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Preface 
 

Our work has been guided by a Project Advisory Group comprising James Guild (Chair, QEII), Mike Jebson 

(CEO, QEII), Kay Booth (Deputy Director General, Partnerships, DOC) and Dave Talbot (Director Partnerships, 

DOC).  

 

The Board and staff from QEII have made significant contributions to the report. In addition, twenty-four 

stakeholder groups or individuals were interviewed. Discussions and workshops were also convened with 

four selected covenanters and officials from DOC, LINZ, MFE and MPI and from regional authorities. We have 

very much appreciated the support and perspectives offered by these parties. Our report reflects the quality 

of these contributions. 

 

With thanks: Hugh Logan, John Hutchings and Maggie Bayfield 
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Executive summary  

For over 40 years, the Queen Elizabeth the Second National Trust (QEII) has played a singularly important role 

in enhancing the well-being of the New Zealand environment. This has been achieved by working with land 

owners to support their desires to voluntarily place covenants on their land titles, to protect areas of their 

land with indigenous biodiversity values, in perpetuity.  

 

QEII has provided a very good return on the investment made by the Crown in assisting landowners to protect 

biodiversity. QEII has the trust of private land owners and the capacity to do more for the protection of New 

Zealand’s biodiversity.  

 

The context within which QEII operates is changing. There is higher awareness of the threats to New Zealand’s 

biodiversity. There is an increasing desire to protect special places. There are social, economic and market 

pressures at play requiring land owners to operate with more respect for the environment.  

 

At the same time, QEII’s statutory and operational role – particularly its covenanting tool, as well as its strong 

and respected relationship with land owners and the quality of the extension services it provides, place it in a 

unique position to achieve more biodiversity protection than it has in the past. 

 

There are several potential future roles QEII could play. These range from continuing with its present 

covenanting focus to that of leading regional or even national collaborative biodiversity protection and 

enhancement efforts.  

 

We think QEII should, firstly and most importantly, focus on continuing to protect additional priority areas of 

biodiversity through covenants. To do this QEII will need more resources. We recommend an incremental 

increase in QEII’s current budget of $5m per annum to achieve a budget of $10m per annum within four-

years.  

 

Provision of this additional funding should be contingent on QEII developing a detailed five-year strategic 

plan, also containing direction-setting information to guide the subsequent five years. This would provide 

details about how it may best use this additional budget. Such a document should only be implemented when 

it has the support of stakeholders and the Minister of Conservation. 

 

Apart from focussing on protecting more private land containing nationally important biodiversity values, the 

strategic plan should address the following matters: 

 Extend more biodiversity protection to include corridors and buffer zones capable of providing 

protection to other protected areas. 

 Play a stronger role as a collaborator and facilitator in achieving landscape-scale biodiversity 

protection – with due acknowledgement to the leadership roles that may be played by DOC, regional 

authorities and other agencies. 

 Assist landowners with newly established covenants, and those experiencing significant pest 

challenges, to access services capable of ‘knocking-down’ plant and animal pests to levels able to be 

maintained by the landowner. 

 In cooperation with covenantors, continue to monitor and report on the condition of covenants, and 

take selected enforcement action when necessary.  
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 Examine its structure and operating model to ensure it is fit-for-the-future and best able to effectively 

deliver its services within an expanded budget. 

 Reinforce and grow the essential importance and effectiveness of its regional representative system. 

 Improve its relationship with like-minded organisations and be more active in providing central 

government with biodiversity protection advice and services. 

 Seek out funding from third party sources, including philanthropists, and explore use of some of this 

funding to establish a ‘bio-bank’ and to purchase, part-covenant and then return remaining land to 

the market after areas of biodiversity value have been protected. 

 Draw more heavily on the insights of regional representatives to develop a clearer understanding of 

the priority ‘market’ of individual landowners with potential interest in QEII covenants. 

While not a matter of priority, we also consider it important for QEII to help others, including tourists, to more 

fully recognise covenanters and to have them offer stronger support to QEII and individual covenantors, for 

biodiversity protection in New Zealand. QEII may also further consider the role that access to covenanted land 

may play in furthering visitor and public understanding of the importance of biodiversity protection on private 

land. 

 

In addition, we envisage the Crown more fully partnering with QEII in all its work. In particular, the Crown may 

wish QEII to help secure protection of taxpayer investments in indigenous vegetation components of the ‘One 

Billion Trees’ and expanded water-shed protection programmes. It is vital, however, that QEII retain its 

independence, in the eyes of landowners, as this is one of QEII’s key strengths. 

 

The future opportunities for QEII are considerable. The priorities are clear. Seizing the opportunities requires 

a strongly supported and well-articulated ten-year plan, additional funding, drive, leadership and enriched 

collaboration with the national network of agencies with leadership interest in biodiversity management. With 

these things in place, all parties will together continue to enhance New Zealand’s reputation as a nation 

renowned for its environmental credentials.  

 

Background 

Purpose and structure of the report 

The purpose of this report is to define the potential role the Queen Elizabeth the Second National Trust (QEII) 

may play in contributing to enhanced opportunities for private land protection in New Zealand, to achieve 

greater conservation outcomes.  

 

Before addressing this purpose, we first describe QEII’s formal functions, origins and the incremental change 

that has occurred in its focus and delivery over the 40 years of its existence.  

 

We then discuss non-QEII entities, funding and programmes for biodiversity protection and discuss how these 

fit with the functions carried out by QEII. We also briefly describe the QEII-relevant biodiversity protection 

programmes applied in Australia. 

 

The subsequent sections of the report describe stakeholder’s views about QEII’s current role and future 

opportunities. This leads to a description of six potential future QEII scenarios and provides a base for our 
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analysis of a preferred scenario and the priority actions through which it may be achieved. The report 

concludes with a set of recommendations. 

The Queen Elizabeth the Second National Trust - functions 

The two most important parts of QEII’s mandate are those contained in the provisions of the Queen Elizabeth 

the Second National Trust Act (1977) defining QEII’s functions (Section 20), and those defining the definition of 

‘open space’ (Section 2). 

 

QEII’s general function is to ‘encourage and promote, for the benefit and enjoyment of the present and future 

generations of the people of New Zealand, the provision, protection, preservation and enhancement of open space’.  

 

‘Open space’ is defined as ‘any area of land or body of water that serves to preserve or to facilitate the preservation 

of any landscape of aesthetic, cultural, recreational, scenic, scientific or social interest or value.’ 

 

In general, but without limitation, the Act requires QEII to: 

 Advise the Minister on open space. 

 Formulate, investigate and appraise policies and proposals for open space. 

 Review the adequacy and access to open space. 

 Identify and classify potential reserves and recreation areas of national, regional, local or special 

significance. 

 Make recommendations to the Minister and others about areas of significance that should be given 

special protection and the methods of such protection. 

 Undertake and encourage research. 

 Disseminate knowledge and give advice. 

 Encourage and promote coordination of government departments, persons and bodies on matters of 

open space. 

 Negotiate open space covenants. 

 Distribute funds. 

Origins of QEII  

The initial idea was that QEII would act as a form of ‘national heritage trust’ with some of the same attributes 

as the UK National Trust. This included coordinating and protecting land and water at a landscape level in the 

national interest, by protecting both natural heritage values and non-natural values e.g. recreation and 

access, and social values (which in today’s definitions would include cultural values).  

