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Dear Sir,

RE: Raglan Pagtoral Lease - Prellminary Proposal for Tenure Review:

Federated Mountain Clubs of New Zealand (Inc.) (FMC) represents some 13,000 members of
tramping, mountaineering and other outdoor recreation clubs throughout New Zealand, FM(
membership also includes several hundred individual supporters and we indirectly represent
the interests and concorns of many thousands of private individuals who ehjoy recreation in
the New Zealand back country, On behalf of hoth our present members and future generations
of back-country recreationists EMC advocates for protection of significant inherent values on
high country pastoral lease lands which aro subject to the tenure review process, with
particular focus on recreational opportunities and public access,

MC is grateful for the opportunity to comment on the preliminary proposal for Raglan
Pastoral Lease. We accompanied the Department of Conservation (DOC) on a three-day
inspection of the property in April 1995 and our concerns as subscquently reported to the
Department were by and large taken into account in thetr report on the Conservation Values
of Raglan Pastoral Lease (Harding, 1995). Our present response accordingly makes frequent
reference to this report.

As a generml comment FMC is happy with the overall thrust of the preliminary proposal,
which generuily implements the recommendations. of the 19935 DOC: report, We are also
grateful that the lessees have agreed (o surrender some 80 ha from their freehold block in the
western parts of the property. We have however concerns about some aspects of the boundary
on the current pastoral lease land between the proposed freehold and new conservation aress.
We also have major concerns about a number of matters relating to public access, including
the absence from the document summarising the preliminary proposals (Pm019) of any
discussion specifically directed to public aceess issues.

1. The Preliminary‘ Proposal:

The key components of the preliminary proposal for Raglan Pastoral Lease are:

L. The restoration to full Crown ownership and control as conservation areas under section 35
{2)(a)i) of the Crown Pastoral Land Act 1998 (CPLA) of 630 hectares of land COMprising
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« 530 ba. of mostly higher altitade pastoral lease land adjoining the present Branch
Conservation Area; and '

+ B0 ha of lower altitude frechold land at the western cnd of the property.
3
2. The restoration to (or retention in) Crown control as conservation aren under section
35(2(b)(1) and scetion 36(3)(b) of the CPLA of 53 ha. comprising principally

» The Bush Camp Stream corridor (20 ha); and
»  Windy Point wetlands and adjucent terrace face (20 ha.).
Both these areas are to be subject to an access easement for farm MANAGEment purposcs.

3. The disposal by freehold under section 35(3) of the CPLA of 1480 ha. of pastoral lease
land. . . ‘

4. The retention as freehold by the owner under section 35(4) of the CPLA of 93 ha, of
current freehold land.

2. Proposed boundary between freehold and conservation lands:

With respect to the areas proposed for protection by restoration o full Crown ownership and
control, FMC has noted that the size of the area in each case is the same as that proposed in
the 1995 DOC report {i.c. 550 ha. on the face of the Raglan Range and 80 ha. from the
present block of frechold land at the western end of the property). With regard to the areas
across the face of the Raglan Range however there are some significant changes from the
boundary shown on the map attached to the 1995 DOC report, in every casc reducing - and in
places guite substantially reducing - the areas proposed for protection. In our view the
houndary shown on the map attached to the DOC report {rather than the cstimated size of the
arca this boundary cucompasses) is clearly the most important indicator of the extent of areas
of "significant inherent value” on this part of the pustoral lease, given that this boundary was
drawn as a result of three days of field surveys whereas the i gure of "550 hectares" is only a
gencral estimate of its size.

As mentioned earlier, FMC has concerns about some scctions of the proposed boundary
between conservation and freehold areas in the Preliminary Proposal. In this respect we note
that &t the bottom of page 4 of the Swnmary of Preliminary Proposals it is stated that "some
minor aress of scrub and bush are included (within the proposcd freehold areas) as a
consequence of identifying the most practical boundaries” (cimphasis added). Tn our view this
I8 noL an accurate statement as there are regularly quite substantial arcas of "scrub and bush”
included within the proposed freehold ureas. These consist mostly ol dense regencrating
kaunka shurbland along with significant areas of taller kanuka forest, beech forest and mixed
broadlcal forest which FMC believes ought to be returned to full Crown ownership and
control under section 24(b)(ii) of the CPLA. Nor do we accept that the inclusion of thesc
areas will necessanly result in more "practical" houndaries, especially where the proposed
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boundaries make significant inroads inio the valleys of the main stecams draining through rhe

property from the Raplan Range.

FMC is also concerned that since 1995 there has been considerable burning of arcas of dense
kanuka shrubland (and indeed kanuka forest) within the arcas identified as hgwing significant
inherent value in the DOC report. While we are aware that the lessees have worked very hard
for more thun 20 years to makc a success of what is almost invariably difficult pastoral
country, burning steep stony regencraling hillslope areas like these which quickly revert Lo
hracken fern does not seem to us likely "to promote the management of reviewablo land in a
way that is ecologically sustainable” or indecd any of the other objectives set out in seclion
24 of the CPLA.

