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The Commissioner of Crown Lands 

Land Information New Zealand, 

Crown Property and Investment, 

Private bag 4721, 

Christchurch 8140 

 

By email: pastoral&tenurereview@linz.govt.nz 

 

30 June 2014 

 

 

Dear Sir,   

 

 

Irishman Creek Tenure Review 
 

Submission from the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of NZ Inc (Forest and Bird)  

 

Introduction 
1. Forest and Bird is a national organisation comprising over 80,000 supporters and 

members in 56 branches throughout New Zealand.  The main object of the Society is 

to take all reasonable steps within the power of the Society to preserve and protect 

New Zealand's remaining flora and fauna, and natural features of New Zealand, for 

the benefit of the public including future generations.  This submission represents the 

views of the Society. 

2. Forest and Bird wishes to thank the Station Manager for providing unfettered access 

to the property as part of an NGO inspection and the assistance of Ken Taylor and 

Karyn Lee who accompanied us during the site visit.   

3. This submission addresses those matters that are relevant for the Commissioner to 

consider under Part 2 of the CPLA, and is informed by our site inspection and the 

expert ecological and landscape assessments underlying the Conservation 

Resources Report (CRR), in particular the ‘Addendum Report’ 2009. 
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Key submission points 
4. Forest and Bird supports the revised recommendations of the Department of 

Conservation identified on the map attached to the Irishman Creek Recommendation 

Report Addendum 2009 ‘the Addendum Report’. 

5. Forest and Bird does not accept that the Preliminary Proposal gives proper effect to 

the objects of Part 2 of the CPLA. The Preliminary Proposal provides for the 

unencumbered freeholding of land with significant inherent values (SIVs), and as a 

consequence the potential loss of these values. The failure to protect those values is 

inconsistent with the objects of Part 2.   

6. Of greatest concern are: 

a. the failure to properly protect the lateral moraine north of the Tekapo Canal; 

b. the unencumbered freeholding of the outwash surface and moraine to the 

north of the homestead and the alluvial plain viewed from SH8; 

c. a short term conservation covenant on land alongside Lake Pukaki; and  

d. the unavailability of public access to important areas for enjoyment of the 

SIVs and for recreational opportunities for both now and in the future. 

7. No explanation is given as to why some areas have been freeholded unencumbered 

despite containing identified SIVs. The importance of protecting SIVs over 

freeholding productive land in tenure reviews is implicit in the Act. There is a clear 

hierarchy in the objects of section 24.  Co-primacy is accorded to promotion of the 

management of reviewable land in a way that is ecologically sustainable and the 

protection of significant inherent values of reviewable land.  These objects are more 

important than the freehold disposal of reviewable land, which is the last object.  The 

object of managing land in a way that is ecologically sustainable is more important 

than freeing land from management constraints. The decision to put this Preliminary 

Proposal to the leaseholder does not accord with the hierarchy of those objects.  The 

Commissioner is not required to achieve all of those objects in every instance, but his 

decision must be consistent with them, and their hierarchy. 

8. The CPLA does not define “protection”, and relies on the definition in the 

Conservation Act.  In the Conservation Act, protection includes not only maintenance 

in its current state but also includes restoration and enhancement or expansion. 1 

                                                           
1
 S 2 Conservation Act 1987 

“protection, in relation to a resource, means its maintenance, so far as is practicable, in its current state; 

but includes— 
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9. This submission refers in several places to: 

a. The protection of SIVs on Irishman Creek in the broader context of  

patterns/trends of protection and loss on SIVs across reviewable land beyond 

Irishman Creek; and 

b. Opportunities for protection of SIVs and the promotion of ecological 

sustainability on Irishman Creek to contribute to a wider outcome of protection 

of SIVs and promotion of ecological sustainability on reviewable land beyond 

Irishman Creek. 