 

QEII was conceived by Gordon Stephenson and other like-minded farming leaders as a mechanism ‘by 

farmers for farmers’ through which a perceived gap in the protection of bush on farms could be filled.  

 

Gordon Stephenson’s leadership was combined with a supportive concurrent government policy environment 

leading to the establishment of a national trust to protect ‘open space’ for New Zealanders. The then Minister 

of Lands (1977), stated that QEII would be ‘advisory rather than regulatory, and should be primarily concerned 

with ‘landscape protection and public access to the countryside at large’.  

 

In the early years of its existence, QEII utilised a broader range of mechanisms than at present to achieve its 

mandate. Early products included landscape guides such as the Mt Karioi Landscape (1980), the Waipa County 
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Landscape (1983) and the Banks Peninsula Landscape (1987). These provided advice and advocacy for 

protection of values over a broader scale than the properties of individual farmers. 

 

QEII also acquired properties to be owned and protected by QEII e.g. Tupare and Hollard’s gardens in 

Taranaki, either by assisted purchase or by gift. Some properties were left to QEII as bequests.  

 

In addition, QEII entered into a range of legal covenants such as ‘whole of title covenants’ for landscape 

protection or for prevention of subdivision.    

 

‘Life of Trees’ covenants were also used for significant stands of isolated trees such as Totara or Rimu in a 

tree-land where there was no potential, or desire to recreate forest, but there was a desire to protect these 

significant trees, for their lifetime, from harvest or clearance.  

Evolution of QEII’s operations 

The flow diagram on the following page summarises the various stages of development of QEII. Increasingly 

over recent years, in line with funding from government, QEII has focused on covenanting open space on 

private land to protect biodiversity values rather than its other functions. This protection is achieved by 

assessing the ecological value of covenant proposals in a manner that accords with government’s biodiversity 

strategy and national priorities. Eligible proposals are then secured by registering them on property titles.  

 

The reasons for this more recent narrowing of functions are perhaps a complex mix of: 

 Constrained funding and staff capacity. 

 Changes in the roles and relationships with its two parent agencies (first the Department of Lands 

and Survey and then the Department of Conservation). 

 Similar relationship changes with local authorities. 

 Other entities moving into the arena of nature protection. 

 Federated Farmers – as the QEII’s key stakeholder group (and supporter) over the past 40 years, 

feeling more comfortable with the ‘covenanting’ role played by QEII that other functions. 

 QEII’s most important members - its covenantors, understandably wanting QEII to focus on servicing 

covenant needs and building the ‘family’ of private land covenants.  

All the above features have influenced the current outlook, internal culture, structure, and modus operandi of 

QEII.  

 

Nevertheless, opportunities to do more than simple protect biodiversity on individual properties, by 

covenanting them, abound. QEII’s Chair James Guild, acknowledged this in the 2017 Annual QEII Report by 

saying…’threats facing our natural environment – including climate change, biodiversity loss and freshwater issues, 

have grown to a point where we may be facing a tipping point. QEII is uniquely placed to play a bigger role in 

improving our country’s environmental record.’    
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A brief contextual recount of the history of national biodiversity protection efforts 

In 1987, publicly owned protected conservation areas were unified, and managed by one government 

organisation, the Department of Conservation (DOC), in an integrated fashion.  

 

In 1991, the Resource Management Act (RMA) secured terms and conditions requiring all New Zealand land 

and water to be managed in an ‘environmentally sustainable’ way. In addition, in the same period, territorial 

and regional councils were rationalised and required to lead implementation of the RMA. Among other things, 

this required them to assume the role of promoting and protecting biodiversity, landscapes and other values.  

 

Since 2000, reversing the trend in the decline of indigenous biodiversity has become a national priority. 

Interest in nature conservation has burgeoned. Groups and individuals involved in nature conservation are 

now numerous and widespread.  

 

National level policy efforts are integrated through a national ‘Biodiversity Strategy’ (2000) and a ‘Biosecurity 

2025 Direction Statement’ (September 2016). These in turn are buttressed by the Conservation Act 1987 (and 

subsidiary legislation), the RMA (1991), and the Biosecurity Act (1996).  

 

A new Biodiversity Strategy is currently being developed and a draft national policy instrument, to unify 

regulatory measures for biodiversity through the RMA (Biodiversity Collaborative Group, 2018), is under 

consideration. In addition, a government tax working group is looking favourably at ideas of tax deductions 

for privately protected land.  

 

Biodiversity challenges remain 

Public conservation lands with indigenous vegetation comprise around 30% of the country or about 8.4 

million ha. While there is a strong system for legal protection of these areas, this land represents only a third 

of the country and much of it is in mountainous areas. Wetlands, drylands and coastal ecosystems and other 

areas with unique biodiversity, remain insufficiently protected. Data from Landcare Research shows there are 

still nearly 1 million hectares of unprotected natural areas remaining in New Zealand. A total of 483,420 

hectares of this area is within threatened land environments, that is, those environments with less than 20% 

of their area protected.  

As noted in the report of the Biodiversity Collaborative Group (2018), a very large effort is now 

being made to nurture our indigenous biodiversity and halt its decline. Notwithstanding these 

efforts, better direction and more fulsome use of existing and new instruments is required to 

ensure that indigenous biodiversity outside public conservation areas can thrive. 

Stewardship and management are critical 

While protection of habitat is an essential first step, and there is still much work to be done to meet this 

challenge, it is also widely recognised that ongoing management is required to maintain the ecological values 

inherent in those protected areas. The PCE report ‘Taonga of an Island Nation’ (May 2017) noted that “while a 

fence will keep cattle and sheep out of a covenanted area, it will not keep out the animals that prey on birds and 

other native fauna and damage habitat. Nor will a fence keep out invasive plants. The land may be protected in 
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perpetuity, but the ecosystem is under constant threat from invaders. While many landowners with covenanted land 

do work to protect the native life within the fence, the task is beyond others.” 

 

QEII – well positioned to grow 

Over its history, QEII has incrementally evolved to meet changing demands. Today’s context for the activities 

of QEII is dramatically different from the time when the organisation was first conceived. QEII is well 

positioned to take another step forward. The Board of QEII have told us they are ready and waiting to take up 

the opportunity to further contribute to New Zealand’s biodiversity goals.  

Opportunities abound. The challenge to be addressed in this report is how QEII’s unique strengths may be 

best deployed. 

The critical issues to be addressed are: which biodiversity protection opportunities should be 

selected for attention by QEII and what unique role should QEII play, at what cost, with what 

potential value and effect? 

Our brief 

Purpose 

DOC and the Board of QEII defined our brief. In summary terms, we were asked to assess future opportunities 

for QEII to contribute to enhancing conservation outcomes on private land.  

Output 

We were required to prepare a report that identifies, assesses and provides a prioritised list of the key 

opportunities for QEII to grow its contribution towards the reversal in the decline in indigenous biodiversity 

and the achievement of associated conservation outcomes. 

Content  

We were asked to: 

 Define QEII’s current role in private land protection, particularly highlighting key strengths, 

characteristics and constraints of its activities e.g. legal mechanisms, distributed staff, regional and 

local networks, and covenanting funding support. 

 Summarise other key biodiversity related entities and the mechanisms they use to protect private 

land (including characteristics such as drivers and challenges). 