For the above reasons FMC believes that the houndary between the proposed freehold and
comservation areas needs to be redrawn o coincide much morc closely with the boundaries
proposed in the 1995 DOC report except between Possum and Bush Camp creeks (where it
still needs to be moved down-slope o a point where only "minor" areas ot scrub and bush arc
included). In particular, the entive catchments of all si gnificant streams from Netting Stream
westwards should be excluded from proposed frcehold arcas, upstream of the point where
they break clear of their more enclosed mountain valleys. This should include the more
enclosed parts of the catchments of the two smaller streams directly oppositc the historic
Monument on State Highway 63, both of which were included in the areas recommended for
protection in the 1995 DOC report on sccount of kanuka/broadleaf forest (and in one casc a
sizeable remnant of beech forest) covering virtually their cntire catchrment arca.

3. Provision for public access:

The Summary of the Preliminary Proposal Jor Tenure Review of Raglan Pasioral Legse
makes no specitic reference to issues of public access. This is of major concern to FMC since
one of the key objects of the tcnure review process is "the securing of public access to and
enjoyment of revicwable land” (CPLA section 24(c)(1)). Tn commenting on the adequacy or
otherwise of the provision made for public access FMC has accordingly had to rely on other
such information as can be gleaned from other parts of the summary, in particular

» The attached map which gives an indication of the extent to which marginal strips
exist or arc proposed to be created (it is not made clear which) along the larger
streams  which flow through the property from the Raglan Range (Branch
Conservation Area) as well as -indicating in a general way the presence of both
margmal strips and lepal road along the southern bank of the Wairau River; and

+ The descriplion of the proposed Bush Camp Stream corridor which, although not
referring specifically to public access, makes it clear (o anyone familiar with this
stream that the proposed conservalion corridor will provide a viable public access
routc between the bed of the Wairau River and the protected public land on the
northern flanks of the Raglan Range ;

Based on the above information FMC
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(1) Welcomes the creation of the Bush Camp Stream corridor and the clear identification of
marginal strips extending along Wash Stream and Possum Stream the full distance between
the Wairau River and present or proposed public conservation lands. ‘

(i1} ls concerned that similar stiips do not appear 10 have been set aside Hong Netting and
Dover streams. Tn the case of Netting Stream there is no justification for not extending the
existing marginal strip the short distance required to interscel the lower boundary of the
proposcd new conservation area in this catchment, given the clear requirements of section 24
of the Conservation Act 1987 (sec below). As regards Dover Siream, the maps supplied to
both FMC and DOC at the titme of our 1995 field inspection clearly showed marginal strips
cxtending along the entire length of Dover Stream to the present boundary of conservation
land (sec map in Harding 1993). In view of the requircmnents of section 24 of the
Conscrvation Act 1987 (formerly scction 58 of the Land Act 1948) that, on the sale or other
disposition of any land by the Crown, marginal strips shall be decmed to be raserved along
any miver or stream whose bed averages thres metres or more in width, FMC believes il Lo be
mandatory that adequate marginal strips be retained or reinstated along this major stream both
Lo facilitate public access and to proteet the riparian vegetation along what is clearly another
important wildlife corridor, (With trcspect to the latter objective the width of marginal strips
along Dover Strcam will frequently need Lo be considerably wider than 20 metres if they are
to “promote the management of revicwable land in a way that is ecologically sustainable™ as
required by section 24(a)(i) of the CPLAL)

(i1} Is concerned that while the map attached to the preliminary proposal indicates marginal
strips and legal road extending along most of the boundary of the property adjoining the
Wairau River, no further information or discussion has heen provided on

* The extent to which such marginal strips and legal road arc continuous along this
important ripadan boundary;

» The location of this legal road and marginal strip in relation to the present course of
the nver (i.c. how much of them today remains above flood levels and how much has
shifted out into the bed of the river?); and

* The extent to which they provide practical (as opposcd to hypothetical) foot access
given the changing course of the river and the presence of high gravel bluffs at a
number of places along the property viver boundary. The Wairau River is an
important recreational watcrway which can often be difficult of unpossible to cross.
It iy therefore essential that adequate provision be made in the tenure review pProcess
for safe, practical, legal foot access along the cntire river boundary of the present
pastoral lease.

(iv) Is concerped that no provision has been made for ditect access to the Raglan Range peak
Blowhard from the Wash Bridge area of State Highway 63 (as proposcd on p.16 of the 1995
DOC report). While the marginal strips along Wash Stream provide theoretical aceess o this
end of the Raglun Range from closc to the Wash Bridge, a much more practical route would
be directly along the fence line at the castern boundary of the present pustoral lease, (FMC s
aware that reasonable access to Blowhard is currently available from the Branch River side of
the range, either ucross public conservation land or via forestry roads. Nonetheless we believe
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it to be in the long-term public interest to make provision for foot access to this end of the
Raglan Range directly from SH 63. The lenurc review of Raglan pastoral lcase is seen as
providing what may well be the only opportunity to do this unless an alternative route is
likely to be available further to the east where the boundary of the public conservation land
descends o much closer to SH63 than it does in the immediate Wash Bridgél\nrca‘)

