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* November 13, 2006

COMMISSIONER of CROWN LANDS
C/O DTZ New Zealand Limited

Land Resources Division

P OBOX 27

Alexandra

Dear Sir / Madam,

Part Run 362B and Run 362C
Mount Buster Survey District comprising 8401.273%ha.

We J. R. and P. A Murray have travelled the South Island by 4WD vehicle on many
occasions, during the last ten years, and have visited many high country sheep
stations, we and people who have been with us, are from farming back grounds

The high country stations we have travelled, almost without exception, have always
been well farmed & maintained — it doesn’t make sense — for the Crown to take the
high country land away from these Farmers, it is an integral part of their farming, it
gives the low lying country they farm, u5 rest” during the short time their stock is up

on that high country.

The economic stress it will put on these Farmers, their Families, and their Farm
Workers, is not warranted, & will be felt for years to come.

We are aware of the economic plight of some of these farmers, and by removing that
land from their use, will make their overall farming uneconomical.

If you could give us, and others, a good reason for taking this land away from these
Farming People, maybe, we would have a better understanding as to WHY you feel
the need to do this.

In our humble opinion, all the land in the Mt. Buster area shoutd be left in the hands
of the Farmers, who have Jooked after, and mairtained it so very well, for so very
long.

in our recent travels down there, we have noticad that high country land already
returned to Crown Management, is now, becoming an extreme fire risk, this because
of, intense growth of un-managed tussock — with the ever changing weather pattern,
we see this becoming an even bigger prablem.
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The Crown has a huge amount of High Country under their control already —

Why do you need more?

What are you going to do with it — just lock it off to those with the where with all 7

Is the Crown going to be able to look after, and maintain it as well as the Farmers
have done for years and years 7

Where are you going to get the money from to maintain this “pending” high country
land take-over - the Tax Payers / Rate Payers of New Zeaiand have enough burdens
placed upon them, we are a Country of only 40000 People, who can not, do the
impossible. S

We do not understand why the Crown think they can manage the High Country
better, or more efficiently, than the Farmers who have been farming it over the last
100 years.

your's sincerely,

/ﬁm

J. K. .AMurray .. y
P O Box 10015

Rotorua

PH: 07-349-4432




RELEASED UNDER THE OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT @

DTZ

Land Resources Division

Knight Frank House jr
41-43 Tarbert Street ;o
ALEXANDRA }

Submission on Mt 1da Syndicate.

Richard Burdon

Chair of Otago section of Federated Farmers
Glen Dene Ltd

Private Bag,

Wanaka 9192,

burdonrg(@xtra.co.nz

My name is Richard Burdon | am the current President Of Otago Federated
Farmers. | writing a submission in support of allowing for continued grazing in
the area known as the MT Ida Syndicate land.

Mt Ida families as well as many farmers in New Zealand do not support the
formal recommendation by an agent of the Commissioner of Crown Land that
a High Country pastoral occupation lease should be designated a
conservation area under full Crown ownership and control.

If the proposal is transfer to the Department of Conservation then it must be
with conditions attached from Land Information New Zealand. The conditions
must allow farmers to continue fo utilise their long-running license to use the
land for grazing sheep for part of the year.

Ten families farm five properties on the high country block on the lda range,
about 200km from Dunedin. The crown’s agent, property services firm DTZ,
has conducted a review of tenure on the license, which covers 8,401
hectares.

I recommend that the Mt lda families should be given a grazing license under
the Conservation Department and a joint venture monitoring programme
should be set up to monitor the impact of the grazing. Good Science should
be used fo manage this area in an ecology sustainable manner. The grazing
License may be subject to also allowing access and recreational use.
However the conditions for access must be so that they do not to cause
problems for the stock. This will also have to be monitored and managed.
There are many other examples of how this works in New Zealand,
Molesworth and the many grazing licenses on the West Coast of the South
Island.

“The syndicate is a unique partnership not found elsewhere in New Zealand.
The land provides summer grazing for 10,000 ewes for three crucial months.
The area has been grazed for 109 years in an ecologically sustainable way
that has retained significant indigenous vegetation.
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“Without this important summer grazing the accompanying lowland properties
of syndicate members are not economically sustainable. Removing these
grazing rights may force these High Country farmers off land farmed by their
families for generations.