 Noting the need for…  

o Alignment with the QEII purpose as per the QEII National Trust Act, mission, vision and 

strategic goals  

o Alignment with DOC’s 2025 Stretch Goals, the Government’s biodiversity priorities and wider 

Government priorities and strategies 

o Return on investment questions… 
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…we were asked to…define QEII’s potential role in contributing to enhanced opportunities for private land 

protection in New Zealand to achieve greater conservation outcomes, including via the contribution QEII 

may make to:  

o Increasing private land protection, including at a larger scale.  

o Investing in restoration initiatives to enhance biodiversity such as through the: indigenous 

tree planting restoration initiatives to be carried out as part of the One Billion Trees 

Programme; freshwater and watershed protection support; and biodiversity protection / 

enhancement outside of covenants.  

o Supporting covenantor / landscape control of ecologically invasive pest plants and animals 

impacting biodiversity in covenants and surrounding areas.  

o Supporting covenantor awareness and best practice regarding biosecurity threats (kauri 

dieback, myrtle rust etc.).  

o Supporting RMA responsibilities for biodiversity protection on private land.  

o Assessing the potential for better integration with other land protection organisations / 

mechanisms, including Ngā Whenua Rāhui, Nature Heritage Fund and others.  

o Contributing to other protection mechanisms not covered above. 

 

 Finally, we were asked to describe opportunities for the Trust to generate revenue from external 

sources, including from the philanthropic sector - and the mechanisms to do this. 

Out of scope  

The following subjects were viewed as being outside of our scope:  

 An audit of QEII’s current activities, structure and finances. 

 QEII taking on the role of Ngā Whenua Rāhui. 

 QEII taking on the role of the Walking Access Commission. 

 Legislative amendment. 

 The review of the independence of the QEII. 

 The possibility of the nationalisation of covenants. 

Key words used by our Project Advisory Group to guide the project 

We asked our Project Advisory Group to help us by describing their initial expectations of our work. They told 

us to:  

 Focus on how QEII may best protect and enhance biodiversity value on private land – and thereby 

reverse the decline. 

 Apply a fresh look, fresh eyes and blue-sky thinking. 

 Only be constrained by our imaginations. 

 Define how QEII may better coordinate with other players. 

 Define QEII’s ‘unique space’ and what more it could do to fill the gaps to overcome the shortfall in 

conservation / biodiversity protection mechanisms. 

 Define how to achieve best value for land owners from association with QEII, by enhancing their 

opportunities to contribute to biodiversity protection. 
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 Better understand the scale of New Zealand’s biodiversity challenge and methods through which 

QEII may better provide solutions.  

 Establish the grounds for an ambitious QEII leap forward. 

 Define how QEII can be more involved in restoration, enhancement and stewardship – not just 

protection. 

 Assist to clarify the partnering and leveraging roles /and relationships that may be established 

between QEII, DOC and others. 

 

Our approach  

We applied a four step approach to our work: 

 

Today’s QEII – who, what, why and how 

Leadership 

QEII is a significant player in private land conservation in New Zealand.  It is supported by 5,000 QEII covenant 

land owners who exercise and/or support kaitiakitanga over either private or Crown pastoral lease land.  

Support 

QEII is supported by not only its covenant landowners, but also honorary and financial members who 

together total 7,781 members.  

 

DOC and local authorities can covenant land under the Reserves Ac (1977), but QEII is favoured because of its 

perceived independence. Many have invested heavily and are actively managing these critical areas to protect 

their biodiversity, heritage and landscape values. Other land owners need on-going encouragement to invest 

in the management of their covenants.  

Focus on threatened ecosystems 

Many QEII covenants are on New Zealand’s lowlands and on other land areas which otherwise would have 

had limited biodiversity protection. These areas are significantly underrepresented in pubic conservation land. 

Covenants play a critical complementary role as a refuge for some of New Zealand’s rarest and most at-risk 

species and habitats. These under-represented areas are viewed by QEII and the Minister of Conservation, via 

an annual MOU with QEII, as requiring focused attention. Almost all covenants (98%) protected by QEII 

covenants meet national priorities for biodiversity protection (see figure on next page). 
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Land ownership 

QEII owns 27 properties. All are held as open space for the benefit of the people of New Zealand.  These 

include a nationally-significant wetland ‘Taupo Swamp’ and properties that provide recreational, 

environmental and cultural-education opportunities such as Aroha Island. All QEII properties secure natural 

heritage values for future generations. 

Covenants 

QEII has registered in excess of two new covenants a week for 40 years resulting in 4,500 covenants 

(November 2018) being established to provide biodiversity protection over 171,800 ha. Another 334 covenants 

(10,895 ha) are in the ‘processing’ pipeline. Covenanted areas under private ownership range in size from 

53,000 ha to less than 1 ha. 

Monitoring and advice 

QEII checks on the condition of just under 2,000 covenants annually. QEII also provides stewardship advice to 

landowners concerning weed and pest issues, fence status and other matters affecting the condition of the 

covenant area (kauri dieback, myrtle rust, stock incursions etc.). Currently QEII offers, as part of the covenant 

approval process, between $500 and $5,000 to new covenanters to support initial pest and or weed 

management. 

Compliance and enforcement 

QEII has taken cases to Court to defend covenants from damage or development. This action is viewed by QEII 

as vital to the task of confirming the integrity of covenants as a biodiversity protection tool. 

Landscape scale - Mahu Whenua 

QEII has exercised leadership to coordinate multiple agencies to assist to establish and manage 53,000 ha of 

Mahu Whenua covenants as protected landscape over Crown pastoral lease land in the Queenstown Lakes 

area. 
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The QEII team 

QEII has a nation-wide network of 27 contracted regional representatives and 4 monitoring assistants plus 20 

head office staff in Wellington. 

Local government relationship 

In general, QEII see mutually positive outcomes emerging from QEII / local government relationships although 

the nature of this relationship varies around the country. QEII has adopted a ‘one size does not fit all’ 

approach. In Auckland City, for example, the Council’s use of ‘offsets’ as part of RMA procedures has 

diminished the demand for QEII protection mechanisms - although covenants are still sometimes used to 

protect land set aside as part of ‘offset’ arrangements. As a second example, QEII has a memorandums of 

understanding (MOUs) with the Bay of Plenty Regional Council and Greater Wellington Regional Council. These 

include shared funding for fencing and for the provision of advice and / or support for pest management. A 

third example is the relationship between QEII and the local authorities of Taranaki – with impressive 

biodiversity protection results (see https://qeiinationaltrust.org.nz/wp-

content/uploads/2018/02/MHL157_QEII_AnnualReport_Final-2017-2.pdf).  

Memorandum of understanding with the Crown 

Expectations  

The MOU between the Minister of Conservation and QEII, for the period 1 July 2018 to 30 June 2019, 

establishes the Minister of Conservation’s performance expectations and commits the sum of $4,915,100 (GST 

inclusive) from the Crown to assist QEII to deliver expected outputs. 

Outputs  

 Identification and implementation of protection of biodiversity on private land. 

 Management services for properties with historical and natural significance, including maintenance 

work, access for the public and management advice on covenanted properties.  

