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Action on Hawkweeds 

Since the inaugural meeting of the New Zealand Mountain Lands 
Committee in August 1989 there has been considerable activity dealing 
with the hawkweed problem. 

Readers of Review will be aware of the widespread concern about the 
presence and spread of hieracium species in hill and mountain lands. In 
the past decade agronomic research has demonstrated that, where rainfall 
is adequate, pasture improvement by oversowing and topdressing can 
overcome hawkweed ingress. 

It is a different story in the semi-arid zones of the South Island where 
solutions on undeveloped or undevelopable tussock grasslands are not so 
apparent. 

Wishing to review the impact of hawkweeds on tussock grasslands the 
Mountain Lands Institute convened a workshop of specialists at Lake 
Tekapo in March 1990. There, several background papers were presented 
before 60 people with an interest in the problem. These papers are 
summarised below. 

****** 

Discussing changes in tall-tussock grassland in the Mackenzie Country 
Dr M. Treskonova (Lincoln University) reported that she had spent some 
time studying changes in Mackenzie Country tall-tussock grasslands. She 
visited again 55 sites selected by Dr Henry Connor for his plant 
sociological study in the early 1960s. 

Hieracium is more of a problem in short tussock than in tall-tussock 
grasslands and may start in the initial stages of tall-tussock degradation. 
An understanding of its ecology depends on studying hieracium in all 
types of grasslands in which it occurs. 

In snow tussock community, the high altitude sites changed little over the 
last 26-28 years. Lower altitude sites, already modified, degraded more, 
sometimes into weed-dominant communities. 
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An increase of hieracium seems to be a problem of the last two or three 
decades. In fact, hieracium presence is only the visible effect of the long 
process of pastoral modification outlined by Dr Connor. This study 
indicates, that hieracium increases in abundance where other species have 
already been displaced. 

So far as tall-tussock grasslands are concerned, the increase of hieracium 
appears to be the outcome rather than the cause of loss of native 
vegetation. The two species offhieracium appear to have an opportunistic 
role increasing only during the process of degradation: 

****** 

A more detailed report of Dr Treskonova's work will be published in 
Review 48. 

• ••••• 

Speaking of the underlying changes in tussock grasslands, Professor K.F. 
O'Connor of Lincoln University said pastoral use (a combination of fire 
and grazing) converted some tall-tussock grassland into short-tussock 
grassland that became important for pastoral purposes. 

The process did not often stop at that conversion to short-tussock even 
though that seems to have been the pioneer pastoralist's intention. Often 
they went all the way to weed communities. Seventy years ago Cockayne 
wrote a review in the Report of the Southern Pastoral Lands 
Commission. The tussock grassland was perhaps more depleted then than 
it is now. There was more bare ground, Professor O'Connor said. 

"Cockayne interpreted two conditions. One was pasture depletion where 
plants were lost exposing bare ground. The other was 'deterioration' 
which he described as 'a loss of palatable elements' in the vegetation. 
The good feed was lost from it. Hieracium as we know it did not figure 
in any of his analyses." 

"The species issue is different now but the condition of deteriorated 
grasslands seems as Cockayne described it," he said. 

"Why did this happen when depletion by sheep and rabbits was greater 
then than now?" The clear answer but perhaps not the sole factor, is that 
hieracium wasn't around in the quantities to invade these depleted sites. 
It may be there was something else as well," he said. 
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"Soils of tall-tussock grasslands have "aged" as nutrients were removed 
from them with progressive conversion to short grassland. That process 
was only 70 years down the track when Cockayne investigated them. We 
have now gone twice that distance down the same path of loss of volatiles 
in smoke and walking off nutrients to stock camps. 

"We've seen many signs of country being bled of its nutrients by animals 
and fire. We have not adopted a programme of genuine fertiliser 
maintenance nor have we managed stock sufficiently intensively for them 
to return nutrients to where they gathered them. 

"One of the reasons for accelerated hieracium over recent times seems to 
be that conditions are becoming more and more stressful for plants. 
Hieracium appears more capable of handling nutrient stress than many 
of our forage plants. 

"Would hieracium have been a problem if our tall-tussock had not been 
depleted or reduced in density? Had hieracium come into contact with 
intact tall-tussock grassland I doubt that it would have been a problem -
but then the grasslands would not have been of pastoral use. The 
question is of some importance because a recent survey has shown 
increased hieracium invasion of tall-tussock grasslands with reduction in 
stature. The indication is that only with grazing influences has hieracium 
invaded and increased. I'm not saying what is cause or effect. It may be 
however that hieracium is not responsible for the tall-tussock depletion -
but rather 140 years of pastoral history has continued to take it out. 
Maybe hieracium is the successful successor. 

Rabbits 

"Rabbits rapidly accelerate the conversion of a grassland to a hieracium 
community. That phenomenon did not happen when we had the rabbit 
plagues because hieracium was not there in sufficient quantities to invade. 

"Before we deal with hieracium we have to effectively deal with the rabbit 
problem. Dealing with the rabbit problem may involve dealing with the 
sheep problem," Professor O'Connor said. 

New options for land use could not be addressed while we had dense 
rabbit population, he said. 

"Let's not perpetuate the myth that 'superphosphate' kills rabbits. It may 
do if you drop an unopened bag of 'super' and score a direct hit but 
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growing improved pastures just results in a rabbit population that is 
better fed," he said. 

"Hieracium is the success plant of the 1980s, occupying with rabbits large 
areas of what used to be pastoral lands. It is rapidly headed to be the 
success plant of a lot of lands which were intended for conservation. 

"Rabbit control must figure in any options for future changes in 
hieracium lands (no longer tussock grasslands). De-stocking is not a 
solution. You can't walk back in history and start again. Taking away 
the present causes does not remove the past causes," he said. 

There was a case for relieving lands close to natural conditions and not 
degraded. Those areas that can be saved as memorials of tall-tussock 
grasslands should be saved and quickly, he said. 

****** 

Carolyn Mason, a scientist with Landcorp told the workshop that of the 
four main species of hawkweeds in New Zealand, Hieracium pilosella, 
mouse-ear hawkweed, was dominant in pastoral land. 

"Mouse-ear hawkweed is a problem because of its efficient means of 
reproduction (seed and stoloniferous spread). With its low spreading 
growth habit H. pilose/la is able to exclude other species and invade new 
sites," she said. 

"Hieracium is a low producing plant, and although palatable to stock, the 
flat rosettes are not easily accessible for grazing. Sheep will graze flower 
heads but this encourages stolon production. 

"Hieracium pilose/la is a problem in the moderate to mid-rainfall zone 
(500 mm - 600 mm) with low to moderate soil fertility status. Because 
it excludes more productive species Hieracium ingress causes carrying 
capacity to drop. 

The estimated loss in animal income due to hieracium has been estimated 
to range from $1.1 million to $4.0 million. 

She said farmers were responding to the problem in several ways 
including: 
• reducing stock numbers, 
• developing responsive areas, 
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- grazing stock off farm, 
- rationalising run boundaries between properties. 

Dr B.P.J. Molloy, D.S.l.R., Lincoln, told the workshop that hieracium is 
having an impact on the conservation of nature in short- and tall-tussock 
grasslands, in forests, and in national parks. It is not restricted to 
grasslands. For example in Hamner State Forest hieracium forms a 
continuous carpet on the forest floor, he said. 

Rabbit eradication measures in the fifties saw dramatic improvement in 
the condition of tussock grassland. "When we removed rabbits then we 
were removing them from a quite different vegetation scene. We didn't 
have to wait Jong then for vegetation recovery." 

Providing an historical perspective Dr Molloy illustrated the spread of 
hieracium by colour slides taken from the same spot twenty to thirty years 
ago and again recently. 

Some weeds such as sorrel and catsear were recorded in New Zealand as 
early as the 1850s. Hieracium species were late-comers, but most were 
recorded in the early years of this century. Hieracium pilosella was 
recorded by Dr Allan in the Moronan district in 1919. It is now found 
on the top of Mount Peel, he said. 

In 1957 four hawkweed plants were seen at Porters Pass. Twenty years 
later the whole area was golden with flowers of H. praealtum and H. 
pilosella. 

''H. praealtum has a tremendous capacity for spread," he said. 

Hieracium has invaded the fenced off Enys reserve of bog pine at Castle 
Hill. "It is putting the bite on the bog pine and on the grassland 
surrounding it". 

"Field hawkweed (Hieracium caespitosum) has been dominant in the 
Upper Awatere Valley since the early 1970s. It is also found in the 
Mackenzie Basin and has the potential to spread to very high altitude 
sites. 

"Hawkweeds are the most remarkable plants I have seen in New 
Zealand's tussock grasslands. Hieracium pilosella is the scabweed of the 
1990s, but is far more aggressive with more potential for spread'', he said. 
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"Nothing will change in the existing 'wardrobe' of plants unless we buy 
in new 'clothes' - perhaps in the form of woody plants. The same 
wardrobe has been with us for decades, but with change in favour of one 
plant," he said. 

Dr Molloy also raised the question of water quality infiltration and 
runoff, stressing that this may be just as important a factor as the spread 
of the plant. 

****** 

Dr P. Espie, Ministry of Forestry, speaking on nature conservation in the 
Mackenzie Basin, said one of the most extensive grassland surveys was 
carried out in 1983/84 and involved over 1000 vegetation plots for the 
Protected Natural Areas Survey. Although the data remains unpublished 
they show that over 30% of the Basin is hawkweed dominant. 

Animal exclosure plots (1) minus sheep and rabbit, (2) minus sheep 
and (3) status-quo grazing management, have been established on nine 
runs to study the effects of grazing in the vegetation. This experiment 
will monitor changes over the long term. 

"Hieracium has a negative effect of native species. If we wish to conserve 
areas of representative species we must actively manage for their 
preservation. But before this can be done we need more fundamental 
biological information for conservation management," he said . 

•••••• 

Dr David Scott, a scientist with DSIR, Lincoln, pointed out that organic 
matter in tussock grasslands had declined over the last 800 years. Over 
the last 100 years stock carrying capacity has declined on unimproved 
land and four rabbit plagues had a serious effect on vegetative cover. 

Although the workshop was addressing the problem in the semi-arid wne 
(400 mm - 600 mm rainfall) a real problem was emerging in the 600 mm 
plus wne, he said. 

In the wetter wne oversowing and topdressing was a real option. That 
option did not apply in the dry wne where biological control may be a 
long-term solution. This would cost about $1.5 m over six years. 

Dr Scott's presentation follows: 
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There are 10 hieracium species, of European origin, adventive to New 
Zealand. Five are of the stoloniferous matt forming types, and 5 of the 
single stemmed type. While almost all are present in different parts of 
the rabbit prone area only two species warrant management within 
property plans. These are mouse-ear hawkweed -Hieradum pilosella 
(=Pilosella officinarum) and king devil - H praealtum (=P. praealta). 
The two differ slightly in their management requirements for control and 
hence will be described separately. 

Mouse-ear Hawkweed 

Distinguishing features: Dense mat formation, a single lemon yellow 
flower, and in most seasons distinguished by dense white under-surface 
of its leaves. 

Background: The most widespread of the species, occurring in both 
islands. First reported in the Canterbury lowlands last century. Its 
spectacular spread through the high country has only occurred since 
World War II. 

In the country it can achieve near total plant cover. It is predominant in 
the 550-600 mm rainfall zone where there was bare ground and 
reasonable soil fertility at the time of its rapid spread in the 1950s. 
However, growth rate measurements indicate that its optimum 
environment is probably in the 600-800 mm rainfall zone related to 
increasing soil moisture but still adequate soil fertility. It does not extend 
into the very low rainfall areas. 

Its spread, occurrence and management is related to grazing. Its low matt 
habit limits its direct grazing and gives it a competitive advantage over 
other species in grazed situations. Hence it tends to increase as grazing 
intensity increases. However, its low matt habit does make it susceptible 
to overshading by other species where this can be achieved e.g. by 
oversowing and top dressing. Mouse-ear hawkweed is likely to increase 
as stock and rabbit densities increase, but may not decrease as the animal 
densities decrease. 