“Their stewardship and the proven sustainable grazing and weed
management they provide means that the best option to retain this tussock
grassland is for them to continue to have access to it, rather than locking it up
in the conservation estate. An outcome that delivers conservation, grazing
and recreation is possible.

One must consider in the decision making process, the effect this has. In this
case it would be a loss of rateable tand from District and regional councils, the
lost of economic production, this teads on to the social and economic impact it
wiil have on the local community. We must understand that this land under
conservation management will added cost to the New Zealand Tax payer.

Thank You Richard Burdon President Otago Federated Farmers
Ph 03 443 1554
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High Country Accord

Promoting Envirenmental, Economic and Social Sustainability in the South Istand High Country
Project Manager: Kit Mouat, PO Box 10021, Christchurch. Office 14 Richardson Terrace
Tel 03 3899637. Fax 3899639, Email kitmouat@xira.co.nz
www.highcountryaccord.co.nz

MOUNT IDA SYNDICATE

Submission to the Commissioner of Crown Lands

% The Manager

DTZ New Zealand Limited
lLand Resources Division
PO Box 27

ALEXANDRA

1. The Commissioner must undertake a review of all land held under an
unrenewable occupation licence (POL) — 86 (1}(a) Crown Pastoral Land Act
1998 (CPLA).

2. Before taking action under $86 (1) the Commissioner must consult with the
Director- General of Conservation (DOC) —s85 (1) CPLA.

3. At any time after that initial consultation with DOC, the Commissioner may
consult with anyone, including DOC - s85 (2) CPLA.

4. From the information released under the Official Information Act it appears that
the process of review commenced sometime prior to 12 December 2000.
Paragraph 3.1 of the DOC Conservation Resources Report (DOC Report) says
that the “early warning meeting (was) held in Dunedin on 12 December 2000.”
The DOC report is not dated, does not name the person(s) responsible for the
report but says the “main DOC field inspection which occurred on 23-25 February
1998” (paragraph 1.1), was some four month’s before the CPLA was enacted.
According to the DTZ submission of 4 March 2003 (DTZ Submission) the
decision to consult with the holders was made on 18 December 2001 -
paragraph 2. Some ten months latter the holders were given just one month to
respond. This is not consultation and one month was unfair having regard to the
fact that DOC and other non-stakeholders, in the form of NGO’s, have been
working on their reports for a decade (PNAP 1991/92). All that information was
available to the Commissioner’s contractor prior to seeking the holders’
submission.
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5. DTZ Submission paragraph 3 (i) says there is no savings provision in the CPLA.
$23 is a saving provision but we agree that the repeal of s66 Land Act 1948
means that no new pastorai leases can be granted.

6. DTZ Submission paragraph 3 (jii) should be of major concern to the Syndicate as
it appears that the instructions to DTZ were limited to exclude the option to
freehold, which is the DOC position. The Commissioner must consider ail three
options of designation, Crown ownership, special lease or fee simple. Because
DTZ were not allowed to consider purchase the conclusion in paragraph 5 clearly
indicates that continued grazing is ecologically sustainable and therefore the
Commissioner should consider a special lease. This is a review and it is unfair to
the holders and DTZ for the Commissioner to limit the review to exclude any
thought being given fo purchase by the hoiders. it is made worse by the
parenthetic statement “(including recognition of the effect on affected
properties).” We believe this was a major part of the holders’ submission having
regard to matters such as the use of the land for over 100 years, the balance of
the properties, legitimate expectation and compensation. The statement
continues: “A separate analysis of this would be necessary if this aspect were
pursued.” It goes without saying that in this type of review, all matters must be
pursued.

7. In looking at the draft Sustainable Management Covenant (T 32) we note that it
was copyright to the Commissioner in 2001, would probably have some input
from DTZ and would be familiar to them when considering the Syndicates
position. When we consider T 32 and the special lease offered to the Soldiers
Syndicate, there is little difference apart from the tenure. T 32 contains the same
clauses for grazing and monitoring as the special lease. The Commissioner must
consider “disposal in fee simple” — s88 (5)(b)(ii) CPLA with a sustainable
management covenant — s86 (B)(a) CPLA. The Commissioner or some
independent person should review all the papers with an open mind, not limited
by putting to one side the possibility of purchase. The reviewer must keep in
mind that the purpose is to review land use currently grazed under a POL and
consider the objects of sustainable management, how to protect significant
inherent values (after they have been properly defined), how to secure access
and the economic use for freehold disposal —s83 CPLA.
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8.