10. Forest & Bird submits that those submission points are relevant to the Irishman 

Creek tenure review, and should not be disallowed because they refer to the broader 

context.  The objects of the CPLA include promoting the management of reviewable 

land in a way that is ecologically sustainable, and enabling the protection of the SIVs 

of reviewable land.  

11. Although the Commissioner is acting in relation to the particular preliminary or 

substantive proposal that is presently being reviewed (in this case the Irishman 

Creek proposal), nothing in the Act prevents him considering the promotion of 

ecological sustainability or protection of SIVs in the broader context of reviewable 

land when acting under Part 2 (for example, the potential for enhanced recreational 

opportunities in the future on any adjoining reviewable land).  

12. The Commissioner is not required by the CPLA to ignore the broader context where it 

is relevant.  We submit that the broader context is particularly relevant here, firstly 

because the Objects of Part 2 relate to “reviewable land” generally and secondly 

because effective protection of SIVs and promotion of ecological sustainability 

requires consideration of the broader context.  

13. Considering a review in context optimises promotion of ecological sustainability due 

to the landscape scale, inclusion of full sequences, continuity and linkage, buffering 

ability to core areas and more compact areas. Those objects cannot properly be 

achieved if consideration of them is compartmentalised by ignoring past losses and 

future opportunities on reviewable land beyond the proposal under consideration.  

This is particularly so in the case of Irishman Creek, which is adjacent to two other 

parcels of reviewable land currently progressing through tenure review and where 

real opportunities for meaningful landscape-scale protection of SIVs exist.  
                                                                                                                                                                                     

(a) its restoration to some former state; and(b) its augmentation, enhancement, or 

expansion” 

(b) its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” 
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Grazing Concessions 

14. Forest and Bird is comfortable with the light grazing regime proposed for CA2 and 

SR 1.  

Public Access 

15. There appears to be little effort to provide any form of meaningful access over land 

proposed to be freeholded. Any recreational opportunities are disjointed, with no 

provision for connection between the proposed conservation areas. 

16. There has been no thought given to any opportunities to provide for access to, and 

allowing for the possibility of, enhanced recreational opportunities over adjoining 

reviewable land in the future; for example, possible connections between Balmoral 

and Irishman Creek along the north-west boundary. Also, since the tenure review 

assessments on Irishman Creek were prepared the Alpine to Ocean (A20) trail has 

been developed.  This has greatly enhanced recreational opportunities in the Basin 

with a myriad of opportunities to provide other trails on reviewable land to enhance 

the A20 experience2.  

17. The Preliminary Proposal forgoes the significant opportunity this  review offers to 

provide for educational and interpretational opportunities to celebrate the unique 

glacial landscape. 

18. Public access as proposed appears to have been substantially disregarded, and its 

treatment does not give proper effect to s 24 CPLA. 

Relief sought  
19. Forest & Bird wishes to see the following changes in the Substantive Proposal, in 

order to properly achieve the objects of Part 2 of the CPLA: 

a. Return land to full crown ownership in accordance with the Conservation 

Resources Addendum report. 

b. Provide for public access from Haymans Road to Mt MacDonald. 

c. Ensure all land returned to the Crown is interconnected or access between 

freeholded land and land proposed to be returned to the Crown is provided. 

 
Recommendations from Upper Waitaki Shared Vision Forum and Tenure Review 

20. The Upper Waitaki Shared Vision Forum3 was established by the Government in an 

effort to find a common understanding as to how the outstanding landscapes and 

                                                           
2
 http://www.alps2ocean.com/ 

3
 http://mackenziecountry.org.nz 
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biodiversity values within the northern Basin could be protected whilst providing for 

farming into the future.  

21. The Forum was created and supported by the Government, and included 

representatives from over 22 parties including local farmers, irrigators, tourism 

operators and conservationists.  Those parties worked hard to create a collaborative 

agreement containing a series of recommendations as to how this vision might be 

achieved.  

