protect the more sensitive high altitude vegetation from grazing, and
to maintain the high inherent recreational value of the upper slopes of the range. With
tespect to the latter, a fonce along the range crest and the presence of farm animals
will adversely affect recreational enjoyment of the land by our members, who would
have expectations of a more natura] environment in such an area.

The arrangement we suggest would be consistent with the legislative hicrarchy
implied by Sections 24(a) to (c) of the CPLA. It would help to ensure that pastoral use
of the land is restricted to arcas that have the greatest likelihood of achieving
susiainables management. It would have the advantage of allowing public participation
in future decision making (the proposed covenant does not), and by retaining Crown
ownership, would give greater security to protection of the land’s significant inherent
values (covenanis may be extinguished under Section 126(g) of the Property Law Act

(1952).

A final concem is that the Preliminary Proposal makes no provision for public access
from State Highway 6, along the shore of Lake Wakatipu, to the crest of the Hector
Range. We are aware that an unformed legal road crosses the property, but this has no
practical use for public access as it has not been surveyed and marked. We suggest
that tenure review of Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease provides a good opportunity to
improve practical access for the public. SH 6 along Lake Wakatipu is the most
accessible point from which such access could begin. We therefore request that an
easement for public access be granted along one of the formed farm tracks that
ascends from SH6 to the alpine tugsock lands. This easement should reach to the
boundary between any land that is frecholded, and land that is restored to full Crown

ownership and control.




[ETFASED UNDER THE
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

We thank you for providing the opportunity to make this submission. We would like
to formally request a copy of the final plan for tenure review of the Glen Nevis
Pastoral Lease, when this plan eventuates.

Yours sincerely,

Secretary, Otago University Tremping Club.
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7 June 2001

The Commissioner of Crown Lands
C/- Knight Frank (NZ) Limited
Land Resources Division

Box 27

ALEXANDRA

Re: CROWN PASTORAL LAND ACT 1998
GLEN NEVIS TENURE REVIEW

| have read the preliminary proposal as supplied and wish to highlight some

inadequacies in the proposal lssues that I believe need further consideration are the

following:

1. The approach of providing protection via a Covenant is inedequate. I make these
comments based on my job experience and experience with a freeholding proposal
on the Pisa Range (John and Mary Lee property). Part of the agreement involved
providing public access and signs to indicate the area of public access. This has not
been complied with. The Conservetion Board has had a meeting at the Lee's
property and 18 clearly unhappy with the activities that have occurred. If this is the
situation that results where an agreement includes Covenants, then Covenants are
clearly a completely inadequate method of protection. My work as a valuer has

Biven me numerous occasions to witness the result of poorly worded contracts and

documents.

2. Paragraph 2.4, page 3 - “... provisions of this covenant must be able to be altered
if the need arises”. Surely there must be a provision for public input if there is

provision for firture alterations to the covenants. This is especially important given

.
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statcments within the document such as clause 2.2 Objectives Of The Covenant
" Subject to the management of the land in & manner that is ecologically
sustainable, the parties also have as an objective the continued economic use of the
land ™ 1t is quite conceivable that in future these objectives will be shown to be
mutually exclusive.

Defining “economic use” provides unlimited scope for debate. What if the only
economic use is shown to be a commercial ski field,

Any changes in management or proposels for disposal .of conservation areas
require public notification with opportunities for objection. This s the preferred

course for this arex. Conservation Area instead of frechold with covenants,

While I acknowledge the desire of the runholder to access the land above 1,000
metres for summer grazing, this land does need to be protected, and this is an ideal
opportunity to ensure that it is. There is a growing public concern and public
debate over the use and management of high country land. This is a once in a life

time apportunity to protect a scarce resource, If the honest desire is to safeguard

the options of future generation then now is the opportunity,

Clauses that allow access at the discretion of the owner are the thin end of the
wedge, and can easily result in public access being made difficult. While land
owners often contend that there are large areas of recreational space available,

there i3 continuing pressure on these scarce resources for alternative uges.

A recent development in the Old woman Range has Bob Brown running a Skidoo
operation on land that adjoins a wilderness arca. The landowner attitude seems to
be, if it is a wilderness area and nobody goes there, then why can't T run a
commercial operation there. This attitude shows a complete lack of understanding
for the concept of wilderness or public conservation area. A skidoo operation is
not compatible with wilderness values. This example highlights my view that there
i3 increasing pressure for the alternative use of back country areas and that we

need to show greater care in how we protect these areas.
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I am aware of back country skiers who will not go to the Pisa Range conservation . -

arca via tho Lee access because the owner has had an attitude which discourages
public access. There have been recent problems in the Two Thumbs Range over
access to conservation arcas. The Local Authority has proposals to limited access
to the Old Dunstan Trail. Southland District Council, have previously tried
closing the Waikaia Bush Road.
These are examples where access restrictions limit use of conservation areas. There is
little point in creating conservation arcas if adequate access is not guaranteed even

worse freeholding [and with public acoess defined by covenants o

5. Two places in the document clause 10.1 and clause 15.1.1 action is disoretionary
“...the Mimster may..” administrators requirc a stronger direction when protection

of the public interest is at stake end should be required to act. The wording should

ba “ the Minister shall ... "

SUMMARY

If the land above 1000 metres and public access to it cannot be adaquately and
permanently protected, then there secms little point in proceeding with tenure review.
Toothless protection in the form of Covenants, and clauses in & document such as 2.5 -
“The parties wish to foster a spirit of partnership in the stewardship of the Land by
means of participation and co-operation ..” and other clauses, in my view give
considerable scope for debate. In my experionce of the commercial environment it is
amazing how attitudes change when new issues arise or circumstances change. The
spirit of co-operation rapidly disappears.

A poorly worded covenant is a hopeless and inappropriate basis for a long term

commerctal arrangement
I have no personal animosity towards the current lessee but whatover is negotiated

now has very long term effects and there is only one opportunity to get is right.

There is only one opportunity for this tenure review to be completed correctly, this

covenant binds the parties in perpetuity and it is important that protections are put in
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place at this stage. It is too late to try and repair problems when they arise at a Inter

date.

[ am opposed to the freeholding of land above the 1000 metre level as such I do
not support the proposal. The land above 1000 metres necds to be a
conservation area to ensure protection. Clearly defined public access provisions

need to be made.
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Al  andra

Dear Sir

submission on Preliminary Proposal for tenure review of Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease

"he Dunedin Branch of the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society represents approximately 700
ncmbers who have a strong ititerest in the conservation of New Zealand's natural heritage. We
rganise field trips throughout Otago and Southland, and many of these are to arcas of upland
rassland and alpine vegetation, often under pastoral lease tenure. It is clear that pastoral practices
burning, grazing, ploughing, oversowing) since the 1840s have greatly reduced the original extent
1€ region's indigenous upland vegetation. We believe that the remaining indigenous grasslands and
ushionfields are nationally and intornationally significant and deserve a hi gh level of protection fro.
1appropriate development and use. Our concern about management of these grasslands is reflected
y our wilding tree control pmg)ram, in which volunteers have removed over 50,000 wilding trees
or” ‘ndigenqus grasslands in Otago, on lands under both private and public tenure. We arc
naeurned about the sustainability of current pastoral management practices and fear that the
>ntinuation of these practices will further erode the natural condition. of indigenous upland
:getation. In this context, we are hopeful that the outcome of tenure review of Glen Nevis Pastoral
vase will result in protection of significant upland vegetation, both for its inherent value and '
creational enjoyment by the public. We also trust that the outcome ensures sustainable

anagement of any land that is made frechold. We arc happy that these views are in accordance

ith the objectives of the Crown Pastoral Land Act 1998, gcction 24(a)-(c). '

e are pleased that the preliminary report for tenure review of Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease proposcs
t 8)! the land on the eastern side of the Hector Mountains will be returricd to full Crown

hip and control. In particular, we are delighted that an area of the Nevis Valley floor is
ﬁhﬂequ." fhis land, as it is of a type that is poorly represented in the current suite of protected
tural fyg8 in the region. However we are opposed to the proposal to freehold in entirety the
sterf glopes o the Hector. Range, As the Notice of Preliminary Proposal indicates, the slopes
oV8 the snowlitte féfice ont the Wedtern #48 support Chionochloa rigida grassland, which passes
o Chionochioa maoen graséland and cushionfield at higher altitudes. The preliminary proposal

-1-



states that this land provides important summer grazing for the Glen Nevis property, and suggests
that its values can be protected under a grazing regime by imposition of a protective covenant. We
dispute this. In particular, C. macra is strongly and preferentially grazed by stock (Allen & Lce,
1990; Connor, 1991). Under grazing regimes, both C. rigida and C. macra grasslands tend to
decreasc in stature, suffer regeneration failure, and become invaded by ¢ ‘tﬁ r"ﬁ Lee,

1990). NN
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT
Under tenure review, the status of the upper western slopes must be considered in relation to the
objectives of the Crown Pastoral Land Act 1998 (CPL Act). .
Section 24(a) of the CPL. Act has the objective of promoting the ecologically sustainable
management of reviewable land, and freeing such land of its management constraints under tenure
review, if this is consigtent with its sustainabl¢ management. The proposed conservation covenant
retains constraints on the upper western slopes, and the scientific evidence vzé:avc cited above
indicates that continuing pastoral management of this land will not be ecologfcally sustainable.
Therefore the Preliminary Proposal does not conform with the requirements of Section 24(a).

Section 24(b) of the CPL Act aims to protect the significant inherent values of reviewable land,
either by the creation of protective mechanisms, or preferably, by restoring of the land to full Crown
ownership and control. A 1996 Department of Conservation report on Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease
id:  tfies the upper slopes (>>1100m) of the Hector Range rs having high inherent value. The Notic
of Preliminary Proposal provides no justification for its choice of a weaker instrument {covenanting
© protect these values. We note here that conditions of covenants may be modified, or the covenani
nay be extinguished entirely, without any public knowledge or input. In the absence of substantial
'casons for doing otherwise, we argue that the upper western slopes of Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease
nust be returned to full Crown ownership and control in order to be consistent with the clear
reference of Section 24(b): restoration to full Crown ownership and control of land which has high
nherent value.

.Lrllder the CPL Act, Scctions 24(a) and (b) have equal importance, and their objectives must be
walanced.

ection 24(c) of the CPL Act has the objectives of making easier both public access and enjoyment
f reviewable land, and freehold disposal where this land is capable of cconomic use. However,
ection 24(c) is subservient to the two preceding scctions. Freehold disposal can only occur where
1c objectives of Sections 24(a) and (b) arc met. As we have argued, there is substantial doubt that
1¢ "eliminary Proposal meets the objectives of either of these sections in relation to land above
1%\,11; altliltude on the western slopes of the Hector Range. Accordingly, this Iand should not be
1ade frechold.

. shoricoming of the Preliminary Proposal it that it fails to formalise public access to the upper

opes of the Hector Range from State Highway 6 along Lake Wakatipu. This road provides the

1ost accessible point of access for the general public,. Wo arc aware that an existing logal road

18ses over the Hector Range on Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease, but that this road is not used by the _
1blic as it has not been marked or formed. We suggest that an casement be made for public access
rer one of the 4WD tracks that runs between SH 6 and the upper slopes of the range. This action
ould not be incongsistent with sustainable management and protection of the inherent values, and

us is supported under section 24(c)}(i) of the CPL Act.

mclusion

e support the return to full Crown ownership and control of the parts of Glen Nevis Pastoral Least
1t lie east of the Hector Range crest. We arguc that protection by full Crown ownership and

-2




control must be extended to the upper slopes (<1100m) on the western side of the Hector Range.
These slopes should not be grazed. Wce wish that public access from State Highwa‘TNG to upper

slopes of the Hector Range be formalised. [FLFASED DER

OFELCIAL INFORMATION ACT

We thank you for considering this submission, and request notice of the final outcome for tenure
review of Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease, when this becomes available.

References:

Allen, R.B. & Lee, W. G. (1990) Vegetation of unoccupied crown land in the Dingleburn and Tima
River catchments, Wanaka Ecological District. Botany Division, DSIR.

Connor, H.E. (1991) Chionochloa Zotov (Gamineae) in New Zealand. New Zealand Journal of
Botany 29: 219-282,

Y ours sincerely,

Lot 7!%

*aul Star
secretary, Forest and Bird (Dunedin Branch).
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Commissioner of Crown Lands
¢/o Knight Frank

Box 27

Alexandra

subjnission on PO201 Glen Nevis proposed tepure peview
Dear Sir, '

Backcountry Skier’s Alliance has studied the proposed tenure review for Glen Nevis Station, While we
are pleased to see the propossd conservation ares to the casl, we are at the same time appalled to see
extensive free holding proposed on the westem side of the Hector Mountains and it is primarily this

issue that our submission will concentrate upon.

The high country above 1000m has high inherent ecologicel values. A covenant is not the correct
means to protect the significant inheront values of the high country. As stated in the Crown Pastoral

Land Act the preference is for:

“...full Crown ownership and control” (24, Objects of part 2, paragraph b).
In addition should the proposed covenant arsa be grazed, what will stop the sheep traversing the range
to the eastern face? A new fence on the nidge would be an unnecessary blight on the landscape, further
compromising existing inherent landacape valuss,

xperience shows that a ridgeline fence would not last long due to snow creep.

Access

We sec that there is no provision for public access from the weatern side of the property. Access from
the east via the Nevis valley is 4WD only. At many times of the ycar even this is not possible.

Access from the weat is very important. The map shows a legal road running over the crest and we
would expect that this be made a public right of way for foot traffic. Again we make the point that the
Act states a8 an Objective: "The securing of public access to and enjoyment of reviewable land” (c) ().

The land in question offers tremendous backcountry skiing potential, indeed aeveral of our members
have skied there in past years, Elsewhere, much of the terrain suitable for backcountry skiing has be
compromised by mechanised commercial activity involving Skidoos, car-tire-testing, or heligkiing. We
sce: the vesting to the Public Estate of suitable lease hold land is the obvious thing to do when the land

in question has the desired attributes.

B3A is an Incorporated Society that currently consists of over 100 members from across the South Itland. The objectives
of the Saclety are firsi, to foster non-motorisad winter recreation in backcountry areas; and second, lo promote and
protect the resources upon which our members activities are based
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BSA recommends the following:

17 The proposed covenant area on the western face be added to the conservation area.

2/ A suitable foot access be provided via a marked route from the western (luke) boundary up to the
above conservation arca starting at approx. 1000m.

3/ If the above cannot be agreed upon then we would recommend that the review proceed no further.

BSA has no confidence in the ability of the proposed conservation covenant to protect sither the
Ecological or recreational values of the iand above 1000m proposed for freshold. History has thown
the total reluctance of Crown agencies to police transgressions such as over-grazing or the refusal of
public access.

It is vital that the Crown retain full control over these valuable Public lands. In the near future we see
that the well being of the general public and the local community will hinge upon the eco-tourism and
recreational opportunitics that will arise by adding this land to the conservation estate.

This Review and future ones must provide for this outcome.

Thank you for the oppertunity to submit on this import issue
Yours Sincere]y,

W

John Robinson

Secretary

BSA is an Incarporated Society that currently consists of over 100 members from across the Seuth Island. The objectives
of the Society are first, 1o foster non-motorlsed winter recreation in backcountry areas; and second, o promote and
protect the resources upon which our members activities are based
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Alexandra
Dcar Sir,
RE: GLEN NEVIS PASTORAL LEASE - TENURE REVIEW:

The Nelson/Tasntan Branch of the Royal Forest -ind Bird Protection Society welcomes the
opportunity to comment on the proposals for tenure review of the Glen Nevis pastoral lease.
Although this property is at the opposite end of the South Tsland from the Nelson/Tasman
region several of our branch members have been closely involved with the tenure review
process in Marlborough and North Canterbury, and as a branch we are concernied to ensure
that appropriate outcomes are reached in the tenure review process throughout the eastern

high country of the South Istand.

icfly theref . hi 1 arc:
(17 We welcome the proposal to retire all parts of the Glen Nevis pestorul lease on the Nevis
Valley side of the Hactor Mountains.

(2) Acknowledging that tcnure review is a ncgotiated process which needs to result in
outcomes which are acceptable to the lessee we accept the proposal to freehold those parts of
thc property on the Lake Wakatipu side of the Hector Mountaine BELOW the existing

“snowline” fence at approximately 1000 metres in altitude. Such freeholding should however
be conditional on (1) adequate protection being provided for the lundscape values of this
highly visible part of the Hector Mouantains; and (ii) practical year-round public acceas being
secured from State Highway 6 to the area above the existing snowline fence.

{3) As regards the 1150 hectares on the Lake Wakatipu side of the Hector Mountains ABOVE
the existing "snowline” fence we STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposed freeholding as being
both inappropriate and contrary to the intent of 5.24 of the Crown Pastoral Lands Act 1998
notwithstanding the proposal to make this arca subject to a conservation covenant. Our
reasons for this are: (i) This area has some of the highest (if not the highest} inherent valucs
of any part of the Glen Nevis pastoral lease; (ii) Under section 24(b) the Crown Pasioral
Lands Act 1998 protection of significant values is PREFERABLY to be by restoration to full
Crown ownership; (iii) Even if it was appropriate to continue grazing these upper slopes
(which we belicve it is not) considerable further fencing will be required to confine stock to
this arex as there is currently no fences along the crest of this part of the Hector Mountuins;

very. pelling arguments supporting such an outcome; (vi) In
" are appropriate for protecting rclatively small arcas of

| (iv) .As a general pnnc% we believe mountain lands above 1000 metres should not be

ﬁq&}ﬁldaql, unlesk there
fiigy " view" WSGW%

'ligmﬂqanr inheremt value. in lands otherwise available for economic use but are nat
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appropriate for protecting Jarge blocks of mountain lands at botween 1000 and 1700 metres (a
view which would appear to be supported by section 24(b) of the Crown Pastoral Lands Act
1998); and (vii) Tenure reviews of other pastoral leases in the Remarkables and Hector
mountains is likely to make available a superb suite of mountsin lands for a future
Remarkables/Hector Conservation Park the western boundary of which would be severely
compromised by frecholding land above the present "snowline” fence.

For the above reasons we urge you to reconsider the proposal to freehold the area above the
existing snowline fence on the Lake Wakatipu side of the property. Anxious though we are to
se¢ lenure reviews proceed lo satisfactory conclusions, we believe it is vital that carly tenure
reviews under the new Act clearly demonstate the Crown's resolve to retum to full Crown
ownership all areas of siguificant inherent value. Indeed in this case we believe that it would
be preferable for the tenure review to fail rather than result in the frechoding of this valuable

tract of the Hoctor Mountains.

Yours sincerely,

Andy Dennis (Dr)
For the Committee.

L

-

-
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ALEXANDRA

Dwar Sir or Madam:
Submission on Glen Nevis Tenure Roview

| support the proposal to create a 4470-hedare consarvation area from the floor of the Nevis
Valley to the creat of the Hector Mountains. It Is egsential that as much of the valley floor to
mountaln crest be protected fully as conssrvation area. This apart from pastoral modification
it Is a largely intact valley to mountain crest system. it has high conservation values in terms
of flora; fauna; and landacape warranting high protection. Some of the more comprehensive
historic mining stes exiat along with more recent mining activity. Protection is needed o
pravent further madification and loss of conservation values.