4. Conclusion

Although about two-thirds of the present Raglan Pastoral Lease is now a highly modified
landscape it is located in an area of generally high conservation, recreation and landscape
values (including the Branch and Rainbow conservation areas, the highly distinctive Red
Hilis Range and Nelson Lakes National Park). As such it is critical that the process of tenure
review takes full account of the long-term public values of the area as well as providing an
outcome which is fair and equitable 1o the present lessees. It is accordingly of major concern
to FMC that there is no discussion of public access issues in the Summary of Preliminary
Proposals, and that members of the public obtaining this summary may thus not be in a
position to make a proper assessment of this important comppnent of the tcnure Teview
process. That said, FMC believes that as far as the future needs of our members are concerned
adequate provision for public sccess would be made if all concerns identificd in section 3 of
this submission were to be incorporated into the final tenure review agresment.

As 1o the proposed boundaries, FMC is concerned that substantial areas of dense kanuka
forest and shrubland as well as significant tracts of beech and broadleaf forest have becn
included in the areas proposed for freeholding. FMC believes that a more appropriate
boundary nceds to be drawn following more closely that proposed in the 1995 DOC report on
the property. Such a boundary would not only be more in keeping with the objectives of
tenure review as set out in section 24 of the CPLA, but would also more aceurately coincide
with the description given at the botlom of page 4 of the Swmmary of the Preliminary
Proposal that only "some minor areas of scrub and bush are included [within the arcas
proposed for trecholding] as a consequence of identifying the most practical boundaries”,

Thank you again for providing the opportunity 1o comment on this Preliminary Proposal for
the tenure review of Raglan Pastoral Lease. FMC looks forward to hearing from you inn due
course about the outcome of this process of public consuliation.

Yours sincerely,

Py Don’

Barbara Marshall,
Secretary,

Reference:

Harding, Mike: Conservation Values of Raglan Pastoral Tease, Wairau Vulley,
Marlborough, (1995), Departrment of Conservation, Nelson/Marlborough Conservancy
Internal Report No. 19,
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SUBMISSION ON PRELIMINARY TENURE REVIEW PROPOSAL FOR
RAGLAN, RAGLAN RANGE, WAIRAU VALLEY, MARLBORQUGH

1. INTRODUCTION '
‘The Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society (Foreat and Bird) is New Zealand’s oldest
and most active voluntary conservation organisations. Formed in 1923 the Society has
around 38,000 members in 36 branches around New Zealand. This evidence is on behalf
of the Central Office. 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 natural features of New Zealand for
the benefit of the public including future generations. ™

"Protection of natural heritage includes indigenous forests, mountains, lakes,
tussocklands, wetlands, coastline, marine areas, offshore islands and the plants
and wildlife found in those areas.
The wnter inspected the property in May 2002 with Andy Dennis of FMC and thanks Mr
and Mrs Lacey for this opportumnity.

2.  PRELIMINARY PROPOSAL

Forcst and Bird understands the preliminary proposal to be:
1. The restoration to full Crown ownership and control as conservation land of
a) Around 550 ha of beech and kanuka forest and shrubland on the north facing
upper siopes of the Raglan Range adjacent to Branch Conservation Area.
b} Bush Camp Stream corridor - around 20 ha of beech and kanuka forest along the
lower reaches of Bush Camp Stream -
¢) Windy Point wetland — around 23 ha of wetland and terrace scarp with an
cusement for stock and vchicle access and farm management.
2. The protection of ¢80 ha of [reehold land at the western end of the property as
conscrvation land: :
3. The freeholding of 1480 ha of pasioral Icase land.

3. GENERAL COMMENTS

3.1 Crown undervaluing its interest in pastoral lcases
The Crown appears to be significantly undervaluing its interest in pastoral leases.
Documents obtained under the Official Information Act suggest that the Crown proposes
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to allow some 1480 ha 1o be frecholded for $15,000 plus GST.! Some consideration for
the 80 ha of freehold 15 sxpected but this cost equates to $10.13 per hectarc. This is

ndlculously low. ‘—'f":\SED UNDER THE

3.2  More information (maps) needed as part of Prellmingff 'ICJAL
Very limited information was supplicd to submitters as part of the prahmmar}( proposal
for Raglan. It contained no map of proposed new fencing nor of casements. Other agents
of the Commissioner (including other DTZ NZ Ltd ot Knight Frank offices) have
in¢luded this Information with prehminary proposals and it has been very useful mn
ensuring that the public and submitters fully understand the proposal. Forest and Bird had
access to additional background reports on Raglan (not provided to other public
submitiers) which contatned information on fencing and cascments. It would be more
efficient and helpful if such maps were part ol the preliminary proposal and 1f the
Christchurch/Marlborough offices of DTZ Ltd followed the model used by the Alexandra
and Timaru offices. .