Performance Measures 

The measures of performance recorded in the MOU between QEII and the Minister of Conservation are: 

 Number of new covenant registrations: 110 (+ or – 10) 

 Total number of new covenants approved: 110 (+ or – 20) 

 Area of new covenant land registered: greater than 2,750 

 Percentage of covenants approved that secure protection of one or more of the four national 

priorities for biodiversity protection: 90% 

 Regional events to inspire covenant stewardship: greater than 10 

 Number of QEII properties managed for ‘open space’ outcomes: 30 

 Registered covenants monitored during the year: 1,900 

 Provision of advice to new owners following change of covenant ownership: greater than 300 

 Number of covenants where QEII exercises its functions as a ‘Statutory Trustee’: greater than 300 

  

  

https://qeiinationaltrust.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/MHL157_QEII_AnnualReport_Final-2017-2.pdf
https://qeiinationaltrust.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/MHL157_QEII_AnnualReport_Final-2017-2.pdf
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Funding 

QEII’s budget reflects the following characteristics:  

 Receives a baseline annual appropriation of $4.9 million (2018 / 19, GST inclusive). 

 Received an additional $1.15m (GST inclusive) over the past three years to support the Queen’s 

Commonwealth Canopy initiative (now ceased – having generated nearly 50 additional covenants).  

 Received funding of $500,000 spread (GST inclusive) over three years to support programmes like the 

Community Weed-busting project (now finished). 

 Established the ‘Stephenson Fund for Covenant Enhancement’ in the 2016 / 17 year using legacies, 

donations and investment income (NB this enabled grant funding of $310,000 to be given to land 

owners over three grant rounds and generated cost-share arrangements valued, in total, at $870,000). 

Other sources of funds 

The Biodiversity Condition and Advice Funds, its replacement – the DOC ‘Community Conservation Fund’ and 

Lotteries Environment and Heritage Funds have all provided valuable support for the biodiversity initiatives of 

many landowners with QEII covenants on their properties.  

Rates remissions 

Most, but not all local authorities, have rates remission policies for protected private land.  

Local government support 

While variable around the country, financial support from district and regional councils has enabled many 

more covenants to be established than otherwise would have been the case without this assistance. It has 

also enabled ongoing support to be provided, in some cases, for plant and animal pest control.  

Tax review findings 

Incentives for landowners to protect places on their land have been considered over several past phases of 

tax review. Most recently this has been recommended by the Tax Working Group (2018) and the Biodiversity 

Collaborative Group (2018). The Tax Working Group (2018) recommends that expenses incurred on land 

subject to a QEII covenant should be treated as deductible. The Biodiversity Collaborative Group recommends 

similarly, and in addition, the Collaborative Group have suggested all land subject to a covenant should be 

exempt from rates.   

Fencing liabilities 

In the mid-1990s QEII recognised it could not afford the increasing liability of the commitment to pay half the 

share of long-term fencing replacements referenced in the conditions attached to covenants. New covenants 

were negotiated without this ongoing support and, where landowners were willing, some of the existing 

covenants had this clause removed. A dedicated fund was created to ensure the existing liabilities could be 

met and this allocation remains in the annual report. 
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Delivery  

Number, type and location of covenants 

QEII now has 4,500 covenants (November 2018). QEII’s average covenanting rate over the last 40 years works 

is 2.2 covenants (83 ha) a week. This is 114 covenants protecting 4,329 ha per year. Their biggest year - by area 

protected, was 2015 when QEII registered 54,354 ha of covenanted land. This included the four very large 

Mahu Whenua covenants near Queenstown.  

 

QEII has registered covenants on 11 islands of New Zealand. The spread of covenants across New Zealand is 

as follows: 

 North Island (3,264 covenants 73% by number and 45% by area). 

 South Island (1,204 covenants 27% by number and 55% by area). 

The New Zealand average covenant size is 38 ha. The average for North Island covenants is 24 ha and  

the largest North Island covenant is 6,563 ha. The average for South Island covenants is 80 ha and  

the largest South Island covenant is 21,909 ha. This tenant on this large area has also covenanted a further 

29,644 ha over three adjacent covenants for the protection of an entire landscape totalling 51,553 ha (the 

Mahu Whenua covenants).  

 

For covenants registered during 2017 / 18 year, 99% met one or more of the four national priorities for 

biodiversity protection on private land as follows: 

 48% met national priority 1 (protecting indigenous vegetations in land environments that have less 

than 20% indigenous cover) and / or 

 25% met national priority 2 (protecting indigenous vegetation associated with sand dunes and 

wetlands (high priority ecosystems) and / or 

 12% met national priority 3 (protecting indigenous vegetation associated with originally rare 

ecosystems) and / or 

 63% met national priority 4 (protecting habitats of NZ most threatened indigenous plants and 

animals) and / or 

 65% also added to a protected corridor or landscape. 
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Non-QEII entities and instruments for protecting biodiversity on private 

land 
 

The following section of our report describes the range of non-QEII instruments, legal mechanisms, funds and 

entities for protecting biodiversity on private land. 

Legislation  

Reserves Act 1977: Mechanisms for the protection of private land became available under Section 77 of the 

Reserves Act in 1977. This Act includes provisions for private landowners to negotiate with the Crown or local 

authorities to establish ‘conservation covenants’ over their land or to establish ‘protected private land 

agreements’ with the Crown.  

 

In addition, Ngā Whenua Rāhui may establish Kawenata under the Reserves Act (1977). These are a form of 

covenant that recognises tinorangatiratanga.  

 

Conservation Act 1987: The Conservation Act (1987) established the Department of Conservation to promote 

the conservation of New Zealand’s natural and historic resources. The Conservation Act (1987) includes 

provisions for conservation covenants over private land. The Act also provides for Management Agreements 

to be arranged for specific periods of time. 

 

Reserves on Māori land:  Covenants can also be created under the Te Turi Whenua Māori Act 1993. 

 

Resource Management Act (RMA) 1991: The RMA provides for the management of natural areas on private 

land through plans and policy statements produced and implemented by local authorities. Section 6(c) of the 

RMA requires the ‘protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous 

fauna as a matter of national importance’.  

 

Esplanade reserves and strips can be created under the RMA to protect areas along rivers, streams and the 

coast. Generally, esplanade strips appear to be more effective than esplanade reserves as they are 

ambulatory (i.e. they move with the river or coast as the river moves) and stay in private ownership. By 

comparison esplanade reserves are defined by survey (and therefore may be eroded away). Esplanade 

reserves are set aside under the Reserves Act as ‘local purpose reserve’ through either the local authority or 

the Department of Conservation.  

 

Some district and city councils use ‘offset’ mechanisms for the protection of natural areas as a means of 

allowing land owners to qualify for additional subdivision rights and / or other development benefits. For 

example, in the Western Bay of Plenty, additional lots may be created using the ‘Protection Lot’ rule, if features 

of significant ecological, landscape or heritage values are protected (as identified in their District Plan). These 

areas are either protected by local authorities as covenants under the Reserves Act or as a QEII covenant. 
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Special funds  

Nature Heritage Fund: The Nature Heritage Fund is a contestable Ministerial fund, established in 1990, to 

help achieve the objectives of the then Government’s Indigenous Forest Policy. In 1998 the scope of the fund 

was widened to include non-forest ecosystems. The fund is administered by an independent committee 

appointed by the Minister of Conservation under section 56 of the Conservation Act (1987). It is serviced by 

DOC and receives an annual allocation of funds from the Government. Since 1990 the fund has protected over 

340,000 ha of indigenous ecosystem through legal and physical protection i.e. direct purchase or covenanting. 

