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Executive Summary

This report reviews the role of farming on Queen Elizabeth Park (QEP or ‘the Park’) and the
degree to which farming contributes to the Park’s, and regional, social, natural and landscape
values. Various concepts for land management are considered, of which farming is one, and
the financial costs and benefits resulting from related actions are presented.
Farming has been a traditional means of land management over large parts of the Park. The
activity has been administered on a largely commercial basis via a fixed-term lease to a
private operator. The lease contains various conditions which allow for recreational access to
parts of the farmland and sets out expectations for, for example, the maintenance of assets
(such as fences and water supply infrastructure) and the control of weeds. Of the 637ha of
QEP, 397ha falls within the farming lease (307ha north of MacKays Crossing and 90ha
between MacKays Crossing and Paekakariki).
An additional 46ha is grazed under leases to equestrian groups. This area and the relevant
leases are not reviewed in this report, but some reference is made to land management
practices and the recommendations made here are, to a large degree, transferrable.
As the Park is near two urban areas, there is an important responsibility to manage local fire
hazards. Within QEP this requires weed control and the careful management of vegetation
restoration programmes. Current farming practices are considered to have been wellmanaged by the leaseholder and to support those fire management requirements, and the
existing lease conditions. However, in recent years, several issues have been identified:
Income from farming is lower than the costs of farm-asset replacement for the
Greater Wellington Regional Council (GW),
The costs and benefits of farming activity on QEP have not been made explicit,
There is a need to better understand how farming might contribute to achieving the
long-term objectives of Park management, for example, through the maintenance of
open space values. The GW Parks Network Plan provides a management framework
for QEP that has been agreed with the community. Options for farming need to be
considered within the context of the Network Plan and with an understanding of other
potential developments across the whole Park,
There are community expectations for improved access to areas that are currently
farmed. These access provisions need to be better identified, prioritised and built into
financial and land management planning processes,
Farming leases are due for renewal, are generally short-term and need to be framed
so that they support preferred outcomes for the Park and are suitable for a
commercial farming operation,
With Whareroa Farm now in public ownership, there may be some synergies possible
through complementary farming planning for the two properties, especially in land use
that contributes to improved catchment management,
Council has had prepared by PA Handford & Associates a Sustainable Land Use
Plan (SLUP) for QEP. This Plan identifies appropriate land management opportunities
that match land use to land capability. However, its implications for financial / asset
management and recreational use have required some additional exploration,
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There is a community expectation for continued restoration of vegetation to native
species at QEP. Expectations for the timeframes over which this is possible and
affordable need to be managed.
Other options for land management in general and farming activity on QEP (and on Regional
Parks generally) were considered in the early stages of this review, including internalising all
land management activity within GW, and discontinuing all farming completely. These
alternative options have since been dismissed:
Internalising all land management activity would have required appointing additional
permanent farm management staff within GW, selecting and owning animal herds
and developing a full farm management programme. This option involves likely high
costs and the need to introduce an entirely new set of skills and risks to GW.
Discontinuing farming altogether introduces the need to manage a much increased
fire risk, weeds and the resulting loss of open space, and was not supported by the
community. It imposes high additional costs and ignores the production and
educational opportunities presented by farming areas of the park. Implications of nonfarming management and the associated costs are discussed in more detail in
Section 1.5.
Thus the land management review proceeded on the premises that farming as an activity will
continue on the park, within the context of the Sustainable Land Use Plan, and an external
farming lease of some sort is the preferred means of administering this activity at QEP.
The questions remaining relate to:
the extent and style of farming activity preferred and the resulting scale of benefits
and costs,
alternative land concepts (particularly restoration) and related actions and costs,
provisions for recreational access to farmland,
community expectations about preferred outcomes, and
priorities for implementation.
1.1

Method

The method for this review included:
A workshop with GW staff to clarify the project process and key parameters, including
the land management options to be considered in consultation,
A review of progress on the draft SLUP for QEP with PA Handford & Associates, and
the decision to progress both this review and the completion of the SLUP
simultaneously, with this review relying on the draft action plan for land management
contained in the SLUP,
A community site visit to the farmed areas of QEP where Peter Handford of PA
Handford & Associates described land suitability and management options for
farming and restoration purposes,
The development of a set of land management options to be used in consultation
(Appendix 3),
Interviews with stakeholders, including the farm leaseholder, using the land
management options and reporting on the outcomes (Section 3),
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Progress on the SLUP as a separate document, relying on outcomes of the project
process,
Development of a set of prioritised cost scenarios for the recommended land
management actions (Appendix 2 summarised in Section 1.3), and
The identification of key items to be included in a future farm lease for QEP,
considering the project outcomes (Section 4).
1.2

Stakeholder responses

Stakeholder support was clearly evident for farming as an appropriate activity on QEP,
particularly where it integrates with the management of open space values and complements
the enjoyment of the Park’s natural and cultural heritage values and recreational uses.
Increased public access through the farmed areas was sought, with the development of an
enhanced Park entrance at its northern end and enhanced recreation opportunities in the
south (the latter not related to farming). The need to potentially limit or control public access
from time-to-time to support farming activities was accepted. Broadening agricultural activities
on QEP – such as cropping – was also supported, providing change was controlled to some
degree, by ensuring for example that the entire farmed area was not planted in cabbages.
The management of Whareroa Farm and QEP as a single farming unit was also supported.
The QEP farm leaseholder noted that this would require a single contact for implementing a
joint farming lease.
The existing leaseholder considered the land management treatments presented were
acceptable from a farming perspective, depending on scale and with consideration of how to
manage recreation access for safety and farming convenience. Clarity of intent for restoration
work and recreation access would be necessary via a new lease, with additional flexibility in
farming practices better supporting agreed outcomes. For example, aerial spraying of weeds
is a far more sophisticated and efficient activity that it was a decade ago. Excluding particular
application methods was considered inferior to defining preferred outcomes (no spray drift, for
example). (It was noted that some stakeholders voiced a preference for limiting the use of
agrichemicals on QEP).
Stakeholders, including the leaseholder, were in agreement that an acceptable farming
regime depended on the structure of the lease as much as it did on the approach and attitude
of the leaseholder. This suggests that GW needs to assess the suitability of the applicant
during the lease tender process.
In the long-term – over 50 to 100 years – there was support for the return of the whole of QEP
to a natural state. However, it was evident from the stakeholder field trip that simply removing
farming activities and allowing the land to revert to gorge and blackberry was not an
acceptable interim option. The weedy state of the south-eastern part of QEP (MRP1 and
MRP2 in Figure 1) at the time of field trip was not considered appropriate, and natural
regeneration through the weed cover was not rapid, with a 50 year minimum recovery period.
Stakeholder responses were in-line with the expectations for Park management as set out in
the GW Parks Network Plan.
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1.3

Recommendations

The review showed strong stakeholder support for the land management approach developed
in the SLUP which essentially retains farming at QEP as a way to manage open space vales
and maintain an accessible rural activity (visually and physically) in an increasingly urban
area.
In order to implement this approach in the most effective manner, the following principles and
areas of work need to be agreed:
Agree to broaden the agricultural activities possible on QEP, including
cropping and the better use of sheep as well as cattle for weed and land
management and for improved farming income,
While educational benefits may result from the farming activity, QEP was
not considered an appropriate setting for a formal ‘farm park’.
Review the farming lease to better reflect the outcomes sought by GW,
rather than focusing on the methods required to be used by the
leaseholder, and to include appropriate degrees of flexibility and ongoing
liaison requirements with specified GW staff,
Develop a single lease for both Whareroa Farm and QEP, and identify a
single lease administrator. Although this is not a critical activity, it would
support more sustainable farming practices and increase the appeal of the
lease package.
Review the leases for equestrian activities to better reflect the
expectations of the relevant users and to better clarify land management
expectations.
Implement the asset management plan for farming infrastructure to better
identify lifecycle costing and maintenance and renewal responsibilities.
This may require the removal and replacement (or not) of some farm
buildings.
Prioritise spend on the management of weeds and fences where longterm costs can be reduced and manageable areas of restoration
achieved.
Improve recreational access through the northern part of QEP, based
around the waterway / wetland network, limiting conflict with farming
activities and providing an interesting accessway. An enhanced northern
entrance would support this and complement a direct commuter route for
cyclists which may be developed between Paekakariki and Raumati as
part of the motorway development project.
1.3.1