3.3 Confusion over size of areas to be protected

1. The Bush Camp Stream cormdor and Windy Point wetland are part of the Wairau
River Flats area which the proposal document refers to as being around 53 ha and which
carlicr documents have referred to as being dround 65 ha and around 85 ha. The area
nceds to be accurately mapped and it is of concern if looseness with the arca boundarics
reduces the eventual area to be protected as conservation land.

2. The proposal states that 550 ha on the Raglan Range upper slopes is to be
protected. Yet the boundary in the preliminary proposal is significantly different from that
proposed in the DoC's Conservation Values report (Farding, 1995)° which was lower
down the slopes and included a significantly greater area of shrubland and forest. This
needs to be clarnfied,

4. SUMMARY OF CONCERNS

Changes required

Farest and Bird opposes the preliminary proposal as failing to promote ecologically
sustainable management and not adcquately protecting inherent values. The proposal is
contrary to section 24 of the Crown Pastoral Land Act 1998 (the Act or CPLA), in
particular section 24(a)(i) and s24(b) because it proposes the freeholding of extensive
areas of shrublands and forcst with significant inherent values.

The proposal does not safeguard the public interest by allowing such a substantial area of

“Crown land to be {regholded and so little protected for conservation.

The parts of the proposal of concem where Forest and Bird believes changes are required

are:

1) The Commissioner’s failure to protect significant inherent values identified by DoC in
1ts 1995 conservation values report by allowing the lessee to burn and clear extensive
areas of kanuka/manuka shrubland through the discretionary consent process.

Huhmlsgmn from WA and RA Lacey 31 Qctober 2001.

! Harding, M {Apnl 1995) “Conservation Values of Raglan Pastoral Lease, Wairau Valley,
Marlborough (and recommendations for protection) for Department of Conservation |
Nelson/Marlborough Conservancy Internal Report No 19.

INFORMATION ACT
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£) Raglan Range upper slopes - The failure to protect as consQrvuh(m and extensive
arcas of strongly regenerating kanuka and manuka shrubland in gullies and on the
upper parts of the property and their proposed [recholding,. :

3) The failure to protect as conservation land (our gullies (three gullies with dense forest |
and shrub cover) hetween Dover Streamn and Bull Paddock 1'lat.

4) The need for a larger arca of the Bull Paddock Flat freehold land 1o be protected as
conacrvation land. v

5} The abscnee of any protection for the scarps/terrace faces adjacent to the Wairau
River given their high landscape values and regenerating tall shrubland cover.

6) The lack of a public access casement at the north-easiem boundary of the property
near the Wash Bridge to provide foot access to Blowhard.

7) Fencing requirements need clarification particularly for the Windy Flat wetland and
should be part of the proposal.

8) The concession for farm access and stock movement at Windy Flat should be a 30
year ligence or permit rather than an easement in perpetuity.

9} Marginal strips on Netting, Possum and Dover Streams need to be cxtended to join up
with the proposed conservation land.

10} A sustainable management covenant is required which prohibits forestry on the land
proposed for frecholding given the potential wilding spread problems, the dominance
of wildings in the lower Wairau Valley and the high landscape values of the area
proposed to be freeholded. ‘

11) A sustainable management covenant is required which prohibits any more than spot
spraying and burning of indigenous shrubland vegetation.

12) Wider riparian corridors are needed Lo protect diverse niparian vogetation, and water
quality.

Thesc concerns are dealt with in more detail below.

4.1 Commissioner’s fallure to protect significant inherent values while tenure
review occurs

The Departrment of Conservation’s 1995 conscrvation resources report * identified much
larger areas as having significant conscrvation values than are proposed for protection as
conservation land. Sce Map 1 attached. During a recent field inspection exlensive recent
burning was evident on faces and in the Bush Camp Stream gully and an unnamed gully
to the south west (See Photographs 1-6 attached). These arcas are within Area 1
recommended for protection by [3oC in 1995. This was pregumably known to the lessees
if they were provided with a copy of the 1995 DoC? report and 1t was certwinly known to
the Commissioner and his agents. '

The Commissioner of Crown Lands (CCL) and his agenls are failing to protect the public
mterest n Crown land or ensure tenure review promotes ecologically sustainable
management by allowing lessees to burmn or clear vegetation in areas which have becn

Adentificd by DoC and recommended for protection. This provides a strong incentive to

lessces to destroy or degrade areas recommended for protection so that they can freehold
them. Through the discretionary consent process the Commissioner can and should
decline consent to degradation and modification of any arca which DoC has identified as
having significant conservation values.

! Ibid,
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It undermines the tenure review orocess if the Commissionc: ni]cJQJs:Fl&gbm: to desooy or
degrade arcas identified as significant and thereby potontially increasing the arca available
for frecholding. Forest and Bird strongly opposcs lessees betng rewarded for and able to
benefit from the Commissioner's negligence. Allowing this to occur here would set a very.
poor precedent for other tenure reviews and may encourage other lessees to similarly
destroy conservation values, '
While the shrublands on the lower slopes between Bush Camp Stream and Possum
Stream have been significantly reduced by burning they have the potential to repenerate if
no further burming or spraying occurs. Restoration potential should be part of any
consideration of significant inherent values.