The Nature Heritage Fund generally focusses on Crown purchase of large tracts of land. The Fund has also 

supported the preparation of several regional strategies to prioritise protection, including those in Northland, 

Auckland, Waikato, Canterbury and Southland. 

 

Ngā Whenua Rāhui: The Ngā Whenua Rāhui Fund is a contestable Ministerial Fund established in 1991 to 

facilitate the voluntary protection of indigenous ecosystems on Māori-owned land while honouring the rights 

guaranteed to Māori landowners under Te Tiriti o Waitangi. QEII also has a specific covenant for Māori known 

as a ‘kawenata.’ This recognises tino rangatiratanga, but it has not been a major area of operation for QEII as 

Nga Whenua Rāhui is established to specialise in Maori land and can offer greater funding support to Māori 

land owners than QEII. 

 

DOC Community Conservation Fund: This fund is directed towards practical community-led projects aimed at 

conserving New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity on both public and private land. Eligible projects are 

required to focus on protecting and restoring New Zealand’s natural habitats, halt the decline of biodiversity 

and restore healthy, sustainable populations of our native species. Approximately $4.6 million is available 

within this fund.  

Entities  

Native Forest Restoration Trust: The Trust was formed in 1980 when a group of people got together to 

protest the felling of giant Totara in Pureora Forest. The Trust purchases land, utilising a wide network of 

supporters, and then places it under covenant with QEII. An honorary ranger is appointed by the Trust and a 

management plan prepared for the protected area, often working with local volunteers. This usually includes 

making sure that the area is protected from invasive pests and predators through predator-control and plant 

management programmes. It may also include fencing the property to keep out stock and creating paths and 

information boards for visitors. 

 

NZ Landcare Trust: The NZ Landcare Trust is an independent, non-government organisation established in 

1996. A team of regional coordinators around the country work with and bring together stakeholders, local 

and national government organisations, community-based groups and volunteers to work on sustainable 

water and land quality projects. Throughout the years of its operation, the Trust has worked on a range of 

field-based projects ranging from large ‘catchment based’ projects that deal with complex issues to the 

support of smaller land care groups who operate with a local biodiversity focus. 

 

Banks Peninsula Conservation Trust:  The Banks Peninsula Conservation Trust (BPCT) was formed in 2001 in 

response to proposed regulations in the district plan. It is a non-profit organisation that works with land 

owners, agencies, sponsors and the wider community to promote the conservation and enhancement of 
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indigenous biodiversity and sustainable land management on Banks Peninsula. BPCT works in a similar way 

and alongside QEII to covenant land in perpetuity for its natural values within the local area of Banks 

Peninsula.  

 

Beef & Lamb NZ: Beef & Lamb NZ have produced an Environment Strategy that sets out a progressive long-

term environmental vision and environmental principles for the sector. This is based around four priorities: 

healthy productive soils; thriving biodiversity; reducing carbon emissions and; cleaner water. Nearly half of all 

QEII covenants are found on sheep and beef farms (47%) and the area of sheep and beef land protected 

under QEII, Ngā Whenua Rāhui and other covenants is growing.  

 

Landcorp / Pamu: As a Crown owned company, Pamu owns or manages 140 farms throughout the country. 

Pamu has established over 200 QEII covenants protecting 7,000 ha on their farms and manages them to 

enhance their biodiversity values. They have also signed an MOU with Forest & Bird to work together on 

researching, implementing, and promoting agricultural practices that protect the natural world. 

 

Fonterra, DairyNZ and New Zealand’s dairy farmers: The ‘Sustainable Dairying: Water Accord’ is focused on 

managing the impacts of dairy farming on freshwater, with associated positive impacts on freshwater 

biodiversity. Fencing and planting of riparian margins is a vital biodiversity element of this Accord because of 

its ability to enhance ecological connectivity.  

 

DOC / Fonterra: In 2013, DOC announced significant funding toward a ten year ‘Living Waters’ partnership 

project with Fonterra, to restore five major water catchments in areas where dairying takes place. The aim 

was to create healthy waterways and biodiversity, by connecting communities, farmers, iwi agencies, and 

business. More recently (July 2017), Fonterra have launched a new initiative that will target 50 catchments. 

 

Government / agency ‘biodiversity-related’ programmes and initiatives 

One Billion Trees Programme 

Government is committed to planting a billion trees over ten years. This includes planting indigenous species. 

Funding for this programme has been provided as part of the Provincial Growth Fund.  

Climate change 

The Government: aims to reduce our emissions to net zero by 2050; is committed to New Zealand becoming a 

world leader in climate change action and; plans to introduce a new Zero Carbon Bill that will set a new 

emissions reduction target to be achieved by 2050. It also plans to establish an independent Climate Change 

Commission.  

Fresh water agenda 

The Government has set out its plans for freshwater action for the next two years in the document ‘Essential 

Freshwater: Healthy Water, Fairly Allocated’ (2018). This involves actions that: stop the decline of our 

freshwater resources, waterways and ecosystems and will start making improvements to freshwater quality; 
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introduce a new National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management and other legal instruments that will 

enable our freshwater resources, waterways and ecosystems to be restored to a healthy state within a 

generation and; working towards a system for fairer allocation of nutrient discharge and water use that takes 

into account all interests including Māori and existing and potential new users.  

Biodiversity Collaborative Group on National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity  

The government is considering implementing the recommendations of a collaborative group established in 

2017 to provide advice about how to improve the management of indigenous biodiversity through the 

Resource Management Act, and via a suite of complementary measures. Decisions are expected by 2020.  

DOC stretch goals 

DOC’s stretch goals are centred in DOC inspiring and delivering world-leading conservation so that:  

 90% of New Zealanders’ lives are enriched through connection to our nature. 

 Whānau, hapū and iwi can practice their responsibilities as kaitiaki of natural and cultural resources 

on public conservation lands and waters. 

 50% of New Zealand’s natural ecosystems are benefiting from pest management. 

 90% of our threatened species across New Zealand’s ecosystems are managed to enhance their 

populations. 

 50 freshwater ecosystems are restored from ‘mountains to the sea.’ 

 A nationwide network of marine protected areas is in place, representing New Zealand’s marine 

ecosystems. 

 The stories of 50 historic Icon Sites are told and protected. 

 50% of international holiday visitors come to New Zealand to connect with our natural places. 

We note that while these are referenced as ‘DOC Stretch Goals’ they are acknowledged as achievable only if all 

New Zealanders work together.  

The Protected Natural Areas (PNA) Programme:  

The PNA Programme was instigated by the Department of Lands and Survey (now disestablished), and 

continued by DOC, to identify and protect a representative network of reserves that originally gave New 

Zealand its character, as initially perceived in the Reserves Act. Information from these surveys has been 

widely used to assess ecological significance for protection. 

Visitor sector commitments 

The recent release by the Tourism Industry Aotearoa (TIA) of ‘Tiaki’ (October 2018) is indicative of that sector’s 

commitment toward tourism and environmental / conservation initiatives proceeding together. Tiaki means 

‘to care and protect’. Tiaki and the related sector’s ‘Tiaki Promise’ outline what people can do to care for New 

Zealand during their visit.  

 

The Tiaki Promise is supported by 14 Commitments - one of which is ‘ecological restoration contributing to 

restoring, protecting and enhancing our natural environment’. 600 tourism businesses have now signed up to 

these commitments. In short, this means that many tourism businesses are now intending to take purposeful 
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actions to benefit nature, with the overarching objective of establishing a strongly-positive relationship 

between the tourism industry and New Zealand’s natural environment. 