Land management actions

Related to the areas identified above are a series of actions. The new farming lease needs to
reflect these actions and define the land management outcomes sought, rather than prescribe
a limited range of farming methods. The proposed actions include:
Riparian restoration within the Park’s waterway / wetland network,
An integrated walkway / cycleway based largely around waterways,
including recreational accessways through the northern farmland,
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Patch restoration of native forest on stable dunes – restoration of fenced
areas of native forest cover within the farmed inland dune area,
Managed regeneration of southern gorse areas – management of lower
fertility, less stable southern dune area to regenerate it into native inland
dune forest with kanuka and other early colonisers.
Dune protection – continuation of the existing management of the
exposed coastal dunes to retain and enhance native vegetation cover.
Maintenance and improvement of core biodiversity areas, particularly
kahikatea remnants and the northern wetland,
Allowing some cropping on better quality soils in northern farm area.
A trial of direct drilling of native seeds is also included to identify the feasibility and optimal
method for a lower cost option for revegetation programmes.
These have been prioritised according to their relative contribution to park values and
sustainable land management principles.
Priority 1 projects relate to achieving the minimum level of service required to
manage farming practices and to prevent existing degradation of biodiversity values.
These are largely fencing projects and weed management, including the direct drilling
of native seeds trial. Capital expenditure for priority one projects are completed in
year 3 and all later expenditure relates to asset maintenance. There is the need to
undertake further planning to integrate land management priorities with expressway
mitigation measures and the proposed north-south cycle / walkway, and the
maintenance costs associated with this.
Priority 2 projects are required to ensure sustainable land management practices are
achieved according to stakeholder feedback, the SLUP and Parks Network Plan.
These include fencing, recreation access, weed management and restoration
projects.
Priority 3 projects have no time constraints and may be influenced by other projects,
such as motorway developments. These projects are budgeted to commence in Year
8.
Annual costs shown in Table 1 shows how these priorities influence annual costs over a ten
year period (shows both capital and maintenance activities, The project team considered
some elements of these actions to be mandatory if existing biodiversity values are to be
retained and where ongoing investment in, in particular, weed management will reduce longterm costs. Recommendations around these requirements are made explicit in the prioritised
cost scenarios.
The native seed drilling trail is included over the first four years at $15,000 pa. After this
period, capital costs associated with revegetation might reduce if the trial proves successful.
Appendix 2 details the cost scenarios which advise Table 1.
These costs are in addition to those currently budgeted by GW for environmental restoration
of dunes, wetlands and kahikatea remnants in conjunction with the community ($41,000).
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Table 1: Prioritised expenditure recommendations, capital and maintenance
Priority

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 6

Year 7

Year 8

Year 9

Year 10

1: Capital

$54,696

$108,469

$21,475

$15,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Maintenance

$21,000

$25,280

$36,412

$35,712

$25,744

$24,869

$24,869

$22,409

$22,409

$22,409

2: Capital

$7,850

$23,482

$44,890

$69,847

$139,577

$79,794

$7,850

$7,850

$10,906

$7,850

Maintenance

$0

$518

$1,817

$3,749

$9,423

$15,823

$13,411

$6,040

$6,120

$6,353

3: Capital

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$27,008

$7,500

$0

Maintenance

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,350

$1,875

Total Capital

$62,546

$131,951

$66,365

$84,847

$139,577

$79,794

$7,850

$34,858

$18,406

$7,850

Total Mntnce

$21,000

$25,797

$38,229

$39,461

$35,167

$40,692

$38,280

$28,449

$29,879

$30,637

1.4

Non-farming options and costs

Revenue for the 397ha of farmed land at QEP is forecast to be approximately $42,000 pa
over the next two years, although in the 2012/13 financial year approximately $155,000 is
budgeted for fencing renewals and new fencing on Whareroa Stream.
Removal of farming activity would substantially negate the need to maintain a suite of farming
assets on the Park (fences, water supply, sheds, dwelling, etc), although most are required to
be maintained at their current level of service by the leaseholder. The farm dwelling might be
retained for a caretaker or simply rented to ensure a presence on the Park in case of fire or
vandalism. A reticulated water supply would be needed for areas still grazed eg by the K piti
Pony Club and as a fire fighting measure.
If it is assumed that a weed infestation lasting over a 50 year period is not an acceptable
outcome for the 397ha (for visual, recreation, biodiversity and fire hazard reasons), then some
maintenance and development input will required. This would involve a mix of intensive native
planting and maintenance, and/or weed control.
Intensive native planting is estimated to cost around $25,000 per ha. The total capital cost of
restoration for the 397ha would cost approximately $9.9 million. If this work was spread over
20 years, an annual capital cost of $500,000 would be required to treat 19.85ha per year.
That area would then need maintenance for at least 5 years at a cost of $1750 per ha per
year. In the meantime, the remaining fallow land would need to be maintained in a reasonably
weed-free state and with a low fire risk, at a very conservative cost estimate of $250 per ha
(assuming there may be some income from silage or hay).
The trial of direct drilling of native seeds is likely to offer a lower cost option for revegetation.
An annual development and maintenance budget for this scenario would be approximately
$610,000 per annum over the 20 year period. This is in addition to the expenditure
recommendations in Table 1.
This assumes, of course, that GW has the staff capacity to complete the work. Most likely, at
least one additional full-time-equivalent staff member would be required, at an additional total
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cost of approximately $80,000 pa, giving an annual total cost of $690,000 pa. Contingencies
would suggest that an annual budget of at least $730,000 would be required.
If farming activities result in a zero net cost over a ten year period, the additional cost to GW
of not farming QEP over ten years would be approximately $7 million (in addition to the
current costs of managing existing restoration works). However, the outcome over that ten
year period, considering the work completed, would be almost 200ha of partly-restored native
vegetation and a similar area in mown grassland. There would be no rural farming activities in
sight and no educational opportunities associated with it.
1.5

Lease review recommendations

On the basis of this approach being adopted it is prudent to consider the recommendations in
the context of the current farm lease.
The current lease has been renewed for a short period – two years – while the SLUP and this
process of consultation is completed.
There is no standard format for a farm lease, and the conditions and rentals will reflect sitespecific land-use expectations, the returns the leaseholder projects, and what is negotiated
between the lessor (GW) and lessee (the farmer).
There are no major weaknesses in the existing QEP farm lease. However, as with any such
agreement, its success will largely depend on the ongoing relationship between the two
parties, and in the case of QEP, with the public. We recommend that the lease be developed
to clarify a partnership approach and to reflect the land management outcomes expressed by
the SLUP which identifies the sustainable land use practices expected.
Our recommendations for the lease are:
A five + five year period is agreed. This will provide maximum certainty to the lease
holder whilst still complying with the Reserve Act limitations on grazing licences.
The lease document is reviewed to replace, where possible, specifications for farming
practices with land management outcomes. This will allow the necessary flexibility for
the lessee to farm efficiently and to adopt new practices as they become available,
while fulfilling GW’s expectations.
An asset management plan for farm assets is agreed and the new lease is clear
about responsibilities for asset maintenance and renewals – options for which will
reflect the value of the lease to the lessee (congruence with DOC preferences, to
some degree, will result if a joint lease with Whareroa is pursued). This will ensure
transparency and effective budgeting for both GW and the lessee.
The right to remove limited areas from the leased farmland for restoration works is
included (say, a maximum of 5ha per year). This will allow GW the ability to support
community-led revegetation projects.
The SLUP forms an addendum to the lease, setting out preferred farming practices.
The annual farming operation plan is replaced with a review and planning
programme, such as a biannual walk-over with relevant GW staff and the lessee, with
a memorandum as to works planned by both parties resulting. This will ensure
improved and communication between GW and the lessee and support realistic
expectations between both parties.
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The lease negotiation process include an interview with prospective leaseholders,
and which contributes 50% of the attribute scoring. The relationship between the
lessee and the public is very important and GW needs to ensure that the lessee is
able to manage this relationship well.
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2

Existing policy and plans

This section summarises the key policy and planning references to farming activity on QEP.
2.1