Decision goyght

Fither:

a) Include all of Area 1 identified as baving significant conservation values in Map 1 of
DoC’a 1995 report (attached) despite some of these values have been since degraded; or
as a minimum

b) Redraw the proposed conservation land/freehold land boundary to follow the shrub
edge as shown in the photographs of Landscape Panorama 1 and Landscape Panorama 2

‘attached . :

4.2 Raglan Range upper slopes- Proposed frecholding of kanuka/manuka
shrublands |

The freeholding of extensive arcas of tall kanuka and manuka shrubland is strongly
opposed and does not promate ecologically sustainable management, particularly given
the extensive burning which has oceurred recently on terrace faces in the Bush Camp
Stream area and in unnamed stream gullics to the west.

Burning has occurred close to waterways and right up to at least onc stream margin,
Riparian buffers have not been adequatcly protected. The 1995 DoC resource report
recommended against burning in the pullies and proposed only to allow burning on the
faces.

The Knight Frank submission (17.12.99)* states: “An area of approximately 100 ha was
originally recommended o be included with the above areq. F. ollowing discussions with
the DGC's delegute it was agrecd that values had been diminished on this area after part
was burnt and it should no longer be restored to full Crown ownership and control,”

Extensive areas of dense strongly regencrating kanuka, manuka shrubland and mixcd
broadleaf forest are within the area proposed for frecholding. This is opposed as not
promoting ceologicaily sustainable management, particularly given the extent of recent
burning in areas which are likely to quickly revert to bracken fern.

Freeholding thesc upper slopes is not ecologically sustainable because:
* Shrublands have high habitat values particular] y for insectivorous birds such as grey
warbler, tom tit, South Island robin and riflcman. Buming degrades those values.

* Submission CPL Preliminary Proposal Standard 8 “Recommendstions for Draft Prelirunary
Propasal incorporating Drufling Instructions™ dated 17.12,99 semt from Knight Frank Christchurch
to LINZ on 20.12.99.
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The extent of recent burning Lo clear tall shrublands for pasture indicates that buring
1s likely to continue 1if the property iy freeholded and the Resource Management Act is
unlikely to provide offective controls to promote sustainable management, ‘
* The thin soils and potential for erosion.

+ Without burmng, shrubland areas would continue to regenerate back to beesh forest.
(fiven the extensive forest clearance and destruction which has occurred in New
Zealand, the catablishment of additional forest cover would better promote
ccologically sustainable management than further burning and cxpansion of pasturc
areas.

¢ The shrublands contain diverse understorey species including prickly mingiming,
tauhipu, broadleaf, lancewood and beech seedlings.

* The upper slopes have high landscape values, They are easily visible from State
Highway 63. Given the extensive clearance of indigenous vegetation and exotic
forestry plantings for much of the Wairau Valley downstream of the Wash Bridge,
Raglan is important in retaining wild and indigenous character in the landscape.

¢ Substantial regeneration has occurred in the seven years which has passed since the
property was first inspected for the Department of Conservation. Vegetation height
has increased and potentially the diversity of species, understorcy vegetation and
conservation values. No updated conscrvation resources report is evident on the file.

~ This iz an oversight by DoC. - :

* [nthe abscnce of fencing on the top boundary dense adequate shrublands are nceded

to buffer beech forest in the gullies and the Branch Conservation Area from the cllcets

of stock browsing. Regenerating shrublands can provide an effective physical barrier
for stock.

These tall shrublands arc not capable of cconomic use for pastoral farming without
burmng. No case has been made as to why the shrublands should be freeholded.

Degision sought

Redraw the boundary between proposed conservation and frechold land on the uppor
slopes of the Raglan Range to follow the original 1995 boundary tecommended by DoC
(Hlarding 1995) so that all shrublands in Area 1 on Map ! (attached) become conservation
Jand. Sce revised boundary of Landscape Panorama | attached. A new boundary should
be redrawn using recent aerinl photographs to ensure all the shrubland areas are included.

All of the catchments of all significant sireams from Netting Strcam westwards should be
included as conscrvation land upstream of the area where they emerge from their more
enclosed mountain valleys.

4.3 Forested and shrubland guilies between Dover Stream and Bull Paddock Flat
['our gullies m the western part of Raglan (three with heavy shrubland and forest cover)
were proposed as conservation land in the 1995 DoC report as part of Area 1 on Map 1.
There is heavy shrubland and forest cover m thesc gullies (se¢ Landscape Panorama 2
attached). Aerial photographs show that beech and kanuka manuka shrubland behind the
ridge is spreading and if natural processes continue ummpeded (ic without burning,
spraying or heavy stocking) then the small area of grassland above the gullies will soon
become kanuka/manuka shrubland. :

These gulltes have significant inherent values because of their dense and strongly
regenerating indigenous vegetation cover, their habitat values, particularly for
nvertebrates and insectivorous birds and their contribution to a natural landscape, The
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understaled and not fully described.