The present increase in spread is principally by vegetative means with 
each rosette producing between 0 and 13 new rosettes per year. 
Establishment from seed represents less than 1 % of new plants. Present 
indications are that mouse-ear establishes in low plant cover and spreads 
from there to displace the inter-tussock vegetation, and then the fescue 
tussock itself. It can also spread into bare ground. 
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While a rosette is flowering there is little stolon growth on formation of 
new rosettes. Flowering rosettes die at the end of the season. Mouse 
ear, while normally most abundant in the low to moderate undeveloped 
soils, is responsive to fertiliser. Dense swards appear to depress the 
growth of sweet briar. 

Control: 

(a) Grazing: Mouse ear is grazed by all animals (sheep, cattle, 
rabbit, hares, etc.). It is probably in the neutral or slightly favoured class. 
For sheep, at least, it is probably only its dense matt habit which limits 
total intake relative to other species. There are reports of poorer sheep 
health on dense mouse-ear blocks but these may be better interpreted as 
general feed shortage rather than particular deleterious effects of mouse 
ear. 

The flower heads are highly preferred. However, as noted above, seed is 
now an unimportant source of new plants, and that while it is flowering 
vegetative spread is limited. Hence it is preferable not to graze during 
November-December flowering period and let the plant waste energy 
producing seed. Apart from this effect there does not appear to be any 
general effect of sheep grazing at different times of year. Grazing or 
retirement of a block will not control mouse-ear hawkweed. The 
concentration of rabbit dung on mouse-ear patches is an animal 
behaviour phenomenon. 

(b) Herbicides: These are not an option in any large scale 
development. None of the present herbicides are selective for mouse-ear, 
and it is somewhat resistant to even some of the general broad-leaf 
sprays. The most effective are 2,4-D ester at 1-2 kg/ha or 
mecoprop/MCPNdicamba mixture at 1.5-3 kg/ha applied in October
December. 

(c) Pasture improvement: The most effective control measure to date 
is fertiliser and oversowing or overdrilling with pasture species -
particularly alsike and white clover. However, this should be seen in the 
context of general property development for stock feed rather than the 
control of mouse-ear hawkweed per se. 

The usual requirements should be followed: lessening competition by 
grazing; rhizobia coated legume seed; use of drill rather than broadcast 
or aerial sowing; fertiliser at the appropriate rate and S:P ratio; spelling 
for at least the first season and regular maintenance fertiliser. The 
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preference should be for the use of alsike clover because of its tall 
smothering growth, and evidence of direct competitive ability against 
mouse-ear hawkweed. Mouse-ear probably still provides a better seed 
bed than bare soil. In general the higher the fertiliser rate the more 
rapid the growth of oversown species and suppression of mouse-ear. 
However, it is important to choose the pasture species appropriate to the 
fertiliser used e.g. white clover at higher fertiliser, alsike at moderate to 
high, and birdsfoot trefoil at moderate fertiliser levels. 

Because of the nature of the hieracium and rabbit prone areas even with 
correct procedure, there is probably a 30-50% chance of failure. This 
should be taken into account in planning, firstly, because rabbit prone 
areas are in the low rainfall zone, there is the risk of near total mortality 
from drought. Secondly, there are differences between soils, with success 
almost guaranteed in the deeper moister soil, but difficulty in the large 
areas of shallow outwash soils, where it may take several years for the 
clovers to successfully establish, in which time hieracium increases under 
the reduced grazing. 

There has been suggestion that non conventional species like sheeps 
bumett, tall oat grasses or wheat grasses could replace mouse-ear in the 
present low fertility situations. While such species can grow in the same 
situation as mouse-ear there is no evidence that they will replace mouse
ear. 

(d) Biological control: The use of biological control agents like fungi 
and insects are being investigated. There is no certainty that they would 
be successful. Furthermore they would not be available for at least five 
years. 

King Devil Hawkweed 

Distinguishing features: Loose root formation with many small yellow 
flower heads per stem. Long shiny green leaves with a few scattered long 
hairs on both surfaces. Leaves often more upright. 

Background: Present throughout the rabbit prone areas but only 
becoming common in less grazed areas. Can establish in both bare 
ground and vegetation. More suited than mouse-ear to survival in taller 
vegetation. 
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It contrasts with mouse-ear in its response to grazing. Because of its 
more upright habit, animals can graze a much higher proportion of the 
plant (leaves are more accessible than stolons). 

Control: 

(a) Grazing: Because of the above king devil is controllable by 
grazing. Blocks set stocked at low intensity during winter and early spring 
generally remain essentially free of king devil. However, once king devil 
is present grazing will control, but probably not eliminate, it. 

By contrast king devil rapidly increases in ungrazed areas e.g. airstrips, 
plantations and retired areas and can eliminate other ground cover. It 
could become the dominant species of any retired areas on reserves 
within the rabbit prone areas. 

The other control options appropriate to mouse-ear would also apply to 
king devil hawkweed. 
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Plenary Session Summary 

Following the presentation of workshop reports participants agreed that: 
• The spread of hieracium is causing desertification in a non desert 

environment. 
• It is a problem of national significance. 
• A task force be established to investigate the extent of the problem, 

identify areas at risk and recommend priorities for research. 
• Rabbits must be controlled before any programme of rehabilitation 

is contemplated. 
• The problem should be addressed by both national and regional 

governments who should share the costs. 

There was consensus that: 
_ Encouragement should be given to have developable areas oversown 

and topdressed. 
• On the more intractable land alternative land use systems should be 

investigated (trees, vines, honey production) and control 
recommendations integrated with recommendations for plant 
succession. 

• Sustainable values associated with landscape, vegetation, water values 
and primary, productivity should be protected. 

- Property plans may be necessary to address the problem. 
• Conservation and pastoralism must be integrated because both are 

threatened. 
• Small areas of significance for conservation should be protected 

urgently, hieracium controlled and the areas managed under DOC 
stewardship. 

The meeting agreed that the Mountain Land Committee should take 
further initiatives. 
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A hawkweed dominant landscape in the Mackenzie Basin. 

A group discuss the hawkweed problem at Lake Tekapo. 
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Committee Action and Minister's Response 

Workshop findings were discussed by the Mountain Lands Committee 
which recommended that the Minister for the Environment urgently 
convene an Hieracium Task Force to investigate the problem. 
Responding, the Minister, Mr Palmer, agreed that the problem was 
serious and supported the establishment of a programme of investigation 
and asked for additional information on the scope of the problem and a 
detailed proposal on the setting up of an investigative programme. 

The Mountain Lands Committee has since established a core group to do 
this work. The Institute, with the willing assistance of many government 
agencies, recently convened a further forum which addressed the matters 
raised by the Minister. 

Further reports will be published in Review. 

HILL & HIGH COUNTRY CONSULTANCY SERVICE 
Canterbury, Otago and Southland 

WE CAN HELP YOU ACHIEVE 
• more effective fertiliser applications 
• improved stock performance 
• better financial management 
• a more satisfying farm business 

I MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE ANO FISHERIES 
TE M A N ATU A H U W HE N UA A H U M O A NA , 
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WILDING TREES SEMINAR 

The spread of wilding trees from plantations of exotic trees from at least 
eleven sites in the South Island has been of concern to people and 
agencies with interests in mountain lands. 

Wishing to clarify the issues and options for management the Mountain 
Lands Institute convened a workshop of specialists in May 1990 at 
Lincoln University. 

In an introductory paper FRI scientist Mr Nick Ledgard said the problem 
of conifer spread is an expression of our failure as managers to recognise 
the inherent ability of a species to seed and compete. "Tree spread is not 
a tree problem, but one of management," he said. 

Much high country is naturally a woody environment with an inherent 
ability to support woody species, he said. 

He presented data showing the comparative productivity of the plant 
associations in the Craigieburn Range (Table 1). 

Table 1: Comparative productivity of plant associations in the 
Craigieburn Range. 

Plant 
&'iSOciatiom 

Snow grass 

Unimproved pasture 
(fescue/browntop) 

Improved pasture 
( clover/browntop) 

Mountain beech 

Lodgepole pine 

Approx. above-ground production 
(tonnes dry matter/h3/Yf) 
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2.0 - 3.0 

0.5 - 1.5 

2.0 - 5.0 

15.0 - 20.0 

20.0 - 30.0 



Mr Ledgard told the workshop there were several features characteristic 
of tree spread. These he listed as follows: 
• very visible 
• no viable seed until at least age 5 
• direction predictable + degree of spread 
• type of spread 

- fringe spread .. from 1 - 200 m, usually dense 
- distant spread .. 200 m to Ian's, usually scattered 

He said that generally, trees would not spread on to land where there 
was: 
• a well-established, dense vegetation cover such as intact forest or 

improved pasture 
or 
• periodic intensive grazing 

Speaking of landscape issues, he said, trees should not be planted where 
they: 
• obscured scenic values 
• significantly disrupted the scale of pattern of existing landscape 
• endangered reserve land values 
• were likely to initiate unwanted wilding spread (take-off sites or 

immediately upwind of unimproved land) 

Management to avoid unnecessary tree spread included the choice of: 
• correct species 

- P. contorta and P. sylvestris spread 
- more readily than P. radiata or D. fir 
correct site (do not plant on 'take-off sites, or sites immediately 
upwind of undeveloped country) 

• careful management of surrounding lands (particularly within 500 m 
downwind and the removal of 'outlier' trees before they in turn 
produce viable seeds) 

"Surrounding land should be cleared every 5 - 10 years," he said . 

•••••• 

Policy options for public agencies to deal with the spread of wilding trees 
in the high country were discussed by Mr Craig Mason, Resource 
Management Planner, Canterbury Regional Council. His paper follows: 

The success of New Zealand's economy depends mostly on introduced 
biota (plant and animal species foreign to New Zealand). New Zealand 
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has experimented with just about everything it could get its hands on. 
Many exotic species have thrived here due to the good climate, the 
relative absence of diseases, predators or competitors. However, this has 
not been without cost. We have one of the worst records in the world of 
biological misadventure. Rabbits, deer, hieracium, gorse, broom, nassella 
- the list is very long. The cost has been high to our farms and to our 
indigenous flora and fauna. Our natural landscapes have retreated in the 
face of the onslaught. 

Conifers and other tree species are potentially capable of overwhelming 
the remaining indigenous grasslands and scrublands and may even invade 
indigenous forests if we allow them to do so. The plantings which we 
currently have in our mountain lands are a time bomb ticking away which 
could suddenly explode. Some people have suggested that this doesn't 
matter. Everything is subject to change. At a seminar a few years ago a 
National Park Ranger made the point that most people wouldn't know 
the difference between a pine tree and a beech tree if it fell on them. 
While that is probably still true, there is no doubt that the numbers of 
people who do know and who do care has increased enormously. 

The alien plant invasion issue in hill and mountain country will be high 
on the agenda of farming and conservation lobbies for many years to 
come and rightly so. The New Zealander's consciousness of his country's 
very special environment with its unique collection of plants, animals and 
scenery has been raised. There is recognition that there is something 
special here, different to other parts of the world, which can be sold over 
and over again with far less consequences on our natural resources than 
most other forms of income producing activities. 

