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We obseNe however that a substantial area of land rising to well above 1000m
altitude j.g proposed for unencumbered freehold (see Map 1); an area aJso identified
aS,having significant inherent vafues, particUlarly landscape values.
This land i.8 described at p5 of the Preliminary Proposal as having average snow
tussock cover. having in the past suffered severe degr.adation, and being of Uttle va.!ue
for grazing. We accept this is one of those cnal1enging ·areas where degradation has
been SQ severe thqt any ecological values are diminished, but there re:main high
landscape values, particularly in this case the character of expansive, natura~ r.ooklng
hi:gh aUitude taU tussock grasslan.d studded with rock outcrops; and an lntegrUy of
landscape tflat renes on absence of obvjous development and exotic species'. The
potential for restoration 'over a·long period of time must also not be overlooked.

This proposal is inconsistent with outcomes on other properties (e9, Lake Hawea
Statton) and 'with the objectives of tenur.e review.
It is our view that allowing unencumbered freehoJding vv.iH not promote e60foglcaHy
sustainable management; nor protect and enhance the existing significant inherent
vaJues~' the prime objectives of tenure review.

Whi1st the land 1s 'warm' and northerly facing country with broad (olUng spurs which
may mean better growing condItions than a.ftitude ~done sug:gests, much of it is Grass
VU~ country, of low fertHity naturally and hlghJy susceptible to erosion. it is not
generaHyeconomic to ap.ply fertUlser to land above 1000...120o.m (taking into aocount
the aspect and terra~n as explained) because of the short gfowing saason. Without
fertiliser appUcatJotl, long term degradation wilt continue as nutrients wa1k off in meat
and woof.- .
This area is already very degraded and without very careful use or comp:Jefe
retirement from grazing to aHow recoveryJ degradation is U'kely to continue. With no
restrictions on typel intensity, timing and duration of stock gra'zing th.e area Is
vulnerable to over-grazing particUfarly if greater pressure Is placed 9n the fand
because of reduced property· size. There i's 110 requirement fn the Proposa~ to maintain
a tussock cover. The Proposal at p9 refers to the m'anagernent of tile current ovvners
as a rationale for free hofding., but future oVvners may not be so careful with their
management and use.

We also submit that a taU tussock cover over this' area is of greater value in terms of
ecosystenl services, long tanTI control of hieracium and other weed. species, and
landscape values than that associated with very Ihnited productivity from pastoral use J .

which would most Iike·lyelimlnate any tussock cover eventually. Substitution of even
degraded tatl tussock with exotic pasture is not acceptable In this context.
We do not accept that there is no better alternative, as stated at p9 of the Proposal.
Retiring the areas with remnant snow tussock or managing them very carefully to
allow them to recover whilst also protecting landscape values is a better alternative,
especiany s'ince they hold little grazing value.

On Lake Hawsa Station a IQrge block of 900..1500m a.ttitude of severely degraded taU
. tussocl<land on slmftar terrain was proposed for freeho.ld with ,a sustainable
management covenant (SMC). This proposaJ recognised that recovery of tall tussock
is the desirable outcome to protect the soil and control hieracium in the long term; but
that in the shorter tenn light seasonal grazing may assist in controlling hleracium. The
proposal for this SMC stated "restoration of the vegetation cover [i.e., tan tussock and
other native species1 so the soil resource is protected is a fundamental pre-requisite
for the sustainable /nanage/nent of the land." (piS). The purpose of the covenant was
restorative land management, not economic return for the farmer. Grazing was seen
as a management tool only. We believe this also applies to CludenJs high country,
The grazing permitted was for 3400 sl1eep over the entire area for no ITIOre than 4-6
weeks in any year, with some areas only being aHowed 700 sheep. No burning or
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destruction of vegetation is permitted. The vegetation was to be monitored and
grazing conditions altered as necessary. Monitoring was to be carried out by a
quatiffed ecologist according to an agreed methodology, paid for by the farmer. There
is a 5 year review period. There is however no requirement to dress with fertiUser, and
the~~port stated that it has not been applied, as it is ut1economi'c~ This WiU have
contrjbuted to the d$9J"adation apparent today. '
We submitted that fertmser qppUcatlon is necessary to replace nutrients being taken
off, to avo.id depletion of the soli reSource. If this t8 just not economic on balance for
the farmer, then grazing .must cease. Further, that the taU tussock cover has. to be
in1prQved~ not just maintained; and there is to be .no reduction of existing natura1
character. We also submitted that tJntUmonitorlng prQved there was improvement
occurring despite the grazing permitle.d1 then the land should remah' in Crown control.
Positive mo.nitoring results eouid then support freehofding of the fand under covenant.