Of major conoerm is the proposal to freshold 2200 hectares from the crest of tha Hectors to
the Bhores of Lake Wakatipu and to conalder a conservation covenant over 1150 hactares of
the above freehok] from the snow line fance to the crast of the Hactor Mountams,

My concems against this propogsal are soveral,

= Firstly, is the unacosptable precedent this wit aef for ongoing and future tenure
reviews? A covenant I8 not an acceptable form fo protect conservation values,

aspedially on part of a significant range as the Hactors. It is @ fixed-point agraoment,
which dossn't account for future conservation changes.

= szingatmhaﬂimdulsnolmtnbhmdn:ba&nmgomgmzlngonnwnﬁoﬂng
to jusiify withdrawal [s too insecure a measure {o protect conservation valuas. This
process is un tosted {o date and existing cose history aver compliance and restitution
with pasioral lease infringaments gives ore no confidence that appropriate action will

be implementad and enforced.

* Grazing wi¥ require fencing which at this altitude will cause significant landscape
Impacts, on the western flank of the Hectors that forms the backdrop to a significant
landscape. Maintanance of such & fence will be an issus nocessitating frequent use
of high aititude tracking and its associsted landscape impacts.

11Ama
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* The limitations on access are restrictive especiglly related to summer access.
Grazing should ba second to public access over this high altitude mountaln range.
Traversing tha Hedlors should not be subject to landholder consent.

The land proposed for covenant should be conservatlon land subjact to spacial lsasa at the
very least,

Sincarely,
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Alexandra . -

Re: Fenure revue Glen Nevis pastoral lease

Dear Sir,
1 would like to quete from the Crown Pastoral Land Act;

24(a) Fromote the management of reviewable land in a way that is
ecologicatly susiainable.

(8} To enable the protection of the significant inherent valusy of the reviewable

land
(i) By the creation of protective mechanisms, or (preferably)

(1) By the restoration of the land concerned to full Crown ownership and control

(c) Subject to (a) and (B), 1o make ecsier

i) The securing of public access to and enjayment of reviewahle land Our company
Supporty the principles of tenure review in order to fociliiate freeholding of productive land
in exchange for gains for conservation and public recreation.

We support the retirement of part of the Nevis Valley and the castern side of the Hector
Mountains

However, we totally oppose the frecholding of high altitude and alpine lands i.c. elpine land
to the west of the Hector Range.

The following conditions for any freeholding sheuld apply:

[. Only lowland that supports sustainable production or small discretc areas suitable for
tourism and other development should be able to be froeholded, This obviously excludes
any larger blocks of alpine land. :

2. Unrestricted public access needs to be securcd threugh freehold land to public land
beyond the frechold boundary. Such access must be year round, completely free of any




charge and must be available along lines that are reasonable, 1e. along existing 4W1)
trucks, along fence liney ctc. Such access must be gazetted and binding for all future
owners of such land. Queen’s chain and marpinal strips alonp watcrways must remain in

e ey P EACE UNDER THE
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There may be some higher areas that support limited grazing. Such arcas should not be able
(o be frecholded. They should remain in public ownership and should have no restriction on
public access. Any such lands need 1o be fenced by the grazier.

Experience in the Mackenzie Bagin has shown that no matter how cooperative a run holder
might be today, change of ownership can change everything: A large block of land was
retired off the Mount Gerald run in the Two Thumb Range near Lake Tekapo, land ideally
surted for public recreation. However, the Crown omitted to secure public access to this
block. Now both Richmond and Mount Gerald Stations are denying access across the lowland
in order to reach the consorvatien block The simple reason behind all this ig the owners’
desire to rup exclusive sefaris on the conservation block and to bully the existing operator
and the general public off the land. Such a siuation must never be allowed to be repeated in

New Zealand. :

It is high time that New Zealand land managers looked at how public access is managed in all
of continental Europe. Whether mountain Jand is in private ownership, leased or in public
hand, the public has the nght to walk along existing paths and roads in order to reach rivers,
lakes, forests and mountains. Nobody cver has to ask for permission to walk there as it is
everybody’s right. This greatly bepefits the entire nation and not just a handful of
landowners. It is high time that we say good bye to any legislation that stems from the time of
the landed gentry. At a time when tourism is becoming ever more important to New Zealand
we must accept 1hal free and unrestricted public access to mountain lands is vitally important

for the wider community.

To sum up:

1. Freeholding only of produetive lowland with vnrestricted public foot access along
reasonable access lines to the land beyond the freehold boundary.

2. Possible limited grazing on other lands which. remain in public ownership, with na
restriction on public fool access.

3. 'Fhe proposed deal does not meet the coteria as outlined above. Unleas the alpine land to
the west of the Hector Range is included in the conservation ares the deal should not go

through.

Yoaurs sincerely,
. T S

Gottitel Braun-Elwert
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The Commissioner proposes: 1 i eEED

To freehold 2200 hectaces from the shores of Lake Wakatipu to the crest of the Hector Mountins.
To create a 4470 hectare conservation area from the floor of the upper Nevis Valley to the crest
of the Hector Mountains.

*  To create a conservution coveront over 1150 hectares of the above freehiold. This will be from a
“snowline fence™ at 1000m to the crest of the Hector Mountains at 679m.
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Tramplng Club hag over 30 members who are Active users

d's High Cauntry ror Lescraation,

Crewk, Ramarkahles Rangw as wall
tauring, meountain biking and

1ly auppert the broad thrust of

% consarvation area in the Remarkables and Hector
beliave that thig will form ancther highly msignificant
rrsecve for tha increasing numbwra of New Lemlandera and
tors.

I3 regularly uge Wyn

that tenure review of pasteral
will wllow the formation of a
h roning allowi

the park withou In this
wholm of the Hactor Mountaineg have significant inherant
~impact Iscreaticn, Particularcly the areas above 650
on. Io thia connectiopn we note that the 6350 metre

han bawn seiected as the boundary for the conservatien
ning Cone Paak station At the northern end of the

thea Hwctor Mountains
Onaervation Park, wit
sation tv cowxlst ip

-

Famarksbles and thae Hector Range
from the forses of commarciasl

ch hava potential to ®©rodw non-commwrcial forms of
Aklve recraartien enjoyed by ao hany New Emslanders.

Preliminary tenure raview

“len Novis Station indicates that mo land on the wastarn
MCtor Mountmina will pa returned te full Crawn ownership
Instead 1t ia Proposed that all this land will ba

H that the significant inherent values of thig freshold
protected by a covenant. we note that Sgction 14 (b) (11)
Pastoral Land Act 1938 (CPLA) stmtes that the preferrad
Pteacting significant inherent values of Teviewable land
P te Tull Crawn ownerahip and control. This ia Tanked

p craation of protective Machanisms ({_m, covanants),

i spcenl. We do not beliave that the Proposad covenant
anough provisions re proteace the SUtetanding natuxrs)l
land.

EIY concernmd that the

Nt of Consarvatiop feport te tha
8l open

that a Departms
P Crown Lands reveals that the upper western
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herent valye, Furthermore, the Isport ahows that thase
®*Z have more aignificant lnhersnt valye than the

lopas on the eastern Flde. Under the praliminacy

° t3atecn alopas are to be festorad to full crown

d contral, while the western 8loper ara bto be Protuctad
t. Wa questjon the logic of the proposal which gives
ction (covenanting) to the upper western *lopea which
CogTilaed agz having or higher reCraational lzndscape and

have bigh 1
Wwagtern alo
wquivalent

Propopmpal, t
CWharahip a
by a covena
lesasar PILot
have baan x
1canic valy

Ary Proposal statey that the Upper weatarn alopes of the
ains providae important summer drazing for the Glen Nevia
suggest that the higher parts of the Tanges may not be ax
this reaspect: both the Department or Conservation report
Iinary Propasal, ldentify thwsa areas a8 containing

«+ harb fiald ang stony ground. Additionally, the higher
rangs have greatar value for Tecrenational uze. Hovever
that lowsr elavatiana Ay have valus for grmging. The

O protect the significant inherent valus of this landg
Llicta with irg value for economic uge. Thia conflict
ved according the legialation. ¥ectionx 2d(a) and 24 (b
alance muatainakbl ¢ hanagement against the nand to

ficanpr inherant valumg, Freferably by Lentoration of the
Crown ownership and cantrel. Tha abjoctives aof Bectiop
AIs to make wamier both public acceas #nd enjoyment, ang
osal of the land, are Mubservient to the objuctives ofF
ding xectiona.

The Prealimi
Hector Moyn
Property  w
importanc i

Wa recognis
Taqul remant
therafare co

protect aign
land to fyli
Z4(c), which

at a morm SPpropriate way to rasclvae the conflice
cticon and wconomie use would b to restors nll the land
I slavation to full CIoWn ownecship and contrel because
icant inherent value. Thia would be mors connistent with
ef Fuction 24(k) of thm CPLA. Economic use [graxing) or
land could Lae 4llowsd by mesmnm or 5 concassion frem the
Consecvation which could include aimjlar conditicne ro
in the propuned proetactive covenant, In nddition wa
t A fance i constructed Lo preclude 9raring on thae
arvation reperve. We fanl this 1a neCedvary both ro
Ofe mengitive high altityde vegwtation from graring and
ha high inherent Tecreational value of the uppar alopeg
Cur Mumbers would not *Upport a fence aleng the Cangs
tha presenca of ramm animala will Bdversely affect
of indiganoun alpine natural vegetation and reduca the
anjoyment of the lang by our members and the public wheo
ectations of & more natural environment in such an

w8 beligque t
batwesn prot
above €50 me
of ite signi
the intenti
PaArt of thin
Dapartment o
those ligted
Tecommand th
axtended cop
PFrotecrt tha

to maintain

of the Lange
Crast bwcaug
regenwration
rucrcaational

Ot would be conaistent With the legislative himrarchy
ctions 24ia) to (¢) of the CPLA. It would help to ensure
use of the land iy Ientricted to areas that have the
grastest likellihood of achkimving austainabile managemant.: it would
have tha adva tage of allowing Public participation in future
decision makji 9 (the proposed covenant doss not), and by retaining
Crown ounersh PF. it would givae JLeater sacurity to pProtection af the
land’s ajignir cant inhazent valyma (covenants may be extinguished
Under Xection 126(g} of the Proparty Law Act (1352) .

Thiaxa arrang
implied by =

A zecond significant lesum is the need to provide ror public mccegs
from State Hifghwa 6, along the shore of Lake Wakatipu to the crast
of the Rector Range and we are concarnad that the current Propossle
do not provide for this. We ara aware that an unformed lagal road
Cronzeg the PIoparty, but thia hag no practical uae for public accaxy
A% it har npot|bwen Autveyed and marked. It i1s our view that tanura
Faview of Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease and the proposal for an alpine
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conservatlon resarve Provides the ideal OPPOLtunity tg iMprove pubije
Accass ontg the Hector Rahge. wWe tharafors Fecommend that an aIARmen T
for public ACcesn be astablizhed along one of the formed farm tracke
that ascends from SHE tn the Alpine tusaock lands. Thiga *ESwmant
should remach to the houndary betwesn any land that ix fresholded, ang
land that 1, Taatored to ryl) Crown ownerahip and control.

The Bouthland Tramping Club jia grateful for thisx UPPertunity to make
2 aubmisgion and it 1s our aarneat hope that the Club’'s views wiiz bw
reflacted ip any revisions that fay ba made to the deaft proposals,

Finally, we would be Frateful if a4 copy of the final plan faor tenure
revieaw of the Glap Nevis Fastoral Leass could ba sent eq the Clup.

Youra ainceraly,

Rabin Moweill
ror Jecratary
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POBox 27 myref Olan Novis.doc T
ALEXANDRA Ph 04 80] 7367 e
Yourfax 03 448 5099 Fax 04 01 7368
e-mail docrstalkers@@cloar net.nz
1ZJUNGI
Dwar Sic or Madam, -

COMMENT UPON GLEN NEVYIS TENURE REVIEW

The NZ Deerstalkers’ Associati (Inc) wxisw w retain, anhance and areats
opportanities for the enjoymest hlﬁaunmnldm:lhnﬁqmdm
for the enjoyment of mambers of the Association, |

| North

The Associstion has 53 branche contaluing over 3, 500 mombars from tee Fag

0 Wartam Southland we oo (for the purposss of this cc 2r) Gt
lows than 10% of all recrestional lsrs belong o NZ Desrstalkors’ ibn
{Inc). |
Among is policies is one which spocially pertinen! for thia discumion:

*  To obtels 1o the 1 possible degres, asoaes o the yoorwstion ,'
of Now Zsaland for and %0 smeure thal whore demand exoemls |
ROConEARCdat on o nystama of allocation inchiding bellows will
spply withowt favour

NZDA POSITION
oml.lﬁ'
The Assaristion recoguisss that the firet major serre reviewsto be conidered ‘4(\
nmce the pasing of te Crown Isnd Azt 1999
It notes thet the proposal is to 4 4470 hactare commarvation arws from thi Boor
of the Nevis Valley ta the creg tha Hector Mountaing, 1 fisehold wame 2240 ha
fromn the creet of the Haglor ww to the shoves of Lake Wakatipy and t]creats a

ASSOCIATION CONCRRNS

ThAmci-imhnm tw proposals. We rensid uneasy about
frechalding of alpinc lands with *hi intereat valus' such as thoss to by tray mred ip
the care of the Dopartimerst of The proposed freehold covanant [ares

N Lavel 1+ 4L Pugby Straer - # O Box $K14 7 Tn Ars = Wellingten 8076+ e Tealand - Tal ohone +84 4 801 7387
Fum«Nd 4 237 vmp ~ Ernall nlh:'ﬂlll‘l:l’.lh-r..nru.m * Wb alts o /Asrvnpy. d, Al arg nr
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duuvumumcdmbuiuldm o the north and south ahof M ond
wp ax public lunds, IFf dhis tekes jplacs, tha result b & frashold mclave Yithin
futuro Remmarkables Co i Park. .
Tho Amoclaion is concemnad opportunitien for grazing and devalepmert|becaase
it balioves & covonust insdtquately promots og Hom valyes. ng of 4w high
nlpimmmu;-nully s o vry low sminal bow.

of e oovenan! arce will result in aof ths adjoining conmrvatifn area
urdess fances e buil
in ganaral, e balding of bour foncex in thH‘Hnl the
Landsvaps’, would interfro with othor reg oyl sciivities mch a crom ury
siimg B would be also iempracios] 10 maintain painst mow damage.
Undose the covenant is ¢ falty dexfind and i p covernge, & conild Jrovide
far cvenowing, woe planting, the arectiow of b ings and buming, all withoyt
oppevienities for public - The o may oarry oul other works of¢
wprssaly prokibised by the co
The covervet ouly pecmite b 1 April sod Decemnber.
rocrestionsl sctivitien are 50 Ewpirtant as Winter Th‘hmnnﬂih;‘:-
charging of acceus W thady there s go pre for prastical public soc{us by
foot from Laks Wakatipy mud » 0o provisl £or horse wekking despits {i
warkencs of an old pack wack the ny
The icroee of the covenamt 1 thorw 18 o Iy for the public i that the v arw
Mmﬁrﬂ-mtﬂ' olﬂtuu'unhohq-huu:mo[ '
COVERA,
RESOLLTION
ihietaon withou! grazep. 3 unloss prictionl poblls coe s e i

area, and ,

Provided, then tho feaure reviaw d nor prox pubile mssts from thefwest &
The Amociation bekioves the « lewsec has refognised the legitimacy of palment
reorcational endesvoury but thus Y ot verurin hmk-urnmnm.
Yours falthfully, ;
C Forsyth
Vice Previdant
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Submlﬁlion on Glen Novis Tenure Review ~ Preliminary Proposal

PANZ is disappoinacil with the information provided in the summary of the Proliminary Proposal, which (s
more 2 justification for the proposals through seloctive presantation of information, than a balanced rendering

of the full du:umnm:

We believe that the paucity of rslevant information would put most submittess at & dsadvaniage in making
meaningful criticlamiund comment. It is only bacanse we obtained, a more two days befors the closing dats for
submissions, the full Preliminary Proposal of 10 December 1999, the Report on Changes o the Draft
Preliminary Proposal of 27 July 2000, and DOC"s full conservation rosources report, that we had sufficient

informatian to cridgwe the proposals.
This is u situation lMt must be rectified H the enure review process is to enjoy public crodibility,

Tho scvare tlme constrains caused by LINZ's deiays in responding to our official information requasts has
impacted on our atality to submit a refined view af the propoual. Consequendy the fallowing ia a unatructured
commontary, however our conclusions are clear,

In summary PANZ, bolicves that the advertisod proposal, if sdoptod, would be s poor cutcome for the Crown
and the public of New Zealand. We balisve that the orlginal preliminary proposal would have provided, with
minor wmendment, an exoellent result, being in socord with the requirements af the Crown Paatoral Land Act.

Howevar wa belisve that the advertised proposals are not.

Public Accees New Zealand is v chacmble trust fommed in 1992, Our objocts ar the pressrvation sad improvement of
public accens to public lands, waters, and the counwryside, through retntion in public ownemhip of msources of value for
recreation. PANZ is ¢ommirted to reatst privaie prodation of the public estam. PANZ in supported by a divene mnge of
land, freshwater, marine, and conzervaton groups and individunls, wtaling approximatsly 200,000 New Zaalanders.
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enure review should procesd, The Government, and the CCL, hunoobllgnﬂm tnpm::md with & poor doal,
and wo balieve that ths d]lcr-uon must be exercised in this case.

| e iy L C11 the rechobdin A, e bl (L]

We have difTiculty reonciling the new official advocacy of the present proposals with that ecorded previously
(Recommendations f+ Draft Preliminary Froposal, 10 December 1999).

For instance, the whoic of the Navis Mountains block down to the snowline fence, axcluding a stock scosss
route, wes carller ded to be reatored to full Crown ownership and control as conservation ares-

“In our opinlon, the combination of attributes this land umit has squarsly places it In the highest level
dexlgnadion”.

“The Hector “ﬂtllﬂlil‘ll have high landscape values, eapocially in a cultural sense, as they are a
cottinuation pf the Remariables Range. The quality of the vogetation cover Is vary good over thia land
unit. The var{ation of alttude, aspect and landform gives a great diversity of plant ecxystems, which in
tum support a large diversity of fauna populations. The habitas range from taascck land, alpine
cushion and fuiificlds, shrublands, boga and flushas”,

|

[
“These attributes are also recognised by the Otngo Conservation Managoment Strategy which names
tho Hoctor Mouniains as part of Special Place 26 The Remarkables”,

“The . n saction of the property has high landscape values, the Heotors arw the southem
extension of the Remarlables Range and reach a height of 1678 m.a.n.l. Such mountsin landscayms as
this are highly valund for tourism, recreation and nature conservation”,

|
“The Inhuurh values found on this lease ure varied and very extensive in relation to the wotal Land ares
of tha pm[;-h Ouwr recommendation is ﬂutﬂﬂnhqcmnnhuﬂdb-cumwmm llnd_m.l.ﬂhn

“Most of the Hoctor Mountains could not be classed a3 ecologically sustdnable for pastoral purposes”.
“No new quoin; is proposed... ax it would have u large nogative impact on landscape valucs..”
“If the antnr Mountains unlt i» capable of an wconomic use, it ia not obvious t us. Corainly there are

uppnnnmtiqu for hali or cross-country skiing and eco-touri stn. We doubt thar these scdvitioa could be
defined on this property alone.... pastorallsm alone would not constituts an economic use™,
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ents with those in the Report on Changes to DPP, 27 July 2000-

ptad the proposs] to freehold land at a relatively high altitude with some eluctance. The

“We have
for frechold extends to an altitude of 1678 meires. Frecholding to this altitude

RI'CR ROW

Gonal activity and will no doubt be subject to further closs public scrutiny™.

t values have boon identifisd on the land proposed for freshalding however [hest DAY
try the proposed frocholding outcome™,

ismuca., thar we wish to advise the CCL of. In particulsr we note that it will be
to fence the boundary between the propossd fresholid and the conservation land as any
1 ridge would bw subjoct to slgnificant snow and wind damage”.