Environmental concerns 

Before we can look in detail at policy options for wilding treespread in 
high country it is necessary to identify the concerns which people have for 
our mountain land environments. 
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These are: 

• to protect the natural landscapes for their recognised value locally, 
regionally, nationally and internationally; 

• to retain those elements of the landscape which are distinctive to New 
Zealand; 

• to protect those features which are particularly outstanding or are of 
special interest; 

• the introduction of any biota which has potential to become a 
problem; 

• the cumulative effect of changes man might introduce or the spread 
of weeds, including trees, changing the character, pleasantness, 
openness of the high country landscape, particularly the natural 
landscape; 

• the cumulative effect of changes man might introduce or the spread 
of weeds, including trees on the quantity and quality of plant and 
animal habitats, particularly where that habitat is important to the 
survival of indigenous species; 

• the protection of the following biological resources: 
- rare and endangered endemic species of plants and animals; 
- genetic resources of potential economic or cultural values; 
- a representative cross-section of natural and viable ecosystems., 

• the public cost of controlling exotic species which are overly 
successful; 

• the risk of chemical contamination of the environment which 
invariably accompanies the control of weeds and pests once they are 
recognised as such; 

• possible misadventure if biological control agents need to be 
introduced where their effect could extend beyond the target species; 

• possible loss of available grazing as forest replaces grassland; 
• sites to plant trees for forestry purposes; 
• sites to plant trees to provide shelter or add to the diversity, colour 

and interest of the high country. 

This list is an expression of the wide range of different perceptions, public 
values and conflicts between use and preservation attached to the present 
resource. 

I raise these issues because the policy response to exotic tree-planting in 
high country and controlling wilding tree spread will need to take account 
of all the concerns. 

I doubt whether it would ever be practical to return high country areas 
from exotic to indigenous vegetation. Therefore, any decision to plant 
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trees in the high country and on much of the hill country, or to continue 
to allow them to spread is likely to be an irreversible decision to change 
the nature of a parcel of land forever and to put at risk other areas of 
similar change. Stocking levels are generally far too low in high country 
to have any impact on tree spread. The cost involved in improving stock 
carrying capacity to a level which allows trees to be controlled by stock 
is generally too high on the better land classes and quite impractical on 
Class VII and VIII land. 

Policy options 

There are three areas of decision-making in policy development: 

1. What course of action is to be taken to address the issue (the policy)? 
2. Who will carry the policy out? 
3. What they will do? 

I do not think that wilding tree spread can be divorced from the issue of 
further introduction of exotic trees into high country. I can identify five 
policy options for dealing with these two issues. 

1. That nothing be done to control exotic tree-planting or tree spread in 
high country. 

2. That exotic tree-planting be permitted but that wilding trees be 
controlled. 

3. That further exotic tree-planting in high country be not permitted and 
wilding tree spread from existing plantings be controlled. 

4. That all exotic trees be removed from the high country. 
5. That the introduction of further exotic tree species be prevented in 

defined parts of the high country, controlled in the remainder of the 
high country to ensure that the best features of the open or natural 
landscape are maintained and wilding tree spread brought under 
control. 

The public agencies which could introduce control are: 
• Canterbury Regional Council 
• District Councils 
• Department of Survey and Land Information on Crown land 
• Department of Conservation on Conservation estate 
• University of Canterbury on University Endowment Lands 
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The Canterbury Regional Council 
• is responsible for promoting and enforcing the control of noxious and 

potentially noxious plants 
• prepare regional schemes which co-ordinate central and local 

government planning for the management of resources 
• prepares noxious plants management plans detailing weed eradication 

or control 
• prepares catchment management plans detailing policies for land and 

water management within catchments 
• can issue a notice and carry out work if the owner does not comply 

with the notice 
• can register a charge on the title to recover money expended 
• is currently funding with District Councils, Department of 

Conservation and Landcorp a project to identify tree spread (actual 
and potential) and to prepare guidelines for management. 

District Councils 
• prepare district schemes incorporating regional scheme policies and 

control land uses via the district scheme (Many district councils have 
controls over forestry in their District Schemes). 

Department of Survey and Land Information 
• administers Crown Land in accordance with Crown policy (Land 

Settlement Board policy) 
• requires their consent before any tree planting is carried out on 

Crown land. 

Department of conservation 
• primarily concerned with protecting indigenous flora, fauna and 

landscape and promoting conservation 
• opposes applications for planning consent where conservation values 

are threatened 
• administers areas of exotic tree-plantings with potential for spread 

(e.g. Craigieburn Forest Park and Lake Summer Forest Park). 

University of Canterbury 
• could negotiate to have covenants included in their lease documents 

but would prefer that controls be introduced via district schemes or 
other mechanisms. 
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Concluding remarks 

I consider wilding tree spread to be part of a much wider problem -
• of controlling exotic species currently absent from New Zealand 
• of controlling the introduction of exotic species currently absent from 

a particular locality in New Zealand 
• of controlling exotic species which are present in a locality and either 

are or have potential to become a problem to farming and/or 
conservation of natural areas. 

The purpose of this seminar is to debate the policy options for 
controlling wilding trees, so I have chosen not to provide any rationale 
for the wisest policy option but to leave this to be discussed. However, 
one of the issues which we have been exploring in Canterbury with 
District Councils and which I would like to see discussed also, is in 
relation to the introduction of all new exotic biota to a locality. 

If introduced biota escape and establish feral populations should the 
community pick the bill up for control or eradication as simply one of the 
risks which accompany the establishment of new enterprises? It is afterall 
in our economic interest to encourage the establishment of new 
businesses. 

Should the introducer of new species of plants and animals to a locality 
from which they are absent, be required to obtain planning consent and 
to be held responsible for the cost of control if they escape from the site 
for which consent is given? This would clearly discourage new activities 
because of the high potential cost if held liable e.g. Hanmer Forest tree 
spread on the Amuri Range. 

What legal precedent is there for holding an applicant who is given 
planning consent liable for misadventures? It has been reported that fitch 
farms established near native forest in New Zealand have gone out of 
business and allowed the\r breeding stock to escape into the wild. Similar 
problems are reported with goat farming. How do we control these 
potential problems? 

What is the position where the property changes hands? Does the 
liability lie with the original introducer of the new biota or with the new 
owner? 
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Nature and extent of spread 

The nature and extent of spread was discussed by Landcorp consultant, 
Mr Phillip Murray. His comments follow. 

"There are four major areas of conifers from which spread is occurring 
in Otago and Southland. They are at Mt Aurum, Ben 
Lomond/Closebum, Mid Dome and Naseby Forest. 

"These areas probably contain the majority of wilding trees in the region. 

"However, a far greater number of properties and a far greater area is 
under threat of invasion from scattered pockets of trees and individual 
trees which are not related to the four major areas of spread. 

"This is because these small pockets and individual trees represent in 
total a wider front of spread than the four "hot spots". 

"Of the 214 Pastoral Leases in Otago/Southland 37 (17%) have some 
significant degree of wilding spread. 

"There are a number of properties which are threatened by wilding 
spread but which have negligible wilding tree spread due to a diligent 
control programme. 

"The split up of the 37 pastoral lease properties is as follows: 

24% 9 
38% 14 
38% 14 

37 

Containment only practical option 
Eradication would be possible but major cost 
Minor occurrence, eradication achieved < three man days 
Properties with significant wilding tree spread 

"Therefore there are 28 properties (76%) where eradication is practically 
achievable but where it has not been considered a priority. 

"Of the 37 properties with significant wilding spread (say more than 1/'2 
days clearing for one person) few are containing the spread. 

"Most of the tree control activity going on is on properties where 
containment is the only option or is on properties which now have no or 
a negligible amount of spread. 

"The most common reason for the absence of control action is that 
farmers do not see wilding tree control as a priority in their farming 
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operations usually because they do not consider the present spread as a 
major threat to their pastoral activity. 

"This leads me to believe that tree spread will continue on most of the 
properties which already have wilding trees to a point where containment 
is the only option. There will be no turning back from the present area 
of spread. 

"There is no reason to believe there will be a radical change in farmer 
perceptions of wilding tree spread in the future which will result in a 
stopping of spread. Some farmers will continue to be diligent about 
containing or eradicating spread, others will continue to do nothing 
unless there is a major incentive to control tree spread. 

"The alternative incentives available will generally be within the broad 
categories of subsidies or legal requirements. Where the spread of 
wilding trees poses a threat to conservation values which includes 
landscape a subsidy is justified. To insure that such social objectives are 
realistically met it will be necessary to provide a legislative framework to 
control planting in sensitive areas and ensure control of spread is carried 
out. 

"Both Central and Regional Government have important roles to play to 
insure that the expansion of forestry in the high country occurs in an 
orderly fashion. Central Government has both a financial and 
conservation interest in Pastoral Lease land. Regional Government has 
the responsibility for the wise management and use of the natural 
resources within its region". 

P. sylvestris and P. nigra spread at Moke Lake is being eradicated by the 
Department of Conservation. 
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DOC View 

DOC's field centre officer at Queenstown, Mr Neill Simpson, told the 
workshop he had been involved with wilding tree control since the early 
1960's, initially as a tramping club volunteer pulling Pinus contorta on 
Ruapehu, and later as a ranger. 

"With this background it is perhaps not surprising that I should see the 
potential problem arising around Queenstown when I arrived in 1981. So 
a small control programme has been in operation here for the last eight 
years. Effort has fluctuated due to the vagaries of available finance, staff, 
and government policies. The PEP scheme was most helpful. At this 
time the problem of wild tree spread is not too large and control is 
feasible around Queenstown provided the necessity for control is 
recognised. 

"This year a major effort has been made to clean up the lake edge 
reserves and the Ben Lomond Scenic reserve. And this brings me to the 
first of four points I wish to make. 

"The loss of our unique native vegetation is of major concern in some 
areas such as Ben Lomond. It was set aside for the protection of this 
unique flora as well as for its scenic and recreation values. As invading 
Douglas fir can grow at over 5000', well above our natural tree line at 
about 3500', if left, not only is the native tussock and dracophyllum 
shrubland lost but the scenic quality is completely changed and walking 
access cut of. 

"My second point is that of time. The longer it takes to deal with this 
problem the more it will eventually cost. But this is not the main issue 
on Ben Lomond. If the tree spread is left too long then there is nothing 
left to save. Right now we are having to start on the dense young stands 
of Douglas fir (which have come up since removing the seed trees some 
years ago) before the native vegetation is smothered. Normally we would 
start around the edges and work back to the line beyond which adult trees 
have already smothered everything else. But these seedlings are so dense 
and growing so fast that we have had to change our plans and work 
outwards or risk losing the native plant cover. 

"Education is the third point. Many people wonder what the fuss is all 
about. These trees are beautiful. They have a value for timber. I do not 
disagree with either statement but the spread of wilding trees is insidious. 
We grow used to the few scattered trees ·across a landscape and tussock 
or shrubs .hide the numerous seedlings for a year or two. Then, 
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apparently quite suddenly, trees are everywhere. At this time many 
people than believe that the problem is too large to do anything about. 
But as Nick Ledgard has said the spread appears to go in cycles of about 
twenty years. It is therefore important that people know what is 
happening with these trees and their spread is stopped early. So 
education is important. There is time, where trees are only scattered. 

"Finally it is everyone's problem. As with most weeds they do not respect 
boundaries. So a plantation on one property can affect the next or 
several properties downwind. Land on which wilding trees are allowed 
to spread will eventually affect the neighbouring land. Trees from Make 
Lake are causing problems on Closeburn Station, while parts of the Ben 
Lomond run are being heavily infested from trees from the original 
Closeburn plantings as well as trees planted around Queenstown. Both 
areas affect local reserves such as Ben Lomond. So it is everyone's 
problem and all land managers need to be involved in any action plans. 

"Planning and action are required because talking only will not diminish 
the problems." 

"In the eyes of the people who put indigenous values ahead of anything 
else, an honest assessment would be that humans are a pest and have to 
be controlled," said Mr John Holloway, Director of Estate Protection, 
Department of Conservation, Wellington. 

"Our weed problem has to be viewed within that context. It is a land use 
issue the elements of which are moral, ecological, economic and 
aesthetic," he said. 

"Most of New Zealand is naturally a woody environment. There is an 
ecological imperative to put forest back on the land. If we wish to 
sustain what is essentially an unstable ecological system (grassland 
farming) then there is a cost associated with that," he said. 