22. The product of the Forum was “The Mackenzie Agreement”, which recommended 

that in order to ensure that large and interconnected areas representing the 

altitudinal sequence and the biodiversity values at that scale were protected within 

the Mackenzie, 100,000 ha should be protected through a range of processes, 

including through the tenure review processes.  

23. The Irishman Creek tenure review proposal appears to be counter to what has been 

recommended by the Forum. The proposal forgoes any opportunity for connectivity at 

a large-landscape scale in the future and in fact provides for the future loss of 

outstanding landscapes and significant biodiversity values. 

24. The recommendations set out in The Mackenzie Agreement are consistent with the 

objects of Part 2 of the CPLA and the CPLA’s purpose, and are able to be taken into 

account in decisions under the CPLA.  These recommendations are one way in 

which the Commissioner’s decisions in relation to the Irishman Creek tenure review 

can be taken in the proper context, rather than in the artificially narrow context that 

occurs review-by-review. 

 
Relief sought 

25. Forest & Bird wishes to see the following changes in the Substantive Proposal, in 

order to properly achieve the objects of Part 2 of the CPLA: 

a. Give proper effect to The Mackenzie Agreement by ensuring there is the 

potential for connected large landscape protection in the future.  This would 

be achieved by implementing the recommended areas for protection as set 

out in the DOC Addendum Report. 

CC1 – Covenant agreement –Lake Pukaki Lakeside face-Landscape Amenity  

26. Forest and Bird supports the appropriateness of a covenant over this freeholded land 

but has significant concerns about the ability of proposed Covenant CC1 to protect 
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SIVs because of the short term nature of the covenant and the permissiveness of the 

special conditions associated with it.  

27. According to the ‘Summary of Preliminary Proposal’, Covenant CC1 is considered to 

be in recognition of the significance of the landscape......[which] is perceived as  

being a highly natural landscape and New Zealand’s most spectacular illustration of 

glacial morphology on a grand scale. The summary describes the area as being 

highly visible from SH80, and although it has been oversown and top-dressed in the 

past, it is said to still retain its ‘natural hues’.  

28. The Summary author considers that risks to these landscape values are limited to 

subdivision, construction and tree planting. Forest and Bird considers that there are 

other risks that need managing. Risks include uncontrolled over-sowing and top- 

dressing, herbicide spraying, cultivation and the planting of crops resulting in the 

potential for the considerable loss of natural character, the loss of the visual 

coherence that currently exists, the greening of a highly visible and geologically 

important landscape, earthworks scars and the erection of buildings, and impact by 

stock on the wetlands and kettleholes contained within the proposed covenant. 

Term of Covenant CC1 

29. The covenant will be in existence for a maximum of 15 years.  

30. The primary objects of tenure review, as set out in the Crown Pastoral Land Act 1998 

(CPLA) are to promote the management of reviewable land in a way that is 

ecologically sustainable, and to enable the protection of the significant inherent 

values of reviewable land by the creation of protective mechanisms; or (preferably) 

by restoration of the land to full Crown ownership and control.  Additional objects are 

subject to those ecological requirements. 

31. Where the statutory preference for restoration to full Crown ownership and control is 

not followed, and instead protective mechanisms are proposed as here, the purpose 

of the protective mechanism is to enable the protection of the significant inherent 

values of reviewable land (as set out in section 24), or for one of the additional 

purposes set out in section 40(2)4.  In this case, the protective mechanism is said to 

be for two purposes: the protection of a significant inherent value of the land 

                                                           
4
 40(2)The matters are— 

(a)the protection of a significant inherent value of the land concerned: 
(b)the management of the land concerned in a way that is ecologically sustainable: 
(c)public access across or to the land concerned: 
(d)public enjoyment of the land concerned. 
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concerned; and the management of the land concerned in a way that is ecologically 

sustainable. 

32. These nationally important landscape and geological SIVs will, if protected, exist 

forever.  Yet the protection of the values is proposed to be for a maximum of 15 

years.  There is no explanation given for the lack of any protection beyond 15 years.  