Greater Wellington Parks Network Plan

The Greater Wellington Parks Network Plan (‘the Plan’) is the guiding document for the
development and management of the Region’s parks for the period 2010 to 2020; although
such management plans are generally considered to be ‘live documents’ and subject to
ongoing review. The Plan (p9):
... sets out the direction for managing the regional parks and forests in the Wellington
region. It provides a framework for addressing issues common to these areas and
managing them in a comprehensive and consistent way. The plan highlights the unique
nature and values in the different parks, and addresses the need for specific
management of these areas. It represents a common understanding between Greater
Wellington and the community about the future management of the parks network.
The vision for the park network is (p22):
To enrich lives by connecting people with healthy natural places
This means that in our parks you will find:
Healthy natural ecosystems and the varied landscapes that sustain them,
Heritage features that tell the stories of human interaction with our landscape,
A variety of easily accessible settings, natural and modified, for people to experience
and enjoy.
The Plan makes the following references to farming activity on regional parks:
2.5

Why our parks are valuable

Forestry and farming are not only tools to manage the land but also provide an income
stream that can go back into park development.
4.4

Land management

Outcomes
Outcome 7: Modified ecosystems (such as farming and forestry) are good examples of
sustainable management.
4.4.1

Farm and plantation forestry

Policy 35: To protect soil resources by:
a. Minimising use of any chemicals necessary for land management
b. Using appropriate methods to minimise erosion
c. Retiring land with significant risk of erosion.
Policy 36: To ensure that farming and forestry practice minimise sediment and nutrient
discharges and downstream effects on catchments by:
a. Encouraging indigenous vegetation along riparian margins
b. Using setbacks when replanting riparian areas with plantation forestry (minimum 20
metres from the bank of rivers wider than 3 metres, lakes and wetlands)
c. Using setbacks when replanting riparian areas with plantation forestry (minimum of 10
metres from the bank of streams wider than 1 metre)
d. Rationalising exotic forest boundaries
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e. Utilising existing access arrangements through plantation forestry areas.
Policy 37: To allow pastoral farming where it:
a. Contributes to the public use, enjoyment and educational potential of regional parks
and forests
b. Remains reasonably accessible to the public, allowing for integration of recreational
activities
c. Is managed consistently with the outcomes for the protection of the natural and
cultural resources of the park
d. Does not adversely affect significant ecosystems or historical and cultural heritage
features
e. Is in accordance with, and models, good land management practices and animal
husbandry.
Policy 38: To maintain current forestry where on assessment it:
a. Will not degrade the quality and quantity of future water supply
b. Provides a commercial return to Greater Wellington (including revenue from emission
trading units) and an economic contribution to the region
c. It is more than or as effective as indigenous vegetation in protecting unstable slopes
d. Provides a recreational asset.
Methods
The following methods may be employed to achieve the outcomes and policies in this
section:
Riparian management
Sustainable farm management plans
Sustainable forestry management plans
Pest plant and animal control.
4.4.3

Climate change

Policy 44: To respond to the impacts of climate change by improving ecosystem
resilience and increasing the capacity of parks to sequester carbon through:
a. Identifying and implementing reversion and planting opportunities for increasing
carbon sequestration
b. Restoring ecosystems and assisting natural regeneration of the native ecosystem by
controlling browsing animals and weed pests.
Visitor services
Policy 61: To develop relationships with other agencies and the community that will
increase community awareness and facilitate learning through hands-on experiences
and interpretation of the natural and cultural heritage of parks, eg, ecology, farming and
history.

Specific reference is made to farming on QEP in the Parks Network Plan:
6.7.4

Management focus

The focus for Queen Elizabeth Park is to: ...
2. Implement a sustainable farm management plan and continue farming operations to
manage open space where appropriate.
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2.2

Draft Parks Operational Plan

The draft Parks Operation Plan identifies recommended work programmes for the farmed
areas of QEP. These are:
11. Align land use with land capability through paddock subdivision and water reticulation
Better align fences to Land Use Class boundaries in some areas to allow
more effective pasture management
Gradually replace old and faulty water reticulation (AMP)
Examine clover levels in pastures and the options to increase clover
composition (farmer)
Establish nutrient sampling regime matched to Land Utilisation Classes
(LUC) and management areas (farmer)
Investigate fertiliser spreader performance and opportunities for
improvement (farmer)
Focus on weed control on productive areas (farmer)
Introduce cropping to best soils in the mid park, immediately north of
Mackay’s Crossing (farmer’s choice requiring change to lease, possible
community garden opportunity).
12. Integrate recreation and farming
Develop network of recreational trails following fenced riparian and
wetland areas that are separated from farming operations
Increase diversity of settings, seclusions etc in the landscape for
recreational users through planting and indigenous forest reversion
Examine potential for greater public education on farming and land use
practices.
These recommendations are reflected in the SLUP for QEP and in this report.
2.3

KCDC Draft Open Space Strategy

The K piti Coast District Council Draft Open Space Strategy makes reference to the open
space values of QEP, but does not refer to farming:
Biodiversity
There exists opportunity to preserve or restore a number of continuous natural
landscapes from the mountains to the sea to help define the District’s unique natural
character, provide diverse connected habitats, and strengthen ecological links between
K piti Island and the Tararua Ranges.
Seven mountains to the sea ecological corridors have been identified:
a. Tararua Forest Park, Whareroa Farm to Queen Elizabeth Park...
Protecting the K piti Coast’s Urban Form and Character
Queen Elizabeth Park for instance provides an important open space buffer that
prevents further urban spread along the southern coastline and preserves the village
identity of Paek k riki and Raumati South.
2.4

Summary

The plans referred to above recognise the value of farming on regional parks and establish
some basic expectations for farming practices. The Parks Network Plan is explicit about the
need for the SLUP, which forms the basis for the recommendations made in this report. Other
relevant objectives and policies include:
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Providing an income stream to support park development
Demonstrating good examples of sustainable land management
Pastoral farming contributes to public use and enjoyment of parks, and to
parks’ educational values (via hands on experience and interpretation)
Improving ecosystem resilience to the effects of climate change and the
levels of carbon sequestration
Integrating farming and recreation
Building or creating ecological corridors between K piti Island and the
Akatarawa Forest
An open space buffer preventing “urban sprawl”
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3