Froposal dosn’t sowtainabls scoboglcnl musinsgermneirt

It is clear from the official papsss in our possession (other relevant appendices have been Inexplicably
withheid), that the natural inherent values of the area now proposed for frecholding and covenanting are
similarly high in valye to those praposed for protection as conservation arca.

sented In terms of the requiremeonts of the CPLA in the advioe to the CCL as to why
ion to full Crown ownership and control and the other does not. The implisd retionale

Thero s no mtionale
one area desorves

is that this com was nacessary [0 reach o doal with the lesser, with the most recont advios tailored to
Justify that end. H &1 there in nG requirement on the CCL under the CPLA to reach deals, no mather what
the cutoome Tor tha n. The CCL. has a discrotion to discontnue tenure review st any time (133),

Lasd U—Cq-bllltL

Mout of the area for freeholding with a covenant is classified as LUC VIIe. Class VII (s unswitable for

srable use and has sgvers linutations or hazards onder pereanial vegetation, In this case the susceptibility to
eraslon is the doni [imitation to use. Above the mowllne fenoa the slopes are moderatsly stoep with
wvidence of slump, and slip mrosion. Additionally on the rolling range creat thers {3 wind srosion. At these

altitudes and aspocts such limitations are to be expected.

I
We fall to soe how sjich lands with such inherent chanctoristics, can possibly qualify for fresholding under «
gnzing rogime that J’:a.n only weaken vogetative cover. Thia is a profound failure to asfisfy the objects of part 2

of the CPL Act to- !
“promois the managemant of reviewable land i1 a wiy thar {5 scologioally sustinable™ and “wo snable the protection
of the significint inherent vahues,

The CPLA du}m_t ‘inhardpd vojuss ' 1o mean a wilut arising from -

A culneal, ecplogteal, hiviorical, recreanonal, or selentific airibute or characirisic of @ natural rerowrce in, on,
Sorming part of. or exling by virtys of the conformetion of te land:
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|
In this inatance the selection of a protective mechanism (in the form of a covenant) in totally innppropriaze
given the major deflcienciax of ita terms and the staswtory directive that preferonce s to be glven to “the
resioration of the l-m:ll concerned to full Crown ownerahip and control” us the meana of protection.
Freeholding and mv#nnm: 1150 hectares is not an insignificant issue. Claarly, by the intent of the draft
pretiminary proposal,'restoring full Crown ownership and control over this area was the preforence. The fact
that the lessee does n& how agree with this outoome does not nogate thi preference ws a Crown obligasion
under the CPLA. |

Legal opiniot wﬂl:te to PANZ ix that Land Use Capmbility clussificadons are a diyect reflection of inherent
values and must be ken (nwo account by the CCL.

Topdressing and uvq‘mm..,

Why is this being profnotsd up to 100m abave the snowline fance?

Wo suspecisd that thi may be to keap stock down, in the absenoe of boundary fencing with the propouexd
consorvation arca howevey the officlal advice makes no rference 1o such s rationale. OS &TD sppears 10 be
solely to utalipe the ltnited potsnlat for paatoral production. However there Is o sdvios o the sustainability of
such developrasnt. Whrk by K F O’Connor,RG Putarson and othen, and the concluslons of the Martin Report
wtrongly suggest that fuch development on this class of land is unsustainable, as Is continuod gazing of
"unimproved" tussock grasslands. Back in 1980 0" Connor stated that “there are very fundamental uncermintics
about the sustainability of almost any form of exploitive pestoraljsm In most of the South Island snd Nocth
Taland high country, dapecially In high altinsde xones...” (Changes in Tussock Grasslands & Mountain Lands,

TGMLI Annual 1981).

The Martin report wah a major driving foroe behind the CPLA and should be taien nto acommt by the CCL n
any interpretations of his responadbilities under the CPLA_ The Mindstsr of Lands referred to the Martin report
in hia introduction to the CPL Bill (Hansard 6/4/95). My Marshall Iatter said in Parliament-

“We wers hel hylvorymmmwdv:upmbﬁnhﬁrﬁnmpwbchdndbymlhmMDHduoup
Regional Council. A commitiee cume dowp with s report that suggeated that many of the lund managemant
practioss in thé pastoral lands of the South Island werw unsusiainable. Buoyed by that report we then went on an
extensve ocm.*ﬂu.tim process, both with the farming community-the pastornl farmen or runholders-and with the

conservation groups” (Hanaard 7/598)

i
Why waen't a review! of current scientific knowledge includod in the advice to the CCL?

Topdressing and IJVI?}IICHVIII: at this altitude cannot qualify s an sconomic uso. It most certainly Is scologically
darmaging as the divehity of native species which are well adepind to the exiating snvironment will be
dizplaced by a range of exotic plants depsndent on further fertiliser applications for their continued

domtinance. '
!

Wish 10 graze not »irekevant considerstion
The ouly official jusffication in the proposal for frecholding sbova the snowline forca is that “this area is
important summer pflzinl to the Glen Nevin property”. Such considerations are not relevant to the objacts of

Part 2 of the CPLA. |

|
|
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land doesn't enhance conservation of inherent values. There i no credible scientific

cvidence to the contray. There 13 a duty to *promote” ecologically sustainable mamgement. Continuation af .
pesiaral use regime with its inherent loas af sof] fertility and risk of xoll joex through diminution of vegetative

cover 1 unavoidably antagonistic to such a goal.

Grazing of this class

an optlon of boundary fencing along the mnge crest however this would be a blot on
tical 10 nuinwin aginst snow damage. Our view is supported by the earller official
for fencing In the lateat proposal appears 10 bs no mors then an afficial cop-out, in ful)

will be no fence between the frechold covenanted land and tha land that is proposed to
Consequenty the entire ares will be llable 1 be grazed as if it were sl within a

Other drvelopment possible
Under the terms of r; covenart the Ministor of Conservation could in future agree 1o trea piantng, srection of

buildings, and burning, all without any public objection procedures.

The owner may carry out any othar works and development not sxpressly prohibited by the covenant,

For an wrea of such high natural valuas this js unecceptabls. The only preventative ramwdy would be provided
by public land, with public accountability for administrative decisions made by DoC and the Minister of

Conservation.

Coatrary to Conee: Managsment Strategy
The whalg of the Hegtor Mountains, including tha arca proposrd on Glen Nevia for covermnting. Is desl grated
a ‘Special Placa’, Actions requinsd w be taken under the CMS include craating and pazetting & conscrvation

park covering s subject to its own managoment plan,

DOC has sarfier stated this was the intsntlon in the conservation resources report an Ben Nevis Sudon which

staes under ‘detailed proposals’ that “the Hactor Mountaina and all the main catchments of the main
eaichments of the major tribataries will becqme conmervation estate and eventually form part of the propossd
Romarkahbley C stiom Park” (p 9).

that the DOC Glen Nevix conservation resources report implios that the * Spacial Place'
los to the Novis Valley when cleariy this is not the casp.

ed that the proposed deal may result in a frechold snclave within a future Remarkables
it will set m precadent for creating the boundary for the Park high up slong the 1ops of the
Mountaing.

Conservytion Park,
Romarkables and

The luhorent values jof this land are part of wider inherent natuml values of the Hoctor Mountains, Freeholding
with the prospect of pasture ‘enhancement’ at high clevations, will creste & discordant element In the landscape,

L4
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when all other e arcas have rither boen or are intendad to be restored o full Crown 0wnor|hipmcl
controf with such development precluded.

Despito the terms of the covenant stating that the land will be managed consistent with the objectives of the
park, prior frecholding and covenanting an Glen Nevis will effectively preampt the Tuture objectives of the park
and the public procesy for the formation of 3 management plan.

No effective security|for covenant
The intwntion 1o creaty: the covenant under section 27 Consorvation Act is subvertad by the express ability 1o

altar |t torms withous public process. Section 27 deems any intorest in land held by the Minister, short of
owherhip, W require public notificadon and opportunity for lubmlnion in the samo way as for disposal of

CONnBervalion arcas.

However any alteratign o the covenant, by virtue of lts propesed terms, could cutall disposal of the Crown™s
interest in providing for public accoss and recreational enjoyment of the land, agreeing to dotrimental terms of
public use, or even the removal of the perpetual nature of the covenant. It is no more than a privats srrangement
between the Ministerjof Conservation and the landowner. This is completely unacceptable.

Alematively any futsre owner could, under the Property Law Act, unflaserally inidata Court action to
oxtinguish the cove

Fostering “'a apirit of rehip” is hardly & messurable performance standard for elther ‘partner’. Such a
partnership (undafi can be doemed 1o mean whatover cithar partnes/party docmns {5 1o mean [n any future
circumstance. Such u basla for management is an abject failure to ncat the roquirements of cither the CPLA or
the Conservation Ac

No assarance for recrmation

Contrary to a claim ip the Summary of the Preliminary Proposal, freodom of access for the public is not
provided within the govenant aywa ws recreationn] use is only “permined™. This implies that prior permission ia
required, with no express prohibition on charging, and with no remedics for the public if permiasion s denied.
We have no confl in DOC, going by performance elscwhere, of ever upholding the public interest. Direct
remedics (political and legal) are noeded for aggriaved membars of the public, such an are availabie for public

lands.

The owner will * it" public across the [and from ] April 1o 31 December. The Concire Oxford defines this
L..for entry inso a place”. This implios prior consent being sought and obtained, which is
tory ri ghts of entry under the Conssrvation Act. Condidors of entry, including demands
attached 1o yuch ‘permission’. This limitsd provision only caters for tha winter und early
s not parmit public recreation I January to 31 March when the arss is primarily sttrective
for tramping in thia alpine snvironment. Thers is noad for year-round, fres of charge, securs rights of public
aconid and mcreatiof, with legal remedics for the public if such rights were ever breached. Guoing by existing
performance, we hays no falth in public officials upholding the public [ntorest when private cocupiers are

involved, J

to mean, “give
not comparsble to »
for payment, could
summer poriod. It

The proposal therefpes falls to "secure’ public acosas ax raquired by the CPLA (s 24).

We are purticularly sggrieved that DOC doea not see provision for public recrestion as 8 prionity, despim have a
stahatory duty to *founes’ recreation. Why couldn't they have nagotinted for instance for any member of the
public “the fill free uninterrupted and unrestricted right liberty and pr viloge from time (o Gme and at all times

J" 3

l
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by day and by night J_:vpn.u rapmiz and recreats by foot™ over the land, sa has boen provided in other telure
J‘ revicw agreemenn? |'

Irreapoctive of any ochmm provisions for public acoess and recreation on privately occupled land, no marter
how atrong. the requifements of the Health and Safety in Employment Act will have primacy. This will bs an
occupled “place of work” where the occupior has Iegat labilitics for visitors. If & hazard is created by
commarcial or other J_nctiviﬂm on the land, this could be ussd as & reason for overriding the owner's covenant
obligation to permit public sccens. This highlights the inappropriateness of continued private cecupation of
lands which cleary |+ould be returned to full Crown cwnership and control, as public places.

I
Burning and fires
While thers are ex prohibitions on owner activities “unless agroed in writing bry the partios™ theee is only

an obligation to * " any fires. There should be an obligaton 1w extinguish any fires, unless there ix an
intention by the Min!*m % permit ‘controtied’ burning. That prospect in totally unacceptable as this would
damage the Inherent values of the covenantod area and endanger the adjoining conservation arca from escaped
fires, i )

I
Bruuchm of covemant
The provizions for dehling with any breachos ro the terms of the covenant are no more than private
urrangements botwooh the parties. In the absence of any mechmnisms for public information or acoountabiliry
for the performance of DOC and the Minister, we have no faith in these provislons. The Waiomu-Loe case of
major breachea of leghtly binding agreements has dostroyed any realdual public confldence [n ‘protective
tmachanisma’ other n.r:. full Crown ownenship and control.

We have na reason fc_i- suggesting that the present leasee of Gien Navis has any inteation of not honouring the
terma of the proposed covenant, but future owners may think differently. Unlike on public lands, on freehold
there are no legal nrrilndln availabls to the public.

However, lrm:puoliwf of whom the frechold landowmer may be, we belisve thar the Crown iz no longer &
credible prosector of public values on privawe property.
f

Propaml for frecholiling with covenant contrary to Governsent policy
The Labour policy onlthe South Inlund partoral leages & tequre review staten that “covenants should be
confined o mllﬂwly"mnjl. Isclated, non-critical natural arvas hecmgue they don't provide adequatn protection

of conservation valueh or security for public acoras and recrention”™.

“Labour will ﬂtlbllll"t & neswork of high country tussock grassland parks snd rossrves and promote ecological
sustalnabie [and use Mr the Crown Pastorsl Land Act™. '

I
The Alllance policy i§ - “a comprehensive progrmme for high country lands in the South Island is nesded

which will include subsmantial trander to DOC of those parts of the high country which have ecalogical and
recroational value and which must b protoctad from grazing, including adequats reserves for fussock
grnsland, shrublandsland wetlands™.

The Greena “support hn use of covenants as a means of fostering conservation and recrestion o private land,
However they are mJ the appropriate option for the protection of large areas, in the context of the South Island
high country™. !'

1

|

|
f
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Other mspucits of
In the official reports {tis noted that the Nevis Road “only appears o follow the Iogal road line™. This matter
must be resalved as of tenure review ao that there is assuced legnl public vehicle nocesa along the road.

Land barween Stato
It is enucial that all la
retained as mcrestion

ghway 6 and Lake Wakatipy
in the narow ribbon between the road and lake that is atil] orithin the pastoral lease ba

Mrve,

Coneclusion
Tha CCT. has no legal obligation to continue with any tenure roview under the CPLA.

In this case the deal if 0 poor in realising the Crown's objectivea, that we believe that the CCL has an
obligarion to withdraw from It unless all arcas of significant inherent value (1.e. from the snowline fence
saxtwards) can be negotiated for retum to full Crown ownership and control as a conssrvation area, with secure,

prctical public foot w provided from the west.

PANZ would wel meaningful consultations to this end. We suggest, bacause of the importanoe of this cuse
and its wider mmiﬂddom. that the Commissioner sxercise his discredon under s 47(2) CPLA 10 hear oral

submleaions from us. |

|
|
|

Yours faithfully
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Suzanne Smith L .

From: Reb Mitchail [rmitchi@clear.net.nz) [P RCEN UNDER THE
Sant: Woednesday, June 13, 2001 1:65 PM N .
To: Suzanne Smith OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT
Cc: officeg@@alpineclub.org.nz; jnankervis@budfin.co.nz
Bubject: Glen Nevis Tenure Review

m_rj e | T RN P
Glen Nevis Tenure  ATTO1894.b¢t R

Review Submi... I 3 JUN 20[”

Dear Suzanne, . R—EE'LEEQ_

Attached is the submission from the New Zealand Alpine Club ralating to
the Glen Nevis Tenurs Raview,

Wil you please pass this to Ken Taylor for his considaration.
t will be sending a confirmation hard copy by conventlonal mail es discussed,

Fleass contact me Iif you have any questions about the Club's submission.

Ragards

Rob Mitchell
for the New Zaaland Alpine Club
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13th June 2001

Commissioner of Crown Lands

c/o Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd _
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PO Box 27
Alexandra

Dear Sir

Submjssion on the Tenure Review of the Glen Nevis Prstoral Iease

The Now Zealand Alpine Club is the national climbing organization representing
some 2,200 members who are active users of New Zealand's mountain lands for

recreation.

Our Club members use Wye Creek, Romarkeables Range as well as the Ben Nevis arca
arees for rock and ice climbing, ski-touring and tramping. We therefore support the
broad thrust of proposels for a conservation ares in the Remarkables and Hector
mountains and believe that this will form another highly significant conservation
reserve for the increasing numbers of New Zealanders recreationists and overaeas

vI15itors.

In the long-term, we ars hopeful that tenure roview of pastoral leases along the Hector
Mountains will allow the formation of a Remarkables Conservation Park, with zoning
allowing for different forms of recreation to coexist in the park without conflict. The
whole of the Hector Mounteins have significant inherent value for low-impact
recreation, particularly the areas above 650 metre elevation. In this connection we note
that the 650 mstro contour level has been selected as the boundery for the conservation
reserve adjoining Cone Peak station at the northern end of the Remarkables.

It is increasingly evident that (he Remarkables and the Hector Range are facing
significant pressure from the forces of commetcial development which have potential
to crode non-commercial forms of active and passive recreation enjoyed by so many

New Zealanders.

Our Club is very concemed that the preliminary tenure review proposal for Glen Nevis
Station indicates that no land on the western side of the Hector Mountains will be
rcturned to full Crown ownership and control. Instead it is proposed that all this land

National Heddquartors, Lovel Six, 160 Manchostor Street, Ph+ 643 377 7393 Fax +643 377 7564 1
PO Box 786, Chrlitchuroh, New Zealand. Comil <ofMcc@alplneclub. org.nz>



will be frecholded and that the significant mherent values of this frechold land will be
protected by a covenant. We note that Section 24(b)(ii) of the Crown Pastoral Land
Act 1998 (CPLA) states that the preferred method for protecting significant inherent
values of reviewable land is restoration to full Crown ownership and control. This is
ranked above both the creation of protective mechanisms (1.¢. covenants), and frechold
disposal. We do not believe that the proposed covenant offers strong enough
provisions to protect the outstanding natural values of this land.

A Department of Conservation report to the Commissioner of Crown Lands reveals
that the upper western slopes have high inherent value. Furthermore, the report shows
that these western slopes have more significant inherent value than the equivalent
slopes on the easiern side, Under the preliminary proposal, the eastern slopes are to be
restored to full Crown ownership and control, while the western slopes are to be
protected by a covenant. We question the logic of the proposal which gives lesscr

protection (covenanting) to the upper western slopes which 7 1R
having of higher recreational landscape and scenic value. Ihaf, 24 W*ﬁf
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

The Preliminary Proposal statea that the upper westem slopes of the Hector Mountains
provide important summer grazing for the Glen Nevas property. We suggest that the
higher parts of the range may not be as important in this reapect: both the Depariment
of Conservation report and the Preliminary Proposal identfy these areas as containing
cushion field, herb field and stony ground. Additionally, the higher slopes on the range
have greater value for recreational use. However we understand that lower elevations
may have value for grazing. The requircment to protect the significant inherent value
of this land therafore conflicts with its value for economic use. This conflict must be
resolved according the legislation. Sections 24(s) and 24(b) of the CPLA balance
sustainable management ageinst the need to protect significant inherent values,
preferably by restoration of the land to full Crown ownership and control. The
objectives of Section 24(c), which are to make casier both public access and
enjoyment, and frechold disposal of the land, are subkervient to the ob_]nctlvas of the

iwo preceding sections.