A time bound covenant without any assurance of protection beyond a limited term will 

not “protect” the SIV’s. In providing for covenants to be used to “protect” SIVs, the 

CPLA must envisage that the protection will be in place in perpetuity (or at least for 

as long as the SIV exists).  The covenant does not protect the SIVs or ensure the 

land’s ecological sustainability in the future, and therefore does not fulfil any valid 

purpose for which covenants may be used under the CPLA.5   

33. Protection under the covenant may be for an even shorter time if the Minister 

considers that District Plan provisions are sufficient to protect the values.  If that 

occurs, the covenant can be removed in as little as 10 years, with no option to regain 

control over the terms of management of these SIVs.   

34. The time-limited covenant appears to be premised on the assumption that long-term 

protection will be achieved under the Mackenzie District Plan.  Forest & Bird 

considers that the Commissioner is not entitled to rely on plan provisions to achieve 

protection of SIVs, and must instead be satisfied that protection achieved through 

tenure review itself is sufficient. 

35. A district plan is reviewed every 10 years (and can be changed at any time).  There 

can be no guarantee whatsoever that any provisions in the Mackenzie District Plan 

will secure the protection of the ecological and landscape values in the future. Nor 

can there be any assurance that the provisions as currently set out in Part 2 of the 

Resource Management Act (which guide plan preparation) will remain, given the 

current government’s stated aim of reforming Part 2. 

36. In previous submissions on tenure review preliminary proposals, Forest and Bird 

raised concerns about the level of protection a district plan would be likely to provide 

in the protection of SIVs on land that has been proposed to be freeholded. These 

submission points have been disallowed as an irrelevant matter.6 Despite that view 

being taken in the past, it would now seem that the Commissioner intends to rely on 

the RMA to protect SIVs.   

Special conditions 

                                                           
5
 As set out in sections 24 and 40. 

6
 See for example LINZ Analysis of Submissions for The Wolds and Maryburn Preliminary Proposals. 
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37. The proposed Special Conditions attached to Covenant CC1 are highly permissive 

and unlikely to protect the values, even in the short-term. The activities allowed have 

a real potential to undermine the very values the covenant purports to protect. The 

landscape amenity values are described in ‘Schedule 1 3 Values of Land to be 

protected’ as a landscape that is highly visible, perceived as being highly natural, has 

overall unity, simplicity and coherence of the landscape and high apparent 

naturalness. It also acknowledges that one of the most notable aspects of the 

landscape is its uniform brownness which reflects the predominance of extensive 

grazing on structurally dominant native tussocklands.  Covenant CC1 should not 

permit activities that are likely to result in loss or damage of those values: that is not 

“protection”. 

38. The covenant fails to protect the numerous wetlands and kettleholes that are within 

the area. Brown (2002)7 described the wetlands as being of high quality and 

providing habitat for a variety of wetland birds such as marsh crake and probably 

bittern. Black stilts (kaki) have used the wetlands historically and probably will again. 

Kaki have a threat status of critically endangered and are only found in the braided 

rivers and wetlands in the Mackenzie Basin.8 One of the major threats to Kaki is the 

ongoing loss and modification of habitat through agricultural intensification.  

39. The wetlands are dominated by carex species and are considered to be 

hydrologically linked.  

40. The landscape survey also identified the wetlands and kettleholes as significant 

natural landscape features to be protected. 

41. The wetlands and kettleholes were considered by DOC in its Addendum Report to be 

a major reason why the Lake Pukaki face should be a covenanted area and 

recommended the fencing of the wetlands and light sheep grazing within the 

kettleholes. 