The gullies form a major part of the view for travellers on State i ghway 63, particularly
those who stop at the Monument. The gullies are not capable of cconomic use for pastoral
larming unless they are burnt, sprayed or otherwise cleared. This would not promote
ecologically sustainable management, ‘The smal] arca of grassland above the gullics is
unlikely to sustain many stock.

No reasoms are given in the preliminary proposal or any of the buckground roports as to
why the gullics are now proposed for freeholding and why DoC’s 1995 recommendations
have not been implemented. No information is given about their current economic use,

It is contrary to the public interest and to section 24(a)(i) and s24(b)(ii) of the CPLA {0
allow thesc western gullies to be freeholded, particularly given the exlent to which the
lessees have been able to clear significant shrublands and arcas proposed for protection in
1595 elscwhere on the property, advantaging their position for lenure review.

Decisjon sought
Amend the proposed boundary between conservation and freehold land to include the four

gulhes between Dover Stream snd Bull Flat Paddock by following the boundary proposed
by DoC in 1995 on Map 1 attached or following the edge of the kanuka/manuka
shrubland along a boundary similar to that identified in Landscape Panorama 2 attached,

4.4 More of Bull Paddock Flat freehold deserves protection

The lessces’ agrecment to include this area in tenure review is appreciated. As the 1995
DoC report notes, the area has significant inherent values with tall red beech forest on
gentle toe slopes, tall kanuka forest aud an induced frost {lat community with an unusual
ground cover which is slowly being colonised by kamuikn., The forested area contains the
best forest bird populations encountered on the DoC fiald inspection.

It is disappointing that so little of the freehold arca is proposed for conservation status
given its high inherent values. A larger arca was identificd has having significant
conservation value in the 1995 DoC report. (Sec Area 4 on Map 1 attached).

No reasons are given in any of the information available to Foresi and Bird as to why the
area has been reduced from that proposcd by DoC in 1995, This lack of transparcncy and
accountability by the Commissioner’s agents is opposec,

Decisign sought :
Amend the proposed freehold/conservation land boundary for the frechold area to follow
that proposed by DoC in 1995 and identified as Arca 4 on Map 1 attached.

4.5 Wairau River scarps/terrace faces — Landscape and ecological values not
adequately investigated

DoC"s 1995 conservation valucs report did not include a professional landscape
asscssment ay has boen done for most other conservation resource reports. This 13 2 major
oversight by DoC, particularly given tho length of time available to undertake duch a
report. Not having such a professional asscssment means landscape values are under-
stated and significant inherent values have not been adequately identified. Section 24 of
the Crown Pastoral Lands Act (CPLA) has not been fully implemented.




TP EASTD UNDER THE
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

Landscape values contribute to both “cultural™ and “ceological” attoibutes and
characterstics and are part of inherent values as defined in section 2 of the CPLA.

The terrace faces or scarps adjacent to the Wairau River are & dramatic and ohvious
landscape feature and have high landscape values in Forest and Bird's opinion. Despitc
being cleared in the past indigenous vogetation is now regenerating strongly, Sce
Landscape Panoruma 1, ' :

L .

Some of the scarps appear to be legal road but it is unclear whether the legal road follows
the basc of the terrace face or the lop or goes across it.

The scarps and the absence of weeds such as broom in the river bed and exotic species
such as willows contribute to the section of the Wairau tver adjacent to Raglan having
high natural character . This deserves recognition and protection through tenure review as
1t contributes significantly to amenity values and the recreational cxperience. The scarps
are obvious to fishers, picnickers, walkers and other river users and travellers on State
Highway 63. The indigenous character and dramatic he; ght of the scarps make a strong
contribution to the feeling of heing in a wild and natural landscape, particularly when
compared to the much more heavily modificd riparian areas downstream of the Wash
Bridge. ‘

The steep slopes of the scarps mean that the land is not suitable {or or capable of
economic use for pastoral farming and there is no Justification for frecholding. Continued
regencration of indigenous vegetation should be encouraged to better proteet soil
conservation values and water quality.

Dgcision soupht

Amend the prcliminary proposal so that the frechold land boundary runs along the top of
the first terrace adjacent to the Wairau river for the length of the property or inside of the
legal road boundary (whichever is further from the river), This is intended to ensure that
all of the scarps ot terrace faces adjacent to the Hver upsiream of Netting Stream aro
protected as conservation land. See Landscape Panorama 1.

Provide a 30 year casement concession for any farm tracking which crosses these faces.

4.6 Need for public access up eastern boundary to Blowhard

The preliminary proposal does not identify any direct access to the Blowhard peak on the
Raglan Range from the area near the Wash Bridge on State Highway 63 as the 1995 DaC
report proposed (see page 16). While the marginal strips along Wash Stream in theory
could provide access to Blowhard a more practical route would be as Do( proposed
directly long the fenceline at the eastern boundary of the present pastoral lease. While
therc is accesa to Blowhard from the Branch River an alternative routs from the east i3
desirable. Raglan appears to be the only property which is going through tenure review
where this is possible,

Decysion sought
Provide an easement for public foot access up the fenccline on the eastern houndary of the
current Raglan pastoral lease.