We belicve that a more appropriate way to resolve the conflict between protection and
econornic use would be to restore all the land above 650 metre elevation to full Crown
ownership and control because of ils significant inherent value. This would be more
consistent with the intention of Section 24(b) of the CPLA. Economic use (grazing) of
part of this land could be allowed by means of a concession from the Department of
Conscrvationwhich could include similar conditions to those listed in the proposed
protective covenant. In addition we recommend that a fence is constructed to preclude
grazing on the extended conservation rescrve. We believe that this is necessary both
to protect the more sensitive high altitude vegetation from grazing and to maintain {he
high inherent recreational value of the upper slopes of the range. Our Members would
not support a fence along the range crest because the presence of farm animals will
adverscly affect regeneration of indigenous alpine natural vegetation and reduce the
recroational enjoyment of the land by our members and the public who would have
expectations of a more natural snvironment in such an area.

This arrangement would be consistent with the legislative hierarchy implied by
Sections 24(a) to (c) of the CPLA. It would help to ensure that pastoral use of the land
is restricted to areas that have the greatest likelihood of achieving sustainable
management; it would have the advantage of allowing public participation in future
decision making (the proposed covenant does not), and by retaining Crown ownership,

Nationa! Headquarters, Level Six, 160 Manchegior Stroet, Ph + 643 177 7525 Fax +643 377.7494 2
FO Box 786, Christohurah, New Zealand. Bmmil <offico@mlpineclub.org. nz



1t would give greater security to protection of the land’s significant inherent values
(covenants may be cxtinguished under Section 126(g) of the Property Law Act (1952).

A second significant 1ssuc is the need to provide for al least one route for public access
from State Highway 6, along tho share of Lake Wakatipu to the crest of the Hector
Range. Wo are concerned that the current proposals do not provide for this. We are
aware that an unformed logal road crosses the property, but this has no practical use
for public acceas as it has not been surveyed and marked. It is our view that tenure
review of Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease and the proposal for an alpine conservation
reserve provides the ideal opportunity to improve public access onto the Hectlor
Range. We therefore recommend that easement(s) for public access be established
along at least one one of the formed farm tracks that ascend from SHG to the alpine
tussock lands. The easement(s) should reach o the boundary between any land that is
fresholded, and land that is restored to full Crown ownership and control.

The Now Zealand Alpine Club is grateful for this opportunity to make a submission
and it is our oamnest hope that the Club's views will be reflected in any revisions (hat

may be made to the draft proposals.

Finally we would ask that a copy of the final plan for tenure review of the Glen Nevis
Pastoral Lease be sent to the Club for our information.

FIFASED UNDER THE
Yours sincerely, OHE“C‘ AL lNFORMA“ON ACT

Rob Mitchell

For the Recreation Advocacy Committes
New Zealand Alpine Club

National Headquerizrs, Lovel Six, |60 Manchester Stroot, Fh + 643 377 7595 Fax +H43 377 7504 : 3
FO Bon 786, Christchurch, New Zealand. Enalil <ofBcogatpineclub. org ne>



Kean Taylor

From: _

Sent: Wadneasday, June 13, 2001 10:24 AM

To: Ken Taylor

Subjact; Nevis vally submission Carnercns Gully
W)

Nevis Subrmisgion

Leslie,

Attached Submission.

Regards

L(See attached fila: Nevis Submission oc)
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From: . . ,&,J
Address: Ay _', T
- » I !4 ’ -
Phone: . ’
R A . LR Rf :

Subject: Family property Nevis Valley, Camerons Gully, e e /
Dear Sir,

I am the sonin law to " -and ' . s

- and ' ~ onour holidays.

1t seems odd that the DOC appear to have no records of habitation and property
ownership with in this valley as this particular property has becn surveyed.

There seems to be some confusion from the D.O.C. regarding the property usage and
maintenance on the water races as per the Notice of Preliminary Proposal.

I do not know where you have acquired the information regarding the Nevis Valley,
but there still remains a small community here.

At present this proposal is only affccting the Upper Nevis at Cameron’s Gully but I
anticipate this will be a trend for the rest of the Valley.

Regarding the Flora and Fauna, this valley has been subjected 1o Gold mining, Snow,
Flood, drought, cattle, and sheep and has survived.
As for this beetls, it would almost take Armageddon to eradicate any type of insect.

We have maintained roads, watcr races and at some point a phone linc into the

Claim.
Over the years we have also helped and welcomed countless people who have visited
and underestimated the valley’s grandeur and dangers, maintained a

logbook of visitors while she was alive.
As [ understand one of your staff was assisted as well.

We would like to, with ~  and  ~ submission, apply for permission to
retain the residence in Cameron’s Gully n uppcr Nevis after D.O.C, takes over the
pastoral lease of ) , Lorne Kingston in the year
2005.

Plecase advise of any recommendations or criteria that need to be adhered to, as we are
more than willing to work in with the Department Of Conservation to maintain the
use of this property for our current family and fiture generations.

Regard:
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of New Zealand Inc
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Phone (03) 448 8935

Fax (03) 448 9089

Coxr Sir
Submission: Glen Nevis Tenure Review Unsatisfactory

1 Introduction: CORANZ

This submission is made on behalf of the Council of Outdoor Recreation Associations (CORANZ).
CORANZ Is the National Council of national Cutdoor Recreation Aszociations, apen toa alt national
outdoor recreation assoclations. Currant membaership includes: New Zealund Deerstalkers
Azgociation (NZDA), New Zealand Federation of Frashwater Anglers (NZFFA), Public Access
New Zealand (PANZ), New Zealand Saimon Anglers Assn (NZSAA), New Zealand Bowhunters

Society,
CORANZ promotes the comman interests of New Zealand outdoor racreationalizts. The Cauncil

was formed becausa of concern that, atthough outdoor recreation users are an important
cemponant of the New Zealand psyche, they are not baing adequataly consutted or listened to by

politiciana and other decision makers.

The objects of the Council include

1. To retain and protect all publicly owned outdoor recreation resources in public
ownership
3 To work for free, agalitarian public access to and use of publicly manzgsd lands,

wiaters, and other resources, and a recreational user say In the managemant of
thoie resources

Our member bodiev total mambership Is some 25,000 mambers. We are the largast national
outdoor recreation alliance, after Fish and Game Naw Zealand. There are mora than a million
New Zwalarders who recreate outdoors, and we sndeavour lo advocate broadly for thase pecple

an issues of common interest, as well.

Many of our national assoclations wlill be making their own submisslons, 835 tenura review (s a
major recreational issue. This submission highlights our common arsas of concerm.

2 Summary of Our Concerng shout Gien Nevis Tenura Review Proposal:

1 We oppose the area on the wast of the Rangas, from the Crest of the Hector Mountains, down
to the “snowline fence”, (1150 Ha , or 2200 Ha, it Is not clear which), proposed for covenanting
and summaer grazing, or just summaer grazing, which rises to 1879 metres, baing fresholded.
This land has significent inherent valuas, scanic, recreational and scological. The CPLA (Crown

Advocaling for the mitlfont or more New Zealanders who recreate outdoors 1 130872001
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Pastoral Lands Act) instructs that the praferable way to protect Inherent values is by “the
restoration of the fand to full Crown ownarship and control”, and that $ 24 (c) of the Act requires
‘The sacuring of public access to and enjoymant of reviswable land".

2. We requast provision of practical year round publle foot access to the snowline fence
from the shores of Lake Wakaipu,

3 It you are unable to achiave thess two results we submit that ne tanure review be approved for
Ihis property. The covenant Is counter to 5's 24 and 40 of tha CPLA

4 Wa support tranafsr to Conservation Area of the area of the lease 1o tha east of the Crest
(4488 Ha), and 8 ha around the stream (Marginal strip?) flawing into Lake Wakatpu.

5 Wa support the area balow the “snowline fence” on the Wakatipu side. excluding tha 6 ha,
(1050 ha) being fresholdad.

6 This prallminary proposal ls unacceptable, and Is contrary to the provislons af the CPLA

3 Comments:
3.1 GRAZING AND DEVELOPMENT ALLOWED
The proposed covenant over some lands from the cresi of the ranga to the anowline fance,

inadequataly protects conservation values. Grazing of this high alpine snvironmant s
unsustainable. The CCL must take this opportunity to surrendar and retire this mountaln land m

the intarests of sustalnabliity.

Grazing of the covenant area will spill over on to the adjnln'ing conservation area, unless the
owner sracts boundary fencing. However such fencing would be a blot on the landscape,
impractical to maintain against winter snow damage and expensiva to install,

After monitoring of vegetation condition the Minister of Conservation "may"” raquire grazing
reductions or destocking. Howsver, based on oficial performanca o date. CORANZ has no

confidence that any reductions in grazing would ever occur.
The covenant provides for oversowing snd topdreszing above the snowline fence.

The Minister of Conservation could in future agras to (ree plantmg, arection of bulldings, and
buming, all withaut any public objection proceduras. A covenant iz a private contract betwaan the
covanantor and the agency the covenant is hald with. It can be aftared sacratly, and thera is

never any opportunity far public comment, scrutiny, or raal Input.

Tha owner may cary out any other works and devefopmant not expressly prohibited by the
covenant,
3.2 UNCERTAIN & INADEQUATE FROVISION FOR PUBLIC RECREATION

The covanant only "permits” recreational use from April to December. Prior parmission may be
required. Summar racreation ix aa important as winter usa, yet this |z not provided for. It should

be. There is no prohibition of charging for access.

There is no provision for practical public foot accass fram Lake Wakatipu.
No provision for horse trekking despite an old pack track crossing the range.

3.3 NO SECURITY FOR PUBLIC OR RIGHT OF OBJECTION, NOTIFICATION OR PuUBLIC

SCRUTINY OF PROPOSED CHANGES
The cavenant binds the parties in perpetuity. Howaver this provision could be extingulched by

Secrat agresment betwasn the parties or by unilateral Court action Initiated by any future owner.

Advocating for the miflion or more New Zealanders who racreate ouldoors 2 13042001
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Thers are express provisions for changing the covenant's terms. There are no provisions for
public ablections. Tha changes are a secrat procass, not under public scrutiny.

Recent axpariance on Crown land in the high country suggests that evan the most gross,
racurring and hiatent breachas of legally binding agresments da not result in afficiel sanctions.
The perpatrators invarably get 'wet bus ticket' treatment, then are rewardaed for their
misdameanars. CORANZ has no gripas with the current lessee, hawsver future owners may
hava no inclination to honour agreemsants for protection or public access. Unlike on public lands,

an freahoid thare are no remadies avalisble to the public.

3.4 PROPOSED CONSERVATION AREAS
These have baen identifiad as having “high Inherent values™, something with which we strongly

agres. The area above 1150 metras is subject to winter anow, and has a shart growing season. it
is not auitable for grazing.

This is tha main reason why the Covenant over half of such land In the lease is wrong, given the
Objects of Part 2 of the Crown Pastoral Lands Act 1o promote “ecoluglcally sustainable*
management.

3.3 NEGOTIATE TO CHANGE THE 1150 HA (or Is It 2200 Ha?) COVENANT TO

CONSERVATION AREA
Thiz is part of the scenic Ramarkables-Hector Mountains a national Icon and intermationally

renowned view, viswabie from all around Lake Wakatipu. its scenlc landscape valuss need to ba
protected. This s most readily achlsved by conservation area status, not by soma secrot, always

re-negotiable covenant.

The area above the snowline fence (2200 Ha) lu expensive to fance further, s0 sheep grazing this
aren will inavitably be able to wandsr anywhere, including over to the eastamn side. Thers is
therefore nead for a rongacrest fenca to protect the conservation area. The axpenss and
infeasibllity (will be knocked down by winter snow) of this makes the grazing covenant inaffactive
at protecting "inherent valuss” both in the covenant and in the conservation land on the aast of
the range. The land use capability iz Class 7e and 8, wholly unsuitable for grazing. Equally the
solls are Dunstan Steepland soils (midranga) have low to very low fertiiity, and are acidic. Above
these are Obellsk soils, which are strongly acidic and have very [ow fartility. The Soil Survey of
Naw Zealand describas Obalisk soils as baing sultable only for watershed protection.

By far the bost solution is to include the area above the fenceline in the conservation arsa, with
no grazing. This protects it unequivocally, and dogs not require additionat expensive and
inaffective fances, and removes tha compromise. We urge the CCL to re-negotiate, with

additional funding If nacessary, to achieve this snd.

3.8 PRACTICAL PUBLIC FOOT ACCESS FROM THE WEST
Practical public foot access also nesds to ba provided from the west Exinting 4WD tracks could

be utalised. The unformed lagal road up the westemn face is undefined, and would require
Lxpansive survey, clearing and marking to be of any use,

If you are unable to achieva these two last rasults we submit that no tenure mvigw ba approved
for this property.

We ask lo be heard in suppon of this submission, as provided under S 47 CPLA.

Thanking you

Yours SIH
Hugh Ba 'gM '
Swecrotary

Advocating for the millfon or more New Zealanders who recreate outdoors 3 13062001



e rrIErQrn UNDER THE
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

KNI A Trs- - o - ,
ALEX apaie "

2wz | , |
_—“-—-EECEH-" S 'i )
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Commissioner of Crown Lands,
c/o Knight Frank,

P.0O.Box 27,

Alexandra.

Dear Sir,
Re: Proposed tenure review of Glen Nevls Sin.

As the . : - we would ke to
submlf our concemns regarding the proposed tenure review,

Firstty, we annually graze our ewe flock In the Nevis Valley which
entalls us droving them through Glen Nevis around the head of Drummaonds
Creek and down to Whittens Creek wheare we leave tham.As there has
always been a spirt of co-operation between the two properties with regard
to stock access,grazing and mustering we would hope that this fradttion can
continue.le. we would still be allowed the same access infout of the valley.

There is no boundary fence east of the Hector surnmit.We would not
expect to fence the "new" boundary as mantalning a fence at that aititude
would be Impractical and unnecessary as withassed by our recent muster.
Wae did not actually find a single sheep on the Glen Nevks side of the
boundary therefore a boundary fence would be of minimal benefit.

Secondly,a pravious incamation of the Landcorp etc. known as The
Land Settlement Board spent huge amounts of time and energy ensuring the
economic viabliity of Pastoral Leases by juggling the balance of summer and
winter couniry.We belleve that by closing off the Nevis country from that
lease would penalise future owners of Glen Nevis 5tn as that sumimer grazing
has been regarded by the two generations of Taylors to be essential 1o their
farming operation even In years of plentiful rainfall and feed surpluses.

This point Is even more valld given that out of the pravious three
summers we have withessed severe drought conditions In two of them.We
would therefore suggest that an“Emergency Grazing" proviso be set In
place to alleviate any hardship which will naturally occur.We da not see this
as compromising the *unlque” flora/fauna which has evolved in this area
because of or In spite of management practices over the last one hundred
years.In fact the arguermnent could be advanced that changing
management to this extent could put some of these species at risk,e.g.
witness the evacuation of the Woolly Chafer Beetle from thealr reserve at the
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old Cromwaell 1ip after thelr habitat was modifted n the name of
comnservation.

Other concerns which should be addressed are that of fire suppression
once the uncontralled growth creates a huge fuel supply for any fire which
may starl as the result of the actions of one of the many havellers that pass
through the Newls Valley In any given summaer. A fire at hat time of year
would be catastrophic for everyone sunrounding the new reserve and we
belleve that Judicious grazing would at least lessen that risk.

Yours falthfully,
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12 JUN 2001
Tha Cammissioner of Crown Lands RECEnr~-
Clo Knight Frank — ~RCEN L _
Box 27
ALEXANDRA
Doar Bir )
GLEN NEVIS : TENURE REVIEW PROPOEAL

it i3 good that It Is proposed to review the tenure of this property.  There are considerable
comervation lssues that can be addressed during the process.  Whan the lower country s freed
from the constralnt of a lease, the owner will then have varous opportunities to develop a good

aconomic untt that 1s ecologically sustainable.
| wourd [ke to maka the following polnta:

1.  The land balow the snow-lina fence, outlined in blue on the map, to be made freehold, Is
good. Above the 1000 rmetire level the land becomens lass viable economicelly and acologlcally,

o farm

2. The anowdine fanca iz In & good position and should be able to ba maintained
In nelsonable order an it 15 on a bench or isrmace for mosat of the weay.

3.  Tha land to the sant of the main dividing ridga, outlined gresn o the map, to ba reteined in
Crown control is a sound decision. However | find It odd that this proposal allows this area to

be grared for three months during the summer, apparently with the approval of the Dapartrment
of Conawvation. The significant iInharent conservation values will not ba malrialned ar

anhanced by graxing.

4.  Tha midd block, wast of tha main ridge, hetched green on the map, should not become
freshald. The 1000 metre contour has been proven - during the Catchment Board days - at
which level fo ceass grazing.  Most of the subsidised retirement fancas of thosa days ware built

at that level and the divislona reaulting have been very satiafactory - the higher ground s visibly
recovering from previous grazing.

b, The covenardt produced, to protect the consarvation valuas of the middle black, leaves a
lot to be dealred. | cannct see how a covanant I3 much good at all, whan It siates that: when,
through grazing, the vegetation cover has bean reduced to a certaln threahold, the Minlgter
“may” reduca the stocking rate by a certain percantage. Any protective mechanlsm should
aleo bé muitable for any future owner.-

6.  Wnile there s good accass avaliable to the Nevis side of the ridge by 4WD vehicles, there
I3 no mantion of access on the west side of the ridge.  Good watking access to the snow line
fence could, and should, ba mada avaliable up the present formed track atarting at trig Q near

SHa.
7. The proposal makes no mantion of any atock limitations, or parsonal stocking retes.
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Howevar on a property of this sixe the galns to be made from gaining freehotd ttle would far
outsirip any loas incurred by foragalng the grazing of the middle block by 1300 sheep for 3
maonths of the year: therefore It |s my view that alt that land from the snow-line fance, at the top
of the proposed freshold to the Nevla river ba refurned to full Crown ownership to protect the
signiflcant Inberent values, and the land balow the snow-line fence be disposed of to the
applicant.  If this cannct ba achlavad than the daal should be cancelled.

Thank you,

Yours falthfulty
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8 June 2001

Commissioner of Crown Lands
o/- Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd

P O Box 27

Alexandra

Dear Sir

Submission - re Proposal to frechold land from the shores of Lake Wakatipu to the crest of the
Hector Mountaina presently on Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease

We understand the proposal includes:

- creation of a 4470 hectare conservation area fiom the floor of the upper Nevis Valley to the
crost of the Hector Mountains

- creation of a conservation covenant over 1150 hectarea of the proposed freehold land.

We have the following concerns;

(1) Grazing and development

Tf a fence is built between the freshold covenanted land end the |and that is te be o the
Department of Conservation then there will be an undesirable and very visible blot on the
landscape. Maintonance of such a fence is likely to be difficult and inadequate and there is a n-:al
danger that the fence will therefore either not be built or, if constructed, will not remain stagck
proof for long. Thus the entire area will continue to be grazed ie there will be a ‘de facto’ paﬂtoral

lease over the entire area.

We understand that the Minister of Conservation could, in theory, agree to future tree planting,
ercction of buildings and burning without any means by which the public could object to such

steps.
(2) Provisions for Public Access and Recreation are Uncertain and Inadequate

The convenant only ‘permits’ reorcational use for the period Apnl to Decemnber. This is not
adequate for those wishing to use the area in summer. Prior permission to access the land may be
required. The lovying of a charge for access is not prohibited. No provision has been made for
adequate public foot access from Lake Wakatipu. Such access could be made by way of a 4WD



PFIFASED UNDER THE
OFFICAL INFORMATION AC

track in the centre of the property. Notwithstanding the existence of an old pack track across the
Hector Mountains no provision has been made for horge trekking activities.