"The solution to the wilding tree problem is relatively simple. The 
answer lies with regional government, provided the rating base can raise 
the necessary funds. The department looks to local and regional 
governments for adequate strategies to deal with unplanned changes," Mr 
Holloway said. 
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Liability for the Cost of Tree Spread 

Mr Chris Kerr of the New Zealand Mountain Lands Institute, Lincoln 
University, said the fact that most indigenous or exotic trees in mountain 
environments will spread raises the question of liability for the cost of any 
deleterious affects of tree spread on to public or private land. His 
comments follow. 

"I think the following issues should be addressed: 
• the nature of the nuisanc.e 
• the cause of the nuisanc.e 
• the cost of the nuisanc.e 
• the liability for the costs 
• the remedies available 

"Any policy which has the objective of managing tree spread must 
cone.em itself with all of these issues. I believe that failure to do so will 
inevitably result in policy failure. 

Nature of the Nuisance 

"In many respects the nature of tree spread is similar to an infestation of 
land by noxious weeds from neighbouring land. 

"The effect of tree spread is usually slow, insidious, and incremental. In 
some cases tree spread brings a mixture of costs and benefits to the land 
occupier /owner /manager. 

"Tree spread from native forests is generally regarded as natural 
regeneration of those forests in their natural habitat. No cases have been 
reported of nuisanc.e caused by tree spread from native forests in 
mountain environments. 

"Unwanted tree spread invariably originated from exotic plantation. 

"Tree spread from exotic tree plantings (or from outlying trees which 
originated from earlier plantings) is generally regarded as uncontrolled 
afforestation and capable of causing effects to the landscape, use, 
productivity, and management of the affected land. 
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"Tree spread: 
• inhibits existing or any future use of the land, 
• imposes unforeseen control costs on the land occupier, 
• may give windfall gains in the form of shelter and wood to the 

land occupier, 
• alters the existing landscape, 
• changes the composition of the natural vegetation be it grassland, 

scrubland or even indigenous forest. 

The cause of tree spread 

"The spread of exotic trees in mountain environments clearly originates 
from the introduction of an adaptable exotic species into a new 
environment. It is unlikely that seed is introduced into mountain 
environments by birds or wind. 

"The cause of uncontrolled tree spread is the lack of effective control of 
seedlings. 

Liability for the costs of tree spread 

"The direct costs of tree spread are: 
• the costs of control of seedlings or prevention measures 
• any detrimental impact on the landscape and the natural environment 

generally 
• any net actual or potential loss in productivity or use of the 

affected land (or any other land which may consequently be 
affected) 

''The actual or potential benefits (if any) of uncontrolled afforestation 
must be set against the costs of tree spread. 

"Most of the 'cases' where there is actual or potential dispute of the 
liability for the costs of tree spread have their origin in plantings by 
public agencies. 

"Examples where the issues are most pronounced are: Hanmer Forest, 
Kariori/Waiouru, and Mid-Dome. Each of these plantings and others 
were the result of public works projects for forestry or soil conservation. 
In each case the potential cost of tree spread was not anticipated. 
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"The State has not directly accepted any liability for the cost of tree 
spread on to private land. However, the Noxious Plants Council (or 
offered to contribute) financially to the cost of tree spread control in the 
Hanmer and Waiouru areas through approved management plans. 

"In the Waiouru district a special inter-agency committee has 
implemented a planned comprehensivePinus contorta control programme. 
The total cost of this programme over the 10 years it has been operating 
is about S4m. In the case of the Hanmer district an approved plan for 
the control of Corsican plan has not been implemented by the district 
noxious plants authority - presumably because there was insufficient land 
occupier interest or local funding available. It is doubtful whether either 
of these actions which were supported by the State amounts to a de facto 
acceptance of liability by the State. 

"There are a number of cases where tree spread on to neighbouring land 
arise from private plantings in the mountain environments. For example 
the origin of the seedling pines within the Tasman National Park is likely 
to be plantations on private land. The afforestation of Queenstown with 
Douglas fir started from the spread of seedlings from a plantation and 
was accelerated by deliberate aerial seeding. The trees on Mt Barker near 
Lake Coleridge were seedlings originating from shelter planting nearby. 

"All local authorities governing land use in the high country have 
determined that anyone wishing to establish an exotic plantation in the 
high country must first have the councils' approval. The conditions which 
are required to be met before any approval is given vary between local 
authorities. Applicants may be required to post a substantial bond (in 
one case $30 000) to ensure that the costs of control of tree spread from 
plantations on to neighbouring land can be recovered from the applicant. 
It is doubtful however, whether this condition would meet even the most 
minimal judicial test of reasonableness. 

"On land administered as pastoral land so classified under the Land Act 
1948 each applicant is also required to obtain the approval of the relevant 
land administering authority. The special rental for forestry ( 4.5% of 
LEI) and the implied restraints to forestry in the interests of landscape 
protection contained in the 1984 High Country Policy of the former Land 
Settlement Board seem aimed to dissuade lessees from embarking on a 
path to afforestation. It is implied that the control of tree spread is not 
feasible on pastoral land and that forestry on pastoral land may, in any 
event, have unwelcome environmental effects. It is strange however, to 
find that the Land Act 1948 (as amended in 1977) permits a lessee, 
subject to the approval of, and conditions set by the Board 'afforestation 
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(including any necessary clearing of bush or scrub) of any portion of the 
lease for the purpose of growing timber for sale'. It is evident that the 
policy of the former Land Settlement Board is somewhat in conflict with 
the enabling provisions of the 1977 amendment to the legislation. 

"Overall there has been no admission of liability for the control of tree 
spread by any party involved in tree planting in mountain environments. 
In addition there has not been a case taken to any court other to 
determine liability. The fact that an activity (such as afforestation) is 
authorised by a local authority does not shield a person fro liability for 
the effects of that activity (such as the costs of tree spread to an adjoining 
land occupier). 

Available remedies 

Tree spread, in so far as it affects the property of another person, is a 
'nuisance'. A tort of private nuisance is said to have been committed 
when a person is held responsible, without lawful justification, for the 
'escape of any deleterious thing from his land or from elsewhere into land 
in the possession of the plaintiff - for example, water, fire, smoke, smell, 
fumes, gas, noise, heat, vibrations, electricity, diseases, germs, animals and 
vegetation' (Grazier, Margaret. 1988. Street on Torts. Butterworths, 
London). The remedies available are the restitution for loss (damages) 
and prevention by injunction. Both may be sought for the same nuisance. 

Under existing legislation the liability for the costs pf tree spread falls on 
the affected land occupier. Whether any affected land occupier could 
successfully bring a case for damages against the owner of the trees 
causing the tree spread has not been tested in the courts. 

There are no reported cases in which the law directly related to . the 
liability for the costs of tree spread has been established. It is· necessary 
therefore to examine the principles which apply io th,e decisions on 
similar cases to determine their relevance to the issue. 

"The celebrated cases of Giles v Walker (1890 24 Q.B.D. 656) and 
Ryland v Fletcher (1868 LR.3 H.L 330) are unlikely to apply. The 
former, which dealt with nuisance arising from a failure to control 
thistles, has been overturned (and it follows other plants) are 'natural'. 
The latter case is the leading case on absolute liability for consequences 
upon the ~pe (from land) of anything that is likely to do. damage. This 
case has also been held to not apply to 'natural' events. 
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One Australian case may offer the prospect of a successful case for 
damages arising from the costs ineurred from effects of tree spread. This 
case, Goldman v Hargrave (Privy Council 1966) raises the possibility that 
the person who was responsible for the nuisance (planting of trees) may 
be negligent and as a result responsible for the nuisance caused the 
affected land occupier. The latter is the leading case on absolute liability 
for consequences arising from the escape of anything that is likely to do 
damage. Unfortunately, this case been held to not apply to 'natural' 
events. 

"Litigation of this issue will, among other things, require careful analysis 
and decisions about causation. It is self evident that in each case it will 
be necessary for the c.omplainant to prove that the chain of events which 
led to the establishment of the seedling trees is not 'too remote' from the 
alleged source of the tree spread. 

In addition it will be necessary for the complainant to prove that the 
action of the defendant was blameworthy. 

As a legislative response it may be possible to devise a mechanism for 
civil redress or resolution in a District Court. 

Any statute which sets out to create a nuisance arising from tree spread 
is likely to be seen as draconian, discriminatory against forestry, and 
probably unworkable. 

Noxious plant administration 

"Apart from litigation, one available remedy is the regional declaration 
of 'wilding' exotic trees as noxious plants requiring priority action. In this 
instance there is a requirement for a management plan for the control of 
the d~ignated plant. However, the costs are likely to fall directly on the 
affected land occupiers. This approach is plainly unfair when the origin 
of the tree spread is on other land. 

"Pinus contorta has been designated a noxious plant and an co-operative 
(interagency) programme put in place for its control in the Central 
Plateau. 

"A very recent Garette Notice erroneously lists Pinus nigra (Corsican 
pine) as a Class 'B' noxious plant in Canterbury. Pinus nigra is one of the 
superior trees for Canterbury conditions the designation of it as noxious 
plant if in the 'wilding' state. 
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Summary 

Without unassailable evidence of causation there is no clear liability for 
the costs of tree spread. 

The options for determining liability are (a) allow the common law rules 
of nuisance to apply (this requires a case to be brought to the Court), (b) 
application of local authority bonds (posted against the costs of tree 
spread), (c) declare specified wilding trees as plant pests of regional 
significance, (d) establish a statutory liability for the costs of tree spread 
and (e) provide for a statutory civil remedy in the form of a mechanism 
for the resolution of issues in the District court. 

Finally what is required is a clear public policy which places the legal 
responsibility for the detrimental costs of tree spread on the owner of the 
source of tree spread. 

The challenge facing this working is how to find an equitable mechanism 
of meeting this need without compromising the future land use options 
for mountain environments. 
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New Zealand 
Mountain Lands Committee 

Statement on Wilding Trees 

Introduction 

The spread of wilding trees from plantations of exotic trees at least eleven 
sites (Abel Tasman National Park, Marlborough Sounds, Red Hills, 
Branch/Leatham, Clarence, Amuri Range, Lake Coleridge, Mackenzie 
Basin, Queenstown, Blue Mountains, and Mid Dome) in the South Island 
has been of increasing concern to people and agencies with interests in 
the use of mountain lands. Similar concerns have been expressed about 
three sites (Mount Tarawera, Karioi/Waiouru, and the Kaweka Range) in 
the central North Island and have_ led to action to limit the spread of 
exotic conifers. For example, over the last ten years, approximately $4m 
has been spent on the control of wilding trees on Defence land at 
Waiouru. 

The spread of wilding trees has been a research topic of the Forest 
Research Centre of FRI at Ilam for several years. Outcomes of that 
research point to practical management options for the future. 

There have been several initiatives by private interest groups to control 
wilding trees in mountain environments. The activities of the Royal 
Forest and Bird Protection Society and other private interest groups in 
the Waimakariri and the Tongariro National Park have been especially 
noteworthy. 

The principal requirement is for a comprehensive public policy to guide 
public agencies in their management of wilding trees in the mountains. 

Workshop 

The New Zealand Mountain Lands Institute convened a recent workshop 
to clarify the issues and options for the management of wilding tree 
spread from exotic plantations in mountain environments. 
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Participants at the workshop were divided in their opm1ons about 
whether wilding tree spread is a problem. Some saw it as a matter to be 
managed as a factor affecting particular areas of land rather than as a 
problem to be dealt with on a coordinated national basis. 

A majority of participants considered that there was a need for central 
government to establish a national policy (and an associated funding 
programme) for the management of wilding tree spread in mountain 
environments. 

The majority of participants recognised the fact that central government 
has, in relation to noxious plants, decided to place all operational and 
funding responsibility with regional government. It was also noted that 
the consensus view was that regional government should address any 
wilding tree spread problems in the region through the proposed resource 
management planning process, and the proposed reform of pest 
legislation (provisionally called the Biological Securities Bill). 

Policy Options 

It will be necessary for regional councils to evaluate the environmental 
outcomes and the benefits and costs of the regional policy options and 
include a comprehensive process of public participation before deciding 
policy. 