42. The Special Conditions attached to Schedule 1 are of concern to Forest and Bird, in 

particular: 

a. Condition 1.1: Grazing - there are carex wetlands and kettleholes within the 

area, identified in various tenure review reports prepared by the Department 

of Conservation technical advisors, Steven (2002), Brown (2002), Head 

(2008).  Cattle grazing within the wetland area and kettleholes can cause 

fouling, pugging and the trampling of plants resulting in a reduction of biomass 

                                                           
7
 Unpublished tenure review report, 2002. 

8
 http://www.doc.govt.nz/conservation/native-animals/birds/birds-a-z/black-stilt-kaki/facts/ 

Submission 39RELEASED UNDER THE OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT



9 
 

that has an impact on bird habitat. There is no requirement in the covenant for 

these areas to be fenced, for cattle to be specifically excluded, or any 

recognition of the wetlands as highly significant habitat for extremely 

vulnerable bird species including black stilt/kaki. 

The Kettleholes have been described as having excellent turf communities 

including the nationally vulnerable native forget-me-not, Head 2008 (ibid) they 

are also a Naturally Uncommon Ecosystems and a National Priority 2 3 and 4 

to protect.  Grazing will cause loss or damage of these highly significant 

ecological values 

b. Condition 1.2: New fencing and associated earthworks - There appears to be 

no consideration on the potential of these activities to impact on the highly 

visible and natural looking landscape as viewed from across the Lake or other 

public viewing areas.  

c. Condition 1.3: Uncontrolled Clearance of native shrubland species and short 

tussock using mechanical and chemical means is permitted. This presumably 

is to clear the land for the planting of exotic grass and crop species. Spraying 

is not permitted within 20 m of watercourses. This would negatively impact on 

the natural landscape values and could include loss of kettleholes and 

wetlands (which are water bodies not water courses), or could indirectly 

impact on them through changes in hydrological regimes and vegetation 

cover.  The covenant conditions should ensure that permitted activities do not 

significantly impact (directly or indirectly) on landscape values and wetlands.  

d. Condition 1.5: Planting of crops for farming purposes except within a 20 m 

margin of watercourses. It is acknowledged that there are areas within CC1 

that could accommodate paddock development providing this is a carefully 

managed process, for example restricted to lower flatter areas with no 

wetlands or tarns and in areas  and  not likely to impinge on the natural 

character of the lake landscape as seen from public places such as SH80. 

The covenant conditions do not provide for a process of more detailed 

assessment and identification of suitable areas or any consideration as to 

what the impact on the landscape values might be. As it stands there is a real 

possibility of significant greening of the landscape and an undermining of the 

overall coherence and naturalness the covenant sets out to protect albeit 

temporarily. 
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e. There is also no provision for any public access between Hayman Road and 

areas with SIVs on top around Mt MacDonald. We note however that there is 

a legal road approximately along the line of an existing 4WD track which 

would provide ready access. This road does not appear to have been 

acknowledged in the preliminary proposal. 

Relief sought  

43. A covenant that sets out to only protect SIVs for the short term and that provides for 

highly permissive conditions as part of the covenant amounts to little in the way of 

any meaningful protection of the identified SIVs, and there is no evidence that the 

proposed covenant will promote management of the land in a way that is ecologically 

sustainable.  Covenant CC1 does not achieve the purpose of a protective 

mechanism.   

44. The area subject to the covenant includes high quality carex wetlands and 

kettleholes which are one of New Zealand’s naturally uncommon ecosystems and 

provide habitat for a variety of native birds including the critically endangered Kaki. 

The covenant fails to provide any protection for these SIVs.  

45. Forest & Bird seeks that Covenant CC1 apply in perpetuity. 

46. Forest & Bird seeks the following changes to the Special conditions of Covenant 

CC1:  

a. Delete all provisions in clause 4 of Schedule 2 Special Conditions. 

b. Devise a management plan to ensure the SIVs are protected that would 

include: 

i. Proper identification and mapping of wetlands and kettleholes.  Nearer 

the stilling pond there is a complex of the characteristic south to west 

drainage channels and an obvious ephemeral tarn. When survey work 

was being carried out on the lakeside areas in 2002 the extent of 

survey possible was time-limited and there was not the advantage of 

Google Maps to examine the landscape. However these features can 

now be seen clearly on Google Maps. 