 

A related element of this concept is the TIA ‘Tourism Sustainability Commitment’. This aims to see every NZ 

tourism business committed to sustainability by 2025. This includes the call for business to display this 

commitment by contributing to ‘restoring, protecting and enhancing our natural environment, and by (New 

Zealand) continuing to be a high-quality destination of choice for domestic and international travellers.’  

 

A third display of commitment to this concept is the content of the ‘Tourism 2025 and Beyond’ growth 

framework released by TIA in November 2018. The sector intends this document to sit alongside the ‘Tourism 

2025 Scorecard’ (2018) to measure progress toward achievement of the framework’s key priorities.  

 

Relationship between QEII and other agencies with responsibility for 

               biodiversity services on private land 

 

The table which follows attempts to place QEII’s ‘unique’ or special areas of responsibility for protecting 

biodiversity on private land, within the fabric of activities carried out by other agencies, organisations or 

instruments. 

 

Action Agency 

Protection of biodiversity  DOC, Local government, QEII, Nga Whenua Rahui, Nature Heritage Fund 

and several Trusts 

Enhancement of biodiversity 

through plant and animal 

pest management  

  

Regional authorities, Weed-busters through QEII, Predator Free NZ, 

Landcare and other Trusts,  

Landscape, catchment-scale 

protection 

  

DOC, regional authorities, Landcare Trust, QEII’s Mahu Whenua initiative, 

other initiatives and Trusts such as the Banks Peninsula Conservation Trust 

including Reconnected Northland and a similar Trust in the Hawkes Bay 

Region 

Public access for enjoyment 

and enlightenment 

  

DOC, NZ Walking Access Commission, local government, local groups and 

trusts and some QEII covenants / properties 

Planting of new vegetation One Billion Trees programme, Tane Tree Trust, other Trusts, regional 

authorities e.g. riparian planting etc., MPI erosion and catchment 

management funds  

Advocacy and advice for 

biodiversity protection and 

enhancement 

Many agencies including QEII 

Coordination, leadership, 

collaboration, facilitation of 

biodiversity protection 

initiatives of multiple 

agencies 

DOC, Trusts, forums, regional authorities and QEII in some instances 
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When compared to other agencies, QEII’s unique space is its: covenant tool; non-regulatory and 

cost-share approach; good returns on investment and; the quality of its comparatively 

bureaucracy-free, trusted-advisor team. 

Lessons to be learned from Australian comparisons  

Overview  

It is difficult to compare protection of private land in New Zealand with programmes applied in other 

countries. New Zealand has a small population, comparatively large areas of unmodified natural areas, and 

remnants that are still reacting and changing to relatively recent impacts (fragmentation, animal pests and 

weeds). Other countries have provided much greater levels of regulation, funding and other incentives than 

could be envisaged in New Zealand. In addition, unlike New Zealand, ‘open space’ is the hallmark feature in UK 

examples. 

Australia  

Most states of Australia have a similar type of covenanting organisation to QEII. They include the:  

 ‘Trust for Nature’ in Victoria and Queensland 

 New South Wales ‘Biodiversity Conservation Trust’. 

 ‘Tasmanian Land Conservancy’. 

 ‘Nature Foundation’ in South Australia.  

All these examples use a wider set of tools to protect land than those available to QEII including biodiversity 

offset funds, and revolving land protection funds. There is an umbrella group for all these Australian state-

based covenanting agencies called the ‘Australian Land Conservation Alliance’.  

Example one: Tasmanian Land Conservancy (TLC) 

The TLC is a not-for-profit, apolitical, science and community-based organisation that raises funds from the 

public to protect irreplaceable sites and rare ecosystems by buying and managing private land. The TLC also 

has covenanting, reserves and a revolving fund. The development, implementation and trading of the ‘New 

Leaf Carbon Project’ across 18,000 hectares of land has generated vital funds that have been, and continue to 

be, re-invested into their conservation efforts. 

Example two: Nature Foundation South Australia  

Founded in 1981, this is a not-for-profit environmental organisation that works to save, protect and restore 

South Australia's natural biodiversity. Nature Foundation South Australia relies heavily on volunteers. This 

not-for-profit ‘nature charity’ began as a volunteer organisation and volunteers remain at the core of the 

organisation, including the services of a pro-bono legal team.  Grant applications continue to mean a 

significant proportion of staff time needs to be committed to fundraising. The organisation currently manages 



 

PAGE  I  24 

more than half a million hectares in nature reserves, and have supported, through the provision of grants, 

more than 390 nature science students and projects.  

Lessons for QEII to be taken from these examples  

Some of the innovation approaches applied in Australia and the lessons learned of value for the current 

exercise, include the following: revolving funds work well; volunteers are fundamentally important to the 

success of private land / biodiversity protection initiatives; philanthropic sources of revenue can be found but 

fund raising requires dedicated and specialist effort. 

Stakeholders’ views and impressions 

Who did we talk to? 

We asked twenty-four stakeholder groups and / or individuals (see appendix one for details) about QEII. These 

stakeholder groups and individuals included scientists, iwi representatives, representatives from 

environmental NGO’s and representatives from sustainable land management trusts.  

 

In addition, we had discussions with four typical covenantors and officials from LINZ, MFE and MPI. 

Furthermore, we convened workshops with representatives from DOC, regional authorities, the board of QEII 

and the staff of QEII. 

 

We emphasise that the views discussed in the part of the report which follows are those of the stakeholders, 

not us. We provide our perspectives later in the report. 

What did we ask? 

Our questions varied depending on how much time the stakeholders / individuals had available and upon 

whether the interview was face-to-face, in person or by means of a workshop.  

 

Two generic topics were at the heart of our enquiries: 

 How is QEII doing?  

 What does the future look like for QEII? 

Our questions covered the following subjects:  

 Nature of the current operating environment – whether it helped or hindered QEII. 

 QEII strengths.  

 QEII constraints and challenges. 

 QEII brand and communication. 

 Blue sky / innovation opportunities for QEII. 

 Vision for QEII. 

 Preferred scenarios for QEII’s future. 
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In the section of our report which follows, we have used the above questions to guide our content – except for 

commentary on ‘preferred scenarios’. Our discussion about ‘preferred scenarios’ is separated out and given 

more detailed attention because this is where all of the elements of the ‘opportunities’ for QEII come together.   

Views about the current operating environment – is it helping or hindering QEII? 

Almost all the persons we talked to told us the pressures on biodiversity values were such that QEII should 

grow the scale of the biodiversity protection services it provides. However, views about the scope of these 

biodiversity protection services were more varied.  

 

QEII staff told us:  

 Biodiversity protection is now a matter of national and international focus. 

 With the younger generations now actively concerned about biodiversity protection, the time is right 

to raise the profile of QEII and extend its areas of influence and activity. 

 There is a pressing need to act and QEII is a critical player in this action.  

 We are losing biodiversity faster than ever before because of land development pressures. QEII needs 

to be a more active advocate for biodiversity protection. 

