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10 Smacks Close
Papanui
Christchurch 8051

Re: Shingley Creek Tenure Review

Dear Sir,
Tills review illustrates one of the most irritating issues of tenure review and the lack of
interest, thought and concern by those involved in the review,

a straight, existing, fence.

When this proposed boundary fence, between freehold and retained crown land, was
erected, it was probably to allow for separate winter and sununer grazing or at least to
give either block a chance to recover fi'om grazing before restocking it. It was probably to
roughly split the land area in half.
It had nothing to do with native plant species or erosion.
However following this review the existing fence is retained as the boundary, for
probably no other reason than the cost ofchanging or moving it.
This review is lIot for a few days or years, it's lbrever, so the cost of changing the fence
is not relevant.
In photo 6, the land to become freehold, shows poor quality vegetation and exposed soil,
prone to erosion, yet is not included in the Conservation area. This is at an elevation of
approximately 900m a.s.l.
Why is it not included in the CA. Is it because it doesn't have "intrulsic value", and as
such you have problems ulcludulg it under certam designations.
If the land is erosion prone, then it shouldn't become freehold as it wouldn't be capable
of"economic use", so it should be placed Ulto the CA.
From the map and pictures I believe, the bouudary fence should be at the 740 to 800a.s.1.
and on the contOlu·to protect the soil and vegetation. I see little point Ul fannulg tills land,
when photo's 2,4,6, show erosion, that uldicates that it shouldn't be.

Regards
GeoffClark
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NEW ZEALAND

Submission from Otago Fish & Gamc

The Otago Fish & Game Council (Fish & Game) wish to make the following submission
regarding the preliminary proposal for the Shingley Creek Property.

Publlc Access

Fish & Gamc support the inclusion of hunting dogs and guns over the easement to the
conservation land as this will facilitate a larger range of recreational opportunities.

Fish & Game wish to see any access points from the State Highway to the easement
clearly marked to ensure no misunderstanding regarding access points occur in the future.
We note the Department of Couservation is intending to investigate options to improve
this situation and support this approach.

Fish & Gamc Access for Mauagcment Purposes

Fish & Game may on occasions need to access laud for the management of sports fish
and game bird species. We understand that we have the same access rights for
management as the Department although this has not been formally confirmed. In the
interim we request that wording be added to the proposal which confers the same access
rights to Fish & Game as the Department with regard to management access. Alternately
a letter from the Department or LINZ confirming that Fish & Game have the same
management rights would meet our concerns.

John Hollows
EuvironmeutalOfficer

18 February 2009

Stawtory managers of freshwater sports fish. game birds and their habitats

Otago Region
Cm Hanovor & Harrow Sts. PO 80)( 76. Dunadln 9054, New Zoaland. Telephono (03) 477 9076 Facsimile (03) 477 0146

www.fishondgome.org.nz
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Land to be freeholded
That 403 ha (approximately) be disposed of by freehold disposal to the Holder, subject to
protective mechanisms,

The proposed freehold area is in the Siberia Creek catclunent below CA1. It has a large proportion
ofimproved pasture on land ofLUC classes III and IV and thus is likely to be capable of being
managed as ecologically sustainable land and therefore suitable for freeholding.

We have no objection to the proposal to freehold this 403ha but note that pnblic access across
It to CAl will be needed,

Protective Mechanism:
(a) A conservation covenant (CC) of appl'oximately 22 ha pursnant to section 40(2)(a) CI'own

Pastoral Land Act 1998.
This covers strips of land adjacent to sections of waterways in a tributaly of the Pigroot Creek.
And Siberia Creek and we accept that the inherent values identified in the Conservation Resources
report, native Galaxiid fish in the Pigroot tributary, and riparian sluublands in Siberia Creek are
worthy of protection.

We have some reselvations over the proposal to allow continued grazing by both sheep and cattle
since the CC is not to be fenced, since cattle grazing in particular could surely do significant
damage to the riparian slU11bJands .We do note the provision in Schedule 2 for regular monitoring of
riparian shrublands to detect any adverse impacts and the provision for mitigation measures should
any such impacts be found.