ii. Wetlands and kettleholes as identified in DOC technical reports and 

the Addendum Report are fenced and their condition monitored; or 

light sheep grazing only in blocks with wetlands and kettleholes.  

iii. Suitable areas for mechanical cultivation, spraying and planting of 

crops that will not adversely impact on the significance of the 
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landscape including its visibility from public roads and tracks, high 

naturalness and its ‘spectacular illustration of glacial morphology’ to 

be identified with the assistance of a qualified landscape architect and 

approved by the Minister.  

iv. Identification of a building platform for any future dwelling by 

agreement between the landholder and the Minister with the 

assistance of a qualified landscape architect to ensure it will not 

adversely impact on the significance of the landscape including its 

visibility from public roads and tracks, high naturalness and its 

‘spectacular illustration of glacial morphology’.  

v. Identify a suitable public access route between Haymans Road and Mt 

MacDonald. 

CA 2 and CA3 

47. Forest and Bird supports CA 2 and CA3 being returned to full crown ownership and 

control, but is puzzled as to why the area north of CA3 is not included as part of the 

landscape unit. See discussion below. 

Proposed Freehold Area west of and north of Mt MacDonald including west face of Mt 
MacDonald 

48. There appears to be no valid reason for the freeholding of the lateral moraines north 

of the Tekapo canal. The moraines are part of a whole SIV.   There is simply no 

geological, ecological or landscape rationale that justifies separating this area out.  

49. The land shown as Mt John moraine on Ms Steven’s 2002 landform map should be 

included as part of  a conservation area – it is as valued as the area south of the 

canal. This was proposed in the DOC 2009 Addendum.  In fact this area is even 

more valuable, as it does not have the extensive areas disturbed by canal 

development that CA2 has, nor does it have the same wilding tree problem.  

50.  If the proposed CA2/CA3 landscape areas are worthy of protection (and Forest & 

Bird considers that they are), then so is this area if not more so. It has the same 

intricate patterns of moraine landforms, the same vegetation cover, and the same 

landscape values. There are particularly intricate braided patterns in the flat hollows 

between moraine ridges. 

51. There are kettleholes and ephemerally wet areas that contain threatened species in 

this area.  Dry moraine ecosystems and kettleholes are classified as naturally 
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uncommon ecosystems (Williams et al 20079) and are ecosystems identified as being 

a national priority to protect10. Furthermore dry moraines are now classified as 

endangered (Holdaway et al 201211) further emphasising the importance of 

adequately protecting this area. Although the Williams paper is referred to in Mr 

Head’s Supplementary Report, 2008  it  does not refer to William’s consideration of 

the  important status of dry moraines, and the Holdaway et al paper was published in 

2012 after the DOC reports were compiled.  

52. The view north over the Canal is impressive with a natural looking short tussock 

moraine land as the foreground to the alpine peaks in the background including 

Aoraki. This is one of the most memorable views in the basin. 

53. Mt MacDonald offers an important opportunity to provide views over the area and for 

the interpretation of the outstanding geological features that are highly legible from 

this viewpoint.  The DOC Addendum Report recommends that the area is protected 

and returned to full Crown ownership.  

Figure 1 The photo above shows the lateral moraine north of the canal and illustrates its high degree of 
naturalness and outstanding geomorphological legibility. 

 

54. The proposal to freehold land that is part of the Mt John moraine fails to properly 

protect the significant inherent values as identified in various expert reports prepared 

by the Department of Conservation, the Addendum Report (2009), Nick Head (2008), 

and Anne Steven (2002). 