One Environment NGO told us:  

 Concern for the environment is now entrenched into that which defines the identity of New 

Zealanders. Public awareness of the crisis affecting nature has fed through to the constraints now 

being exercised, through public opinion, on the ‘social licence’ of farmers and tourism operators to 

operate. This social licence can be enhanced by active landowner display of a commitment to 

biodiversity enhancement. QEII has a unique ‘covenant’ tool capable of helping farmers with this 

challenge 

 ‘Environment’ and ‘conservation’ were amongst the top three issues raised during last year’s election - 

these issues being climate change, biodiversity and water quality. This creates the necessary political 

capital for QEII to act more fulsomely. QEII’s role can and should contribute to positive progress on all 

three issues.  

Views about QEII’s strengths  

Most stakeholders found great favour in the QEII model for delivering biodiversity protection on private land. 

Here’s a sample of views: 

 

Farmers view: QEII and QEII covenants are favoured because they:  

 Achieve biodiversity gains ‘collaboratively’ rather than by regulation. 

 Leverage land owner interest and pride. 

 Create a sense of shared ownership in the biodiversity mission. 

 Allow for ‘farming with nature.’ 

 Are the first port of call for protection of valued areas. 

 Are the ‘go to’ / ‘no-threat’ source of quality advice about eco-biodiversity protection. 

 Help farmers to visibly display their care for the environment by assisting them to contribute to 

natural capital, with pride. 

 Provide a means to avoid being overwhelmed by the emergent regulatory burden. 
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 Are a mechanism to overcome the environmental concerns / social license issues that have the 

potential to derail farming businesses. 

 Are a breath of fresh air compared to SNAs etc.  

 Have regional representatives who are very good at assisting farmers to understand the biodiversity 

values they have at their fingertips. 

 Have independence. 

 Apply a custodial approach. 

 Have a highly valued ability to work with people.  

 Are trusted and have integrity.  

In summary, farmers thought QEII covenants should be the first tool in the toolbox for protecting farm land 

with biodiversity values. Regulation should be applied later and as a last resort and only then for those areas 

with highly significant ‘rare and endangered’ biodiversity values at critical risk and, for one reason or another, 

not able to be protected by means of a QEII covenant.  

 

A variation on the above farmer comment was made by some farmer stakeholders. They felt that more 

attention should be directed by government policy makers toward concerns about private ‘property rights’. 

More particularly, they felt if land is to be taken away from productive endeavour, then giving it up voluntarily 

via QEII is the best first step. The subsequent order of use of other tools should follow the following sequence: 

offset rights; payment for ecosystem services; purchase and then; regulation. 

 

One farming sector representative told us QEII should seek to strategically align themselves, in advance, with 

landowners who may be affected by the ‘significant natural area’ (SNA) requirements that may emerge from a 

new National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity. In other words, QEII should position themselves to 

deal with SNA issues on individual private properties, in an independent way, so they are perceived as helping 

farmers avoid the ‘prying eye’ of local / central government. 

 

QEII staff views: QEII is independent and credible; it has built its capacity and processes; it is in a better 

financial position than it was previously and; there is an opportunity for QEII to take a leadership position on 

biodiversity within New Zealand, but it needs first to clearly define what its future role should be and how it 

should transition to operate in this space. 

 

A Government department view: There is an important ‘customer flow’ issue for QEII to address. It’s about 

targeting people who want to protect rather than those who ‘should’ protect the biodiversity on their land. It’s 

about targeting those landowners’ who want to exercise their discretion to protect biodiversity values, with 

positive ‘public good’ effect.  

 

Regional authority view: Protecting private land by covenant, under the guidance of an on-site manager 

(landowner) is the most cost-effective way of securing the biodiversity values of New Zealand’s remaining 

natural areas, forever. 

 

A tourism sector view: Private land is where biodiversity risk is most apparent; QEII covenants are a much 

tidier way of working to protect biodiversity than RMA-based protection measures; there is a need to focus 

biodiversity protection efforts on biodiversity visitor gems including those located in the Mackenzie Basin and 

the West Coast, amongst other areas.   
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Views about QEII’s constraints and challenges 

Stakeholders viewed the biggest challenge facing QEII was the enormity of the task facing New Zealand – 

‘reversing the decline in biodiversity’. Adequacy of funding was most often mentioned as the biggest thing 

holding QEII back from doing more. 

 

QEII staff: There is a gap between the language of our government’s leaders and what is happening on the 

ground; there is a lack of appropriate education for farmers about the importance of the biodiversity features 

located on their land and; there is a lack of a consistency and not enough positive support toward QEII from 

city, district and regional councils.  

 

QEII staff also told us that any constraint or challenge affecting QEII should be viewed as an ‘opportunity’ in 

disguise. With this point in mind, they told us that QEII had capacity to do more by continuing to improve the 

way it operated by: 

 Being fiscally sustainable. 

 Being less bureaucratic. 

 Being nimble and efficient and more technologically enabled (e.g. integrated database, mapping etc). 

 Applying an equitable allocation of budget and resources across different regions i.e. find a better 

balance between biodiversity need and regional spread of funding. 

 Having more regional representatives and continuing to build the skills and support provided to 

them. 

 Having more incentives in the toolbox to encourage more farmers to come to the table.  

 Better targeting priority areas. 

 Applying a ‘SMART’er approach to the business i.e. setting targets and KPIs that are more specific, 

measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound. 

 Growing awareness of QEII, and what it does, by continuing to expand communication and marketing 

activities. 

 Providing better information to those who inherit, buy or take over land with a QEII covenant but who 

don’t understand or appreciate the driver/initial enthusiasm of the initial covenantor. 

 Overcoming fragmentation of responsibilities between various agencies i.e. resolve conflicting 

objectives and achieve more focused efforts, with clearer delineation of tasks and functions, and 

more aligned priorities. 

 Achieving funding direct from the Crown rather than via DOC. 

 Building a stronger science and research capability. 

Other interviewees made suggestions mirroring the view expressed by QEII staff that every perceived 

constraint or challenge is an opportunity in disguise, by suggesting QEII should: 

 Operate more collaboratively with all players by developing a stronger internal culture of partnership.  

 More strongly reinforce the QEII culture and thereby avoid the perception held by some partners that 

QEII sees them (third parties) simply as cash cows to secure more funding and more covenants. 

 Develop a strategic plan as a five / ten-year instrument to better guide the organisation and its 

direction. 

 Revamp the Board to make it more strategic in its focus and to enable it to provide more guidance.  

 Work with DOC and regional authorities to develop regional strategic ‘biodiversity futures’ documents. 

(NB This ‘regional biodiversity futures’ language was deliberately offered because it overcomes 

landowner inherent suspiciousness of any instrument containing the word ‘plan’).  
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 View these ‘biodiversity futures’ documents as a way of identifying and prioritising the connectivity, 

mosaics and corridors of representativeness and or specialness in regional landscapes. 

 Not detract from the unique QEII attribute of landowner’s voluntarily offering to have their land 

protected. 

 Seek to develop more certain arrangements for pest management on all existing and new covenants. 

 Vigorously pursue nationally consistent rates relief and tax rebates for pest-management on 

covenants. 

 View monitoring, reporting and enforcement as important methods to buttress QEII’s credibility, but 

establish clear and pubic policies to guide how these, sometimes negatively perceived aspects of 

QEII’s business, are carried out. 

 

One environmental NGO leader thought QEII came across as reactive, not proactive. He also thought that 

despite QEII’s good progress in establishing covenants, biodiversity values are going backwards because many 

protected areas were not being appropriately managed. The same NGO leader felt QEII should work more 

closely with the farming community, with more entrepreneurship than is currently apparent. 