We support the creation of the Conservation Covenant, but stress that fl'equent monitoring
will be needed to ensure any adverse effects can bc detectcd early and mitigationllleasurcs
applied.

Access provisions
(b) Au casement to provide conservationlllanagelllent access by foot, horse, non-motorised
and motorised vehicles and public access by foot, horse and non-motorised vehicles to the
conservation area,

We support this access route, but note that it involves access to and across the new freehold land
from State Highway 85 to CAl and beyond which was still to be secured at the time the Preliminary
proposal came out.. We also note that to gain access to point "dn on the Designations Plan it
appears necessalY to cross neighboring freehold land, A satisfactory outcome is dependent on the
success of DOC negotiations

Summary
Conservation Area CAl
We fully endorse the proposal to restore this area to Crown owncrship and control as a
conservation area. -
 
Freehold area
We have no objection to the proposal to frechold this 403ha but note that public access across
it to CAl will be needed.
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Conscrvntlon Covennnt
We support the crcntion of thc Couservatiou Covcnnnt, but strcss that frcqucnt monitoring
will be needed to ensure any adverse effects can be detccted eal'ly nud mitigation measures
applied.

Access
We sUllport au easement to provide conservntion management access by foot, horse, non
motorised and motorised vehicles aud public acccss by foot, horse and uon-motorised vehicles
to the cousel'Vntion arca.

The provisions to be made to gain access from SH 8S (Thc Pigroot) to point "d", and also
betwccn point "a"and thc track within conscrvation arca CAl need to be clarified and
secured.

•
We would like to thank Opus for arranging access to inspect the lease and the Runholder for
permission to inspect.

Janet Ledingham,
For the Management Committee of the Dunedin Branch, Forest and Bird Protection Society.
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20 February 2009

The Commissioner of Crown Lands
C/o Opus International Consultants Ltd
Private Bag 1913
DUNEDIN

Dear Sir

FOREST
&BIRD
Royal Forest and Bird
Pr o te ction Society
o f N ew Ze a la nd Inc

Pel'liminnrr Proposal- Shingler Creel( Pastoral Lease Po 034

We are grateful for the opportunity to be able to make a submission on the proposed
tenure review for Shingley Creek pastoral \e~se, ~nd to follow up on our survey report
submitted in June 2003 in which we made ~ number of suggestions for desirable
outcomes.

Generally we see this proposal as delivering good conselvation outcomes and we
support the propos~ls. We ~re pleased th~t the outcomes we suggested h~ve been
incorporated in this final proposal but have some further points to make following our
recent inspection and consideration of the values together with the propos~1.

Proposed Conselvntion Al'en

We are ple~sed to see the upper portion of the property proposed to be retained as
Crown land to protect the natural inherent values this area contains ~nd allow fi·ee
public exploration of this area. Whilst we acknowledge The Dasher, Mt Dasher and
Islay Downs are not in tenure review presently or have not progresssed to a
preliminary proposal, we see this area as the beginning of a highly valuable larger
conservation area taking in the higher altitude basins and range crest linking tlu·ough
to the K~kanui Conservation Area and ultimately along the range to Danseys Pass.

It is unfortunate that the lower bound~ry following an existing fence line, which is the
most pr~cticable option for delineating the lower edge, is so unsympathetic to
l~ndfor1ll and that it h~s been bladed. It creates ~nunnatural scar across the slopes;
and different \~nd management on either side will inevitably accentu~te this
incongruity, reducing the naturalness ~nd asethetic value. We would have preferred ~

new line th~t took in the mid section of Siberia Creek following n~tural spur lines;
being better related to the LUI identified in the landsc~pe report. However we accept
using this fence line allows a large area of he~dwaterb~sin to be protected.