(3) Inseoure Covenants

In the proposed convenant there are express pl'DVlHlD]lE for changing the terms. We understand
this cen occur in secret, since there are no provisions for public submissions. A]though the
covenant binds the parties in perpetuity there 15 nothing to prevent this provision being removed in
secret by either joinl agreement between the partics or by unilateral court action imtiated by $ome

fisture owner.
(4) Recent experience on Crown Land in the high country

Even blatant breaches of legally binding contracts have not resulted in official sanctions in the
past. Future owners may have no inclinetion to honour agreements for protection or public
access. Precedents suggest such an attitude will not be penalised by the authorities and there are
unlikely to be adequate romedies available to the general public since the land will no lnnggr be in

public ownership. ,

(5) Overall Conclusion

This case is crucial as it wilt provide precedents for reviews of tenure elsewhere in tho South
1sland. We submit that the Crown should decline the proposed arrangement unless:
- the area proposed for frecholding and convenanting is included in the conservation area with

grazing to be excluded and
- practical public access is provided on an ongping basis.
W st you will give these matters serious consideration, Much is at stake.

Yours sinocrely
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Submission on the proposal to freehold the Glen Nevis pastoral lease.

Dear Sir,
| wish to objact to the proposal to freehold 2200 hectors of pastoral lease land and the

conasrvation convent on the 1150 hectors of the above land,

There ia already enough private fand in New Zealand and the remalning Crown land shoukd
protected and remain the proparty of st New Zealanders. Onoe a fand Ia freeholded it ia
privatized and lost to the public forever. This results in the land being lost to the recrestiors
use of the majority of New Zealandors. .

It la particulary bad in this instance for throe reasons, firstly i is the rst advertised major
tenure review sinca the Pastors! Land Aot of 1998 and thus sets a precedence of privatizing
Crown Lands. Secondly kie in the way of a future Remarkablas Conservaion Park and wil
allow privatized intoads into thia Conservation Park. Thirdly It sets ancther pracedence of
seiting the Doundary of protected pubke lands too high up.

Covermnts don't work as proved by other covenants In the past. The problems with covananta
in general are as follows,

* Covenants can ba extinguished by secrat agresment batwesen the parties.

. Covenants Can be done awsy by uniiateral Court Action initiated by any future cwner.
¥ Cavenants can ba change«.

* Covenaria can be changed In ascret.

4 Binding agreemeanta hava in the past been broken without any official sanctions and

such breaking of sanctions have even been rewarded.
Uttimately covenants are not binding snd the public have no redress to this on fresholded land.

The only way the public have of protacting the land, and have free access to i, Is for the land
to be in public ownership.

In particular this covenant i bad for the following reasons.
* it will mean the continued grazing of high altitude lands. The option of a boundary fence
along the crest of the mnge would not work, even if it wars implemented, as it could
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not be maintained against snow damage and would therefor allow animals through.

* This covenant says that after monftoring, the Ministar of Conservation "may” require
grazing reductions or destocking, but in the past this has not usually happaned in other
areas where it should have happened, so it is unlikely that it will happsn to this area.

' The covenant affows the aversowing ard topdressing above the snawiina fance.

* The Minister can agree to othar changes without the right of public objaction.

* The owner can do any davelopments not axpressly prohibited by the covenant.

. This covenant onfy permits recreational use April to December and prior perrission
may stil be required.

* There Is no prohibition on charging for access.

* No provision for practical public access from Lake Wakatipu.

* Thera is an old pack track crassing the range but no provision for horae trekking has

baen provided.
The grazing of high country lands is unaustainable and should now ba stopped.

Crown land that has a pastors loase on It Is in effect acting as private land while the lsaso
remains, but many New Zealandars think auch land should always ba considared Crown land

and as such should also ba considered publicly ownad.

Areas of publicly owned lakeside areas are now at a pramium in this developed country, and
anysmhremnirﬁuﬁrownwuuhmldmwbepmhctod, by remaining public land and
allowing frea public access.

Please do not go ahead with thia deal unlass, at the very feast, the area proposed for
freaholciing and covenanting is included in the conservation area, without grazing, and with
practicable public acceas from the weat provided. But also any Grown owned lakeside area
should now be publicly ownaed with frea public access.
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C/0 Knlght Frank (N.7:.) Ltd, ’
P00 Box 27,
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! Daay 51y,
. . ' |
L : I o wr JLIvg in responma to ymdr prioposal to ,
; |g freeshold high country land at Lale Wakatipu
|+ and the Hector Mountaing, and to Create a
], conservation covenant aver PARTY of the frae-
! holded area, :

i C '

| .

i The Intention to creatw a conservation covenant

) aver part of the frepeholded aveas will not
provide adequate protection against grazing and
davelopment of the Llandg. : '

—_—— ...
-

The proposal provides inadequate provision for ¢
public acceas to avwas of high raurﬁétional.ualue, '
! 1
; The covenant would provide Insutficient =ecurity ¢
: Tor matters of public Interest and environments] '
[ Izaues, and is too eaxily ignored, or extinguished
without proper publico consultntiunJ ("

1 believe the properiLy zhould b@ rm%mined In Crown: :
vwhner shiv (o become, In dums course, parlt of s J
Remarkables Conservatlon Parl. : ' J

Youy s Malthioully . | P

! : e
. !
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Commigdioner of Crown Lands
C!- Knight Frank {N.Z.) Ltd
P.O Box 27

ALEKANDRA

12th Juna 2001

Dear Rir/Madam
Re PROPOEAL TO FREEHOLD HIGH ALTITUDE LAND

GLEN NEVIS PASTORAL LEABE.

A= one of probably not many North txisnders [ have had the good
fornme to axperisnce the distinctive beauty of the Upper Nevis Vatiey mnd wex
delightad 1o kearn recently of proposals to nciude thls in & sipnificant conmrvenon

s,
Howsver the proposats to frechold 2200 hectres rom Loke Wakrtipy

to the crest of tha Hector Mountaing doas have some thorns as hightlighted In Public
Accesa N.Z. recent Nawzlettey of which you wit no doubt be aware., The points mits
sre valid and | would strongly support them.

Thw droa under consideration raaily neads to be preserved for all time
for alt N.Zers and-the raspopnaibility of ensuring this must rest largaly with the
govemmant agency concernad. it ls of coneern thet oncs such limd Iy frewhoitad it
effnctivaly disappesrs from public aceess for gfl ime. Thare must e & bertter waly.

It Is rry mxpectation that full waight witl be accorded tha gerine
concwrny ralned by Public Access N.Z. for w banefit of a M.Zerx, in the derisions

which are finally made.

Yours falthiully

Phone
Fax

GE Bl



= a0

22 FIFCEN JHUEH L
= OF\;CML INFORMATION ACT

/ 3

M

/ T B

7, R
JU/V e

lx"‘h-iﬁjﬁcﬂ h‘h.-"r L :0(}; /

; .:...‘.__'_ ’r}

OTAGO TRAMPING & MOUNTAINEERING CLUB INC,
P O Box 1120 Dunedin '

June 12, 2001

Commissioner of Crown Lands
c/o Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd
Land Resources Division

PO Box 27

Alexandma

Dear Sir
Submission on Prel.lm.l.nlrj Proposal for tenure raview of Glen Navis FPaztors) Lease

The Otago Tramping & Mountaineering Club Ine. was cstablished in 1923 and hag
ipproximately 200 members. It has 2 long history of rramping, climbing and skiing in the
Hector Mountains and suirounding areas.

The club supports the proposal to surender the portion of the lesss on the Nevia side of
the range.

The club opposes the proposal to frechold the westemn side of the range to the cregt, We

note that Section 24(b)(ii) of the Crown Pastoral Land Act 1998 (CPLA) states that th=

preferred method for protecting significamt inherent values of reviewable land s

restorstion to full Crown ownership and control. We beliovo that the proposed covenant

are would be more appropriately surrendered for the following reasons:

= The area has high inherent conservarion, recrsation and landscape values

*  Grazing at that altitude ig incompatble with those values, and in particular with the
congervation values.

*« Fresholding such a key portion of the mmge will limit the effectiveness of future
tedure reviews by preventing the creation of a significant contiguous area of gh
ultitude land in the conservation estate,

BEBEBFPEBT + LIMI S301mEds IN1oT13 cl:an 129071
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Irrespective of whether the upper land is freehalded or covenanted, completion af the
fenure review process should include formal legal and practical foor access from State
Highway 6 to the conservation land. The most practical method wounld be by easement
over m cxsting farm track. While accepting that acoras ie cutrently and will probably in
the futuze be readily available with the permission of the lessee/landowner, it is important
to scoure such access to important new conservation lands in a manner that is guaranteed.

Thank you for the opportunity to makce this xubimission, Any enquiries about it can be
directed to David Barnes, phone 03-4719874 (work), 03-4544492 (home), e-mail

mcilroy. varges@lclearnoL gy -

Yours fajthfully,

Thompson

A
f * gident
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07 June 2001.
. L) o)
Commigsioner of Crown Lands DA

¢/- Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd ' 1) JUN 2000
PO Box 27 : ey
Alexandra S Samled
Dear Sir,

FREEHOLDING WESTERN SLOPES OF THE HECTOR MOUNTAINS.

| write as a past resident of both Otago and Southland, still a keen tramper and explorer, a
member of the Waikatoc Consarvation Board, a member of 2 tramping clubs, and a
frequent visitor to the area In question.

| am totally opposed to the freeholding of the westem slopes of the Hector mountains.

| would strongly recommaend that the land in question remain in.public ownership andin due
course be made part of a Conservation Park.

Yours sincerety ,
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28 May 2001

Commussioner of Crown Lands
C/- Knight Frank (NZ) Lid

P O Box 27

Alexandra

Dear Sir or Madam:

Glen Nevis Tenure Review

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your propoaal for tenure review of the
Glen Nevis Pastoral Lease. I would like to make a submission againat part of your
proposal where you intend to transfer ownership of the high country lands abave the

gnowline fence on the Wakatipu side to private ownership.

[ ademantly believe that all land between the snowline (approximately 1000m) to the
crest of the Hector Mountains on the Lake Wakatipu side should not be disposed of
by frechold dispoaal to the current lossecos but should remain in public ownership by
becoming part of the proposed conservation arca from the floor of the Upper Nevis
Valley to the crost of the Hector Mountaing. 1do not think that the proposed
conservation covenant satisfactorily protects the natural, historical and recreational

features of tho area.

I do support the proposal to restore land to public (DOC) ownership on the Nevis side
of the Hector Range and would applaud the addition of the high country above the
snowline on the Wakatipu side, securing it for the uac of all people for eternity.

Yours sincerely
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Sir

Tam writing to you to express my concern at the proposed frechold area of high altitude
land in the Hector Mountain region. The following points in the proposal particularly
alarm me:

1. Loss of high altitude land of important conservation value
2. The inadequate provision for (year round) public access through the proposed

freehold area
3. Potential problems with the control of grazing between the proposed freehold srea

and the adjecent conservation area

I ask you to reconsider the proposal and retain the land in Crown ownership. It would
make an excellent addition to a future Remarkables Conservation Park.

Yours faithfully,



7% June2001

The Manager
Knight Frank

41-43 Tarbert Street

ALEXANDRA

Déar Sir

\23/
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Your Ref: Po201/1

TENURE REVIEW - GLEN NEVIS

FOREST
& BIRD

Upper Clikha Branoh
Cl- PO Box 28

Lake Heweas

‘Cotitral Mego 9192

Tol: {03) 44 5252
Fax: (D3} 443 7858

We thank you for your letter of 6™ April 2001 and the amendment of 1 May
2001 regarding this property. As this property is within our area we would ke
‘1o make the following comments on the proposal.

'1. - THE PROPOSED FREEHOLD LAND: (margined blue on map) We find

- this to be a reasonable and "practical division.

Being free of the management

restraints of a leasa it will become an ecologically sustainable and economic
unit.  The snowline fence which is at the top of this area.is roughly on the

edge of two natural features, a terrace and trough, and should not be tao

difficult to maintain in good order. . it is also at the top boundary of the shorter
tuasock grassland where it merges into the taller tussock. This is significant, as
given time, with continual aerial top-dressing thera will be a visible boundary

between this proposaed freehold land and the proposed ¢

abovs it (hatched green on the map).

2. ACCESS: While there is good 4WD access to the Nevis side of the
property thers is no mention of public access to the proposed freahold

ovenanted frashold Jand

covenanted land. Although there is a legal road shown on the map the route for
this is not practical, therefore provision should, and could, be made for walking
access via the present formed track from SH6 which starts from approximately
trig @ on the map. This would be sminently suitable as there is ample car -
-parking across the road in the lay-by alongside lake Wakatipu.

3. PROPOSED CONSERVATION AREA UNDER CROWN CONTROL:

(margined green on map) This will be an important and valuable addition to the

type of land already reserved in the Remarkable and Hector mountains.
It fits in with the present Conssrvation Managément Strategy for Otago.

it has considerable historical vulué, most of it undamaged.

It also

ROYAL FOREET AND
BRIRD FPROTECTION
B3 CIETY OF
MEYW IEALAMD (MNC

‘CENTHAL QFFICE
172 TARAMAKI =T
F D BOX w31
WELLINGTON
PH ©O4 308 7374
FAX O4 2BB TETH
T M A 1 L
OFFICEOWN . FOREST
-BIMD,.ORG.MNZ
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It has considerable recreational value in that it is most suitable for cross-
country skilng In winter and walking in the summer.

The vegetation of the area is very Important as It has "significant Inherent
values”.  We fully approve of this being restorad to “fult Crown ownership

and control".

However we cannot understand as to why DOC has appeared to have
accedad to this preliminary proposal for these valuas when [t Is aware that the
area will be grazed during the summer by sheep coming from the block to the
west. It will not be protected if it is grazed.

3. PROPOSED FREEHOLD LAND SUBJECT TO A CONSERVATION
COVENANT: (hatched Grean on map) While this particular country differs in
some respects from the Nevis valley sldé of the ridge, in that it has not the same
amount of south lying country, it stlil has considerable “inherent values” and
iike the Nevis side is far too high to be conaidered for “ecologically
sustainable” management. It is far more exposed to the drying N/NW winds
coming down the lake, therafora more vulnerable to damage.  While not
carrying all the plant species intanded for protection on the Nevis valley side of
the ridge there is still a very significant diversity of plant species and
communities that need protecting.

No reagon is glven as to why it is intended to top-dress and over-sow an
araa of 100ms (vertical) above the snow line fance. This will have the effect of
concentrating stock on that area and the demise of the tussock from it will be far
more rapid than on the Jand above it.  When ths tussock Is removed it will

have an overall effect on the landscape.

As thera is no fancing, we cannot see how the substantlal conservation
values of the land on the Nevis vallsy side of the ridge are going to be protected
when sheep are going to have ready access from the Wakatipu side. We are
not suggesting there be a fence. A fance would be a most undesirable feature

on the ridge and would be very hard, If not impossible, to maintain in reasonably
effective order,

4. THE PROPOSED COVENANT:

Woa find this a little confusing In parts, and not conforming to the CPL act.

a BACKGROUND A. The Commissioner of Crown Lands is desmed to be the
owner of the land. Under INTERPRETATION the “Owner” means the person

registerad as the proprietor(s) of the land.
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b. ACCESS (para 4) states that access wili only be available at certain
times. This Is not in keeping with Objects of Part 2 of the CPL “the securing of
publlc acceas to and enjoyment of reviawable land”.

¢. That the covenant can be alterad without public Input under certaln and
undefined circumstances is not in the best interest of the “Inherent conservation
values” and the pubdic interest. It must be remembered that any “protective
mechaniem"” should be not only for the present owner, but for any subsequent

owner.

5. IN CONCLUSION, This proposal as presented, does not, as has been
done in other proposals In the past, give the stock limitations imposed on the
lessee, or the stock being carrlad at the moment, as we would expect under
aaction 43 (1) (b) of the CPL. Howsver, it is our considered opinion that on this
type of property the benefits to be gained by obtaining the freehold title to the
lower country would far outstrip any hardship sufferad by the owner not being
able to graze 1500 stock units for 3 months, (which equatas to 375 stock per
annum) on the land above the snow-line fence.

We believe that the covanant in this proposal gives no real protection to the
significant conservation values above 1000ms - it should be withdrawn.

It alao creates an unjustifiable precedent for any further tenure review
proposals on country of this nature

We are quits happy to see the land below the snow line fence on the west side
of the ridge being freeholded. And beliave that all the land from the snow-line
fence on the Wakatipu face to the Nevis river being retained in full crown
ownership as per CPL Act 1988, sec 24. (b) (Ii) and (c) (i).

If this cannot be achieved the Crown shoutd not proceed with this tenure
review.

Thank you.
Yours faithfully
JL Turnbull

for Upper Clutha Branch
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The Commissioner of Crown Lands
C/o Knight Frank Ltd.

Land Resources Division.
Alexandra.

Dear Sir,

We wish to support the proposal for frecholding Glen Nevis Station, Kingston.
For acsthetic reasons, the need for uniformity of tenure on the lake face of this property,
is extremely important. This section of the landscape is visible from every vehicle
travelling the major tourist route from Queenstown to Milford Sound and the high value
of this Landscape to our tourism industry must be considered.

To divide this face horizontally, into separately managed areas under different
ownership, would not only be impractical from a Land Management perspective, but
visually undesirable. Differently managed areas can create a very unnalural appearance to

a landscape.

The ecology of this property, when made freehold, will be adequately protected by
both the proposed covenant and the Resource Management Act,

Consideration for Public access and conservation values is being made with the
retircment of the Nevis country and the practical aspects of managing the remuining
grazng land must be considered. Some higher altitude grazing can be incredibly
important to the viability of a property. During some drier Summer months when the
lower altitude land dries out and cannot sustain the stocking levels required to remain
coonomic, light grazing of these higher altitude pastures can be imperative.

Continuecd grazing of this country is of considerable importance in maintaining the
current landscape in native tussock grasslands and lower altitude improved pastures thus
preventing the invasion of undesirable species and woody weeds. Managcd grazing
currently controls the spread of European pasture species into bigher altitude native
grasslands. Grazing prevents the sceding of the more edible European gragses, thus
preserving the higher altitude native grasstands in their current natural state. To exclude
this higher altitude area from the property would lead to an invasion of European grasses
and allow the spread of undesirable weeds at the expense of the current native vegetation.

It is umportant to include these slightly higher areas in the freehold property and
continue the current grazing techniques to ensure the preservation of the native
grasslands.

Yours sincercly,

s



/ AbL e T

/ ~8 JUN 2501

[T
AR S oY Ry

ETFASED UNDER THE
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

Commissloner of Crown lands )
¢/o Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd
Alexandra

7 June 2001

SUBMISSION ON TENURE REVIEW - GLEN NEVIS PASTORAL LEASE

I'look farward to the time when there will be a Remarkables Conservation Park and
suppart the formation of a conservation area from the floor of the Nevis valley to the

crest of the Hector Mountains.

However I do not support the freeholding of the area between the crest of the
Hector Mts to the shores of Lake Wakatipu because accass to and protection for its

Intrinsic values will not be protected,

A freehold covenant provides no protection from grazing and development and no
guarantee of continued public access,

Signad:
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The Commissioner of Crown Lands / e

c/o Knight Frank (N.2.) Ltd | / e

2.0 Box 27, h(‘;" "o i r -“"'-m.__j

Alexandra, S P
- ’ -'-‘:‘-?} /.'