Stakeholder interviews summary

Interviews with eleven organisations were undertaken to gauge the level of community
support for nine proposed integrated land use options and to hear community views (see
Appendix 1 for interview notes). Te Atiawa were invited to comment but is seeking a wider
discussion with GW about QEP generally.
Universal support for all options was apparent. Given the selective nature of the community
groups interviewed, this commentary is indicative of community views; it does not represent
full community consultation on the draft options. Several people commented that they
appreciated the opportunity to make comment and wanted to thank the Council for the
opportunity to have input.
The role of farming at QEP
Farming at QEP is supported within the community; no one suggested it should not continue
in the medium term at least. While some voiced that farming was not a priority value for QEP,
universal support was apparent for an integrated land management approach that included
farming. The word ‘integration’ was commonly used – farming in the Park should be
integrated with recreation, natural heritage and historic heritage. Farming should not dictate
what happens in QEP (some people felt strongly about this – suggesting that it currently has
too high a priority in land management decisions).
The K piti Coast District Council did not support farming activities in Queen Elizabeth Park
long term, but acknowledged that in the medium term farming is a useful management land
management tool.
Farming was described by some as a land management tool that offered benefits to the other
values of QEP. Two specific benefits were frequently mentioned: weed control and the
retention of open space. Grazing stock was seen positively in both respects – grazing
retained open space by keeping grass in check, and provided weed control.
QEP could showcase farming to the public. The Park could provide the opportunity for a rural
experience for the urban public. This idea is about education – for children and New
Zealanders generally – so that urban dwellers could interact with farming and learn about it
(e.g. explaining how meat gets from the pasture to the table). The Park’s location was
believed to be ideal for this purpose: close to where people live.
Several groups took this idea one step further: they used the term ‘farm park’. This idea is that
QEP would follow a farm park model. When making this suggestion, people used examples –
Cornwall Park in Auckland, Tawharanui Regional Park also in Auckland, and Battle Hill Farm
Forest Park. They were cited as examples of public parks successfully managed for farming
and other values in an integrated way. The management models used in these parks were
considered to be worth examining.
The economic value of farming (its revenue generation potential) was raised – ideally the
farming operation could generate funds for QEP. But financial considerations did not have
primacy in any discussions: revenue generation was seen to be secondary to farming’s
‘support role’ for other Park values. In this context, some people emphasised that QEP is
public land, and that farming public land is, by nature, different from farming elsewhere. They
felt that the farming lease needed to reflect this ‘public good’ value. Some ideas were
proffered for potential higher returns: manuka honey production, and flax seed oil (historically
flax was harvested as a farming activity at QEP).
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Other points raised included:
The development of a more comprehensive land management
programme for QEP was welcomed. Stakeholders reported a perception
that, at present, the Park does not have a farming system as such and
stock are simply used as mowers.
What will it cost to not farm at QEP? (loss of weed control and open
space, etc).
The state of the land cover makes the Park “look like rubbish” to the
passing public (in particular gorse presents a very poor image). This
negatively influences the public’s perception of the Park.
In summary, the role of farming at QEP was considered to encompass:
The value of farming lies in its synergy with other Park values.
Farming has utility as a land management tool: for weed control and the
retention of open space.
There is potential to enhance the public benefit from farming at QEP by
‘adding’ an educative role into the farming operation, perhaps by
establishing a farm park.
Ideally farming will earn revenue which can be put back into the Park.
What sort of farming?
Most people thought that grazing was a very appropriate form of farming activity at QEP.
When the potential for some areas of more intensive farming within the Park was raised,
people were open to the idea.
Various ideas voiced by community groups would require a different mix of activities than the
status quo. For example, if the farm park concept was adopted, then a range of different types
of farming activity might be developed for educational purposes.
Some members of the Raumati South community have a strong interest in organic
horticulture/agriculture. It was noted that moves to spray (and other related activities) could
meet community opposition (although existing weed control practices currently require the
use of agrichemicals). (The SLUP will include reference to best practice options for
agrichemical use.)
A related question to “what sort of farming?” is “what sort of farmer?” It was mooted that the
farmer needed to be the right sort of person for successful integrated public land
management.
Connection with Whareroa Farm
Commonly, people referred to Whareroa Farm when discussing QEP. It was “obvious” to
many people that coordination and cooperation of farming activity, as well as recreation
opportunities, was sensible and in the public interest. The rationale for cementing the
connection between Whareroa and QEP may be summarised as:
Both parks are based on the same concept of integrated land use.
Local residents and visitors use both parks, so considering them an one
visitor experience makes sense. Safe public access between them is
important for walkers, mt bikers, horse riders, etc.
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Their proximity.
The farming lease was considered a good place to begin co-operation between the two
parks/agencies. For example, many people thought that the same lessee farming both parks
may increase the viability of farming. The Department of Conservation, as manager of
Whareroa Farm, is open to such co-operation and commented that alignment of lease expiry
dates and some conditions could be beneficial.
Integrated land management options
Draft ideas about integrated land management that emanated from the SLUP were collated
into a table with photos/visuals and an indicative map (Appendix 3). These indicative options
were shown to community groups and was feedback requested. No factions or particular
areas of divergence were apparent between groups; there was general agreement across the
community groups consulted.
Several themes ran through the community responses:
Reasons for this universal support stemmed primarily from the emphasis upon:
-

Retaining open space – the value of QEP as a large area of open
space was emphasised by many groups.

-

Enhancing natural values – people thought restoration at QEP was
on the right track, but was still at an early stage. Riparian planting
and wetland restoration were highlighted as positive initiatives.

-

Increasing recreational access for walking, horse riding and
mountain biking.

Enhanced access across the farmland through QEP was universally sought or, at the
very least, viewed positively. The comment was made that to achieve this, any lease
should not grant an exclusive occupational right to the land.
There was a desire to have access through the Park for neighbouring communities.
This included a flat, easy commuter cycleway/walkway (suitable for school children
biking to school through the Park) and meandering tracks or marked routes as
recreational accessways. Clear signage is needed to identify public access (where it
is and isn’t).
Support for active farming – grazing was seen as appropriate at QEP, but people
were open to diversification of farming activity.
Recognition that most restorations options would result in the loss of some productive
land, but that this was an acceptable cost.
Suggestion that a monitoring regime needs to be established to assess progress
towards the goals.
Emergence of a new idea – a northern entranceway to QEP from Poplar Ave. This
would provide a better connection between the Park and the Raumati South
community, and facilitate linkage through the Park between Paekakariki and Raumati
South.
Issues and concerns expressed included:
Practical matters about the feasibility of options, e.g. whether riparian accessways
would be too boggy for winter use.
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Appreciation that integrating farming with recreation can be challenging – although
people recognised the need for ‘give and take’, for example, that public access may
need to be restricted for certain farm activities.
Specific issues for particular interests and geographical areas of QEP were identified
(e.g. associated with the equestrian eventing area and the model aeroplane club).
The Paekakariki community has a particular interest in the southern end of QEP and
wish to see a wider range of recreation facilities that cater for local community needs
as well as for visitors from the wider region.
Support for all actions.
Comments on individual concepts
Riparian restoration: Supported
Some people would prefer to see drains realigned so that they turn back into natural
stream courses – they thought that if planting was done along the straight lines of a
drain, it will look manmade.
Like to see the work already done alongside Whareroa Stream extended to all of its
length (all branches).
Riparian planting will improve water quality and wildlife habitat, which is positive.
The streams through QEP originate in Whareroa so it makes sense to provide
continuity of riparian restoration from Whareroa into QEP (for wildlife, etc).
Raumati South Residents’ Association Inc. would take on another wetland restoration
project adjacent to Raumati South community.
Wetland restoration: Supported
Some groups considered that wetlands should be allowed to revert to their natural
state (potentially drains could be blocked off).
It was suggested that the NZ Transport Agency might sponsor some restoration work.
Integrated walkway/cycleway: Supported
The existing walkway alongside Whareroa Stream is good and extension of this type
of accessway would be an asset.
Need to ensure the width of the riparian margin is sufficient to facilitate access without
being too wide (loss of grazing land).
There is an opportunity to provide interpretation along these accessways.
Patch restoration of stable dunes: Supported
One or two groups thought this was a lower priority option: would it be a lot of effort
for relatively little gain?
There is opportunity for manuka honey production if manuka was planted (worthwhile
consulting an apiarist).
Will the fencing take shade away from stock? (no longer able to be directly under
trees).
Managed regeneration of south-eastern areas: Supported

18

Queen Elizabeth Park Farming Review

This option was viewed by one or two groups as lower priority.
Gorse presents a very bad image, as does the blackberry: they need to be controlled
There is potential for gorse to be used as a nursery crop for native vegetation (which
is not actually the case at QEP).
Some of the local community do not support spraying.
Protection/restoration of coastal dunes: Supported
Existing fencing and public accessways to the beach work well – extension of this
system would be good.
Protection and enhancement of core biodiversity areas: Supported
Useful to reconnect the disparate parts of the southern core area.
Recreational access ways through northern farmland: Supported
To achieve these access goals, need to have a farmer who understands the need for
public access through the farm (integrated land management).
Keen to see an opportunity provided to travel through the body of the farm.
This would strengthen the interaction between the farm and the public.
Consider cycling commuters (e.g. school children) – need flat, easy commuter
cycleway, as well as meandering recreational accessways.
Opportunity to take advantage of the NZ Transport Agency cycleway connected with
the new Expressway.
The K piti Coast District Council sought consideration of a future Raumati Railway
Station in access planning for the area generally.
Alternative approaches to utilising high quality soils: Supported
Support the use of this area of land (specifically the paddocks close to SH1 for the
most productive style of farming).
Spray-free and organic farming will resonate with Raumati South community.
Growing crops/food could be another way for the public learn about farming
(educational role associated with this option).
Potential community involvement through community gardens or allotments (there are
different views on the best location for such a venture).
QEP historically supported cropping by Maori (kumara, pumpkin, cereals), so this
type of farming activity would reflect an historical value of the Park as well as
enhance productivity.
Consider the aesthetic ‘look’ of these arable areas, for example, don’t plant it all in
cabbages.
Would vegetables be stolen?
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4