Arising from the workshop, the policy options available to all public 
agencies and regional councils in particular for the management of 
wilding tree spread include: 

do nothing, with the expectation that wilding trees will eventually be 
contained by habitat, · 
remove 'outliers', unwanted wildings and manage remaining areas of 
concentrated wilding trees as a production or protection forest, 
prohibit the establishment of exotic plantations on 'take off 
sites, 
regulate (and possibly prohibit) the establishment of exotic 
plantations in mountain environments and eradicate existing 
wilding trees. 

Because of the varying impact of wilding trees in mountain environments 
throughout the country it seems appropriate that specific policies be 
regional in scope but be subject to an overall national policy statement 
setting out the national policy objectives. 
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Conservation of the perceived natural environment in mountain areas 
requires a strict prohibition and eradication policy. This approach 
precludes the afforestation of any part of all mountain lands. 

There is sufficient evidence available to indicate that production forestry 
is a viable option for much of the wetter zones of the lower to mid 
altitude high country. 

Important policy decisions are required to settle any actual or potential 
land resource allocation issues regarding the maintenance of the existing 
'natural' environment or the modification of it through deliberate 
afforestation. 

A procedure is required to assess the benefits and costs of the available 
options. The workshop participants sensed that the regional resource 
management plan procedure foreshadowed in the Resource Management 
Bill 1989 would be the most suitable mechanism for this to be done. 

Implementation 

Practical policy options available to regional councils for implementing 
programmes for the management of wilding trees in mountain 
environments include: 

setting of rules for the planting of trees 
declaring wilding trees to be plant pests of regional significance for 
all or part of the region, 
including wilding tree management as part of all integrated 
land management programmes, 
coordinate activities of all public agencies, private interest 
groups and land occupiers and owners involved in the 
management of wilding tree spread. 

District Councils were seen as having a complementary and 'reinforcing' 
role to regional councils in the implementation of planning procedures 
involving afforestation. 

The public land management agencies (Department of Conservation, 
Office of Crown Lands, Ministry of Defence and Ministry for the 
Environment.) were considered to have clear responsibility for the 
management of wilding tree spread on, or from, land under their 
jurisdiction. It was the general view of the workshop that, as land owners 
(or agents for the owner) these agencies should be subject to the same 
'rules' governing private land. The serious budgetary problems of 
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government agencies were acknowledged. It was considered crucial that 
regional management plans include recognition of responsibilities of 
public agencies and arrangements for coordinated action and funding of 
programmes for the management of wilding tree spread. 

The workshop noted that there is no clear legal or acknowledged moral 
responsibility on the owners of exotic plantings to remedy any nuisance 
or other detrimental effect on neighbouring land occupiers. There is 
some doubt as to the efficacy of the requirements of some local 
authorities to require substantial bonds to be posted as a condition of 
approval of afforestation proposals. It was advanced at the workshop that 
statutory liability for future plantings could be provided for by 
amendment to the Property Law Act 1952. 

Discussion 

In spite of the fact that most (but not all) of the spread of wilding trees 
originate from the planting of exotic trees by central government agencies 
there is only limited recognition by the Crown of the problem other than 
on the Central Plateau. 

Clearly, any policy for the management of wilding tree spread must 
include and obligate the Crown. At present it is unclear whether, under 
the provisions of a regional management plan, it is possible for regional 
councils to so obligate the Crown. 

Bearing in mind that mountain land resources are, in the main, Crown 
land it would be reasonable for the subject of wilding tree spread to be 
included in a national mountain policy statement which would set a 
national policy for the management of mountain land resources. It 
follows that both central government land management agencies and 
regional resource management plans (and statements) would be required 
to take account of the provisions of the national policy statement. 

An effective programme for the elimination of 'outlier' trees is essential 
for the successful management of wilding tree spread is. Apart from the 
concerted work that has been carried out in the environs of the Tongariro 
National Park there seems to be little awareness of the need for this to 
be done. Public agencies need to include this aspect of wilding tree 
spread in their programmes for the management of mountain land 
resources. 
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The issue of liability for the costs arising from tree spread requires urgent 
clarification. One means of doing this would be for an affected party to 
bring a case to the High Court for decision. The prospect of this 
occurring is very limited. Another approach suggested at the workshop 
is the establishment of statutory liability through legislation. Such a 
liability would 'catch' the Crown as owner of the principal sources of tree 
spread. However, in many cases, the actual source of the tree spread may 
be difficult to prove in which case the statutory liability may not be able 
to be proved. 

It seems that the imposition of a substantial bond to cover any costs of 
surveillance or removal of wilding trees as a condition of a planning 
consent for forestry may be unreasonable. This is so because the bond 
is being applied to ensure more than just the conditions of the approval 
are complied with and implies liability for the removal of wilding trees on 
the land of another person irrespective of the source of the seed. 

The mountain land resources of New Zealand which are likely to be 
affected by tree spread, that is the tussock grasslands, are predominantly 
part of the Crown Estate. In the interests of retaining the natural and 
landscape character and the conservation of natural attributes of this land 
it will be necessary for the Crown to have a coherent policy regarding the 
spread of wilding trees on its own estate. It is questionable whether an 
objective of retaining the perceived 'natural' character of the tussock 
grasslands is sustainable in the face of the changes in composition that 
are occurring in the tussock grasslands generally. 

In summary, it is apparent that none of the means of enforcing the 
control of tree spread are effective, and an effective management planning 
process will be required to determine the optimum approach to specific 
circumstances. 

The New Zealand Mountain Lands Committee considers that: 
• provision should be made in the proposed reform of pest 

legislation for the declaration of wilding trees as 'pests of regional 
significance' over all or part of a region, 

• the management of wilding tree spread should be implemented 
through regional management plans which evaluate the 
environmental outcomes and the benefits and costs of the policy 
options available to regional councils, 
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• a national mountain resource policy statement, when prepared, 
should include provisions for ensuring, where possible, protection 
of the national interest in the conservation of nature and 
protection of landscapes by requiring the removal of all 'outliers' 
and concentrations of wilding trees unless they are able to be 
managed as a production or protection forest. 

A report on the wilding tree problem in the North Island high country 
will appear in the next issue of Review. 

36 



A High Country Recreational Users' Code 

The following users' code has been agreed to by the Public Lands Coalition 
and the High Country Committee of Federated Farmers. 

This High Country User's Code is intended to promote good relations 
between the recreational public and high country runholders. 

It refers principally to the South Island pastoral high country. 
Approximately 2,500,000 hectares of this land (20% of. the South Island) 
are covered by grazing runs. The majority of this land is leased by the 
Crown to runholders as pastoral leases. Some land is owned by 
universities and leased under similar conditions. Many runs include some 
freehold land. The runholder has trespass rights (i.e. s/he can grant or 
deny access) on both leased and freehold land. 

The beds of rivers and major streams" and sizeable lakes are not normally 
included in leases. Public access may exist in the form of riparian strips 
along river and stream banks (not on all runs), or formed or unformed 
public roads, and by special clauses or easements registered against lease 
titles. The Crown owns all game, birds, fish and the beds of lakes and 
rivers. 

In some high use areas formal marked public access has been established. 
Examples are the St. James Walkway, the entry to Craigiebum Forest 
Park at Cass and the Remarkables Road, as well as anglers' access in 
some districts. 

The high country sustains a vibrant rural economy and contains vast areas 
which have major landscape, ecological and recreational significance. 
Recreational use may occur on a lease itself or access may be needed 
across a lease to public land beyond. Recreational use can affect run 
management. Remember that runholders live and work in the high 
country. The nature of the land can create particular problem with stock 
management. Co-operation and understanding are therefore important 
for both resident and visitor. 
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Access - (a matter of communication) 

1) The Recreational Visitor 
Obtain permission unless formed legal access exists or local practice 
does not require runholder permission, but the onus is on you to 
establish this first. 

If possible contact runholders, by phone or letter, a reasonable time 
before your visit. Give your name and a contact address or phone 
number (collect). State the nature of your recreation, intended route 
and duration of visit. Indicate where you will leave your vehicle(s). 
Describe make, colour and registration number. Ask if you can assist 
by bringing mail or supplies. 

If you do not know who to contact ask the local branch or Federated 
Farmers, or DOC or Landcorp Offices for the runholder's name and 
address. 

If you want to use a motor vehicle on the property or take a dog or 
firearm, make this clear when seeking permission. 

There may be valid reasons (particularly lambing or mustering) why 
runholders may deny access. 

Accept refusals with good grace. If you encounter persistent or 
unreasonable refusals, refer these to your national recreational body 
for negotiation. 

2) The Runholder 
The High Country Committee of Federated Farmers recognises the 
desire of the public to use the high country and encourages its 
members to allow the maximum possible use of pastoral land that is 
compatible with their farm management and does not encumber them 
with additional liability. 

When permission is sought by members of the public to gain access 
to or across leasehold land, lessees should endeavour to view the 
request favourably. If there are reasons to refuse a request then it is 
courteous and helpful to explain the reasons for refusal. If possible 
offer alternative times or places. 
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On the Property 

Gates 
Leave gates as found. 

Fences 
If there is no gate handy go through the wires or climb over at strainer 
posts. Unsupported wires should not be climbed. 

Huts 
Obtain specific permission to use station huts. Do not use food or fuel 
except in emergency (in which case inform runholder on return). 
Replenish firewood. 

Stock 
Avoid mobs of stock where possible. If you cannot avoid walking through 
stock, move in single file. Do not 'drive' stock. Report to the runholder 
any stock you consider to be in distress or missed in a muster. 

Crops 
Walk around the edges of any crops. 

Care for the land 

Observe the Minimum Impact Code: i.e. 
• Prevent litter. Carry out all your rubbish. 
• Do not cut live trees or shrubs or cut blares. 
• Ensure fires are totally extinguished when leaving camp or huts. Use 

portable stoves for preference. Most high country areas are covered 
by closed fire seasons in summer. 

• Minimise campsite construction and leave them tidy. 
• Bury toilet wastes well away from streams. 
• Avoid polluting streams or lakes, particularly with soap or detergent. 
• Protect nature, wildlife and plants that give the high country its 

special value. 
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MORATORIUM LIFTED 

In 1985 the Land Settlement Board, in response to a request from the 
Department Lands and Survey, decided as a matter of policy not to issue 
any further consents to pastoral lessees to disturb or bum any areas of 
land which, under the Protected Natural Areas Programme, were to be 
recommended areas for protection. 

The Protected Natural Areas Programme aims to identify and protect 
representative examples of indigenous flora and fauna in the various 
ecological districts of New Zealand. The programme is implemented by 
the Department of Conservation. 

The moratorium although intended to be a temporary measure eventually 
became an irritant to some runholders who saw the continuing 
restrictions a hindrance to run management. 

Following the High Country Conference in June 1990 the High Country 
Committee of Federated Farmers issued the following press statement: 

"At the High Country Conference in Timaru, a great deal of concern and 
frustration was expressed at the current situation regarding conservation 
issues in the High Country. 

"Owing to the lack of progress in the negotiating of the recommended 
areas for protection already identified, the High Country Committee 
demands that in three months all the moratoria that put constraints on 
tanners carrying out their normal management, be lifted on the affected 
runs. 

"If this does not happen, the High Country Committee will have to 
withdraw its co-operation from the Protected Natural Areas programme, 
and advise lessees to deny access to future P.N.A survey requests. 

"We do not take this step lightly but the moratoria are intolerable and 
it is time a stand was taken". 

Discussions between DOC and HCC ensued which resulted in the 
Director-General of DOC asking Mr Gordon Stephenson of Putaruru and 
a former member of the Environmental Council and member of 
Federated Farmers to: 
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(a) Facilitate a resolution to the immediate problem of the future of a 
moratorium that was placed upon Recommended Areas for 
Protection by the Land Settlement Board in 1985. 

(b) Suggest means of improving goodwill and communication between 
parties with interests in pastoral leases in order that the Protected 
Natural Areas Programme is enabled to proceed. 

His report recommended that DOC and HCC approach the 
Commissioner of Crown Lands and request the lifting of the Moratorium. 