4.7  Fencing

) Raglun Range conservation land/frechold land boundary

The preliminary proposal contains no su ggestions that the boundary between proposed
conscrvation and freehold land on the upper slopes will be fenced. Yet an acrial

-3
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photograph among information obtained under the Official Information Act shows SOMmIe
proposed fencing. A map attached to 3 “ Report on Consultation on the second revised
Draft Preliminary Proposal” (26 October 2001) shows no fencing on the upper boundary.,
This conitrms the need for more of the shrublands to be included as conservation land to
provide an effective buffor against stock,

Decision squght
Include the majority of kanuka/manuka shrublands as conservation land following the

boundaries of the attached photographs (Landscape Panoramas 1 and 2).

h) Windy Flat wetland (river terrace between Possum Stream and Bush Camp
Stream)

DoC * has noted that there is a requirement to fence approX 1650 metres of the wetland
aree yet the preliminary proposal contains no indication that this will be done. f'an

A 26 October 2001 Teport by the Commissioner’s agent (Knight Frank) has noted: “The
Jencing details and specifications were not referred 1o in the second revised DPP most
likely because of the extended period over which the three PPy have been developed and
broduced. It was always anticipated thar Jencing would be required, and the estimared
cost of fencing has been taken into “ccount in previous financial reports.”*® That report
(scetion 2) also notes that the lesgee Bill Laccy had noted that one part of the Windy Flat
wetland would not need fencing in his view and that another part would be harder to fance
than originally anticipated. It suggests that agrecment was reached over the fenicing line
(scction 5). A map (*Raglan proposal™) attached to the October report shows proposcd
new fencing. See Map 2 attached. The preliminary proposal and the accompanying map
make no mention of and do not show any proposcd fencing,

Decision sought
Amend the preliminary proposal to include LINZ funding the fencing of approx 1600
metres of the Windy Flat wetland to prevent stock damage to the wetland.

4.8 Perpetual concession term opposed

A concession through conservation lund to allow access for farm managcment and stock
movement is not opposed. Forest and Bird questions why an casement is nceessary and
why the right to move stock cannot be sateguarded through & licence or permit rather than
an casement. The perpetua) term is strongly opposed,

Scction 49 of the CPLA strongly discourages the use of casements where a lease, liconce
or permit could be used, The casement report by DoC 7 give no reasons (other than to

* Letter Mike Clare to simon Bamford 7 February 2001 and Fence Specitications 25 October
2001.

¢ Report in accordance with Crown Pastora] Land Standurd E: Preliminury Proposal “Report on
Consultation on the second revised Draft Preliminary Proposal™ by Sitnon Bamford for Kmght
Frank Date 26 October 2001, Sent to LINZ 30 October 2001,

' Raglan Pustoral Lease: Provisional consent of Minister of Conscrvation 1o Preliminary Proposal
—cunsent to eascment concession, Letior Mike Clare to Simon Bamford Knight Frank 19 February
2001 with consent to eagement concessiom attached.
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maxirmise the security of tenure for tho concessionaire) as to why an easement is more
appropriate than a licence or permit. The DoC report appears o have not cven considercd
section 49 and its prefercnce for mechanisms other than casements, '

Grazing stock impede regeneration, trample vegetation, damage wetland edges through
puggng, and degrade water quality. Tf fencing is incffective in preventing stock damagpe
to the wetland or if land uses change, it may be appropriate to phase out stock access
somg tme in the fulure. A perpetual concession would not allow this. The Conservation
Act allows a 60 year concesgion term in exceptional circumstances. A shorter term would
allow the usage and appropriatencss of the concession conditions to be reviewed. A
licence or permit rather than an easement would also provide greater flexibility for the
future,

Decisiog sought
Change the easement to a licence or permit. Amend the term of the concession for access

for farm management purposes to 30 yvears and.

4.9 Sustainable management covenants needed for forestry and vegetation
clearance

Raglan is in marked contrast to olher properties in the Wairau Valley in that the lessecs

have maintained the property largely [ree of weeds and exotic trees. There are no willows

or pin¢ plantations along the river, Guilies and lower slopes of the range are clothed in

predominant. Therc are few obvious structures. The high natural character of the Raglan
Range is an important part of the views from State Highway 63 and the approach to and
descent from St Arnaud and Nelson Lakes National Park, These landscape and hotanical
values need to be maintained to preserve the integrity of the larger landscape and the
tounist and visitor expericnce from the road and in the riverbed.

The comridor of exotic conifers on Rainbow Station beside Statc Highway 63 on the north
bank of the Wairau shows how poorly sited pines can compromise landscape and amenity
valucs. Further downstream, large scale pine plantings on Manuka island have destroyed
areas of significant indigenous vegctation, degraded landscape values and created a major
potential wilding problem for the Red Hills and adjucent conservation land.