Appendix 1: Interview summaries

Interview summaries have been reviewed and returned as indicated.
4.1

Ngati Toa Rangatira

18 April 2012 in Porirua
Reina Solomon (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
Priorities for open space at QEP
Preserve waahi tapu sites
Restore land to its natural state – and so enhance habitat for wildlife
Protect historic values
Interpret these values to the public
Provide recreational opportunities
Practices and processes
Follow ecological principles in QEP management practices. Recognise there is a
need for pragmatism – some give and take – but overall thrust should be to
keep/restore the land in its natural state as much as possible
Involve Ngati Toa iwi members in on-ground activities (e.g. planting days) and
runanga representatives in policy/planning discussions about QEP – desire greater
involvement with QEP
Note that Ngati Toa’s Treaty of Waitangi settlement is coming up and this may have
implications for QEP
Overview of farming at QEP
Farming is not an important value of QEP for Ngati Toa – QEP has more holistic
values than simply productive land
Understand there is a tradition of stock grazing but that there are challenging issues
(explained at recent site visit) – this presents an opportunity to consider other options
(e.g. promote crops that fit with the K piti lifestyle and food culture, such as organics,
honey, olives)
Overview of biodiversity at QEP
People are putting in a good effort but there is still a long way to go
Ngati Toa iwi members would like to be more involved as this helps strengthen their
connection with the land
QEP fits in a wider regional context alongside the bird sanctuaries on K piti and
Mana Islands
Scenarios
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Support all scenarios
Especially keen on actions that restore natural values
Actions that enhance recreation opportunities are also positive – not a lot of access to
farmland at present
Productive land uses should be undertaken in ecologically friendly ways
4.2

Raumati South Residents’ Association

16 April 2012 in Wellington
Naomi Shephard, Jayne Staple (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
Priorities for open space at QEP
No. 1 priority is preservation of open space and restoration of the park’s natural
values. The Residents’ Association has been active with wetland restoration in the
northern part of QEP.
No. 2 priority is recreational access. An accessway through the park for the Raumati
South community is needed – at present residents are forced into their cars onto SH1
which adds unnecessary distance and petrol cost and unnecessary traffic risk.
Keen on a cycle route through the park (talk to Kennett Brothers about work they are
doing on this associated with the Expressway). This will require an underpass to get
across Poplar Avenue (especially for school children, but everyone really). A link
should be provided to the cycleway that will continue to the north of QEP.
QEP needs a formalised northern entrance (in particular for Leinster Ave and
northern Raumati South) so that Raumati residents can link up with the other tracks to
the South. Also needs toilets near this new entrance, as well as toilets at The
Esplanade entrance. Better access for bikers and walkers from the north would
remove need to use cars to get to QEP.
The community is very conscious of the potential impacts of the NZTA Expressway
on this area and protection of access and environmental aspects. If the expressway
goes ahead, Raumati South community would be in favour of any mitigation that
involved increasing wetland restoration in the park particularly at the Poplar Ave SH1
corner and as an extension of the work the Association already does.
Overview of farming at QEP
Important that fences and gates are maintained to keep stock, horses and people
separate. Clear signage identifying private land and public accessways is needed.
The Raumati South community has a strong focus on organic horticulture. This may
present opportunities (e.g., collection of horse poo: happens informally at present,
could be more overt and help to integrate the park with the community). The
community are keen to be involved in any horticultural development and would
welcome opportunities to be involved through activities such as enviroschools
projects, and community gardens and orchards; all of which have active resident
involvement in Raumati South.
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At present, there is little interaction between farming activity at QEP and the
community. QEP could fulfill an educational role associated with farming on QEP
(which is public land after all). Currently locals would go to Lindale if they were
seeking a ‘farm experience’. QEP could provide this experience – for schools, the
general public, etc.
Appreciate that integrating farming with recreation can be challenging for the farmer.
Scenarios
Support all scenarios
Specific comments on some of the options:
-

Riparian restoration: support this but note that the northern grazing
paddock would decrease in size, fencing might be challenging owing to
swampy edges of streams, and maintenance will be important

-

Wetland restoration: Raumati South Residents’ Association Inc would
take on another wetland restoration project adjacent to Raumati South
community. NZTA might sponsor some restoration work

-

Integrated walkway/cycleway: is this feasible in winter given the boggy
nature of the ground?

-

Alternative approaches to utilising high quality and productive soils:
support especially if organic and spray-free, and if creates jobs.
Sustainable horticulture and agriculture in QEP would likely have support
from: Transition Town project, Enviroschools, MOA Community Orchard,
Jeep Road, Te Ra Waldorf School. Could consider partial incorporation of
the community garden model (perhaps allotments?).

General
The community is keen to know what is happening in QEP. The GWRC ranger used
to write a column in the local Paekakariki paper, but this is no longer produced.
For example, would like to know what conditions are attached to the lease, and that
the lessee is following them.
Whareroa farm is important – don’t under-estimate the benefits from cooperation
between QEP and Whareroa farming operations. Better linkage of these two
recreational areas would be good also.
The type of person who holds the farming lease is very relevant – they need to be
able to farm in an integrated way (with the other activities and users at QEP).
Other recommended contacts
Cree Hatfield, Moa Orchard: 027 466 7977, 04 902 0725
Nicola Easthope, Enviroschools:
Emily Bognuda: 04 902 1616
Doris Zurr, Te Ra Waldorf School
Graham MacDonald, Raumati South School
Kennett Brothers: re cycleway through QEP
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4.3

Department of Conservation

16 April 2012 in Wellington
Grant McKenna, Matt Barnett, Wendy Newton (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
General
Peter Handford is currently preparing a sustainable land use plan for Whareroa farm
– similar to the assessment he undertook for QEP. His report is due next month
DOC and GWRC take a similar approach to the management of Whareroa and QEP
with regard to community involvement (via the Whareroa Guardians and the Friends
of QEP, respectively)
Lease
An opportunity exists for GWRC and DOC to work together
There is potential for Whareroa and QEP to have leases that are let to the same
lessee – this may increase the commercial viability of farming across the two farms
Terms of the leases could be coordinated to ensure continuity across the two farms,
including expiry dates
The Whareroa lease expires 30 June 2013
DOC usually operates leases on a 10-year timeframe
DOC ordinarily includes any building and maintenance of stock-exclusion fences (to
minimize impact on steam ecosystems, for example) as part of farming lease
agreements
DOC and GWRC should talk about potential coordination of leases as soon as
possible
Scenarios
Support all scenarios
The biodiversity and recreation scenarios are consistent with the outcomes that DOC
seeks to achieve on public conservation land
DOC supports the enhancement of biodiversity and recreation in QEP
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4.4

Equestrian interests – Kapiti Pony Club, Eventing Wellington, horse grazer

17 April 2012 in Raumati South
Kapiti Pony Club: Te Roera Clive Puna, Chris Allott McPhee, Janice Gordon, Jen Olley
Stables in the Park: Mandy Robinson
Eventing Wellington: Jim Hoddinott, David Gibbons
Poplar Ave grazer: Paul Pearson
(+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
Values of QEP for Stables in the Park
Important riding tracks are the loop route to/from the beach and the inland tracks
Keen for more access through QEP farmland (northbound) particularly with access to
central farm race
Also for access to flat equestrian area behind Ranger’s office for instruction
Intends to explore riding opportunities in Whareroa
Values of QEP for Eventing Wellington
The large scale of the events area makes QEP very important and able to host
eventing of various types and configurations
Open space that is well grazed is important (no fences, no trees)
Prefer no heavy stock because they pug up the ground Farmer takes stock off the
area 1-2 weeks before an event – this works well (avoids fresh dung)
Appreciate opportunity to discuss potential changes in advance
Noted that Battle Hill Regional Park works very well for horse riders
Values of QEP for Kapiti Pony Club
The club intends to shift their clubrooms and be based from their leasehold area
within QEP (this is necessary because of the loss of some of their present land to the
expressway)
Their vision is to work in collaboration and partnership with GWRC and other park
stakeholders, sharing resources and working together
The Pony Club wants to be a good neighbour and to have good neighbours – their
relationship with the community is a central concern for the club
Greater access for riders through and within QEP would be beneficial
Many club riders are young (average age is 11-12 years old) and direct access
through QEP would make rides much safer (keep young riders off the roads and
away from traffic – Poplar Ave is dangerous)
They are operating within an increasingly urban setting and are losing access to the
places they ride
The club uses Whareroa as much as possible
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QEP offers the full spectrum of equestrian opportunities from learning to ride (Stables
in the Park, Pony Club) through to top level eventing
Some discussion has taken place with NZTA about a bridle path in connection with
the expressway
There is an opportunity to enhance the educational value of QEP (e.g. history panels)
Values of QEP for Polar Avenue grazers
Enhanced access is the key – different types of track would be ideal (e.g. meandering
and more direct ‘commuter’ tracks) – loop tracks are always best
Grass quality for grazing could be improved (different grass species?)
Farming at QEP
Stock grazing is important in QEP because it retains open space, keep the grass
down so it is rideable, and control weeds
There is opportunity for a better relationship between the club and the farmer with
respect to collaboration on weed control in the Pony Club leasehold area – the future
of QEP is at stake (at present the focus is on how much it costs to use the farmer’s
services which clouds the key issue about long-term weed management in QEP)
The type of farmer for QEP is important – may have to accept reduced revenue in
order to get the right person (who works well with other users)
Scenarios
Support all scenarios in principle
Some options have direct effects upon equestrian activities – ways to avoid or
ameliorate effects are noted below
Specific comments on some of the options:
-