Suggestions made in relation to (b) are currently being considered by the 
Department of Conservation, the Commissioner for Crown Lands and the 
High Country Committee. Commenting on the Stephenson report the 
Chairman of the HCC, Mr Pat Garden, said he was not happy with parts 
of it but considered it a good basis for discussion. 
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THE OFFICE OF CROWN LANDS 

This paper, explaining the role and functions of the Office of Crown Lands, 
has been supplied by the Commissioner. 

The concept of the Office of Crown Lands was adopted following a 
Cabinet policy decision on 15 August 1988 that the functions of the 
Department of Lands be continued in an Office of Crown Lands in the 
Department of Survey and Land Information· and that the office have 
direct reporting responsibility on certain statutory matters to the Minister 
of Lands. 

Although there is no specific statutory authority for the establishment of 
the office, the Cabinet's policy decision has been given effect by a 
combination of new legislation, and Government administrative actions. 

First the Survey Amendment Act (No. 3) 1989 provided for the 
appointment. of the Commissioner of Crown Lands (CCL) under the 
State Sector Act 1988, with direct reporting responsibilities to the 
Minister of Lands for specific functional responsibilities, including those 
under the Land Act 1948, Land Settlement Promotion and Land 
Acquisition Act 1952, Public Works Act 1981, and other miscellaneous 
legislation. 

Second, the Chief Executive DOSLI has delegated his responsibilities 
under Sections 40/42 of the Public Works Act 1981 to the Commissioner 
of Crown Lands. 

As a consequence of these actions all functional responsibilities of the 
former Department of Lands have now come under the administrative 
responsibility of the CCL The CCL has delegated his powers and 
responsibilities to the 12 District Managers/Chief Surveyors pursuant to 
Section 12B of the Survey Act 1986. The Office of Crown Lands 
subsequently provides an appropriate administrative identify for all the 
lands and property functional responsibilities of both the CCL in Head 
Office and District Managers/Chief Surveyors in district offices. 

Property 

The operations of the Property Directorate stem from a combination of 
delegated statutory responsibilities of the Minister of Lands and the Chief 
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Executive under the Public Works Act 1981 and the land administration 
responsibilities of the Commissioner of Crown Lands for surplus 
Government properties. 

More particularly, the Property Directorate is responsible for the 
compulsory acquisition of all lands for public works, securing entry onto 
land affected by public works, the settlement of associated compensation 
claims, the administration of specific surplus Government properties and 
the investigation/offer back of all surplus Government properties. 

The directorate plays a central role in the administration and disposal of 
surplus Crown property assets. There are some 900 properties valued at 
$97 million currently being administered/disposed of by the directorate. 
The directorate is also disposing of considerable surplus property for 
client departments. 

Lands 

The principal responsibility of the Lands Directorate is to represent the 
Crown's proprietorial interests in lands, pursuant to the Land Act 1948 
and other associated legislation. These include Crown leases and licences, 
endowment leases, land held for eventual return to Maori owners and 
unallocated Crown lands. 

The principal Crown leases comprise some 350 pastoral high country 
leases. The directorate contracts the Land Corporation Limited to 
undertake day to day administration of these pastoral leases together with 
the administration of some 26 recreation permits on the leases. 

There are 68 other miscellaneous leases and licences over 640 hectares 
administered under the Land Act 1948 and 187 Resident Site Licences 
administered under the Mining Tenures Registration Act 1962. 

The directorate also administers some 61 leases and licences over 
endowment lands for the Otago and Victoria Universities, Otago 
Catchment Board and the Taranaki Scholarship Trust Board. 

Two farms are currently administered by the directorate pending their 
return to former Maori owners. They are situated at Awapuni Lagoon 
and Awhitu. 
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The Commissioner of Crown Lands, Mr Johnny Edmonds 

There are a large number of unallocated Crown land parcels which were 
not transferred to SOE's. In the main they tend to be small sites with 
very limited market appeal. The directorate brief is to dispose of these 
lands to best advantage - in many cases this means disposing of the lands 
to reduce continuing costs to the Crown rather than gaining net receipts. 

Crown Forestry 

A new Crown Forestry Unit is responsible for the administration of 
Crown Forestry Licences issued pursuant to the Crown Forests Act 1989. 
There will be some 100 licences issued on completion of the current 
forest asset sales programme including over 260 protection covenants and 
over 150 access easements. The unit is expected to collect annual land 
rentals of some $17 million for payment into the Forestry Rental Trust 
establishment pursuant to Section 34 of the Crown Forest Assets Act 
1989. 
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Land Settlement and Promotion 

The Land Settlement Promotion and Land Acquisition Act 1952 provides 
for the control of undue aggregation of farm land and the control of the 
acquisition of certain categories of land by overseas interests. The unit 
is responsible for providing advice to the Minister of Lands on 
applications for Ministerial exemptions from the operation of the Act. 
During 1989/90 some 6,737 applications were made to the Land 
Valuation tribunal for consent under the Act. Some 95% related to 
undue aggregation and 5% to overseas interests. 

Equal Employment Opportunities 

The operation of the unit is currently the responsibility of the 
Commissioner of Crown Lands. However, unlike the other functional 
areas of responsibilities of the Commissioner, the EEO Unit is concerned 
with all policies, procedures and other institutional barriers that cause or 
perpetuate inequality in respect of the employment of persons in all areas 
of the department. 

The principal function of the unit is to co-ordinate the preparation and 
implementation of an EEO programme for the department in order to 
assist the Chief Executive to promote equal employment opportunities as 
required by the State Sector Act 1988. 

The major thrust of the department's 1990191 EEO management 
programme is to continue the task of identifying and eliminating barriers 
in and to employment. 

One way this is to be achieved is through the strengthening and 
broadening of the structure upon which EEO is based in the department. 
All staff will be encouraged to participate in some way. This strategy will 
be made more effective by management's demonstrated commitment to 
the good employer principle. 

Specific programmes will also be introduced aimed at encouraging target 
group members to participate as fully as possible in the business of the 
department and to recognise the uniquely valuable skills and talents they 
bring to the department. 
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New Zealand Mountain Lands Committee 

ACCOUNT OF ACTIVITIES 1989/90 

Introduction 

Early in the year Lincoln University Council, after inviting many 
organisations and groups to submit the names of suitable people, invited 
ten people to join the Mountain Lands Committee, a sub-committee of 
Council. The possibility of further interested parties being invited to join 
the Committee is under consideration. 

Its prime functions are to investigate policy issues germane to mountain 
land resource use and offer pre-policy advice to Government on the 
development of comprehensive and consistent policies. The Committee's 
work and that of the supporting Institute, although approved and funded 
by the Minister for the Environment through Vote:Environment, is a 
Lincoln University activity and not some new "quango" set up by the 
Government. 

Goals 

The goals of the Institute and Committee are: 
• to examine and review any aspect of mountain land resources or their 

use; 
• to identify issues and options for the management of mountain land 

resources; 
• to act as a forum for public debate seeking consensus on issues 

related to the use of mountain resources; 
• to advise national and local governments on comprehensive policies 

for the use of mountain land resources; 
• to make information publicly available. 
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The Mountain Lands Committee 

Back row from left: Dr John Hayward, Dr Andrew Pearce, Mr John 
Holloway, Professor Alan Mark, Mr John Bishop, Mr Peter Yeoman. 
Front row from left: Mr Barrie Brailsford, Mr Hamish Ensor, Professor 
Bruce Ross, Mr Richard Johnson, Mr George McMillan, Mrs Jaquetta 
Smith. 
Absent: Hon. Sir Clinton Roper, Sir Allan Wright. 

LEGISLATION 

Land Act Revision 

The Committee spent a considerable time debating what should. be the 
essential elements of a revised Land Act. 

This activity resulted in a sub-committee draft report from which a final 
submission was made to the Minister. (The Committee's submission was 
published in Review 46). 

Conservation Law Reform Bill 

The Committee discussed this Bill and in particular the section dealing 
with marginal strips. 
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Thi.s resulted in a submission to the Select Committee whose attention was 
drawn to the foil owing points: 

• Under the provisions of the Bill the Committee saw an anomalous 
situation arising between Section 24 strips and Section 58 strips under 
the Land Act 1948. Whilst there was provision in the Bill for 
marginal strips to 'move' no such provision existed for Section 58 
strips. There may not be continuous access on riparian land because 
different provisions might apply to separate parcels of land. 

• Whilst the Bill did allow riparian land to be farmed and cropped 
under Section 24 the Crown could resume management upon giving 
90 days notice. In the interest of good husbandry and to give time for 
adjustments to management a much longer period of notice was 
imperative. 

• Concern too was expressed on the question of responsibility for fire 
control on marginal strips. Fire, particularly in the high country, is 
an ever present risk and if public use of strips is to be encouraged 
there was clearly a need to have this matter clarified. 

• The Committee saw a need for one integrated management plan for 
waterways and all riparian lands and for co-operation between 
adjoining owners. The Committee believed Section 24.lb, which 
referred to "maximum flood level of any lake", should be "normal 
level". 

• The Committee commended the focus on the management of riparian 
land to ensure continued protection with public access being a 
secondary consideration. 

Resource Management Law Reform Bill 

The timing of the publication of the Resource Management Bill did not 
allow the Committee time to discuss this in time to meet the deadline for 
submissions. However the Committee subsequently supported in general 
the purposes and princif les of the proposed legislation. 

Agricultural Securities Bill 

Because Government signalled changes to the existing animal and plant 
pest management administration and planned to introduce into 
Parliament a new Agricultural Securities Bill about mid-year, the 
Committee· was concerned that ministerial responsibility for pest 
administration was divided between the Ministers of Agriculture, 
Conservation and Forestry, and that there was a risk of matters that 
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require attention not being addressed because of the lack of funding and 
unclear jurisdiction. 

For example, border protection is currently divided between the 
Ministries of Agriculture and Forestry, and the management of wild 
animals is the responsibility of an arm of Government separate from pest 
administration. 

On the grounds of clarity of purpose and efficiency the Committee 
considered it desirable that all aspects of animal and plant 'pest' 
management form part of an integrated administration which did not have 
conflicting objectives. 

This activity resulted in the Committee recommending that one minister be 
accountable for national polici.es for all animal and plant pest 
administration (including routine pest management, border protection, 
surveillance, and emergency response), and that, in the interests of 
administrative efficiency, the minister accountable for pest administration be 
authorised to delegate operational pest management to other ministers or to 
regional government. 

Possums 

Over the last decade possums have become endemic over virtually the 
whole country. The associated animal disease of bovine tuberculosis is 
now endemic in central North Island, south-east North Island, West 
Coast, and south-east South Island and is occurring elsewhere. The 
strategic importance of the elimination of bovine tuberculosis to the 
livestock industry is inestimable. 

As a result of modification of the composition of indigenous forests by 
possums much of the flora and fauna of the nation's conservation estate 
is severely at risk. 

It seemed to the Committee that the nation's present effort to control 
possums lacks resources. Effective national and regional co-ordination 
of possum control appeared to be impeded because of uneven availability 
of resources and divided objectives. 

It is probable that the provisions for the compensation for reactor cattle 
which form part of the MAF compulsory bovine tuberculosis control 
programme substantially reduced the commitment of dairy and beef cattle 
farmers to the success of the programme. 
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The Committee saw a need for an integrated and adequately funded national 
programme which had the sole objective of the control of possums on both 
public and private land to below population levels which supported bovine 
tuberculosis. 

The Committee recommended that, as a matter of priority in the interests 
of national conservation strategy, adequate resources be committed to the 
control of possums on all conservation land. 

The Committee also recommended that the Ministry of Research Science 
and Technology, the Foundation for Research Science and Technology 
and the livestock industry continue to commit substantial resources on a 
long term basis to a comprehensive programme of research into the 
epidemiology of bovine tuberculosis, and the biological and other means 
of possum control. 

These issues are currently under study by a number of government 
agencies. 