                                                           
9 Williams PA, Wiser S, Clarkson B and Stanley MC 2007. New Zealand’s historically rare terrestrial ecosystems 
set in a physical and physiognomic framework. New Zealand Journal of Ecology 31(2): 119-128 
10 Ministry for the Environment 2007. Protecting our Places. Introducing the national priorities for protecting rare 
and threatened native biodiversity on private land. Ministry for the Environment, Wellington. 
11 Holdaway, R. J.; Wiser, S. K.; Williams P, A.: 2012.  Status assessment of New Zealand’s naturally uncommon 
ecosystems. Conservation Biology 26 (4), 619-629. 
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55. Then proposal fails to provide any reasons as to why it is proposed to freehold land 

unencumbered with SIVs that are as significant if not more so than areas CA2 and 

CA3. Nor does there appear to be any consideration of how this increasingly rare 

ecosystem will be impacted on as a result of the proposed freeholding. 

56.  This aspect of the Preliminary Proposal is contrary to the objects of Part 2 of the 

CPLA. 

Relief sought 

57. Designate the land north of the canal (and identified in the DOC Addendum Report 

Map as part of ‘Area 1’) to be returned to full crown ownership and added to the 

proposed CA3 in the Substantive Proposal.  

Proposed CA1/SR1   

58. The proposed CA1 and SR1 is supported however the area covered by SR 1 needs 

to be extended and returned to full crown ownership as recommended in Steven 

(2002),Head (2008) and the DOC Addendum Report Map as CA2. The extended 

area should include: 

a. the lacustrine basin and moraines and knob and kettle topography of the 

northwest corner with  its dramatic erratics some of which are large and 

typically associated with native shrubs 

b. the smooth sloping outwash and gully to the  north of the homestead and 

west of Irishman Creek. 

c.  the full extent of the alluvial plain on the true left of Irishman Creek  

59. The lacustrine basin and moraine features are continuous and of the same 

landscape character with the proposed SR1 area and with proposed protected areas 

on Balmoral adjacent. There is no landscape/visual, ecological or geological basis for 

separating them out. They are of similar value as SIVs as the area proposed for SR1. 

The erratics are most numerous and best developed in this area, they have 

impressive displays of lichen and provide refuges for native shrubs. The lacustrine 

basin is unique in this area so adds an additional dimension to the natural history of 

the area. The features in this area are important to the overall cohesiveness and 

integrity of the glacially derived geomorphology which is regarded as very significant 

and nationally outstanding. 

60. The outwash plain is impressive for its homogeneity of form (sloping planar surface) 

and vegetation cover (continuous short tussock grassland); and its perceptual 
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qualities especially the sense of unlimited space. It is unusual in that it does not 

display the typical braided hump and hollow pattern. It is also unusual in that most 

surfaces like this elsewhere have been more heavily developed for pastoral use.  The 

loss of these SIVs elsewhere makes protection of these SIVs even more imperative. 

61. Both areas support at risk and threatened species such as coral broom, Beauverd’s 

raoulia and dwarf heath and possibly spring annuals which are threatened species. It 

is an ecosystem that is considered a national priority to protect. It is also a Naturally 

Uncommon or Rare Ecosystem (Inland Outwash Gravels).12  

62. This surface contains a diversity of native vegetation typical of this ecosystems 

including at least two At Risk species – Leucopogon nanum (At Risk – Naturally 

Uncommon) and Coral Broom Carmichaelia crassicaulis (At Risk – Declining) as well 

as Raoulia parkii noted as of significance in the DOC Addendum Report. The typical 

range of non threatened species was observed – fescue tussock, Coprosma petriei, 

Luzula spp., Colobanthus (possibly brevispalus which is At Risk - Naturally 

Uncommon), small Pimelea shrubs, mosses and lichen, Leucopogon species (fraseri 

as well nanum), Raoulia spp.  Leucopogon nanum is widespread giving the 

characteristic russet hue to open areas of ground hugging vegetation. The entire 

area is within Chronically and At Risk Land Environments (where only between 10-

30% of these environments have indigenous vegetation left).  The extent of past loss 

is relevant to the importance of these SIVs and the need under the CPLA to prioritise 

their protection. 