Proposed Covenant Arens

We Support the placing of a restrictive covenant over the riparian margins to protect
both woody vegetation and the streams themselves as galaxid habitat. We are
concerned however th~t stock will be able to continue to access these ~reas

particul~rly cattle and maybe in the future deer. Whilst the dominance of matagouri
may discourage stock from accessing ~nd browsing the ripari~n m~rgins, the f~ct that
mat~gouri is dominant suggests that browsing has caused the loss of other more

www .fo res tandbird .org .nz
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palatable species for example koromiko and Hebe rakaiaensis, which are recorded in
the Conservation Resources RepOit (CRR) as being only sparsely present now. Hebe
rakaiaensis is identified as rare. These species will be unable to return if browsing is
permitted to continue and the likely longer term outcome is a shrnbland largely
consisting of only matagouri and coprosma.
Whilst fencing would provide good protection we would prefer more sensitive land
management, as fencing creates visual scars with associated loss of natural charatcer
and visual coherence.

Access of cattle to streams is counter to current best practice in the interests of stream
bank protection and water quality issues.

We request that cattle - and deer - be excluded from the grazing blocks that contain
the covenanted streams. Light sheep grazing may be able to continue as the shrnbs
may be able to become dense and tall enough to effectively keep sheep out combined
with more palatable pasture elsewhere.

For monitoring it will be necessary to carry out a base line survey to identify range of
and proportions of different species to be able to determine future adverse effects.

We note that the CRR identified ecological values over the upper part of the Pigroot
tributary, and over into Siberia Creek. Extension of the covenant over this area could
allow sheep grazing and topdressing and oversowing but prevent earthworks, tree
planting, and burning and spraying of native vegetation (refer Plan 4.2.3 of the CRR).
Protection of the vegetation (and visual) values of this area would complement the
anticipated protection of the Pigroot catchment on Islay Downs to the west, identified
in the CRR for that property, and uphold the landscape integrity. These areas are
highly visible from SH85.

Pnblic Recreational Access

We support the proposals for public access. We stress that the access between the
propelty and SH85 (the Pigroot) needs to be sorted. This is a key access point to the
Kakanuis, with an existing large pull off and car park at the Siberia Creek/Pigroot
Creek confluence where the highway bridge is. Having public access by foot, horse
and mountain bike between point d and c is strategic, as it is possible then that access
can be negotiated along the 4WD track over the intervening freehold between SH85
and Shingley Creek boundary. This would be the main practical access, via the
proposed easement (and a shOit legal road section) all the way up to CAl and the
Kakanui Range crest.
In the interim, there is potential for access to be made up the Siberia Creek marginal
strip, and if need be via the unformed legal road. These are probably both second-best
options however to the existing 4WD track up Pigroot Creek connecting to 'd'.
Ifthe legal road were to be used there would have to be a practical and legal
connection to the 4WD track within Shingley Creek. It looks possible to do this at the
saddle north of Pigroot Hill, where the legal road and 4WD track on Shingley Creek
appear to first meet.
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We are pleased that the DOC is pursuing an access agreement which includes public
access over the short section of 4WD track on the Shingley Creek freehold, between
'a' and CAL This access is critical to practical horse and mountain bike access up on
to the range crest. In the interim, access can be gained along the legal road formation,
probably with some difficulty for horse and mountain bike.

The proposal overlooks the potential for a loop walk around the perimeter of Shingley
Creek PL. The missing section is public foot access up the Pigroot tributary and spur
with point 732 on it and along the western boundary to CAL This access was
identified as desirable in the CRR and in our first repOlt. We maintain that this foot
access (only) should be provided for, enabling an enjoyable easily accessible loop
walk from SH85 to Obi and back. Alternatively, access could be up the creek within
the CC area to the CA I boundary where it would still be easy to access the western
spur. In time it may be that better access is possible up the Pigroot catchment ifIslay
Downs progresses in tenure review. In this case this Shingley Creek access could be
relinquished.
As this block is used for summer grazing only, there would be no issues with
disturbance of lambing ewes; and as of right public access is already proposed
through the grazing blocks with no apparent concems.

We look fOlward to seeing the final proposal and seeing our few concerns addressed,

Yours faithfully

Denise Bnms
Secretary
Upper Clutha Branch
Forest & Bird Society

Per Anne Steven
Branch COlllmittee Member,
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