Dwar Sir, T

GLEN NIEVIS PASTORAL LEASE

TENURE REVIEW |

REFERS YOUR ADVERTISED PROPOSAL ;
I WOULD SUBMIT :

My understanding of your proposal is that -

(a) You would freehold approximately 2200 hectares of this Pastoral Lease from the

shores of Lake Wakatipu to the crest of the Hoctor Mountains .

(b) Of that proposed freeholding area some 1150 hectares would be covered by a
Conservation Covenant — that area involved being from an existing “snowline™
fence at approximately 1000 metres height | to the crest of ihe Heotor Mountains at
16 79 metres .

(¢) That you would create a Conservation Area of some 4470 heclares from the floor of
the Nevis Valley 1o the crest of the Hector Mountains

Your proposal (¢ ) is welcomed as recognition of an area of prime land holding imporiant
conservation valucs , with acceptable public access , and that part of your proposal is

applauded .

[ am however much less happy with your proposals (a) and {b) as they appear not to
provide adequate protection of the public interest arising out of Tenure Review .

Your proposal would create freehold fghts from the shores of Lake Walkatipu to the crest
of the Hector Mountaing , with some covenant “protection” . That covenant “protection”
would allow grazing of this area up to a proposed fence at the crest oF the Hector
Mountains This fence would clearly be vulnerable to snow damage , would requirc
regular manttenance , and would be of doubtful integrity . [t would have the potential to
fail - - allowing grazing stock from the covenanted [rechold land to cross into that land
transferred to DOC on the eastern face down to the Nevis Valley floor . Effectively as
though the “protected” nrea was still subject 1o a Pastoral [ease.

The proposed frechold /covenanted land from the snow fence to the crest of the
Mountains is an area with very high inherent conservation and landscape values and [

beliove you should take this opportypity to adequately protect those values |
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The arca of proposed freshold/covenanted land is ctearly not an area which could sustain
grazing but that that is the intention is signalled by the Covenant allowing oversowing
and topdressing above the snowline fence at 1000 metres |

Public access and recreation interests are not securely provided for in your proposal
There is no prohibition against charging for access — and this prohibition should be part

of any agreement
There 13 no practical public foot access from Lake Wakatipu —and this is an essential

requirement

Generally T am highly distrustful of Covenauts when used in the manner suggested . The
areas in your proposal are not small discrete, areas of special significance . They are
large tracts of land comprising & large proportion of the contestable area of the whole .

With immediate past experience in an area not far removed from Glen Nevis we have
secn substantial , recurring and biatant breaches of previously agreed conditions relating
to Crown land and protection in that case , by the Authorities in whom protection is
vested , has been woefully lacking |

I believe my concerns can only be satisfied by your inclusion, of the proposed
Freehold/Covenanted land from the snowline at 1000 metres to the crest of the Hector
Mountains, within and added to thai area to be transferred to DOC on the eastern side of

the range under full Department of Conservation control
Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission

Sincerely

27 May 2001
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, . TEIEASED UNDER THE
Nokomai S tatiotye. INEORMATION AC
Phone 0-3-24R g337 R.D. 3 Lumsden
Fax 0-3-248 B841 Soulhland

Commissioner of Crawn Land
TKNIGHT FRARMK

C/o Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd AL [—}U‘\NDRA

Land Resource Division

P.O. Box 27 | ) - 6 JUN zun
Alexandra | RECEIVED J
6™ June 200}

Dear Sir,

We would like to make the following submisasion re terure review of the Glen Nevis
Pastornl Lease.

Cattle Grazing
To enable Nokomai Station to be able to use the Nevis black for sumumer grazing

cattle from mid-March to early June, it is important that the cattle boundary fence
between the Nevls road and Nevis river remnin wheres it ia. ,

The fence was put there in agreement between the late David Taylor, prcrvmus owner
of Glen Nevis and Nokomai, Tt is not practical to ﬂmcn on the Nokomai side of the
river due to the terrain,

The area to the west of the cattle fence toward the foot of the hill near the disused
Wwater races is also good cattle grazing country and should be made available to one of
the adjoining properties.

The low concentration of cattle along this area would do little damage and would
removo the fire hazard i e. long grass from near the road and river where the public
are most likely to be. If there was to be 2 summer fire in the area above the disuzed
water races in windy coaditions it would be uncontrollable.

We a6 cattle grazing in this area would be positive for all parties involved. The
grazing could be allocated to any of the three neighbouring leaseholders.

Yours truly,

B-2- e

. Briat Hore
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TELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: ‘LANDT

FOR VEARAL [NOL|RIES
FLEASE ARk FORMT Brash

TELEPHONF No. 770 650

e " OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT
DEPARTMENT OF LANDS AND SURVEY

CUR HEFERENCE: P 201

YOU AREFERENCE:

DISTHICT OFF ICE,
FAl BOX 496
DUNEDIN

8 August 1984

Mrs F Crook
Box 65
Stirling
SOUTH OTAGO

Dear Mrs Crook

Your letter of 22 July addressed to the Commissioner of Crewn Lands has
baen refarred to me for reply.

The area you are interested In, is In Run 3548 not Run 345B as statad
In your letter.

The status of the land Is pastaoral lease. A copy of the lease title Ig
attached. Note also that there I3 also a Prespecting Licence In favour
of L & M Mining Ltd aver the area You are Interested In, A search of
that document is also attached.

Should you wish to pursue your Interest in the area you refar to you
would need to approach the lessees and the Commliasioner of Crown Lands.

Any survey requlred for title purposes would be carrled out by a private
surveyor at your expense. Note also that no legal road exists In the
viclnlty of the old house. This would ba » matter which would need to be

. discussad with the Vincent County Council.

b4

Answers to the questions raised In your letter are:

A. The ctaimlicence Is no longer valld. 1| anclose a print of 50 9120
belng the most recent mining survey plan In my records In that area.
The old house you are Intarested In would probably be situated In the
50uUth western portion of this old appllcation or possibly just out-

slde [t.

B. I know of no other person with claim rights apart from L § M Mining Ltd
who currently hold a prospecting llcence ovar the area,

C. The areca forms part of Pastora) Lease 201 leased to Mrs Z A Taylor and
others by the Crown. See copy of pastoral lease document attached.

Yours falthfuliy

BT S o

W N Brash
for Chief Surveyor
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APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL SITE EICENCE UNDER

. . THE MINING ACT 1971 _ _
' N o PE'FASED UNDER THE
Secretary of Energy - . OFFICIAL INFORMATION A

PO Box 6342

Td Aro
WELLINGTON

NOTE : 8 oopies reguired
— N 1_”-._ .ﬁ . .
I, (Full nume, address and cocwpation) . ,... f e aatreeaas arieae. SEe e
------ '-a.---q-'-.-------'n--.--i‘p-~-+=-.-.--.p-o-.---..---uc -y LA I p.-l..q.'t-!l

e L R B T T . ArAREa L ey

hereby apply for a speclal-uity licence over the followiig uwnaliepated Crown
land: (Spaqify the land, by veference Lo its area, legal deacription and by

- its logation §n relation to cadaytral bowndapriaa, survey momuments,. . ..

topgraphiocal featurgs ato, and ‘annex: plarn) e e ORI S
--—---n‘,f_--p----t-'r-'- ----- E I A R LS .-- ----------------- Y TR M mrw pd ok Ak oy,
-------- L R L I R r-i’i’#bﬁlp-rl'-'-ﬁ--p A L R T R, L B R SR R
................ e, -

btute the mining purpose for which liceuce requived and give the numbax{a)

of gha\min;ngrpriyilegn(u)_concernqd, R T A e

Ftate pregisne time of marking out, (eg, 20 Seplembar 1981 at & pm)

T, PR Bvmaa e oy an, f s aa e tiemeaena N v E e v aamaena

Mdress for service: ...... I ;....;........-...-.J.. ......

L - . . . - La L

Notice posted on ground {(Date) ...,...... e i aertheeaan . P e e eenbaeaas
. - L v’

Application fee £50 must accompany this application.

S BT SN T : I

I, tha underaigned being the applicant for the licence or hig duly auvthoriged
wiant, dg. hereby certify.that the abeve porticylars are corregt. -
L S o PRELY

Dated at ..., . ...... veeel.- thie (L Ll day of ... ..o.ia..... 19...

R I R LR A

Eignature of Applicant

-



1971, No. 25 Mining 44

(2) Work and mine the land in respect of which the licence
was granted for the minerals that are specified in
the licence and any minerals that he has been
authorised to mine under section 80 of this Act;

(b) Take and remove from the land all such minerals
and dispose of them; and

(¢} Do all acts and things that are necessary to effectually
Carry out mining operations on or under the land,

(2) Subject to the provisions of this Act, the holder of a

mining licence shall—

(a) Be entitled to use, occupy, and enjoy the land in respect
of which the licence was granted for mining pur-
poscs; and

(b) Be the owner of all minerals lawfully mined from the
land under the licence,

LB) The rights conferred by this section shall be exclugive

rights for mining purposes in relation 1o the land In respect of
which the mining lcence was granted.

Cf. 1926, No. 15, 5. 99
- Special-sits Liconces

88. Grant of :fnﬂ'.n]—ultr, Licences—(1) Subject o subsection
(2) of this section, i i
subject to such conditions as he thinks fie to specify in the
licence, grant to the holder of & Prospecting or mining licence
a special-site licence in respect of aoy umalienated Crown land.
2) No special-site licence shall be granted in respect of
any land if, in the Minister's opinhion—
a) The land is required for mining purposes; or
b) The grant would adversely nf?cct or unrecasonably
interfere with any mining operations; or
(c)) The grant would be contrary to the public interest.
(3) The area of tand in respect of which any one special-
sit¢ licence is granted shall not or such
lesser area. as the Minister from time ¢oftime or in any
particular case detennines. L et rens,
Cf. 1926, No. 15, 3, 144, 146; 1927, No. 40, . 7; 1949,
No. 18, 5. 35

89. Purposes for which special-site  licenees may be
granted-—(1) A special-site licence shall entitle its holder and
hig agents and employees to the exclusive occupation of the
land it respect of which it was granted for all or any of the
following purposes;

(a) A battery site:

i .. !!ﬁ
1 Lol

| PEYFASFD UNDER THE

OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT



5q Mining

(b} A machine site- - )
(c) A site for the deposit or treatment of minerals or

tailings:
(d) A site g:r any other specified purpoge directly con-
nhected with mining operations,
(2) The &ur{xmc or purposes for which a special-site licence
is granted shall be specified in the licence.
Cf. 1926, No. 15, 5. 145

90. Plan of land to accompany application—(1) Before
making an application for a s ecial-site licence, the applicant
shall mark out in the prcscriEcd manncr the land in r;:ipcct
i 1 not

be done hy a registered surveyor.

(2) The application shall be accompanied by a lan that
respect of which the licence is sought clear]y
delineated and identified on jt by reference to the area of the
land and its legal description -n:r ownership, and by reference
to its Jocation in relation to cadastral boundaries, nurvey
ynonuments, topographical features, or existing mining privi-
leges, as the case may require.

(3) A special-site licence shall not be granted unti] the

 TREASED UNDEP T
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Chief Surveyor has certified the Plan as being satisfactory for

the purpose of identifying the land,

81. Term of licence—(1) Subject to the Provisions of thiy
section, every special-site icence ghall remain in foree unﬁ
the date of expiry of the rospecting or mining licence

t of which it was rm?tadm (pire.

2) If a prospecting licence is renewed under section 50 of
this Act, any special-ite Jicence granted in respect of the
pn:(mﬁc;;inx licence ghall alwo be deemed to have been renewed.

A

pmsi)cqthlg licence under section 57 of this Act, any special-
site licence granted in respect of the prospecting licence shall
continue in force until the date of expiry of the mining licence.,
{4} The holder of a mining licence in respect of which
8 special-site licence is in force shall have the right in priority
aver every other person to have pranted to him a new special-
site licence in respect of the Eiam:l to which the existing
special-site licence relates if he applies for the new licence
not later than thirty days before the expiry of the existing
hcence : :
Provided that a new special-site licence shall not pe granted
if & new mining licence iy not obtained in substitution for
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the mining licence in respect of which the existing special-site
licence was granted.
Cf. 1926, No. 15, 5. 176 (c}, (d), (dd); 1948, No, 26,
53 (1) {a)

92. Rent payablo—(1) Every holder of a special-xite licence
shall pay rent at such rate ag may be prescribed.

(2) All rent shall be paid six-monthly in advance within
thirty days after the firse days of January apd July:

Provided that the firge payment of rent be made within
scven days after the date on which the licence was granted;
and the amount of that payment shall be such as will cover
rent from that date to the thirtieth day.of June, or the thirty-
first day of December, as the case May require, next following.

Licences for Roads, Tramways, Aerigl Ropeways,
Fipelines, Tunnels, and Bridges

18 open for
a; A road licence;
A tramway licence -

¢) An acrial ro way licence :
d) A pipeline licence :

¢) A tunnel licence:

f) A bridge licence,

2) No licence shall be granted under this section except
for ur!xm:s directly connected with mining operations,

{ .‘? } Such of the provisions of the Tramways Act 1908 ag the
Minister specifies by natice in the CGazetts shall apply to
cvery tramway constructed or used under & tramway licence
granted under thiy section, :

Cf. 1926, No. 15, 5. 154 (1), (3)

(2) The application shall be accompanied by a plan that
has the land ip respect of which the licence ix mug{n)

delincated and identified on it by reference 1o the area of the
land and its legal description an ownership, and by reference
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‘to 1tz location in relation to cadastral boundaries, survey

monuments, topographical features, or existing minipg

privileges, as the case may require, _
(3) A licence shall not be granted under section 93 of this
Act untll the Chief Surveyor has certified the ?lm A8 being

satisfactory for the purpose of identifying the land,

then expire,

(2) If & prospecting licence is rencwed under section 50 of
this Act, any licence granted under section 93 of this Act in
respect of the prospecting licence shall also be deemed to have

been renewed.

have the n'ght In priority over cvery other person to have

granted to him a new licence under the scction 93 in
respect of the land to which the existing leence granted
under that section relates if he a lica for the new licence
not later than thirty days before l:ﬁc expiry of the existing

Provided that a new licence shall not be granted under
the said section 93 if a new mining licence iy not obtained
in substitution for the mining licence in respect of which the
existing licence under that sectjon wias granted.

96. Rent payable-—( 1‘2 Every holder of a licence granted
under section 93 of this Act ghall pay rent at such rate as may

be prescribed.

thirty days after the firgs days of January mdd{ul :
Provided that the first Payment of rent

within seven days after the J;T

granted; and the amount of that payment shall be mch as will

cover rent from that date to the thirticth day of June, or the

thirty-first day of December, as the case may require, next

NE'FASED UNDER THE
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MINISTRY OF ENERGY
F.0. Box 525, Dunadin  Telephona Jdigle

713951

Our Aaf.

Your Ref.
30 April 1986

‘ DFIFASF) UNDER THE
| | OFFIC!AL INFORMATION ACT

Lo

r-

Dear -
PROSPECTING LICERCE 31 895 HELD BY L & M MINING LTD

As requested I am writing to inform you that L and M Mining
1td have renewed the above licence for a second term.

, At the sametime a partial surrender has been accepted by Mines
... Division. The area surrendered is marked on the enclosed plan

of the licence area.

Yours faithfully

John Walrond
INSPECTOR OF MINES & QUARRIES

Enc
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(STUDYING TROUT RIVER ECOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT.)

POSTAL ADDRESS 1. McGRATH STREET, 'NAPIER. NEW ZEALAND o
PR/FAY 06 _(+646) 8356426 N

--------

SORTARY;  Shoma Iowe, 1, McGrath Street, Napder.

The Commissioner Of Crown Lands :
C/- Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd. “EE@E&F d
P.O. Box 27

A. We aro against the Freo holding of Alpine Lands with “High Inherent Values”. The
proposed freehold covenant area deserves proper protection end should end up a8 Public land.

B. We are egainst the proposal to graze and develop this land as we believe it would be
unsustainable and would spill over to adjoining Conservation land without the proper
boundary fences and this would blot the landscape and would also be impractical.

C. Thore remains uncertsinty about the Public having provision and recreation in the area
apert from April to December and prior permission may be required.

1. There i no prohibitation to charge for acoess.
2. No provision for publio foot access from lake Wakatipu.
3. No provision for Horse trekking despite old Pack Track crosging the range.

D. We are against the provisions for changing the covenant terms at some later date without
Public submissions.

STREAM 2000 belicves that this land is instead included into the conservation area, without
grazing and with practical public access from the west.

AR Zoture

BRIAN LOWE
CO-ORDINATOR

STREAM 2000
RATED:; - June 1™ 2001,
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Commissionsr of Crown Lands SJUN 209’
/0 Knight Frank (MN2Z) Ltd REs
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Al avandra : T

Bubmission re Proposal to freshold high altitude land at
altitudes of up o 1679m #long tops of Hector Mouwntaing.

It 1w my corsldered opirion after reading of and atudylng
the CCL proposal to freehold high altitude 1and along the
tops of the Hector Mourtaina, amd almg being familiar with
the armsea mentioned through tramping mainly thet thig
Froposal whould NOT go ahead, :

I balievs that this deal should not be accepted unlass the
ares proposed for fr-aeholding and covenanting ie included in
the conkervation arma, without grazing, and that public
ACLens from the west ia provided in a practical way.

I am most certalnly in favour of creating the 4470 hectare
conearvation area from the floor of the uppor Nowviws Vallaey
to the creet of the Hector Mte. I am alao in favour of

creating a conemrvation covenant with certain resesrvations.

Howaver to freebold is ridiculous as it will be lomt foraver
to public ownership. This land iw predominantly tumsock
Qrasasland with slpine herbs and cumhion plants and has
highly inheraent conservation and landaceape valuss and
teserves all the protection we can give 1t.

Az Fope grazing on covenant land, it seemm the boundary fence
12 optional and in reality mmanes no fence. I have
absolutely no confidence that grazing would not occur. The
covanant providea for oversowing and topdress=ing sbove the
Snowl ine fance and other works and develvpment could be
carried out not expresaly prohibited by the covanant.

The covenant dowes not permit recrastionasl use from Deceaber
to April which is an important omiseian. Thers i= AQ
probdibition on charging for access. There i® no provision
for practical public foot accesd from Lake Wakatipu. There
i8 no provision for horse trekking even though an old pack

track crosams the rangms,

Coverants are not sacure. They carn bea changed by secret
agreementes betwamn parties or by court action initisted by
any future owner. The covanant®s terms can be done in
Aaecret as thare are no proviasions for public sutbmigni ona,

Therefore my firm beliaf im that this deal should be turned
Hdown unlees the aresa Proposed for fresholding and
covananting {s included in the conservation area, withouT
arazing, and that practical public acceam be provlded from

the went,

L I S
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REVFASE) UNDER THE
ommisloner of Crown Lan N ACT
G R e Land OFFICIAL INFORMATI
P.O. Box 27
Alexandra,

RE : TENURE REVIEW

: 4 say no to freeholding of aipine landa.

This area neods permanent protsction from :
- grazing
- the new owner carrying out work not prohibited in the covensnt

- churging for access

- right of access
- changing the terms of the covenant without publle conaultation
= croates a precedent for the fature of frecholding of alpine areas and indeed any of the DOC estate.

The area proposed for covenanting should be included In the conservationarea with public access
assured for future generations.