10.

11.

DTZ Submission paragraph 4.1.4 recognises the distinction between “phasing
out’ POL’s and the smaill number of “ongoing licences.” It recognises that the
intention was for continued grazing and the review must be done under Part 3
CPLA. That has not been done as freeholding has been excluded by the brief to
DTZ.

DTZ Submission paragraph 4.1.9 is dismissive of the committee report and yet
our Court of Appeal accepts those references o help determine the meaning of
the enacted words. The POL is alienated Crown land and therefore the
Commissioner must review it and he must designate it and if he designates it to
be retained in full crown ownership then it will vest in the Grown when the plan is
registered (the POL. will have expired prior o registration of the plan) — s92
CPLA. The plan then vests the land or restores it to full Crown ownership. Unlike
Part 2 where the objects provide a preference for restoration to the Crown, Part 3
is silent on that point. We believe that Parliament did take into account ‘the effect
on the whole farm” by excluding the restoration preference. You cannot argue
that the preference was not necessary as it will, by default, become Crown land
on expiry. This is because it is currently alienated, must be designated and then
shown on a plan and registered and then it will vest in the Crown. All the holders'
submissions referred to the POL being critical to the management of their “whole
farm.”

The hand written comment at DTZ Submission paragraph 4.2 is interesting as
Pastoral Lessees have been saying for some time that a significant inherent
value (SIV) must be a value “arising from” certain aspects of a natural vaiue. The
comment supports that argument. The thrust of Mr Geddes submission was that
the land had been well managed for 105 years and it should be freeholded. He
did note the tradition of the muster as part of the utilisation of the POL. The point
he made was that this traditional muster was critical to the management of the
tand and one of the reasons for its intactness (a word not defined by DOC). An
annual muster does not make a SIV.

Returning to the final paragraph of the DTZ Submission paragraph 5, we note
reference to SIV's but these have not been identified in the submission. They are
not discernable from the DOC Report. The CPLA defines “Inherent value’ as
values arising from certain attributes or characteristics of a “Natural
resource” which is also defined in the Act. To lift the inherent value to the special




RELEASED UNDER THE OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

12.

13.

14

level of “Significant inherent value” (SIV) it must be “of such importance, nature,
quality, or rarity that the land deserves the protection of management under the
Reserves Act 1977 or the Conservation Act 1987." To come within the CPLA
definition the natural resource must first be an “inherent vaiue™. To be such a
value the natural resource must have an “attribute or characteristic”. It must exist
as an inseparable part of a “cuftural, ecological, historical, recreational or
scientific” atiribute or characteristic. This is supported by the opening words in
the definition of “inherent value’, “means a value arising from..."” The value must
therefore arise from one of the five atfributes. It is important to note that the
definition of Inherent value does not simply mean a natural resource. The first
matier to be determined is: does the value rise ouf of some cultural, ecological,
historical, recreational, or scientific attribute? To answer that you must first
consider the value, and in this case, by way of example, the annual muster and
then ask is it a “cultural characteristic of a natural resource existing by virtue of
the land?” The answer would be that it exists by virtue of the management of the
farms.
Also in the final paragraph of the DTZ Submission paragraph 5, we believe public
access could be provided by easement over the freshold land. The alternative is
a special [ease as suggested. we also note reference to “multiple use." This is an
area that the Crown must consider further if this tenure review process is fo
succeed. This is a good example of multiple use. It is a pity that the sustainable
management covenant does not include access: do we need a multiple use
covenant?
The holders should receive:
¢ Fee simple, with a
s Sustainable management covenant, and
s Public access easement
o Alternatively a Special Lease in the same manner as Soldiers
Syndicate. As the lease and sustainable management covenant are in
the same terms fee simple with a covenant and access easement is
preferred.
At a meeting held in Alexandra on the 19" of March 2004, the minutes record —
"The main SIV's on Mt ida Syndicate are landscape and vegetation and informal
recreation.”
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16.