Any future change in ownership of Raglan mcans there is no guarantee that the landscape
sympathetic management of the current lessces will continuc. The Resource Management
Act does not provide adequate mechanisms to control forestry. The proposed Wairau-
Awatere Resource Management Plan contains few controls on carthworks, vegetation
clearance or forestry plantings. Appeals on the plan were lodged in the Environment
Court by DoC and Forest and Bird in 1998, These have yet to be resolved and may not he
resolved for some years.

Forestry and shelter belt plantings would be an obvigus disruption in the land=cape,
gridding its expansive tawny and shrubb y charactor with lines of dark green trecs. This
would disrupt views and obscure the glacially smoothed landforms. F orestry on the river
temraces could deplete wetlands and small stroams of water. Trees could cause a major
wilding spread problem for the Branch Conservation Arca, particular] y if shade toleramt
specics such us douglas fir were grown. Thesc impacts could be avoided by a sustsinable
management covenant under section 97 of the Crown Pastoral Lands Act which
prohibited exotic afforestation,




FLEASED UNDER THE
OFFICIAL INFORMATION ACT

While kanuka and manuka may fegencrate after buming, herbicide spraying cou ealroy
these shrublands permanently. The Wairau-Awatere Resource Management Plan contains
only weak controls on forestry and indi genous vegctation clearance including. bumin .
The plan has been appealed to the Environment Court but is currently inadequatc to
promotc or ensure sustainable management under the Resource Management Act.

Controls on burning in gullies and a requirement to not bim any vegetation in a broad
setback from waterways would better promote ecologically sustainable munagbm:nt by
preventing erosion , protecting water quality, landscape values and the natural character of

waterways,

A sustainable management covenant is needed to prohibit forestry and spraying and
prevent permanent loss of shrublands on the property.

Pecision soyght
Make the frecholding on Raglan subjcct to a sustainable management covenant which:

&) prohibits cxotic afforestation; and

b) prohibits herbicide spraying to clear extensive areas of indigenous vegetation other
than spot spraying intended to control wecds such as garse, broom, and briar.

¢} allows bumning only on faces and not on stcep slopes, in gullies or within 50 metres of
any waterway. -

4.10 Wider marginal strips or expanded riparian conscrvation ares
Attachment “C" (Waterways in Pastoral Lease 19 along which section 24 Conscrvation
Act 1987 applies) shows marginal sinips apply along the true right of the Wairau River,
Wash Streamn, the lower part of Netting Strearmn, the lower part of Possum Stream and only
a very small portion of Dover Stream,

The marginal strips on Netting Strcam and Possum Stream do not extend all the way to
conservation land. Tn the intcrests of extending tho Queens Chain the marginal strips
should also be created along the remainder of Netting and Possurn Streams to Join up with
the proposcd conservation land,

The Bush Camp Stream conservation areq is supported. Riparian protection is also necded
beside Neiting Stream, Possum Stream and Dover Siream.

There is increasing recognition of the value of Protective management of riparian
vegetation in buffering water quality from the impacts of adjacent land uses and in
protecting aquatic ecosystems. Nutrient run-off {especially nitrogen and phosphorus) as 4
result of fertiliser application and stock effluent run-off close to watcTways can stimulate
aquatic plant growth and can cause nuisance growths of algac (alpal blooms) and other
aquatic plants. Maintaining shrublands, forest and indj genous vegelation on riparian
margins safeguards the natural character of the waterway. During the field inspection of
Raglan bellbirds and grey warbler were loud in the bush edging both sides of the stroam
and obviously present in reasonably high numbers.

Retaining corridors of protected vegelation alongside these major strcams from the
conservation land to where they jom the Wajrau River would help protect corridors for
bird and wildlife movement and maintain stream health and water qualily in the Wairaw. [t
would also retain a stronger eloment of natural character on the lower terraces given that
with frecholding these may be developed for more intensive grazing.

Decision soupht

10
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Extend the marginal strips on Possum and Netting Streams so {hat they join up with the
proposed conservation land.

Widen the marginal strips or protect an additional 100 metre area as conservation land on
both banks of Netting, Possum and Dover Streams the length of the streams to provide a
proteetive riparian buffer. : '

1
N

Bugenie Sage
Regional field officer

Attachments

Map 1 Raglan Station Significant Conservation Areas,

The map is from Harding, M (April 1995) “Conservation Values of Raglan Pastora]
Leasc, Wairau Valloy, Mariborough (and recommendations for protection)” for
Department of Conservation . Nclson/MarIbomugh Conservancy Internal Report No 19,

Landscape Panorama 1 Raglan Range from Bush Camp Stream, annamed
stream and Dover Stream

Landscape Panorama 2 Raglan Range —four gullies to south-west of Dover
Stream between Dover Stream and Bull Paddock Flat . (NZMS 260 N29 St Amaud
Grid refercnce N29 around 090360).

Landscape Panorama 3 Raglan Range —three of the four gullies to south-west of
Dover Stream between Dover Stream and Bull Paddock Flat

Photographs 1-5 Burning in Bush Camp Stream area and in unnamed stream to
south west,

Attachment <C Waterways fn Pastoral Lease No 19 along which section 24
Couservation Act 1987 applies. '
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