Coming back to Cluden, we also do not accept there are no practic·al boundaries
enabling these areas to be :includedin CA2. Triangle Block is already a fenced block
as is Top Richmond and Shaws,atl of ·which could be included in their entirety in CA2
with very littl.s land below 1000m altitude be:ing taken out of the freehold.

We show in the attached Map·1 the area we are most concerned about as
unencumbered freehold. Ide:a1Jy we 'would llke to see this land as part of CA2. A less
ideat second o.ption is the place'ment of a sustainable management covenant over the
area~ The submissIon points we made with respect to Lake Hawea Station also apply .
to Clud:en.
We do not support unencumbered fre'eholding.

2.11 Corridor betweel1 CA1 and CA2
We are a"so dlsB:ppointed to see that original proposafs for a fun corridor of protected
land nnklng CA1 and' CA2, providin.g a fuH vaHey floor to mountain top sequence and
~-AGludiFtQ-a-farga-part-ef-this-hi~Aer--afUttlde-tafld-dese.ribea--above,Mas-been-df0ppeEf;­

We were not able to visit the Triangle and Top Richmond blocks but from photographs
and the eRR we understand there to be at feast an appearance. of snow tussock .
cover (certainly a natured looking grassiand) and impreSs'ive rock bluffs in the upper
catchment of Blue SUp stream., fn the Top Richmond block. There are arso interesting
shrublands in the gulUe.s~ containIng 8 species which have been identIfied as not
com'men on' the property or withIn the district. It is likely these areas would be of
interest to the pubUc and access is desirable.

We quote from p19 of the eRR:

IISpectacufar and farge bluff systems are found in the Top Richmond block. Diverse
native shrublands, with Uttle briar, occur on and around the bluffs. Species present
.include the weeping Melicytus sp., weeping mapou (uncommon elsewhere), Corokia
cotoneaster, Coprosma cilialfi, HeliohrysUin iniem1edium and bracken (Pteridiun1
esculentum).
Below the bluff systems is a gorge with talus slopes and dense riparian shrubland. .
Shrub species include Olearia cymbifolia1 taU \f\feeping mapou, tree daisy, Coprosma
interlexta, mingtmingfl C. ciliata, Co.rokia cotoneaster,matagouri , mountain wineberry,
bush snowberry (Gaulthe/ia antipoda), native broom, koromiko, Hebe rakaiensis, and
occasional Dracophyllum longifolium and coral broom at the margins of the shrubland.
The Hanes Muehlenbeckia complexa, Parsonsia heferophylla and clematis are
present, with the foHowing native herbs mountain daisy (Celmisia gracilenta), golden
Spaniard, Maori onion (Bulbinella angusfifofia) and Dolichoglottis Iyallii also comm·on.
Toetoe (Cortaderiarichardil) is growing in the gully bottom.1I
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We submit that this originaIty proposed corridor of protected land be reh;cfuded, as
shown on Map 1 and Map 2. Corridors for moving stock through (without lingering)
could be provided to ensure the farming op.eration can continue to run smooth{y.

(b) Upper Cluden vaHey (Back R~chlnond B:tock)

We have simlfar ooncerns about the proposed unencumbered freeholdlng of the high1

much steeper west..facing slop:e.s of most of the true light of the Upper Gluden
catchment/Richmond vaHey~

Particularly however, the proposed fenceHne between CA2 and the propos'ad freehold
is a true "surveyor's nne" - nothing m.Q:re than a straight Une on paper between two
distant p.()fnts. It bears no relC\tion to vegetation ohanges .or fand forms.. If implemented
it 'woufdcreate an untilatur.af visual outcome and' imp.act on the visual integrity of the
upper valley fandscap.e~ ;Itis not an outcome that we support. Furthermore a
sjgnitJcant area o.f higher altitude taU tussock land is omitted from CA2 that has high
conservation value, esp.eclaUy Jandscapey but is of very limited value for grazing.

We do not accep.t that a suitable fence line boundary cannot be found to separate the
lower s./opeswlth hi,ghly modifted cover and greater grazing value fronl the mid and

. upper slopes. We attach two phot¢ lmag;es (Photos 2 and 3) and an aerlal' photo map
(Map 3) show.ing where a fence could go that would largely sati$.fy vIsual valtMls,
protect the h.igher altitude s:ropes and anow freehofding of the ·more productive lower
s;Jop·es.