63. The alluvial surface is the important foreground to the classic view through Irishman 

Creek and displays the characteristic braided pattern. Not only is it a rare ecosystem 

considered to be a national priority to protect it is also integral to one of the most 

‘iconic’ and recognised  views of the Mackenzie Basin. It is highly visible from SW8 

when travelling though the Basin. 

64.  It is difficult to understand how the freeholding of this land without any protective 

mechanism to ensure its contribution to the outstanding landscape and high level of 

naturalness are not undermined can be considered by the Commissioner to be 

reasonably in accordance with the CPLA.   It is of very limited pastoral value in its 

current state and is highly vulnerable to development to support pastoral use if 

freeholded. This would be completely inappropriate given its natural character, visual 

prominence and very high ecological value.  It is also acknowledged as a Chronically 

                                                           
12

 http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/publications/factsheets/rare-ecosystems/inland-and-
alpine/inland-outwash-gravels. 
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Threatened Environment (10-20% of this environment is left with indigenous 

vegetation).  

65. Within Irishman Creek, as a whole this area has an intact array of glacially derived 

landforms. Landforms are both clear in individual forms as well as in their 

relationships with each other, due to absence of fragmenting cultural elements and 

the homogenous fine textured low grassland cover. Added to potentially protected 

areas on the adjacent Balmoral Lease (Old Man Range) the natural science values 

(geomorphology, ecology) are very high and also support very high visual values. 

66. This area has very high landscape values, due to the homogenous cover of low fine 

texture grassland. This greatly enhances the sense of scale and vast open space – a 

particular experience of the Mackenzie Basin. Homogenous cover over the variety of 

glacial and fluvio-glacial landforms also greatly enhances legibility both of individual 

landforms and suites of inter related landforms. Visual coherence and unity – key 

visual quality indicators - are also very high due to this type of cover and the absence 

of intrusive or fragmenting elements.  

67. There are a lot of small glacial moraine landform elements together forming intricate 

patterns in the northwest corner, these are apparent when viewed on Google maps.  

68. This area is an integral part of the much more natural suite of tussock grassland 

covered landforms visible from SH8; it is also a distinctive form due to its planar 

nature facing the highway – it also has a smooth vegetation cover rather than the 

braided hump and hollow which emphasizes its clean form. 

69. 

Photo 2 The foreground proposed to be freeholded and highly visible from SW8 fails to recognise the 
significant landscape amenity and natural science values of the alluvial fan. 
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Such expansive areas covering a variety of landforms with an intact indigenous 

dominated vegetation cover are rare at low altitudes over easy topography because 

generally they are developed to some degree or obviously affected by sheep grazing. 

70. This area provides an excellent resource for public recreation being of easy terrain 

suitable for walking and mountain biking. The experience of the glacially derived 

landscape is unique here, a combination of long sweeping old weathered moraine 

forms merging into planar outwash, as well as humps and hummocks of older 

moraine, small suites of washboard moraines, erratics and more recent alluvial 

channels. Hill 85113 provides an excellent viewpoint to enjoy this expansive natural 

landscape. 

71. The proposal to freehold the alluvial outwash and the north-west corner fails to 

protect significant inherent values including rare and threatened ecosystems and the 

outstanding landscape as viewed from SW8. 

72. The proposed freeholding of the land fails to give proper consideration of recreational 

opportunities and meaningful public access.  The proposal is contrary to s24  (a)(i) 24 

(b)(i)(ii) and 24(c)(i) CPLA. 

Relief sought 

73. Return the land to full crown ownership and add to SR1 managed to protect its SIVs 

including its landscape amenity and as a rare ecosystem that is of high priority to 

protect. 

74. Ensure the lupin and wilding trees are eradicated prior to relinquishment by the 

leasee and a long-term management plan is in place to ensure this remains the case.  

   

Address for Service 

Jennifer Miller 

P O Box 2516 

Christchurch 

Phone 021 561 778 

Email: j.miller@forstandbird.org.nz 
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