Regards

Steve Couper.

Steve Couper P.O. Box 2149 Wakatipu 9195 Queenstown New Zealand.
Ph/Fax : 0064 3 442 3589 mobile 025 360 267 e-mail ; wildfly@xtra.co.nz
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Dear Sir

Re Tenurc Review: Glen Nevis Station

Thank you for your letters of 6 April and 1 Mey 2001 providing details about the proposed
designations for this review.

/ I write on behalf of Federated Mountain Clubg of NZ Inc. (FMC) which represents some 13,000 members of
tramping, mountaineering, climbing and other outdoor clubs throughout NZ, and indirectly represents the
interests and concams of many thousands of private individuals who may not currently be members of clubs

but who enjoy recrestion in the back country.

On their behalf, FMC aims to formalise and enhance recreation opportunities, to protect public interest

valuss, and to ensure public accesa on high country pastoral leages through the tonure review process.
FMC fully supports the aims of tenure review to promots sustainable land management and to protect
mignificant interest values in conservation and recreation. FMC is grateful] for this epportunity to comment

on the draft proposal for Glen Nevis Station.

You will recall that in April 1997 FMC subsmittsd its views about the Glea Nevig pastoral leass in the
form of a “Preliminaty Report on the Recreation and Public Interest valuss™ of the property. That
Report included 12 colour Figures illustrating varicus aspects of the property from a recreational
perspective. For your information I now encloso a cop
copies of the illugtrations.

y of the Preliminary Report and black and white

We prosent our submissions in respect of both the curreat propogals, and our previous commentary and
recommendations rogarding the recreation and public interest values of Glon Nevis. These
submissions are structured to refer to the pamgraphs of our 1997 Report.

1. FMC is pleased to note that our commentary on the high recreational and other public interest
values of a large part of Gler Nevis has been recognised at least in part m the proposal. FMC is
however, disappointed at ths lack of formal protection over the front faces betwsen the snowline fance

and the crest of the Hector Mountaing (see below).

2. The proposals fall short of restoration to ful] Crown ownership and control, and instead suggest
protection under & Conservation Covenant {S27, Conservation Act, 1987). Given the statsd objectives
of the proposed Covenant “to preserve and protect natural and historic resourcea for the purpose
of maintaining their intrinsic values, providing for their appreciation and recreational
enjoyment by the public, and safeguarding the aptions for future generations.” this eppears, at
first sight, to be satisfactory. However, closer examination of the Deed of Covenant reveals a
number of unanswered questions and weaknegges regarding (i) the ownership of the land, (ii) the torms
and conditions under which the provisions of the Covenant can be altered, {iii) public access to the

Fnge |
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land and (iv) the monitoring of vegetation other than tussock grasgland. FMC finds these mattarg
unsatisfactory and we deal with them in grexter detail later

FMC belisves that the Agertts of the Commisgioner have fallen short of their responsibilities under the
Crown Pastoral Land Act, 1998 (CPLA). The Act (S24(h)) requires the protection of significant
inherent values of reviewable land by the creation of protective mechawisms; or (preferably) by the
restoration of the land concerned to full Crown ownership and control. In this cage we belisve that the
significant inherent values which are knowm to oxist in the upper part of the proposed freshold area
(above the snowline fence} should be protected, as indicated in the Act, by restoration to fill Crown

ownership and control.

We do not accept that the proposed covenant will provide the required lovel of protection for a number
of reasons. Under tho heading “Problems with the DRAFT Deed of Covenant™ below, we detail our
concemns ubout the Covenant itself. Additional to those concerns is the practical reality that fencing is
impractical and grazing would not be confined to the freshold area as stock would be free to wander
over the crest of the range into the proposed congervation area. The consequence of that would be thet
not only would the significant inherent values in the proposed froehold area be inadequately protected,
but also that the values in the proposed congervation area would alzo come under threat. This is totally

ungatisfactory,

The Act requires that the managsment of land to become freehold should ba ecologically sustainable.
However, the Martin Report in 1994 stated that in the absence of appropriate inputs, the management
of much of the high country was unsustainnble, FMC argues that while some pashirs improvement
with oversowing and topdressing on the lower partg of the proposed covenant area miglht be
technologically feasible it would be ecologioally inappropriate and probably economically
unsustaitiable over most of the land above about 1000m.

Paragraph 3.2 of the Preliminary Proposal statos that the mowline fencoe ranges in altituda from 700 to
1100m which from the map, appears to bs acourate. Howevar, the map (Scheduls: Draft Plan) shows
the lowor boundary of the propossd Conssrvation Covenant ares in the altitude band betwaen 900 —
1100m. Presumably some now fencing will be required to continue the snowline fence at thig altitude,
Any mention of this in the Preliminary Proposal seems to have been overlooked. ‘This ovorsight

ghould be rectified.

If the reviow was to proceed s indicated in the Preliminary Proposal and the entire front face to the
crest of the Hector Moantaine became freshold, this would pre-empt the mtention, foreshadowed in the
Congorvation Managsment Strategy for Otago, to create a Remarkables Conservation Park. FMC is
surprised that DOC appears to have acceded to the Preliminary Proposal and thus prejudiced its own
objectives to create n Remarkables Consarvation Park. If the Proposal proceeded it would also
ostablish a very imdesirable pracedent for the split between freshold and conservation land on other
pastora] leases on the Remarkables and Hectors.

3. Balow the snawline fence, natural values are lowsr and production potential is higher, The
requiremnent of the Act to “promote the management of the reviewable land in a way that is
ecologically sustainable ” appears to be gatisfied. The freeholding proposal therefora appears to be
accaptable, but provigion needs to be made for the more securo protection of thig highly visible
landscape. The Environment Court has stated (Decision C180/99) that the provisions in the 1998
Roviston of the Proposed District Plan for Queenstown Lakes District for the protection of lendscapes
are “complotely inadequate”™. A binding covenant to protect the landscape values of the front faces,
which are so prommnant alongside the very heavily used tourist route between Queenstown and Milford

Sound, is required.

4. Accoss provision has been made over the proposed new conservation land from the Navis side of
the Hactor Range but access still nesds to be provided to the land above the snowline fence on tha
front face whether this tand is to be fieehold fand under Conservation Covenant or not. Although there

Puge 2
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is a legal road this is an impracticable route and provision for public access, as indicated in the FMC
(1997) recommendations, stil] needs to be provided. The proferred access would be up the farm track
starting from the legal road at map roference F42 768.337 and returning via another farm track near the

northem boundary of Glen Nevis.
5. See commentary under paragraph 3. above.
6. These recommendations have been accommodated in the 2001 proposals

7. Theso historic values will be protected under the proposal to designate this area as land to be
restorad to restored to fill Crown ownership and control ag a congervation ares

8. There is no indication in the proposal that the actual alignment of the Nevis-Garston Road coincides
with the legal road. This needs to be confirmed by an appropriats statsment in the final agresmant.

Whether or not the Covenant proposed in this review survives the submission process, FMC han
problems with the terms of the Covenant which counld become a model for foture tenure reviews,
We therefore present this critique as a general commentary on the terms of the Covenant as

proposed in this review.

r : The BACKGROUND states that “The Commissioner of Crown Lands
(CCL) s deemed to be the owner of the land under S80(3) of the Crown Pastoral Lands Act, 1998
(CPLA). But Paragraph 1.2.4 states that “Whare the parties disagree over the inferpreiation of
argthing contained in this Covenant, and in defermining the issue, the parties must have regard to the
matrers contained in the BACKGROUND"”. And Paragraph 3 refern to the OWNER’S
OBLIGATIONS, tat it appears from the list of obligations, including 3.1 (the type of animals to be
grazed) and 3.2 (the activities the owner may not carry out) that the *Owner’ referred to ig in fact the
porson(s) managing the land (ie LJ and F} Taylor) and probably the freehold owner of the land (Se0
paragraph 2 2 of the proposal), rather than the CCL. Paragraph 14.3 refors to changs of ownership and
states that for the purposcs of this clause, the term “OWNER”™ does not include the CCL. Thess

statements appear to be inconsistent with the ownership statement in the BACKGROUND. The whole
issue of OWNER SHIP needs to be clarified in the DEED.

Paragraph 2.4 of the Deed of Covanant refors to “the nafure of the parries objaciives, and the
possibility afan evolution of the state of knowlsdge about the Land and iis ¢cology, " may be such that
a need may arigs to alter the provisions of the Covenant. It is acknowledged that there may be such an
evolition of the state of knowladge, and that such a nesd may arige, but the Covenant should apell out
¢clearly the terms and conditions, and by whom, the provisions of the Covenant can be alterad. E
should also be made clear that the stated gims and objectives of the covenant shall remaim sacroganct.

3. Rublic access to the land

Paragraph 4 makes clear the times when the land will be acoessibls to the public, but it doer not make
clear how access to the land within the Conssrvation Covenant will be gainad. Based on previous
arguments FMC eoatends that access to the Conservation Covenant area on the Lake frce would
idaally ba provided by two eagements to pormit a round trip to that land go that there would be
provision for “appreciation and recreational enjoyment by the public” as spelled out in the definition
of “Congervation purposes”. An appropriate amendment should ba made to the Deed of Covenant to
accommodate this, and at tho very least, provision should be made for access by one route up the lake
face, for oxample by an sxtension of the legal road from map reference F42 768.337, up the farm track
leading south of east to spot height 1020m (on the snow-line fonca) from that point. This would lead

Pagc 3
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recreational users directly to the saddie to tha north of Lorma Peak, and along the crest of the Hoector
Mountaing from that point.

Schedule III spells out the grazing restrictions which appear to be a reasonable starting point from
which to monitor the effects of the prescribad grazing regims. The scheduls also defines two

ecological units to be monitored. These are:-
(1) Narrow-leaved mow tussockland and associated shrubland. .. .up to approx. 1500m.
(1) Slim snow tusgockland/narrow-leaved tusscckland and associated cushionfield above (1).

The actual monitoring schedule appears satisfactory except for the following:~

There is no provision to monitor shrublands when there is more than 20% shrub cover, and

there is no provision to monitor the high altitude cushionfields. Given that these communities
are likely to be at risk from grazing pressure, there should be provision in Schedule I for the
regular monitoring of these communities. Furthermore, there should be provision in Clause 2
of tho Schedule to specify the appropriate actions (reduction in stocking rate or destocking) in

respanse 10 measured adverse offects.

L

We note that therc are no provisions to prohibit the charging for access over the freshold land
to the public conservation land beyond or “for their appreciation and recreational enjoyment
by the public” of the proposed covenant area itsclf

There is no provision for horse trekking deapite an old pack track which crosses the range.
The lack of these provisions should be corrected n any future covenant proposals.

FMC concludes that this Cavenant is an unsatlsfactory way of protecting the significant
inherent values of the front faces of Glen Nevis, and is also unsatisfactory as a model for
possible use in other tenure revicws in future. We recommmend that all the matters
referred to above are addressed hefore any use of Covenants is contemplated in firture.

CONCLUSION

Ahlthough the proposal contains some good features, FMC believes that the Crown should not
accept this Propoaal unlexs the proposed covenant area is raturned to full Crown ownership
and control and included in the conservation erea, with no grazing, and with public access
from the west.

Finally, FMC is grateful for this opportunity to comment on the Preliminary Proposal for the
Glen Nevis tenure review and would be willing to take part in further discussions on any of

the matters raised in this submisgion.

Yours faithfully ) ) /;}*(
Y e
Barbara

arshall,
Secretary, Federated Mountain Clubs of NZ Inc.
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1. There are large atens of high recreational and other public interest value on Glen Nevig Starmoir! f{’{b
These consist of the aetual and potentially increasing recreational opportunities along the e
Remarkables and Hoctor Ranges both as a tramping or X-C ski traverse of the mnge and as a possible
future extonsion to the Remarkab]as Conservation Park (Fig 1). The property dominates the front
faces and extends over the crest of the Hector Range (Fig 2) down to the Novig River at about 800m,
Public interest js also very high in the Navig Valloy, both in tarms of the natural vajuss of the largely
unmodified tugsock grasslands above about 900-1000m (Fig 3), and int terma of the historic values
associated with the rich gold mining history of the valley (Fig 4).

2. FMC recommends that the front firces above the towline fence at approximetely 1000m should be
transferred to DOC g a possible firture extmsion to the Remarkables Congervation Park (Fig 5).

3. Below the anowline fence, natural values aro lower and production potentinl is higher. Thig land
could become freshold farmland, but with conditions to prevent the adverse effects of inappropriate

development such ag subdivision, or forestcy (Fig 6).

4. If tho Iand above the retirament fence is to be transferred to DOC, then publio access will be
required to that land. Especially important will be sccess for taamping, X-C skiing and en joying the
cted in the new public conzervation land, Becnuse of the obvious advantages of

3. The lower parts of the front (Wakatipu) faces are extremely important from a landscaps perspective
an they dominats the tourist routs along the longth of the Remarkables/Hector Ranges which are

6. On tho Nevis side of the property, the valley floor reaches aimost 900m and therafore it's
production potential is limited and ngo iy probably restricted to summer grazing (Figs 3 and 8). It is
recommended that because of this and the high natural values of the tussock slopes that all land above
$00m be transferred to DOC. Thers may be some possibility of lense back of limitad grezing of the

lower tlopen with strict stock limitations.

7. The valley floor alongside the river provides 8ood summer grazing (Fig 8) but there wro also high
historic values associated with gold mining, mainly alang the foot of the slopes(Figs 9 and 10). A
historic reserve is recommended for the land which is bounded at jtg upper level by tho top water race
and at its lower level by the Nevis-Garston Road. Thig would include the extengive systom of wator
races and other water works, remaing of cottages, old sluice workings (Figs 9 and 10) and mors

modern mining remains (Fig 11).

8. The Nevis-Garston Rogd (Fig 12) is now well used by mountain bike enthusiasts as well pa 4WD
vehicles. It's legal alignment for unrestrictad public use should be confirmad as part of the tenure

TEView process,

LGN
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Figure 1. This view from 1000m on the front face of (zlen Nevis Station gives an

impression of the "top of the world" nature of the skyline traverse of the
Hector Runge

Figure 2. Glen Nevis vccupies the front face of the Hector Range from Lorne Peak in the
south to James Peak (among the clouds) in the North, The property dominates
the landscape, and maintenance of its high seenic qualities and landscape value
is therefore very important
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Figure 4. The Nevis Valley was also an important historic gold mining ares and
considerable nterest attaches to the gold mining remains which should
be protected in an Historic Reserve
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Figure 5, It is recommended that all land above the snowline fence {centre of photo and
dpproximately 1000m abuve seq level) is transferred to DO for addition to
the Remarkables Conserva tion Park,
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Figure 6. Below the snowline fence na

greater. This land could become rechold, but w
adverse effects of inap propriate developme

tural values are reduced and production values are

ith conditions to avoid the
nt such as forestry and building




TETFASED UNDER THE )
OFFIC!AL INFORMATION ACT

L2

Figure 7. Looking south from Staircase Creek,
Lorne Peak on the centre of the skyli
tourist importance of the scenic high

the faces of Glen Nevis Station with
ne, dominate the view, Because of the
way, landscape protection is vital
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Figure 8. The grazing land by the Nevis River is about 800m above sea level and
pruduction is therefore limited. There are features of historic importance

adjacent to the road and along the lower slopes, while natural values are high
on the tussock grasslands above the waler races
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Figure 9. The gold workings have had a varied history, some of which is indicated in the
present day remains which include water races, sluicings, ponds and deserted
dwellings and vehicles, These deserve protectinn in an Historic Reserye

Figure 10. Historie mining ponds near the northern boundary of Glen Nevis at Railey's
Hill, showing also James Peak (Loch Linnhe Station) on the skyline

e
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Figure 11. Modern gold mining in Drummond Creek. Land restoration is 4 condition

—

of the mining permit

Figure 12,

The Nevis-Garston road, which is well used by mountain bikers as well as
4WD enthusiasts, traverses the Nevis part of Glen Nevis Station and s legal
alignment should be confirmed as part of the tenure review Process
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Commussioner of Crown lands,
c/- Knight Frank, Alexandra

Dear Commissioner,

Subtect: Glen Nevig

1 strongly oppose the proposal to freehold 2200 hectares of land flanking the Hector
Mountains on this property as part of a tenure review.

This land has high conservation and recreation values. 1 was one of the first to enjoy cross
country skiing on the Hector Mountains in the mid 1970°s and have a real appreciation of
the landscape and natural values of the area,

Part of the tenure review outcomes for Glen Nevis are certainly worthwhile—the plan to
create a 4470 heclare conservation area which includes part of the vailey floor, but the
plan to freehold high mountain lands is a blot on the review and provides encouragement
to other lessces in the area to freshold mountain lands which have the potential to form
part of a future conservation park.

I also oppose the device of covenants as a means of protecting part of the run. Covenants
have been amply shown to be insecure and unsatisfactory in ensuring adequate protection,
There are also problems relating to public access, which make this solution untenable,

1 bope that you will see fit to revisit the problem counditions in the review and look
forward to this. Unless this is done I propose that there be no agreemont with the lessee.

Yours sinrerely,

LY
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HECTOR MOUNTAINS TENURE: REVIEW

Mumbers of the Sauth Otago 3ranch of Foreatr 3 Fird while applauding
thae crﬁntinn of 3 consarvaticon’ nren frou tha MNovins Valley to thn
crest of the Yectotr Bange, believe that hy Eroachaolding the 2201 ha.
from the crost to the shoras of Walatipu, uvch land wich hdgh
inherent congervation and 1ﬂﬂdﬂéﬂpﬁ valuaes will he lost to the publy

The proposed covonant debs not provide nbsolutn pProtection te the

Aarca nad could 4dn thae future see the araon being restocked by

unsympathetic owneras.

The areas pfopoaed for frecholding and covenanting should lLe includec
in the congervation arans axcluddng all grarlng, thua protegting
slignificant and divarass native plantp aud unigue lendacapes,
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Commisnsioner of Crown Lends

c/~Knight Frank(N7) Ltd "L JUN o,

PO Box 27 i wtilf

Alexandra : _“““lggmﬁﬂ)nz
S e

31st of May 2001

REVEASED UNDER THE
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

Dear Sir,
This submiasion is ahout the Covenant of Clen Nevis,

Thia Covenant lnadequately Protects conaervarion values aa it
provides for continued grazring of high altitude lands,

The Covenent provides that after monltoring of vegetation con-—
ditionthe Miniater of Conservation "may" require grazing reduc-
tiona or destocking.Howevar,based on official parformance to
date,there i3 little cause for confidence rthat any reductions
in grezing would aever ocCcur.

The Minister of Conservation could in future agree to trae
planting,erection of buildings,and burning ,all without any
public objection procedurey,

The owners may carry out works and developments not expresaly

prohibited by the covenant, :
Another objaection igm the uncertéinty and inadequate provisions
for public mcecess and recreation.

There is no prohibition on charging for access.There is no
previaion for practical public foor mcceas frouw Lake Wakatipu.
There 1a no provision for horse trekking deapite an old pack
track crosaing the range.,
Covenants are not gecure.The covenants bind the partiea 4in
pPerpetuity however this proviaion could be extingulshed bhoatwean
the partiea or by unilateral Court action initiated by any
future owner. .

There are expreas Proviaions for changing the covenants terma
vhich can be dona 1in aecret as there are no provisions for
rublic submissions.