Riparian restoration: support as long as waterway through the club
leasehold area is bridged or there is some way members can move from
east to west side of their leasehold area (otherwise the wetland will cut it
in two). Accept loss of grazing land, as boggy alongside drains/streams
anyway. Trees an asset for the ponies as provide shade and shelter

-

Wetland restoration:
WR6 will reduce the Stables grazing area, especially of concern
because it is good high ground. This would work if a trade-off
occurred so that Mandy gains some other high ground in return
for the loss of the high ground in WR6
Kapiti Pony Club leasehold land is being raised (land fill) by
Goodmans and it was questioned whether this fill has already
precluded the wetland option WR2
It looks like the Northern Events and Facilities area marked on the
map has reduced the size of the Pony Club’s leasehold area
dramatically. This is a serious concern and was queried
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-

Integrated walkway/cycleway: recognise that cycling and horse riding on
a narrow pathway is unlikely to work. Accept these tracks are best left for
cyclists and walkers to use

-

Managed regeneration of SE areas: attractive to be able to ride through
the southern part of the park. The opportunity for more trails through this
area would be good

-

Maintain and improve core biodiversity areas: RP4 is used extensively
by Eventing Wellington. Critical to maintain RP4 as open space (through
stock grazing) and retain the opportunity to use this space for equestrian
events

-

Recreational access ways through northern farmland:
Excellent idea. See this opportunity for horse riding, mt biking and
walking. Noted a desire to have easy access for horses through
gates (rather than needing a key)
QEP needs a northern entrance
Toilets and security (lock it up at night) should be provided at the
northern entrance
Very useful for provide direct access between Raumati South and
Paekakariki through QEP (keep riders off the road)
Could the tramway be extended from Mackays Crossing
northwards?
Point raised about whether additional accessways will increase
user numbers, influence spatial use patterns, etc

-

Alternative approaches to utilising high quality soils: what effect will
cropping have on existing stands of trees? Assume trees will be lost – loss
of shade and shelter would be okay if this was offset by new riparian
plantings.

General
KPC is constantly repairing fractures to water reticulation lines that feed the horse
troughs. Would like to see an adequate and functional water distribution network.
Forecasted water metering for K piti Coast has potential to severely jeopardise
leaseholder maintenance budgets.
Animal fencing (post and rail) could be used to help beautify the northern public
entrance into the Park.
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4.5

Friends of Queen Elizabeth Regional Park (Kapiti) Trust

17 April 2012 at Paraparaumu
John Lancashire, John Porter, Michael Stace, Denise Davis (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
Priorities for open space at QEP
The protection of open space is the highest priority for QEP
In answer to the question “what to do with the open space?”, the answer is –
biodiversity and recreation
Biodiversity values of QEP are based on the protection of the dunelands, wetlands
and lowland forest
Recreational values are associated with low impact activities, including appropriate
events (e.g. orienteering, equestrian, surf life saving, some music events)
The greatest threat to QEP is incremental loss of open space – filling up the park with
things like statues, the printing museum, the expressway, etc. Open space will be
even more valuable in the future
Cementing the connection between Whareroa and QEP is important given the
opportunities presented by their proximity
Overview of farming at QEP
It is critical that farming is integrated with other park values – farming should not
dictate what happens in QEP
Farming is an important land management tool, especially to control weeds
Ideally farming will earn revenue which can be put back into the park
QEP provides an opportunity to showcase farming to the public (similar to Battle Hill
Regional Park). This is about education – for children and New Zealanders generally
(e.g. how meat gets from the pasture to the table)
QEP and Whareroa used to operate as a very succcessful farm – QEP stock won
awards – the farming resource base exists
Cornwall Park and some of the Auckland Regional Parks provide examples of how
public parks can be managed successfully for integrated land management (farming
and other values). For example, Cornwall Park shows that visitors and stock can mix
successfully. The management models used in these parks are worth examining
At present, QEP does not have a farming system as such – it is ad hoc – stock are
simply used as mowers. The Friends welcome the development of a farming system
for QEP
Ideas mooted for farming at QEP:
-

Flax seed oil (note that historically flax was harvested as a farming activity
at QEP)

-

Manuka honey production

A good farmer is critical for successful farming of public land
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The Friends would like to engage directly with the farm lessee in the future – as part
of an integrated land management regime
Integration between QEP and Whareroa would be helpful – this should be a long-term
goal
There has been a noticeable decline in land quality in southern parts of QEP in recent
years (e.g. increase in gorse cover, which needs to be controlled)
The state of the land cover makes QEP “look like rubbish” to the passing public (in
particular gorse presents a very poor image) – this is a very real problem for QEP as
it influences the public’s perception of the park
Is there an opportunity for higher productive grass species?
The question shoud be addressed: What will it cost to not farm at QEP? (loss of
weed control, open space, educational opportunity, etc)
Overview of biodiversity at QEP
Presently, biodiversity values at QEP are poor – they should be enhanced, especially
stream and herpetofauna
Interpretation of biodiversity values could be vastly improved – hides for wetlands,
interpretive panels, etc
Sand-country eco-systems are very fragile which should influence stock management
(e.g. maximum weight of cattle) to avoid erosion. Noted that this has already been
taken into account with present lease arrangements
Balance between farming and biodiversity
In 50-100 years, QEP should be solely focused on its natural values
In the short and intermediate terms, farming has a role to play as one part of
integrated land management
Scenarios
Support all scenarios
Recognise that most options will result in the loss of some productive land – this is an
acceptable cost
A monitoring regime needs to be established to assess progress towards the goals
(e.g. regular bird counts)
Specific comments on some of the options:
-

Riparian restoration: prefer to see drains realigned so that they turn
back into natural stream courses – if plant along the straight lines of a
drain, it will look manmade. Like to see the work already done alongside
Whareroa Stream extended to all of its length (all branches). Riparian
planting will improve water quality and wildlife habitat. The relationship
between Whareroa and QEP offers a great opportunity to protect the
whole catchment

-

Wetland restoration: wetlands should be allowed to revert to their natural
state (potentially drains could be blocked off)
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4.6

-

Integrated walkway/cycleway: the existing walkway alongside Whareroa
Stream is good and extension of this type of accessway would be an
asset. Need to ensure the width of the riparian margin is sufficient to
facilitate access. Opportunity to provide interpretation along the
accessways

-

Patch restoration of stable dunes: opportunity for manuka honey
production if planted manuka (worthwhile consulting an apiarist)

-

Managed regeneration of SE areas: gorse presents a very bad image,
as does the blackberry – needs to be controlled

-

Dune protection: existing fencing and public accessways to the beach
work well – extend this system

-

Maintain and improve core biodiversity areas: useful to reconnect the
disparate parts of the southern core area

-

Recreational access ways through northern farmland: to achieve
these access goals, need to have a farmer who understands the need for
public access through the farm (integrated land management)

-

Alternative approaches to utilising high quality soils: suggest that
these areas are used to support pastoral farming at QEP. Any
suggestions for community gardens could be accommodated in the NW
part of the park, close to the Raumati South community. Would there be
theft issues for vegetable crops? QEP historically supported cropping
undertaken by Maori (kumara, pumpkin, cereals) so this type of farming
activity would reflect an historical value of the park as well as enhance
productivity. Restoring the riparian strips adjacent to the high quality soils
would provide the opportunity for restoration to benefit from the high
quality soils (it shouldn’t always be farming that benefits from such natural
characteristics).

Kapiti Aeromodellers’ Club Inc.