GOVERNMENT HIGH COUNTRY POLICIES 

Following the preparation of discussion papers by Institute staff the 
Committee considered the framework for a national high mountains 
policy which would integrate the desirable features of a dozen or so policy 
statements issued between 1977 and 1985. 

This work has been held in abeyance awaiting the passing of Resource 
Management legislation. 

INTEGRATED LAND MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Introduction 

It was the Committee's intention to study, debate and discuss policy issues 
involving the integration of soil conservation and animal and plant pest 
management in mountain lands. Such policies to be effective will rely 
heavily on the adoption of a consistent and comprehensive approach by 
both regional and central governments. The Committee looks to the 
Resource Management legislation to give firm guidelines for such an 
approach. 
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Semi-arid land 

Institute staff have maintained a close working relationship with the 
Rabbit and Land Management Programme and the Director of the 
Programme has met with the Committee. 

Hawkweeds 

Associated with the land use issues of rabbit-prone semi-arid land is the 
question of hawkweed ingress into short and tall tussock grassland. This 
is particularly severe in the Upper Waitaki Basin and in Marlborough 
where much of the landscape is hieracium dominant. 

The Institute convened a workshop attended by (J() people from all interest 
groups. As a result of this activity the Committee concluded that the 
problem was so serious that it required a "Task Force" approach. The 
Minister for the Environment was informed accordingly. 

Wilding trees 

The spread of wilding trees from exotic plantations is of concern in both 
the South and North Islands. 

A workshop of interest groups met to debate policy options. 

Rural Fire 

Residual work from the Tussock Grasslands and Mountain Lands 
Institute included a project on fire management in rural New Zealand. 
A review of this subject was published in Review 43 and a submission 
made to the Rural Fire Services Review Team. 

Subsequently the Chairman of the Review Team, Mr G.G. Hensley, 
delivered a paper on its findings to the Institute's 1989 Hill and High 
Country Seminar. 

The lnstitute's concern and that of the Committee was to see the 
establishment of a co-ordinating and an administrative body responsible 
among other things for national standards. 
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It is therefore a pleasure to report that a New Zealand Fire Service 
Commission to co-ordinate rural fire services from 1July1990 (becoming 
the National Rural Fire Authority under directives from the Minister of 
Internal Affairs) has been established. 

INFORMATION 

Before the Committee can consider any issue for resource use in 
mountain lands it must canvass public opinion. It can claim to have done 
this successfully in 1989/1)(). 

In July the Institute hosted another hill and high country seminar at 
Lincoln University. Focusing on m~tters of current concern the seminar 
addressed a wide range of issues including categorisation of pastoral land, 
Crown Land reform, Rural fire and management of Canada Geese. The 
twenty-one papers presented have been published in proceedings. 

People from interest groups were invited to workshops on hawkweeds (at 
Lake Tekapo) and wilding trees (at Lincoln University). 

This consensus-seeking approach is proving to be a successful means of 
ascertaining public opinion, particularly that of interest groups. 

The Committee went on a 2-day fact-finding tour to the Craigiebum area 
where members were briefed on landscape issues, marginal strips, 
commercial recreation and wilding tree spread. 

In its inaugural year the Committee has worked effectively within its 
terms of reference to such an extent that this approach to policy 
formulation may be applicable to other areas of government activity. 
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Government Policies 
for the 

Management of Mountain Land Resources 

Introduction 

l.G.C.Kerr. 
Mountain Lands Institute 

Lincoln University 

The mountain lands of New Zealand have long been the subject of close 
administrative attention by central government. 

Early Crown and provincial government administrations sought to 
encourage settlement throughout the provinces. Pastoral licences were 
used by both the Crown and provincial governments as a device to 
facilitate the occupation of the high country. Except for the purchase of 
the fee simple for strategic sites by some licensees, most of the occupied 
'pastoral' land of the high country has remained in Crown ownership 
albeit alienated in perpetuity for pastoral purposes. 

The public administration of this land has involved the Crown and its 
associated agencies in the development of a wide range of policies to 
govern its day-to-day administration. The principal Crown agencies 
involved in setting policies for the administration of pastoral land was, 
until March 1987, the Land Settlement Board. Other government 
agencies with policy setting roles were the National Water and Soil 
Conservation Authority (for water and soil conservation) and the New 
Zealand Forest Service (for wild animal control). All of these agencies 
have been abolished by recent reforms of state sector involvement in 
environmental administration. 

Administration of Crown pastoral land under the Land Act 1948 is now 
the responsibility of the Commissioner of Crown Lands. Day-to-day 
administration is exercised through a management contract with Land 
Corporation Management Services Limited. This contract requires the 
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Corporation to implement specified high country policies of the former 
government agencies. 

The remainder of the high mountains not subject to Crown pastoral 
leases or otherwise permanently alienated is held in direct public 
ownership and management. This large area includes much of what has 
collectively become known as the Crown's conservation estate consisting 
of national parks, forest parks and conservation land. The objective for 
the management of the conservation estate is self explanatory. The 
management of it is the responsibility of the Minister of Conservation 
exercised through the Department of Conservation. 

Crown involvement in the administration of mountain lands is authorised 
by a number of Acts of Parliament - principally the Land Act 1948, the 
Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Act 1941, the National Parks and 
Reserves Act and the Conservation Act 1986,. 

Since 1987 there have been major reforms in the administration of all the 
public agencies which have roles in the management of mountain land 
resources. The prevailing high country policies of the former agencies 
have been carried over to the new. However, recent and projected 
reforms in the law relating to Crown land and resource management have 
highlighted a need to examine existing Government policies with a view 
to ascertaining their consistency and comprehensiveness. 

The following is a summary of, and brief commentary on, existmg 
Government policies which have a bearing on the management of 
mountain lands with particular emphasis on the high country. 

1. INDIGENOUS FOREST MANAGEMENT POLICY 1977 

The object of this policy is that the management of State indigenous 
forests shall in general be to perpetuate indigenous forests both as 
natural forests and as managed stands. 

This object has been incorporated in (and reinforced by) the 
Conservation Act 1986. 

In 1988 the Minister of Forests approved proposals by the Ministry of 
Forestry for an indigenous forest policy which stated that the Ministry 
considers that conservation of the present areas of indigenous forest in 
New z.ealand is in the national interest. 
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In summary it is the policy of the Government to conserve or protect all 
indigenous forests in New Zealand. Even though this policy applies to 
all public land, it has, in effect, recently been widened to include all 
private land through an amendment to the Customs Regulations. 
Approval to export indigenous timber will only be given if the product is 
from a forest managed under an approved sustainable management plan. 

2. HIGH MOUNTAIN RESOURCES POLICY 1979 

A conference on the Conservation of High Mountain Resources held at 
Lincoln College in 1977 recommended a general policy with general 
guidelines in the form of goals and objectives for the rational use of 
mountain land resources in New Zealand. After a review of the 
recommendations by the agencies directly involved, the Government 
endorsed the policy, goals and objectives. 

The resulting policy statement, "Deciding the use of high mountain 
resources: Choices and considerations for decision makers," provides the 
basis from which more specific policies for particular aspects of resource 
use can be prepared or existing policies revised. 

The Policy section of the Statement reads as follows: 

Recognising the instability and fragility of New Zealand Mountains, 
the high degree of endemism of its biota, and the need to improve 
and maintain the condition of the mountains for the full and proper 
benefits of mankind, the use of high mountain resources must have 
regard to: 
• the conservation of natural resources; 
• the sustained production of water of high quality and of benefits 

from forest, pastoral, agricultural, mineral, and other resources; 
• the provision of opportunities for work, recreation, relaxation, 

and learning; 
• the safeguarding of adequate representative examples of all 

indigenous mountain biota and of important ecosystems in as 
natural condition as possible; 

• the preservation of natural landscape of outstanding scenic 
quality and the creation and preservation of cultural landscapes 
of high quality; 

• the promotion of a balanced relationship between natural 
landscape character and all forms of land and water use; 

• the enhancement of social, cultural, and environmental values; 
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- the retention and management of unallocated land for the 
maximisation of choice by present and future generations. 

Other clauses in the Statement specify the goals (long range) and 
objectives (specific activities) of the policies. 

The 1979 Policy Statement has not been revoked or amended in any way 
by subsequent Governments. Many of the policy objectives of the 
Statement have been incorporated in the Conservation Act 1987. The 
Policy Statement is listed in the schedule of relevant Government policies 
that Land Corporation Management Services Limited is obliged to 
observe in its management contract with the Crown. In addition, many 
of its provisions form part of the High Country Policy of the former Land 
Settlement Board which apply to the management of Crown pastoral 
land. 

In summary the Policy Statement remains the policy of the Government. 

The passage of time and changed circumstances have made aspects of the 
Statement imprecise. As a result, the Policy Statement is largely ignored 
by decision makers except where some of the more specific elements of 
the Statement have been included in other operational policies. 

Nevertheless the Statement represents a profound philosophical 
indication of the Government policy for the management of mountain 
land resources. The overriding objective is multiple use of mountain land 
resources with reduced emphasis on maintaining existing uses and 
increased emphasis on conservation/protection. 

3. NW ASCO HILL AND HIGH COUNTRY POLiey 1980 

The NW ASCO (National Water and Soil Conservation Organisation) Hill 
and High Country Policy is "aimed at the promotion of soil conservation 
and water management in areas where adverse physical factors and 
erosion hai.ard cause distinct limitations for use." 

The National Water and Soil Conservation Authority was disestablished 
in 1988. The policies of the former NW ASCO are now the policies of the 
Minister of the Environment and Ministry for the Environment. The 
Ministry is reviewing key government resource management policies. The 
NW ASCO Hill and High Country Policy is not considered a key policy. 
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The NW ASO Hill and High Country Policy included provisions for: 
the permanent retirement from grazing of all Class VIII land (land 
unsuitable for arable, pastoral, or production forestry use); 
the protection of berm lands, riparian lands, and wetlands; 

These matters were the subject of a Department of Lands and Survey, 
New Zealand Forest Service, and National Water and Soil Conservation 
Organisation Joint Policy Statement in 1981 which specified arrangements 
for the implementation of policies for de-stocking, land surrender and 
land retirement. 

A review of policies for de-stocking and land surrender was undertaken 
in 1985 by the National Water and Soil Conservation Authority and the 
Department of Lands and Survey. The object of this review was to 
identify and eliminate any inconsistencies between the policies of the 
Land Settlement Board and the National Water and Soil Conservation 
Authority and their implementation. As a result of this review catchment 
authorities and the Department of Lands and Survey were instructed to 
jointly "identify on a progressive basis those significant areas of 
Class VIII and severely eroding Class VII land not suited for pastoral use 
within Crown pastoral lease holdings with a view to having these areas 
de-stocked and then excluded from the pastoral leases." 

The change in administrative responsibilities in April 1987 for Crown 
pastoral land to first the Department of Lands and then the 
Commissioner of Crown Lands together with the reduction of central 
government funding of incentives for land retirement has led to virtual 
cessation of the land retirement programme. 

In summary the provisions of the NW ASCO Hill and High Country 
Policy reflects the intention of successive governments but its 
implementation lacks political will and available funding. 

4. LAND SEITLEMENT BOARD HIGH COUNTRY POLICY 
1984 

The High Country Policy of the Land Settlement Board was first adopted 
by the Board and endorsed by the Government in 1974. It was revised 
and expanded in 1980 with further amendments being adopted by the 
Board in 1982, 1983, 1984 and 1985. The policy applies to high country 
Crown land administered by the former Land Settlement Board in terms 
of the Land Act 1948. 
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The Board's High Country Policy, in its introductory chapters, draws 
heavily from the Government Policy Statement: Deciding the use of high 
mountain resources. In addition "the Board will have regard to other 
relevant legislation ... and relevant Government policies." 

The policy sets out goals for pastoral and agricultural use, soil and water 
management, nature conservation, recreation and tourism, other uses, 
integration of uses, and public involvement. 