It is now time for the Crown to deal with the Mt |da Syndicate POL. and the
farming families involved in a positive way that secures their attachment to and
stewardship of the land, through the issue of freehold titie with a Sustainable
management covenant and a Public access easement. This will fulfii the
Crown's objectives for the high country under the CPLA 1998 and provide
certainty to the Holders, their families and the locat community.

In summary Mt lda Syndicate is a “community thing” to provide for seasonal
grazing of livestock to allow the wintering country to recover. This tradition
endures in Europe today where it has been going on for thousands of years and
should also in this case. The review process forces the farmer into defence of
their historically proven production base — when in fact they are the most
conservation oriented of all interested parties taken over the total context of the
land interest. There must be a balanced view of all aspects of the land, its
production, ‘soil condition, pesis and weeds as well as the elusive significant
inherent values before deciding the future usage in the best interest of the land
and of the users of it. This exercise dramatically highlights the danger of having
“Authorities”, who are responsible for “legislative advocacy”, aiso performing the
scientific measurement input without a fuli explanation of the scientific methods
used, the persons undertaking the measurement and with no scientific report on
production, soil condition and pest and weed management. inherent vaiues
always appear to be based on “Landscape” and a listed “Methodology” which is
not scientific but relies on common sense and comes o this; how was it formed,
what has nature left there, what does it look like and is there any history
attaching to this place?

Clarification is required on the SIV's and their management and protection.

i —

Kit Mouat

Project Manager
High Country Accord
13 November 2006
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Joan Gallagher

From: Margaret Martin [felkington@btinternet.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 15 November 2006 4:27 a.m.
To: Alexandra

Subject: Mt Ida Syndicate Review

CROWN PASTORAL LAND ACT
Ref. Part Run 362 B and Run 362 C
Mount Buster Survey District
camprising 8401.2739 ha.

TC WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

My name is James Cameron Martin. I'm a farmer in the UK and last year my wife and | had a haliday in NZ to
see our son who is a pilot in Queenstown. We particularly loved the hills and mountains of the South Island.

As it happened, we were in Ranfurley and called on people my brother had met in 1969 on a Young Farmers
Exchange Trip. | happened to say to them, that | would love to see some of the "Back Couniry” and his reply was
"|_eave it to me".

The next morning we were driven to meet Mr Laurie inder who said he would take us to see the "Mount Buster
Run". Little did we know of what we were about to experience. It was a fantastic day and to have been taken by
someone we had never met before, was terrific kindness.

| am firmly of the view, that this land is being well looked after at the moment and it would be wrong to change
it. Access was freely given to us and | understand is given to people who politely enquire.

Yours sincerely

Cameron & Margaret Martin
Felkington,

Berwick-upen-Tweed,

UK TD15 2NR

e-mail: felkington@btinternet.com

15/11/2006




RELEASED UNDER THE OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT ' 37

Page 1 of 1

Joan Gallagher

From: Hazel & Kelvin [hazel kelvin@paradise.net.nz]
Sent:  Tuesday, 14 November 2006 10:21 p.m.

To: Alexandra

Subject: Mount Ida Syndicate

To the Commissioner of Crawn Lands
Care of The Manager DTZ New Zealand Limited
Land Resources Division.

Regarding the Mount lda Syndicate.

My submission regarding the Mount |da Syndicate is in full support of the current licence holders continuation of
grazing rights on a long term basis.

The Mount tda Syndicate run block has been carefully and faithfully farmed by the current licence holders for over
100 years. Their custodianship of this land has seen the preservation of the significant natural resources as
described by DOC. This doesn't just happen it requires an in-depth knowledge of the land and its capabilities and
how it will react to various grazing management practices. This knowledge and expertise has been built up over
100 years and passed gradually, carefully and deliberately from one generation to the next.

| note public access is a concern for some. From my experience access has never been denied when asked forin
a proper manner. | am aware of many people who have accessed this land for fishing , hunting or just recreation.
Recently a number

of four wheel drive tours have gone through this property (and adjoining properties). On this basis public access
should not be anissue.

Of particular note | have no confidence in the crown being abie to replicate the current high level of intensive
experienced management required to maintain the natural resources on this land. | fear they will manage this
property from afar, with few inspections and little idea of how to control the vegetation. This could easily create a
massive fire risk in this area which would threaten many other properties and put lives at risk.

| can see no benefit of this property reverting o the crown. It is already very well managed, has significant natural
resources (including some rare species of plant and wildlife) and there is public access. What more could (or
would ) the crown have done over the last 100 years that the present custodians have not?