16 April 2012 at Paraparaumu
Donald Lynn + 5 other club members (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
General
QEP is critical to the club, as there is nowhere else for them to operate
The site is officially designated by CAA (and marked on aeronautical charts) as an
area for aircraft to avoid (height limit) when the club is flying model aeroplanes
The club has a good relationship with the lessee and the current arrangements work
well
Visitors are encouraged – viewing their flights provides an activity of interest to
visitors
They support the development of an observation platform at the Western side of their
strip up on the hill – that would provide a good viewing point for the public, in a safe
location
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The club works in with the Tramways folk when they have an event and provide
displays in the Tramways barn
The club is keen to have water retriculation to their clubhouse
Club has approx 80 members and is gaining members from the Wellington club,
which is having difficulties with its site at Trentham
Overview of farming at QEP
Farming at QEP provides weed control – if grazing was removed, weed control would
be costly
The blackberry is a disgrace and needs to be controlled
Scenarios
Support all scenarios because they will enhance QEP for visitors
See no affect of any of the scenarios upon club activities
Specific comments on some of the options:

4.7

-

Riparian restoration: Whareroa Stream runs through the blackberry
infestation area (which needs to be controlled). The club does not want tall
trees at the end of their runway

-

Alternative approaches to utilising high quality soils: would
vegetables be stolen?

Paekakariki Community Board

18 April 2012 in Paekakariki
Janet Holborow, Steve Eckett (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
Priorities for open space at QEP
Southern end of QEP:
-

Wish to continue to have a focus on recreational and community use at
the southern end of QEP (adjacent to Paekakariki). This is the traditional
use for this part of the park. A broad range of recreation facilities is
desirable to meet this aim

-

Issue around recent removal of playground facilities – this was a loss for
the Paekakariki community, as this type of facility fits with a community
park approach

-

The southern end attracts a high number of users – many
schools/firms/families use the area for picnics – therefore that part of the
park serves a regional catchment of users, not just Paekakariki residents

-

Both types of use are compatible (regional and local recreational use)

-

There is ongoing discussion between GWRC and KCDC with respect to
an area in the southern end that might transfer to KCDC and could
become sports grounds
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Whole of QEP:
-

While some people (e.g. Friends of QEP) have a predominantly ‘green’
focus on how QEP should be managed, a broader range of uses is
possible

-

There is plenty of room for everyone – various needs can be met within
QEP

-

QEP is about balanced land use – maintaining a balance between
farming, recreation, open space and historical heritage

-

There is an opportunity to develop facilities jointly with KCDC and the
community as part of the proposed ‘Historic Precinct’ development at
Mackays Crossing

-

It would be good to change the name of the park to something more
relevant locally

Overview of farming at QEP
Farming at QEP is currently low-key and seems to operate as a nice blend with the
provision of open space
Overview of biodiversity at QEP
Support wetland restoration
Shouldn’t be too precious about only having endemic species in the park – room for a
wider range of perspectives to be accommodated
Important to protect historic trees
Scenarios
Support all scenarios
Specific comments on the options:
-

Riparian restoration: good idea

-

Wetland restoration: high priority. Good to have some restored wetlands
that are easily accessible for people to see them

-

Integrated walkway/cycleway: good idea. Believe that an application has
been made to the NZ Cycleway Trail Nga Haerenga. Community interest
in a commuter cycleway linking Paekakariki and Raumati South (e.g.
school children, train commuters). The cycle path needs to be flat and
easy to ride. Jan Nesbit has done some work on a potential commuter
bike route

-

Patch restoration of stable dunes: aesthetically good, but will fencing take
shade away from stock? (no longer able to be directly under trees). Less
enthusiastic for this option – would it be a lot of effort for relatively little
gain?

-

Managed regeneration of SE areas: good to get rid of gorse, but uncertain
whether this is a high priority task. Raised potential for gorse to be used
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as a nursery crop for native vegetation. Noted that some of the community
do not support spraying
-

Dune protection: high priority

-

Maintain and improve core biodiversity areas: good idea

-

Recreational access ways through northern farmland: good idea

-

Alternative approaches to utilising high quality soils: community would
support spray-free and organic crops – low-tech horticulture would be
suitable. Potential for community allotments – very little arable land exists
in Paekakariki. Consider aesthetic ‘look’ of these arable areas, for
example, don’t plant it all in cabbages. There is a history of equestrian
activity in the park: how would changing the use of these fields affect that
aspect of park use?

General
Confusing how the various pieces of planning work being undertaken by GWRC
concerning QEP mesh together
Important for GWRC, KCDC and DOC to work together
A good person to talk with is Carol Reihana (in phone book – lives in Wellington Rd,
Paekakariki)
4.8

Whareroa Guardians

16 April 2012 at Raumati South
Ann Evans, Sue Blaikie (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
Priorities for open space at QEP
QEP is public land – farming of public land provides the opportunity for a rural
experience for the urban public (recreational and educational)
The integration of farming with the restoration of natural values in QEP would be
similar to the Whareroa approach. It is helpful to have a similar approach across both
parks
Public access connections between local communities and Whareroa through QEP is
important – for walkers, mt bikers, horse riders. Public access at QEP and Whareroa
is easy and safe – this access makes QEP and Whareroa both very valuable
Overview of farming at QEP
Farming is appropriate in QEP. The value of farming lies in its synergy with other park
values. The economic value of farming (revenue generation) is secondary to this
synergistic role given it is a public park. The lease needs to reflect this ‘public good’
value
For this reason, it is critical that farming is integrated ‘on the ground’ with the other
uses and values of QEP (e.g. recreation)
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The lessee needs to understand the role of farming in QEP and be sympathetic to it.
Farming on QEP and Whareroa is different to that on a privately-owned farm – the
public ownership of the land is an important distinction
Whareroa and QEP are based on the same concept of integrated land use. This
suggests opportunities for cooperation between the two parks/agencies (e.g. the
same lessee could farm both parks)
Examples were given of places where integrated land management works well –
Tawharanui Regional Park and Cornwall Park (both in Auckland). It was noted that
dogs (being walked) and stock mix in Cornwall park successfully
There is opportunity to open up QEP farmland to recreational access, e.g. walkways,
cycleways, activities such as orienteering
It is important that the farmer is not given an exclusive occupational right to the land –
the public needs some access through the farm
The current farming operation appears tidy (which is good) although weed control
could be increased (blackberry, gorse, etc) and more trees provided (shade)
Overview of biodiversity at QEP
It is progressing but at an early stage as yet
Riparian planting and wetland restoration were highlighted as positive initiatives
Balance between farming and biodiversity
Areas not suitable for farming should be restored, especially to protect/restore dunes
and wetlands
Scenarios
Support all scenarios
Specific comments on some of the options:
-

Riparian restoration: the streams through QEP originate in Whareroa so
it makes sense to provide continuity of riparian restoration from Whareroa
through into QEP (for wildlife, etc)

-

Wetland restoration: support enhanced wetland restoration in QEP. Will
require active management (weed control, planting, etc)

-

Managed regeneration of SE areas: gorse is used as a nursery crop in
Whareroa – good success with native vegetation growing up through it.
Although support targeted gorse control, suggest might be other weeds
with higher priority in QEP than gorse (e.g. blackberry)

-

Dune protection: rabbits will need to be controlled

-

Recreational access ways through northern farmland: keen to see an
opportunity provided to travel through the body of the farm. This would
strengthen the interaction between the farm and the public. Consider
cycling commuters (e.g. school children) so don't want technical mt biking
track – need family-friendly easy rides. Discussed the Kennett Brothers
initiative for a cycleway through QEP (in connection with the expressway)
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-

4.9

Alternative approaches to utilising high quality soils: support the use
of the most productive land for farming. Spray-free farming will resonate
with Raumati South community. Growing crops/food could be another way
for the public learn about farming (educational role associated with this
scenario). Potential for community involvement.