As the Board's High Country Policy principally refers to Crown pastoral 
land the conditions of occupancy of pastoral leases and licences are 
specified. Similarly specific policies are included for rent fixing, lease 
renewal, reclassification, personal residence, transfers, boundary 
adjustments, stock limitations, diversification, soil disturbance, land 
unsuitable for grazing, fire control, noxious plants, wild animals, nature 
conservation and access. 

The policies of the former Land Settlement Board refer to those matters 
which are within the discretion of the Board or its delegate or successor 
to decide. 

The Board's high country policy seeks the "conservation of natural 
values." Apart from action taken to set side pastoral land as a reserve 
(which it is submitted must be of national significance) there is little 
other than mutually agreed covenants which can be used to give effect to 
this policy. It is probable that in all cases entry onto pastoral land to 
survey the land to identify conservation values of significance requires the 
lessees acquiescence. 

Much of the High Country Policy of the Land Settlement Board takes the 
form of guidance to lessees and decision makers. Some provisions are 
now recognised as being ultra vires and therefore unenforceable. 

5. LAND SETTLEMENT BOARD RURAL LANDSCAPE POLICY 
1983 

The rural landscape policy of the Land Settlement Board is a general 
policy for all Crown land administered by the former Department of 
Lands and Survey on behalf of the Land Settlement Board. With the dis
establishment of the department this policy is now relevant only to Crown 
pastoral land. 
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The rural landscape policy has the general objective of "maintenance and 
enhancement of New Zealand's landscape ... " It is intended that the policy 
be implemented through the (co-operative) development and use of 
national landscape guidelines, advice and education, environmental 
protection procedures, and through the consent procedures. 

With respect to the high country, implementation of the rural landscape 
policy will "recognise the unique and sensitive nature of the high country 
and give special attention to all matters affecting high country 
landscapes." 

In summary the rural landscape policy is general in character but with 
specific provisions applicable to the high country. 

6. LAND SETTLEMENT BOARD WETLANDS POLICY 1983 

The 1983 wetlands policy of the Land Settlement Board, was adopted 
before the New Zealand Wetlands Policy 1986, and like the 1986 policy 
seeks to identify, protect and preserve wetlands of international, national, 
regional, and local importance. 

There are no special requirements for mountain lands in either policy. 
Through its obligations to administer consent procedures Land 
Corporation Management Services Limited has a responsibility to protect 
all wetlands of significance on Crown pastoral land. Regional councils 
have some control over wetlands through water right procedures. 

Particular cases would suggest these processes are not fully effective. 

7. EXPLORATION, PROSPECTING AND MINING ON CROWN 
LAND POLICY 1984 

Crown land under the Land Act 1948 is open to applications to mine. 

The exploration, prospecting, and mining policy of the Land Settlement 
Board recognises that "mining, while not being a sustainable productive 
use, is a valuable and vital resource use to be balanced against other land 
uses." .... "Every application ..... will have regard to land use, 
environmental, economic, and social implications, and anticipated effects 
on the land and land users." 
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The express proVIS10ns of the policy are aimed at m1mm1smg the 
environmental impact and at ensuring rehabilitation of land. 

For national parks and reserves a more restrictive approach is 
government policy. 

The exploration, prospecting, and mining policy of the Land Settlement 
Board is a practical, and hopefully effective, means of limiting the third 
party effects of mining on Crown land. The policy requires the willing 
referral by the Ministry of Energy of all applications to the Crown land 
administrator for advice before consideration and decision. 

8. PRINCIPLES OF CROWN LAND MANAGEMENT POLICY 1984 

The Land Settlement Board adopted, in 1984, a management objective 
and statement of principle which the Board wished to have applied to all 
land under its 'control'. 

The management objective stated that Crown land will be managed: 
through conservation of renewable and non-renewable resources 
towards diverse and sustainable forms of land use, that fulfil the 
country's physical and social needs; 
to minimise environmental conflicts and encourage continued 
compatible resource use. 

The principles which govern specific policies include: the recognition of 
the country's need for food, timber, fibre, and minerals by making land 
available ..... ; the recognition of the need for the conservation of nature, 
protection of landscapes and cultural sites; support for sound water and 
soil conservation practices; provision of opportunities for education and 
recreation; and the encouragement of public participation. 

The principles of Crown land management adopted by the Board confirm 
and reinforce the multiple use principle enunciated in the Government 
policy statement: Deciding the use of high mountain resources. 



9. LAND SETILEMENT BOARD POLICY ON PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 1984 

In 1984 the Land Settlement Board adopted a public participation policy 
which resulted in opportunities being offered for public input into 
planning processes, liaison with interest groups, encouragement to people 
to communicate with the Board, publicity being given to the Board's 
activities, and enhanced observance of the Official Information Act 1982. 

With the abolition of the Board this policy has less practical effect and 
it remains for the Commissioner of Crown Lands and Land Corporation 
Management Services Limited to maintain the intent of this policy in 
their management of Crown pastoral land. 

10. WILD ANIMALS POLICY 

Government policy in respect to the management of wild animals in 
mountain lands is expressed in the following legislation: Wild Animal 
Control Act 1977, the Wildlife Act 1953, the Land Act 1948, the National 
Parks 1980, the Reserves Act 1977, the Soil Conservation and Rivers 
Control Amendment Act 1959,and the Conservation Act 1987. The 
combined effect of this legislation is to categorise all wild animals as 
harmful, requiring control. 

For national parks and reserves the National Parks and Reserves 
Authority policy is to seek, where it possible to do so, the extermination 
of introduced animals. Exceptions are made for salmonids and game 
birds. 

The draft Crown land game management policy 1985 of the Land 
Settlement Board marked a potential official recognition of game 
management, on a sustainable basis, on Crown land provided "such 
management is compatible with water and soil, vegetation, environmental, 
and other values ...... " 

The Wild Animal Control Act 1977 provides for the control of wild 
animals (the categorisation of which being largely determined by the 
Wildlife Act 1953) at levels determined by 'proper land use'. The Act 
recognises recreational hunting as a control mechanism and provides for 
'recreational hunting areas'. 
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The Conservation Act 1987 places great importance on the protection of 
natural values and implicitly condemns the impact of introduced wild 
animals. 

A protected areas legislative review currently being undertaken will need 
to address the issue of acceptance or rejection of the place of introduced 
animals in the conservation estate. 

In summary government policy as expressed in legislation seeks the 
resolute control of wild animals. There is little policy support for 
recreational hunting or game management except as a means of achieving 
the required level of control. 

11. POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL RECREATION ON CROWN 
LAND 1985 

Commercial recreation on Crown land is managed through a permit 
system authorised under Section 66A the Land Act 1948. This 
requirement applies to unalienated Crown land and Crown pastoral land. 

The Land Settlement Board's commercial recreation policy states that 
applications for permits will be considered in relation to the recreation 
needs of a region, the environmental impact of the proposal, public 
safety, and restrictions to public access. 

The conditions applying to and the annual fees payable for the use of 
Crown land for commercial recreation will be set according to the impact 
of the activity on the land. 

The guidelines for implementation of this policy specify three categories 
of recreation permits which reflect the impact, intensity, frequency, and 
permanence of the activity. Fees for permits vary between an unspecified 
percentage of gross receipts (for activities with the greatest impact) to a 
'flat' fee for minor and once only activities. The term of permits is set 
according to the nature of the proposal and the capital investment 
involved. Public notification of any application is required in all except 
the most minor of applications. 

A discretion (provided in S66A of the Land Act 1948) to require 
surrender of part of the lease in order to 'facilitate erosion-prevention 
measures' is not always enforceable. Conditions which seek public access, 
and 'protected natural areas' on commercial recreation permit areas 
within Crown pastoral leases may similarly be unenforceable. 
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Applications for recreation permits on pastoral land cannot be made 
without the approval of the lessee. No rights to engage in commercial 
recreation activities are implicit in pastoral leases. 

On conservation land commercial recreation is administered under the 
Conservation Act 1987. Under this legislation leases for commercial 
recreation can, provided the conditions of which do not conflict with the 
objective of the Act, be tailored to specific uses in a manner not unlike 
the Crown land commercial recreation policy. The Department of 
Conservation is currently developing policies for the management of ski 
areas and for commercial mountain guiding. 

In summary the Crown land recreation policy provides a mechanism for 
authorising commercial recreation on existing categories of Crown land. 
To better attain the public policy objective of multiple use of mountain 
land resources, elements of both the existing commercial recreation policy 
and the existing legislation need modification. 

12. POLICY FOR TREE PLANTING ON CROWN LEASEHOLD 
LAND 1984 

The former Land Settlement Board interpreted the Land Act 1948 as 
containing legislative constraints to the planting of trees on Crown land 
held on lease or licence. The good husbandry clauses in all farm and 
pastoral leases have been regarded as covenants not to plant an entire 
lease or licence of farm land. On pastoral land, lessees are permitted to 
'afforest any portion for the purpose of growing timber for sale, .. .'. Each 
application for afforestation requires the consent of the Land Settlement 
Board (Director-General of Lands or his delegate). It was the opinion of 
the Board 'that large scale commercial afforestation proposals are 
inappropriate on pastoral land' and that the land concerned be 
surrendered from the pastoral lease and a special lease (under S67) 
obtained. 

In general, the policy on tree planting on Crown leasehold land attends 
to most environmental issues and may control afforestation more closely 
than do district planning schemes. 

In the high country all tree planting proposals on Crown pastoral leases 
including proposals for shelter belts require (Board) consent. Provisions 
are included for the control of tree spread from proposed plantings but 
not from existing trees. The rent payable on forested land is double that 
payable on pastoral land. 
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In summary the policy on tree planting on Crown land explicitly restricts 
forestry. In the high country further restrictions and disincentives apply 
in spite of the fact that the legislation expressly permits afforestion on 
pastoral leases. Landscape, soil disturbance, and other environmental 
safeguards are taken into account in the policy. 

13. PEST CONTROL POLICY 1989 

Recently Government has approved a proposal to institute a 
comprehensive programme of rabbit and land management on the 
extreme and high rabbit prone ('intractable') land in the South Island. 
Apart from this special programme no further taxpayer funds are to be 
made available for pest destruction. 

Widespread concern is being expressed by land occupiers and public 
agencies about increasing levels of infestation of rabbits in some localities 
and about the prevalence of possums. 

The administration of agricultural pests and noxious plants control will, 
from 1 November 1989, be the responsibility of regional councils. An 
integrated approach to land management, including pests and weeds, 
should result. It remains to be seen whether this arrangement will be 
effective and efficient. 

In summary, the former public policy of rabbit control for the purpose of 
protection of agricultural production has recently changed to one with 
total emphasis on the protection of the land resources in the 'intractable' 
areas and land occupier responsibility for rabbit control elsewhere. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The most striking aspect of the existing government policies which have 
a bearing on the management of mountain land resources is the number 
of times the policies which, before amendment, were not in accord with 
the relevant legislation. 

Now that there are new forms of administration in place it is timely to 
review all of the existing policies and develop a rational framework for 
the management of mountain land resources. 

One issue of importance is the degree to which public policies for the 
management of mountain land resources should be expressed in 
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legislation or, perhaps conversely, the degree to which government 
(cabinet), ministers, or officials should be empowered to develop and 
decide policies. 

The modern trend in legislation is to so empower bodies with a role of 
formulating policies. 

It follows that a process of review of all relevant public policies for the 
use of mountain land policies needs to be initiated. 

Reforms that are being implemented, or proposed, in the field of resource 
management, local government, and Crown land law will all impact on 
existing policies for the management of mountain land resources. The 
devolution of virtually all land and water resource management 
responsibility to regional government implies that the Crown's role in 
regulating the use of Crown pastoral land and the management of 
conservation land be made compatible with regional resource 
management statements and plans. If it is agreed that mountains are a 
'national' resource then it is appropriate a government policy statement 
be prepared to reflect this national interest and set the rules by which 
regional government should manage these important resources. It is 
hoped that such a statement is comprehensive and results in a consistent 
and effective approach to the use of the mountains. 
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