2.2 Proposed Conservation Area CA1

We funy support the retentIon of aU the area shown CA1 but as described abov:e we
submit that it be Hnked to CA2.

ParUcufar to this CA however, we observe that the upper marg.in fen.ce Y~Z does not
relate wen to the actuaf extent of shrubfand or to natural landform, in particular. a
gorged area with dense shrubland is omitted, This appears to be a drafting error to us.
This is tnustrated in the Photo 1 and Map 2. We subm:it that the top fence be as shown
'on these images.

We are pleased that thls area will be complete~y fenced off, so that stock browsing will
not retard any recovery of the woody cover.

We also see that the public wiU be able to access this block via track rc_q'. We submit
that public access be p.ermitted further up this track to access the Top Richmond block
and upper amended CA1.

2.3 CC5 - Greenos Bloc.k

We support the intent to protect the fandscape values of this block. This block is an
integral part of the impressive and highly natural Dunstan valley, as is recognised in
Schedule 1 of the proposed covenant. The cons'istency of natural character across the
entire valley is a major factor underlying its VSIY high landscape value. Any land use of
blocks forming part of th.is vaHey landscape need to ensure that natural character is
only enhanced, not diminished. Diminishing activities include overs-owing and
excessive fertHiser causing a greening and dominance of exotic species, tracking and
fenc.fng scars, over-grazing with loss of tussocl<, planting of trees, buildIng of
structures, and excavations.
We would prefer this block to remain as Crown rand as part of CA21 as this would best
protect the landscape integrity of the Dunstan valley. As a second-best option, the
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conditions of a proposed covenant need to cover aU these issues and we think a
sustainable management covenant would apply here too.

Controls would include restr1ctio.ns on the number of stock, duration and timing of
grazing and on ov.ersowlng and topdressing! tracking! fenoing~ e·arthworks and
structures. We· submit that there need to be Umits imposed to prevent the block being
turned into one do.minated by exotic pasture (and therefore vfsuany contrasting and
detracting ·from the Dunstan Vaney).

2.4 Covenants CC1·CC4 and CCS

We are pleased to see so.me protection bein.g provided for a number of the 9'Jl'ly
shrublands on the. property and we recognise the intent to prota.ct them. We do se·e
shortcomings with havtng Umited covenant areas and an absence of fencing however.

Preventlon of bum.ing~ spraying and physlcal clearance should include .aU shrubland
within the valleY. s.ystem. notjust ·a strip 2·0-BOm. wide a10l1g the stream:. This only
protects' what is there now and dO'es not allow for compact protected areas and proper
s'equences - a. baslc principle of land~cape ecology~ AUowance must be made for
future regrowth and in,creased woody. oover, in order to reverse serious decline in
biodiversity. These shrubfands tend to occur in and be part of L.ENZ env·ironments that
ate· very poorly represented in protected area systems and we must alm to fncrease
their contnibutiOJ'li not just ring fence what's teft today.

We afso sUbmit that the wooded areas need to be fenced off 1f true recovery is to be
achieved" As fOf!lQ as. stock have acce$S the edg,es wm not expand and the more
pa~atable spec/.as wm be eiUminated. There 19 als:o nottling to prevent a future owner
runnin.g goatsl or s:orne other specIes that thrIves 0.11 shrUbJand.
When dis·cuss,ing stock access with the iesseeJ they advised that corrldo:~s need to be
on'lyabout 10m wide. The Covenants provide for clearance up to 20m wide. We ,.
subm·jt that they be no more than 10m on average and that stock must not be
permitted to linger.

Regarding Ce6, we submit that this area should be included in CA2 and be extended
to the valley floor so a fun altitudinal sequence can be achieved.

We note also that no :covenant is now proposed for Big Spur Creek. Vve observed
diverse and dense sl1rublands in this guUy too (see appended Photo) and they need to .
be s1m·Harly protected.