Farming leaseholders

27 April 2012 at QEP
Brad Joines and Debra Joines (+Rob Greenaway and Peter Handford)
Confirmed response
Overview of farming at QEP
QEP is a good beef finishing block – which is a suitable use of the land compared
with historic dairy. Current farming practice is extensive, rather than intensive as
would be for dairy. Dairy might offer short-term financial gains but would degrade the
soils and create problems with nutrient management. The beef cattle tend to be ‘good
looking beasts’ and appropriate for a public setting.
The farm is managed to avoid soil degradation, considering that there are areas of
sensitive ground. Anyone farming the block needs to understand the contours and
soil types and how to manage, for example, animal tracking which may lead to dune
blow-outs and pugging. Beef cattle, for example, don’t walk around as much as dairy
cows.
Relationship with GW is good. Current GW contacts, such as Wayne Boness, have a
good understanding of farming practices and interpret the lease well to allow for the
best outcomes. The relationship with GW is very important in enabling good farming
practices. Some degree of flexibility and realism is required since no lease document
can predict all eventualities.
Farming activities are considered to offer many land management benefits, including
weed control, soil nutrient management, fire risk management as well as the local
educational activities supported by Debra. In the long-term, QEP will be one of the
few accessible farming areas on the Coast.
Whareroa
Incorporating Whareroa into one lease with QEP would offer an advantage to a
leaseholder, allowing better management of stock. Sheep as a farming option would
be more appealing with Whareroa as part of the lease, and better for weed
management, particularly ragwort. By using mob stocking with cattle for gorse and
blackberry, and re-growth control with sheep, some good pasture and weed
management outcomes would result.
Unlikely to get a permit to trek stock over the railway, so trucking would be necessary
– a hassle but not a show-stopper. Just a matter of budgeting for that.
Would need to have one contact for the lease so the lessee has surety and
consistency over interpretation of the lease.
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Adding other regional parks would depend on various factors. Battle Hill would
probably not be worth the effort required to manage stock in the two places, but
Whitireia would work with extensive stock grazing.
Public access
Public access through the farm is not ideal, but is part of the deal so just needs to be
managed carefully. The main farm road is a busy working area, especially in winter.
Currently there are issues with pony club members parking on the race and blocking
access (particularly with leaving car doors open) and the occasional mountain biker.
Dogs are just an issue to be managed and not something to justify access closure.
Controlling public access around the core of the farm and house is a priority.
Temporary closures are difficult to manage.
The existing track on the boundary dune area provides good access and views over
the farm. This could be further developed.
Creating permanent access through the waterway network as proposed in the SLUP
is a good solution. Fencing would clearly be required with good maintenance.
Additional wires could be used to limit dogs passing into the farm.
Would prefer access to avoid also the cattle yards (SDA area in Figure 1 in HA area).
The leaseholder needs to be involved in any decisions about installing stiles or other
accessways near stock or farming activities to ensure that they work for the animals
as well as the users. Fields at QEP are small and it would be easy to end up with
adverse effects on the animals since they had little room to move about.
The Joines note that land management practices in the pony club lease area could be
improved. Soil nutrient levels are likely to be suffering under the current regime and
weed management needs more attention. Some infrastructure – especially water
piping – is in poor repair and taps are often left running creating very wet areas.
The car park at the farm entrance has been a problem, with cars blocking access or
visibility when exiting.
Scenarios
All scenarios as presented in the SLUP Action Plan have merit – just a matter of
managing costs.
Cropping is a good addition to farming activities and also adds a point of interest for
visitors.
The removal of WR5 and WR6 from the lease area would reduce summer grazing
opportunities. These areas are generally too wet in winter and are not grazed, but are
a good grazing resource when it is dry.
The southern GRP areas are better managed for active restoration to control gorse.
MRP1 and MRP2 are very weedy and in the short-term may be better returned to
pasture – achieved with the current spraying work, followed by mob-stocking. There is
a natural ridge bounding GRP which can be fenced.
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Wellington Tramway Museum Inc.

7 May 2012 in Wellington
Trevor Burling, Robert Hatten (+Kay Booth)
Confirmed response
General
Support any initiatives that make QEP more attractive to visitors.
Suggest that QEP needs a northern entranceway off Poplar Avenue. There is a need
for connectivity into and through QEP from the north. This is currently missing.
Access into QEP from the south is fine.
No plans to extend the tramway, except for a possible turning loop at the beach
terminus.
The area on the other side of the car park from the tramways area is under-utilised. It
could be made more attractive (planting etc) and given greater prominence in the
Park.
Important to have the community closely involved with QEP. A good example is the
wetland restoration undertaken by Raumati South Residents’ Association.
Overview of farming at QEP
Farming adds value to the visitor’s experience at QEP.
A large proportion of tram users are children and school groups. For them, farming
has two potential benefits:
-

Opportunity to see animals (which they currently do when cattle are
grazing near the Ranger’s Station).

-

Make farming part of the school’s visit – i.e. make it a visitor attraction at
QEP.

Lindale used to offer (maybe still does offer) a ‘farm experience’ – why not offer this at
QEP? This would work especially well for school groups as it would add to the ‘QEP
package’ (horses, transport heritage, natural environment, farming, etc).
Any future options, such as fencing drains and gardening, need to consider the
feasibility of farming at QEP.
Scenarios
Support all scenarios
Specific comments on some of the options:
-

Riparian restoration: Support. Would make QEP look more attractive
from SH1, which is good.

-

Wetland restoration: Support, but wonder whether there is enough water
at all times of the year to make these areas attractive. Need to ensure it
does not result in flooding of the tramways area.

-

Dune protection: Support. Important to protect the dunes, as long as
does not restrict existing and proposed (turning loop) tramway activities.
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4.11

-

Recreational access ways through northern farmland: Support. This
should lead off from the Poplar Avenue entranceway, if that was
developed. Do not allow motorbikes.

-

Alternative approaches to utilising high quality soils: Support. Could
allow community allotments but would need careful management and
things like large potting sheds would be inappropriate. Allotments would
be best near Raumati South (near where people live).

K piti Coast District Council

20 June 2012 by email
James Kilbride, Jim Ebenhoh; Lex Bartlett; Stuart Kilmister; Sue Johnson
Confirmed response
Feedback at a 'big picture' or strategic level
The K piti Coast District Council supports the attached DRAFT Action Plan (April
2012) for Queen Elizabeth Park and would like the concepts of biodiversity and ecosystem services made more explicit in the Action Plan.
Consideration of a future Raumati Railway Station must be included in future plans for
Queen Elizabeth Park and how this fits into the long term vision for the rail network.
What are the priorities for use of open space at Queen Elizabeth Park?
The large areas of open space within the Park are an important characteristic of the
K piti Coast District and this needs to be recognised.
Leasing areas of land for farming or recreational activities is supported as long as
public access ways are developed.
What role, if any, do you see for farming at Queen Elizabeth Park?
The K piti Coast District Council supports farming as an interim activity in Queen
Elizabeth Park as long as the farming is undertaken in sustainable manner. Buffers
(riparian margins) should be planted in appropriate native vegetation to prevent
sedimentation and encourage native biodiversity and should include fencing.
The K piti Coast District Council does not support farming activities in Queen
Elizabeth Park long term, but acknowledge in the medium term they are a useful
management tool to assist in the maintenance and development costs at the Park.
Long term the K piti Coast District Council supports the native regeneration/
restoration of large areas of the Park that are not used for passive recreation,
walkways cycle ways.
Leasing areas of land for farming or recreational activities is supported as long as
public access ways are developed.
The lease area (used for grazing) needs to be managed in a way which is consistent
with future cycle commuter route options. The K piti Coast District Council would like
to be involved/consulted in any lease renewal discussions to ensure future cycle
commuter track options are not included in future areas leased for grazing.
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Renegotiation of the current grazing arrangements are critical to achieving a
commuter cycleway along the existing farm race. Less important for the inland costal
option or beside State Highway 1.
What role, if any, do you see for biodiversity protection at Queen Elizabeth Park?
The K piti Coast District Council sees Queen Elizabeth Park as having an important
role in biodiversity protection and would like the Action Plan to restore the coastal
dunes native forest remnants, wetland and riparian margins with plants sourced from
the Foxton Ecological District.
There is a need to develop a programme to fence off streams and wetlands to protect
water quality.
Weed eradication should be continued, particularly around coastal areas, and pest
control should include fencing.
Dune protection and restoration is supported.
KCDC reaction to the ideas signalled in the attached (e.g. that you dis/encourage
greater emphasis on recreation).
The development of recreational facilities is supported. The Park is a large area of
land and has room for a range of activities, both active and passive. A number of
community facilities already exist in the Park and these should continue to be
provided for in the Plan.
Track and access networks need to link to the network of public access ways as set
out in the Cycleway, Walkway and Bridleway Strategy that has been adopted by this
Council.
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