Yours faithfully

Kelvin Hore
Poplar Lane
RD 4
Christchurch.

Internal Virus Database is out-of-date.
Checked by AVG Free Edition.
Version: 7.1.400 / Virus Database: 268.13.27/517 - Release Date: 3/11/2006

15/11/2006
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Joan Gallagher e

From: mooniightshadow [moontightshadow@xtra.co.nz]
Sent:  Tuesday, 14 November 2006 7:50 p.m.

To: Alexandra

Subject: Mt Ida Syndicate Review submission

14 November 2008
Submission to:

Commissioner of Crown Lands,
C/- DTZ New Zealand Ltd.

Mt ida Syndicate Review

| support the continuation of the stocking of this area for the following reasons:

1} 1 believe the generat aims of the Department of Conservation,in conserving this area, and the continuing
summer stocking of this high country are acheivable concurrently.

2) The summer stocking of this land is at less than one sheep to the Hectare, a conservative level for this class of
country.

It is arguable that this level of stocking actually enhances the area, particularly in regard to foot access, and fire
risk to the wider area.

3) As some vehicle access to the area is essentual to the current graziers, access for the public is presently being
mantained at no cost the crown.

4) The grazing of this land eams valuable overseas exchange for New Zealand.

5) Under the current grazing regime, the graziers rely on the relatively consistant grazing afforded by the Mt 1da
Syndicate, which is not necessarily replaceable just by the purchase of more valley floor property, due to summer
dry on the plains.

8) A restriction to grazing this area will have a deprimental flow-on effect to the local rural servicing businesses in
terms of lost business.

Submission presenied by Owen Williamson
Technical Field Representaiive
PGG Wrightson
Ranfurly

15/11/2006
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Commissioner of Crown Lands,
C/- DTZ New Zealand Limited.

Mt Ida Syndicate Review
Legal Description of land concerned

Part Run 362B and Run 362C Mount Buster Survey District.

I am writing this submission to oppose the disposal of this land
io the Department of Conservation as a Conservation Area.

3. Description of proposed designations

In the report a list of significant inherent values are described.
Then opportunities are listed for recreational users. I would
suggest that these recreational opportunities have existed for
many years and have been enjoyed by those who are listed in the
report. The current owners of the licence (Mt Ida Syndicate)
have always allowed access to the land for these opportunities.

My personal interest is in 4wd activities and I have enjoyed the
access to this area in the past and wish this to continue. I note
further in the report there is some doubt whether this may be
able to continue under a new designation.

It is also mentioned that this area has had a long history of
grazing. Current vegetation types and all the significant inhereng
values have been sustained under the present management.
There is no guarantee that a change in designation will improve
the significant inherent values and the report states the area may
need grazing in the future as a management option.

Why does this report suggest a change in the designation that
will affect the lives and the economic viability of the licensees
listed in the report when the report clearly shows that the
Objects of a Part 3 review are already being met under the
present management?
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4 Discussion of proposed designations in relation to the object
of part 3CPL Act.

Object (a)

The report states that both options could meet the requirements
of object (a). The report states that the present management is
sustdinable so I suggest why make a change of designation.

Object (b)

Under full Crown ownership as conservation area there is no
guatantee that inherent significant values can be protected
There is the possibility of an increase of weed invasion or fire
It is stated that a level of protection could be atforded with the
continuance of grazing.

Object(c) (i)

The securing of public access to and enjoyment of the land. The
repott states that this is a likely outcome of full Crown
ownetship ahd Control. This public access has always been
enjdyed oh this land .If the land is designated as a conservation
area some of this access for motor vehicles and horse could be
restricted.

Under the present management the tracks have been well
maintained. From my experience the tracks in this area do not
deteriorate very quickly if used only at certain times of the year.

If this restriction where to happen with a change of designation
access to the land would be o only for those who could afford to
fly there or fit enough to ride a bike or walk. Access then is only
for a small percentage of the population

Object (c) (ii)
I agree that freehold disposal is not appropriate

Regards
Steve Dennis
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Contact address

SC Dennis

Wendon Valley

RD3

Gore

Phone 03 2072757
Cellphone 027 2072 095