2.5 Shrublands on Proposed Freehold

We are concerned that there is no provision to prevent burning, physical clearing and
mulching, root raking or chemical c1earance of numerous native shrub/and areas on
the proposed freehold areas outside of the covenants (see Photo appended to report).
As the ru1es regarding the clearance of native vegetatton do not appty to propertf-es
that have been through tenure review there is no protection under the RMA for these
shrublands.
We accept that the species present are probably predominantly common and
widespread, although we also note the eRR states that rarer species are also likely to
be present; and that the freehold parts of the propeliy also comprise the least"
protected LENZ categories.
The possIbility that the remaining woody cover could be removed or sUbstantially
reduced is not an acceptable one. Remaining vegetation should remain in perpetuity
and be able to increase its coverage, particularly on such degraded country as exists
on C'luden.
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As this would happen only slowly, there would be plenty of time to adjust the stocking
of the property.

We submit that until the distrIct plan repeals the exemption of ex-pastoral' le.ase land
fro·m its native vegetation cfearance rufes that clearance of native woody vegetation
on the freehold by whatever means is prohibited.

2~6 Protectlon of" streams and Wetfands. generally

Within the proposed fr-eehoJdarea there does not a,ppear to be any provlsJon for
protecttng. larger strea:ms such as C1uden Stream 0... Big Spur Creek from cattle and
deer tramplin9~ puggI:ng and fouting, (see Photo app.ended to this report)~ This is
contrary to what is now widelyaccepfed as good iand and water resource.
man-agementJ and it snoutd be addtessed as part of the tenur-e review. It cannot be
covered by regiona1 and distrJct planning, because as we understand U1 regionaJ pfan
rules onJy apply to dalry cattle.

if cattle and pass'ibly in the future deer are to be run then streams and wetlands need
to be fenced off.

3 PubUo Access

(a) ProVJsl:on for Future 4WD access into Dunstan Creek
tfit is physJcaUy safe and practical: we would Uke to see provision for 4WD aocess from
the fegaf' r:oad terminus at Rlchmond Hut into the Dunstan Cre:ek via Dunstan Pass..
This would allow for an exceUent through trip in summer a.nd e~rJy autumn. At present
the pubUc aoces,s termfnates at ~g'. We would like to see it confinued down the new
track to the Dunstan Cre·ek east of tg",

(b) Access Link between C;Juden Streanl track and McPhies Ridge at west end
ProvisIon ofa Hnk for walking" mountain bfke and horses betwe:en the proposed
Cluden stream tt:qc.klfegal road and the pubUc easement by way of the zig zag farm
track on the south flank 9f McPhies Ridge near its wast end wouJd allow a. worthwhHe .
loop trip via. McPhles Ridge and Cluden Str-eam. The legal road provides the link at
the east end. The provision of thes'8 linkages would greatly i.mprove the recreational
opportunity of the area.

4 Summary of Recom·mendatlons

1. ~xtend the CA2 area to include most of the fa.nd above 1000-1100m altitude
as shown on Map 1 and 2.

2. Alt.ernativefy a sustainable management covenant is to be p,laced over the
areas of the proposed freehold.

3. Extend CA2 over Upper Cluden vaHey true right and fence from lower country
(Map 31 Photos 2 and 3)

4. Extend CA2 upstream to include gorge area and fuff extent of denser
shrub/ands (Photo 1')

5., Link CA1 and CA2 and create a full sequence of protected I.and form valley
floor to range crest, with extension of public access up to Top Richmond block
(Photo 1, Map 2)

6. Ideally CC5 is retained as part of CA2; but second-best option is a sustainable "
111anagement covenant including conditions to Hmit grazing intensity and
preverit excessive fertifiser and oversowing, earthworks, exotic tree planting,
fencing and structures so as to maintain and enhance the appearance of '
tussock land rather than exotic pasture
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7. Extend covenanted areas CC1-CC4 to include all shrublands within each gully;
these should be fenced off.

8. CC6 to be part of CA2
9. Generally protect all native shrubland from clearance and destruction on the

proposed freehold areas
10. Larger streams and wetlands are to be protected from cattle and deer damage.

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on this tenure review, and we
trust our submission will be given serious consideration.

We look forward to seeing the final outcome,

Denise Bruns
Secretary - Upper Clutha Branch

pp: John Turnbull (Chair) and Anne Steven (Committee Member)
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this basin
could be freehold

recommended new conservation area
to link CA1 and CA2; create a protected altitudinal
sequence; protect shrublands within a suitably buffered
area including the gorge part; protect shrubland around bluffs, tall tussock; and
provide for public access and enjoyment within this area with its spectacular bluffs

TRIANGLE
(sus:tainable
man me

l

MAP 2. Recornmended Conservation Area linking CA1 and CA2

Upper Clutha ranch,orest and Bird March 2009
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