Recant @éxperience on Crown land in the high tountry suggeats
that aven the most froxg,recurring breaches of legally binding
egreaments do not result in officisal sanctions.The perpetratora
are baing rewarded for their misdememsnoras.Futurg OWNBera may

have no inclination to honor egreements for protection or public
dccess,lUnlike on public lands.an freehold there are no remadiesa

avallable to the publie,-

These are my objectiona.
No deal is prefereble to 8 poor deal.Thls case provides a cru-—

cial precadent for reviews elaevhere in the South Island,
Many more deals will be influenced by what 13 decided for Glen

Nevis,
I thank you for your time,

Sincerely Yours
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27 May 2001
Commissioner of Crown Lands.

C/- Knight Frank ‘NZ* Ltd
P.O, Box 27
Alexandra,

Re. Glenn Nevis Tenure review. [¢]

Glenn Nevis Pastora] Legge

The Remarkables —Hector Mountains Locatio
Kingston st the bottom of Lake Wakatipu.
Dear Commissioner,
I'ask that you do not
Mountains 1o the shores of Lake Wakatipu,

Ibelieve grazing of high alpine environm
covenant area will spill over onto the adj

Yours faithfully,

@

PEFASED UNDER THE
OFFCAL INFOMATION ACT

n south of Queenstown; sast of

fieehold the 2200 hectares from the crest of the Hector

ent iy unsustainable and grazing of the
OINing conservation area.
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Commissioner of Crown Lands
¢/- Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd

F O Box 27

Alexandra

Dear Sir/Madam
Submission on GLEN NEVIS TENURE REVIEW

I'write, in utmost support of another submission to you, to propose;

“That all country retired from grazing be formally reserved as an opuﬁ—range deer park, for

recreational hunter management and control, under New Zealand Deerstalkers Association.
Models for this exist elsewhere, such as at Woodhill, near Auckland, Of course there would bea

cost, but it could all be done as cost recovery.

It is magnificent country, which has been regularly grazed by cattle & sheep and would make the
most marvellous doer resource and demonstration of hunter management.

I oppose any of this area being rendered into conservation area or conservation park, without the
above proposal in place.”

Yours sincerely
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Sefari Bxcursions — Wild Flowar Walks

41 Glencarron Strest i 0
Alexandra OFF'C’”\L }i
TELEPHONE 03 448 7474 Fier,
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Commissioner of Crown Lands -2
¢/~ The Mangger )
Knight Frank (NZ) Litd

PO Box 27

ALEXANDRA

Dear Sir
GLEN NEVIS TENURE REVIEW - PRELIMINARY PROPOSAL

The Commigsioner of Crown Lands hag advertised a proposal to freshold high altitude land, with
high consarvation and landscape values at altitudes of up to 1679m along the tops of the Hector

IHE PROPOSAL The Commissioner proposes:

* To freshold 2200 hectaras from the crest of the Hactor Mountams 1o the shores of Lake

Wakatipu,
Comment: Support
* To crente a 4470 hectare congervation area from the floor of the upper Nevis Valley to the crest

of the Hactor Moumitaina.

Comment: Support
* To create a conservation Covenant over |1 150 hectares of the above freshold. This will be from

a "snowline fance” at 1000m to the crest of the Hector Mountaing at 1679m,
Comment: Very much againat,

WHAT'S RIGHT WITH THE DEAL?

Transferring to DOC part of the Nevia Valley and the eastem side of the Hactor Mountains will
create a largs conservation area available for public foot recreation. Thers are Lmportant

very small rare buttercup that is only found were Chionockloa ruba 5Sp. cuprea (copper tugsock)
Brows on the foothill slopes, and along with some alpine species on the river tsrrace of the valley
floor like celmisia sessiliflora — a cushion mountain daigy. Also associated within the plant
communities are a wide collection of nsect fauna, which includas four species, racently identiffed —
& black carabid bestle, a chafer beetle and two types of moths,

There is also good existing public road access to the Navis Vallay, the Nevis / Glarston Road
providing 4WD access to the upper Navis Vallay,
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If the deal goes shead as is, a large area of high alfitude and alpme lands with "high inherant valuas"
will be fresholded and lost from public conservation forever, The proposad fischold covenant area
is pradominantly tall tussock grassland, with elpine herbs and cushion plants along the crast of the
range. Itis very visible from all along the State Highway. This land has “high inherent
conservation” and landscape values and deserves lagal protection by retum to full Crown ownership
and control. It also provides good cross country skiing and summer tramping terrain. I and other
organizations belisve that it should be included in a Remarkables Conservation Park, which will
graduaily come into baing as adjoining lands to the north and south g0 through tenure review. This
deal may result in a freehold enclave within a fature Remarkables Consarvation Park, or it will set a
precedent for creating the boundary for the Park high up along the tops of the Remarkable and

Hector Mountains.
P " LE
Grazing and Develapment

The proposad covenant would inadequately protect consarvation valuss as it provides for continued
grazing of high altitude lands. The agresment provides an option of boundary fencing along the
range crest however this would be a blot on the landscape and impractical to maintain against snow
demage s do all snow fenices especially those on summit tops. This means that iu reality, there
will be no fence between the freehold covenanted land and the land that Is proposed to be

transferred to DOC,

Consequently the entire area will contiaue to be grazed as if it were still within a pastoral
lease, i.e. business as usual. In aur opinion neither the Crown nor the public are gettiag a good

deal.

The Covenant provides that after monitoring of vegetation condition the Minister of Conservation
"may" require grazing reductions or destocking. However, based on official performance to date,

there ig littls cause for confidence that any reductions in grazmg would ever occur. A further
problem arises from stray stock that again can found their way into OWners properties a8 was sesn
this summer with cattle stock from Nokomai Station found grazing to the foothills of the Hector

Range.
The covenant provides for over sowing and topdressing above the snowline fence. How silly as this

predominantly tall tussock grassland, with alpine herbs and cushion plants all along the crest of the
range. :

The Minister of Conservation could in future agree to tree planting, erection of buildings, and
burning, all without any public objection procedures. Tree planting and burming in
predominantly tall tussock grassland is not an acceptable eavironment practice.

The owner may carry out any other works and dsvelopment not expressly prohibited by the
covenant.

Uncertaln and Inadequate Provisions for Public Access

The covenant only "permits” recreational use from April to Decamber, and prior permission may
still be required. Summer recreation is as important as winter use. Thers is-

* No prohibition on charging for access.
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* No provigion (or practical public fool access from Lake Wakatipu, There i3 an unformad Isgal
road, (direct valley access to Kingston) howavar foot access up a 4WD track in the center of the

property would be best.
* No provision for horse trekking despite an old pack track, which crosses the range.

Covenants are NOT Secure

The covenant binds the parties in perpstuity but this provision could be exlinguished by secret
agreement betwean the parties or by unilateral Court action initiated by any future owner.

There are express provisions for changing the covenant's terms, which can be dono in secret, as
there are no provisions for public submissions.

Recent experience on Crown land in the high country suggests that even the most KTO88, MBCUITINgG
and blatant breaches of legally binding agrasments do not result in official sanctions, The offanders
invariably gat 'wet bus ticket' treatment, and then are rewarded for their misderneanors,

There are no problems with the current lessee, howover future owners may have no inclination to
honor agreements for protection or public access. Unlike on public lands, on freshold thers are no

remedies available to the public.

NQ DEAL IS PREFERABLE. TO A FOOR DEAL
Thix casge provides a crucial precadent for tenure reviews slsawhsre in the South Island. Many

more deals in Southiand, Otago, Canterbury and Mariborough will be lufluenced by what Is
decided for Glen Nevis.

Nat only mymlf but also other organtzations Hke PANZ, Forest and Bird, FMC, and
CORANLZ belicve that the Crown should turn down this deal unless the proposed covenant
area is included in the conservation area, with ne grazing, and with practical public access

from the west.

It 15 likely that future freshold owners will be very interestad in the lakeside flats for their
subdivision potential. Therefore thers appears to be no necessity to perpetuate grazing of high
altitude lands to maintain economic viability for the property. In any event, such grazing is

unsustamable.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Glen Nevis Preliminary Proposal and wait for
your reply.

Yours sincerely

J, thgio

John Douglas
Manager / Guide
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25 May 2001 A

Commissioner of Crown Lands

cf- g' ght Frank (NZ) Ltd
e

Box
Alexandra

Dear Sir,

jhuhmit my opposition to the Commiasicner'a propoaal to
freeholdcertain high altitude land up to 1679 metres along the taps
of the Hector Mountsains on the Glen Nevis Pantoral Lease sou of

Queenstown and the Remarkables in the Lake Wakaripu region.

. .
1. This land ought.'..'tu be freeholded, but rorained in full andfﬁomp-

lete Crown ownership in perpetuity;

— —
2. This lundkhouldfyﬁpuld“bacnme-at the earliest date—a Remarkables
‘-.,_|‘__.___,_,_._
Conservation Park and kept for public recreation and quiet snjoyment:
' ' e importance
3. The terrain haa = unique and irreplaceable botanical/which will be

all to rapidly degraded by 'developmemt' a 13 Queenstown;

4. 50 KEEP THE WILD HECTOR MOUNTAINS UNSBOILED A5 GOD MADE THEM,ALL THEI
CREATURES FREE UNDER THE ELEMENTS, THE 5KY AND AN UNTRAMMELED SUMMIT:
NO BUSY_BODY BUREAUCRATS WHO SEE OUR BACKCOUNTRY AS PAPERMILLS FOR

THEIR PETTY AMBITIONS.

Pleasme acknowledge this submission, and keep me regularly informed
on the Mt Hector matter.
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P QO Box 27 P 2y
Alexandra 9 May 2051
Tm—— }?Eﬁ et B

27% May 2001 Li ; § r /

-/
Dear Sir/Mudam

Submission on GLEN NEVIS TENURE REVIEW

I propose, that all country retired from grazing ba formally

reserved as an open-range deer park, for recreational hunter management and control,
under New Zealand Deeratalkers Association. Models for this exist elsewhere, such as at
Woodhill, near Auckland. Of course there would be a cost, but it could all be done as cost

recovery.

It is magnificent country, which has been regularly grazed by cattle & sheep and
would make the most marvellous deer resource and demonstration of huntsr

management,

I oppase any of this area being retired es conservation area or conservation park, without the
above proposal in place,

I wish to be hard in support of this submission.

Yours faithfutly

L]

Ph/Fax
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2.4 MAY 2001
_ RECEIVED 23™ May 2001

The Commiasioner of Crown Lands,
C/- Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd.,

P.O. Box 27,

ALEXANDRA,

SOUTH ISLAND

Dear Sir,

Re: Tenure review - Crown Pastoral Land Act 1998
Glen Nevis Pastorg) Leage, The Remarkablas - Hector Mountaing

I wish to make the following submissions on the advertisad proposal for the
freeholding and reservation of the abovementionad high country Crown Land:

1. | agres with the proposal to create a conservation area from tha floor of the
Nevis Valley to the crest of the Hector Mountains.

3. l objact to the proposed conaervation cavenant over the remaining 1150
hectares of land on the basis that:

(a) it does not adequatsly protect conservation valuss;

(b) it doea not adequately cover provision for public recraation:

(c) It is not sufficiently binding on future cwners and could ba overtumed in

future without provision for public objections.

Yours faithfully,
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RNIGHT Frgame——
Gleq Nevjg T LA R i
Lo . . 28 MAY 2001
Cormmissioner of Crown Lands ) s RECEVET
C/- Knight Frank (NZ)) Ltd., ' = __ﬁ_[l____
P.Q). Box 27
Alexundra.

[ abject to the proposal to Freshold the land described in the abave Tenure Review.

The ares has high Conservation vehies and this is initnioel with grezing pearts of it , aven with the
mentionad * safaguards”,

Tourism aotivity is high in the Wakatipu Bagin and is likely to increass. The Toudsm Industry hus a much
groater earning capacity than Pastoral Farming and if the former grows us muoh as predisted | then pressure
by toutism operutors to increase their use of thiy area is predicated. Iow will this growth take place if the
land is Jooked up in private ownership? And what a goldmine it would be to private property devoloper!

In addition, onoe privatisad ,the eventual ownership and use of the arey would be completaly oul of DHOC
control. Eventuslly the present private owners will recsive &n offer they cannot reflise end flick the
property on. Fust to where and for what mae s impossible Lo say. Consider Lilybank Station!!

As an exampie of what can happen, look at the sale of the maljor part of the North
Island electrictty generation to Contact Energy. It has Just been bought by Edison
via the sharemarket.

[ wonid not like to see us playing Stook Merket Rouletts ar its squivalet in land sales with out remaiting
lndds so importent to conservation and the fisture raquirernonts of the Tourism Industry. -
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ALEZANORA
2 7 MAY 2001 .
_RECEIVED 19 May 2001
Cominissioner of Crown Lands
c/- Knight Frank {(NZ) Ltd
P Box 27
Alexandra
Deoar Sir,
Submission

Glen Nevis Pastoral Loase, The Remarkables - Hector Mountains

THE PROPOSAL
-to create a 4470 hectare conservation area from the floor of the Nevis
Vallsy to tha crest of the Hoctor Mountains.

- to freshold 2200 hectares from the crest.of the Hector Mountaing to the
shores of Lake Wakatipu.

- to create .n conservation covenant over 1150 hectares of tha above
frechold. This will be from a "snowline fence” at 3500 foet azl ta the
crest of the Hactor Mountains at 5500 feet asi.

OBJECTION.

I object to the fresholding of alpine Jands with "high inherent values”. They should be
transforted to DOC's care. The proposad freehold covenant area deserves
proper protection. Adjoining lands to the north and south should end up as
public land. This deal may resauit in a freehold enclave within a future
Remarkables Conservation Park.

Specific problems-

GRAZING AND DEVELOPMENT
The covenant inadequately protects conservation values. Grazing of this
high alpine environment is unsustainable.

Grazing. of the covenant area will spill over on to the adjoining
conssrvation ares, uniess the owner erects boundary fencing. However such
fancing would be a blot an the landscape and impractical to maintain
aguinst snow damage.

After monitoring of vegetation condition the Minister of Congervation "may"
require grazing reductions or destocking. However, based on official
porformance to date, PANZ has no confidenca thet any reductions in grazing
would ever occur,
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SUBMISSION ON GLEN NEVIS TENURE REVIEW

Thank you for sending me the details, inoluding the revised map, of this proposed tenure
! review, the first in Otago to reach this stage under the Crown Pastoral Lands Act.

My comments on the proposal are as follows:

I strongly support the proposed conservation area, under Crown (Department of
Conservation) control, over the 4470 ha of land from the Nevia Valley floor to the crest
of the Hector Mountains. There are many ¢cological values in this area which justify its
transfer to Crown control and management. However, the lack of a fenceline boundary
along the crest of the range, being the western margin of the proposed conservation area,
18 quite unsatisfactory in terms of the proposals for the western slopes of the property
overlooking Lake Wakatipu. I accept, however, that a fenceline here would be

impractical.

This being the case, the proposed uses of the arca of 1150 ha above the snowline fence
on the upper Wakatipu faces, as “congervation covenant” , given the proposed
conditions of this covenant, are unacceptable. This area is at high elevation, about 1100
m at the snowline fence to more than 1600 m and, in my assessment (and having first
hand knowledge of the arca) should be retired from grazing use and formally transferred
to the Crown for management in the public interest by the Department of Conservation.,
This would be consistent with the policy of previous govermnents in reolving the future
use of Land Capability Classes VIII and VIlIe lands in the South Island bigh country.

As proposed, there will be no hinderance to stock moving across the mountain crest in
suminer, to graze the conservation land on the Nevis faces, and this is unacceptable.
Clearly these covenant provisions do not adequately protect the high conservation values
of the land on either the Nevis faces or the upper slopes of the Wakatipu faces. I believe
the monitoring provisions proposed for the area for covenanting on the upper Wakatipu
faces are unlikely to be successful i deciding on any future modifications to the
proposed grazing regimes that are outlined in the proposed tenure review document.

1



I am also concerned that the covenant provisions appear to allow for oversowing and
topdressing on the land above the snowline fence on the Wakatipu faces, though I doybt
this could ever be considered cconomic. PE FASED U ER T

YFFCIAL INFORMATION ACT
I am also concerned that the covenant provisions can allow the owner to deny public
access during the peak summer period of January to March. Thas 1s also unacceptable to
me. Also there apparently remains the option of the owner charging for access to this
area if he so wishes. This is also unacceptable to me. Also, there is no provision in the
proposal for formal foot access from the highway along Lake Wakatipu to the land

above the snowline fence.

In relation to the benefits to the present Iessec if the Crown is allowed to resume all of
the Jand to the cast of the retirement fence on the Wakatipu face, there must be very
congiderable financial gain, at least potentially, from the freeholding of the land between
the Wakatipu lakeshore and the snowline fence on this face.

As a concession in times of drought, I believe a reaonable compromise would be to
allow emergency grazing on the Wakatipu faces, above the snowline fence, at the
discretion of the Departmant of Conservation and/or the Commussioner of Crown Lands,

In up to one year in ten.

In concluion, I wish to emphasise thet this tenure review appears to be inconsistent with
the provisions of the Crown Pastoral Lands Act in relation to the acquisition of lands by
the Crown. Moreover, this tenure review is critical to the outcome of a proposed
Remarkables-Hectors Conservation Park, and will almost certainly set the pattern for
future tenure reviews of adjacent properties on the Hector Mountains. This being the
casc, my recommendation is that the tenure review of Glen Newvis Pastoral [easge
should not proceed unless the land above the snowline fence on the Wakatipu faces,
together with all of the land on the Nevis faces, is transferred to full crown ownership, to
be managed in the public interest, by the Departmant of Conservation.

I thank you for the opportunity of making a submission on this important issue and I
trust you will give it your serious consideration,

Yours sincerely.

Alan F. Mark FRSNZ., CBE., DCNZM.

Professor Emeritus
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The covenant provides fur oversowing and topdressing above the snowline fence.

The Minister of Conzervation could in futurs agroe to tree planting,
eroction of buildings, and buming, all without any public objection
procedures.

Tho owner may carry out any other works and development not oxpressly
prohibited by the covenant.

UNCERTAIN & INADEQUATE PROVISION FOR PUBLIC RECREATION
The covenant only "permits" recreational use April to December; prior
permission may be required. Summer recreation is as.1mportant as winter
nse.

No prohibition of charging for eccess.
No provision for practicel public foot accesg from Lake Wakatipu.
No provision for horse trekking despite an old pack track crossing the range.

NOQ SECURITY FOR PUBLIC
The covenant binds the parties in perpetuity however this provision could
be extinguished by secret agreement bstwoen the parties or by unilateral
Court action initiated by any firture owner.

There are exprass provisions. for changing the ¢ovenant's terms. Thore are
no provisions for public objections.

Recent experionce on Crown land in the high country suggests that even the
most gross, recurring and blatant breaches of legally binding agreements do
not result in official sanctions_ The perpstrators. invariably get.'wet. bus
ticket' tresiment, then are rewarded for their misdsmeanors. PANZ has no
gripes with the current lessce, however future owners may have no
inclination to honour agreements for protection or public access. Unlike
on public lands, on freshold there are no remedies available to the public,

NO DEAL IS PREFERABLE TO A POOR DEAL
This case provides a crucial precedent for tenure reviews elsowhers in the
South Island.

I beliave that unlags the erea proposed for freeholding and covenanting
in instend included in the conservation area, without grazing, and
practical public access from the west is provided, then the deal should not
procesd.

Yuu.l;s-{a ithfully,