 

Many stakeholders felt there was a need to establish new arrangements for pest management within QEII 

protected areas. Without this focus, it was felt the resources and time spent protecting areas was wasted. 

 

On a similar note, a leading food-producing company spokesperson thought QEII appeared overly focused on 

signing-up covenants, and not sufficiently interested in helping people on their “journey” toward better farm 

management - where ‘environmental care and protection’ were viewed as part and parcel of their daily work. 

They felt exercising a ‘duty of care’ and applying an environmentally-sustainable approach to the management 

and protection of the natural resources in their care were important attitudinal matters deserving of deeper 

socialisation by QEII with famers.   

The above points aside, almost all stakeholders told us the biggest constraint was the low level 

of funding available to QEII. But most stakeholders also clearly noted that additional funding, if 

it was to be provided to QEII, should not be provided unconditionally.  

As one environmental NGO stakeholder put it, QEII needs to more clearly highlight how any additional funding 

it may receive will contribute to Government’s overall environmental objectives. ‘The ‘inherent value’ case and 

the ‘political value’ case must both be strategically presented’.  

Views about QEII’s brand and communication 

Stakeholders noted with applause the quality of the recent refresh of the QEII brand and website material. 

Other commentators offered views ranging from applause to ‘could do better’ as follows: 

 

Farmers view: The suggestion was made that QEII should:  

 Use the royal family more in their branding – leverage their presence. 

 Make stronger use of a by-line statement to describe exactly what QEII does, for example…’the best 

way to protect and enhance biodiversity values on private land…the ‘go to’ trusted partner’. 

 More clearly state their value as a classic example of ‘public / private partnership in action’. 
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 Use more case examples of how covenants add to the capital / intrinsic value of farms (see, for 

example, recent farm-sale real estate advertisements – many of which highlight the presence of a QEII 

covenant as an attractive ‘selling point’). 

 Promote a better ‘city and town’ understanding of QEII’s brief – ‘there is no issue with the brand in rural 

environments, but it is perhaps not quite as strong as it should be in urban environment. Would a city taxi 

driver know about QEII? 

Make use of a modified form of a well-known fable…QEII works to protect biodiversity values by 

persuading farmers to ‘take their coat off by ‘bringing out the sun’ (by providing supportive 

advice and co-investing for protection) rather than by blowing the coat off with a cold wind 

(regulation).  

A farming sector representative noted that QEII’s unique ‘brand’ attributes are the trust that is held by 

landowners in the organisation, how it works, and its purpose. In addition, its ‘covenant’ protection 

mechanism is highly valued and, most importantly, it enables protection to be offered-up voluntarily by 

landowners. They thought these attributes were at the core of the purpose of QEII – they should be ‘guarded 

with care’ and retained at the centre of how QEII promoted itself. In addition, QEII’s perceived “independence” 

is helpful, recognising that this independence is only partial, because the Trust is a creature of statute and it is 

heavily reliant on taxpayer funding. 

 

Tourism sector view: QEII’s profile is not high enough. If it was, then philanthropists would give funds more 

readily. QEII should also develop a stronger rationale to support how the ‘value’ of covenants is perceived and 

express this to landowners / family / whanau intergenerationally. A subsequent step should be to actively 

campaign that ‘value’ in the messages shared with visitors to New Zealand. 

 

QEII staff view: The key role of QEII is to exercise kaitiaki. This is an important element of New Zealand’s ‘brand 

value’. Staff thought this should be more prominently reflected within the QEII brand.  

 

Other staff thoughts about the QEII brand included the suggestion that the following concepts be given more 

emphasis: 

 The Queen. 

 Independent. 

 Trusted. 

 Credible. 

 Partnership. 

 The back story (people and pride). 

 ‘Perpetuity’ angle (protection ‘forever’). 

A further ‘innovative / brand and image-related’ idea put forward by one interviewee related to the way QEII is 

currently structured. This was that QEII should consider reversing the current organisational structure, so that 

regional representatives were located at the head (and the CEO labelled the “senior representative”) and the 

Wellington office was viewed as the ‘support office’. It was also suggested this would require full-time 

representatives rather than representatives operating on contract.  
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Other views about the future for QEII – blue sky / innovation 

In most instances, our stakeholders had already expressed all their innovative thinking in their responses to 

earlier questions. Nevertheless, some additional blue-sky thinking was apparent. This included the 

suggestions that QEII should: 

 Make use of biodiversity and other environmental credits as a mechanism for differentiated / bonus 

milk-supply ‘pay-outs’ to dairy farmers from companies such as Fonterra, when purchasing their milk. 

 Contribute to landholder ‘green tick’ and other environmental credential competitive advantage gains. 

 Include biodiversity as part of the school curriculum. 

 Submit on local authority RMA and Long-Term Plans. 

 Support and guide more research initiatives including those related to the development of new 

concepts for land and species protection (in collaboration with other parties). 

 Become more active in providing direct advice to government and Ministers on biodiversity matters. 

In addition to the above, DairyNZ noted they are doing innovative work on ‘constructed wetlands’ as a creative 

way of managing farm-dairy waste and nutrient-loaded pasture run-off. They would like to more actively 

involve QEII in the task of ensuring the ‘sector’s’ investment in these new wetlands was protected and to drive 

their enhancement. They would also like to: 

 Develop a better understanding of how QEII work. 

 Ensure that DairyNZ’s team of farmer-focused consultation officers have ready-to-use packages of 

information about the merits of a QEII covenant. (NB A similar opportunity is likely to arise for Beef & 

Lamb and Fonterra sustainability and environmental advisory officers). 

On a related subject, one interviewee suggested QEII should develop a specific “wet” protection instrument for 

landowners, that is, an instrument suited to the need for focused attention on the protection of wetlands. 

Furthermore, QEII should develop a new “riparian instrument” to assist and encourage better riparian 

management and protection. 

 

A further suggestion from several stakeholders was for QEII and MPI to create a tool that enabled farmers to 

more easily calculate the carbon footprint benefits, to their farming enterprise, from land held as 

conservation covenant. Inherent in this suggestion is the need for QEII to constantly look at the covenanting 

challenge ‘through the eyes’ of the farmer.  

 

In addition, one science-based stakeholder drew our attention to an interesting risk. This was based on the 

view that QEII covenants are the domain of rich farmers rather than, often debt-laden, young farmers. The 

implication, taken from association with woolshed gatherings on the ‘rich’ farmers’ properties, is that QEII is 

elitist. The message inherent in this point is that QEII should more actively seek to equitably work with all 

types of farmers. 

 

A QEII regional representative suggested QEII could add a shorter-term, rapid turn-over covenant instrument 

to its menu of options to protect investment in natural areas, particularly wetlands. This could be applied to 

areas with biodiversity value that perhaps did not tick the ‘national significance’ box but if the area was 

fenced, it could recover in 3-5 or so years and then perhaps be suited to protection under an ‘in perpetuity’ 

covenant.  
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Views about a Vision for QEII 

Many parties found answering this question a challenge but were more comfortable addressing the future by 

discussing the merit of various future scenarios. Of those who did respond to this ‘visioning’ question, here is 

a sample of the answers they provided. 

 

Farmers view: QEII should: seek to be better known than Forest and Bird or Fish and Game and; should have 

the QEII covenant ‘value proposition’ clearly understood and respected by every farmer in New Zealand. 

 

An environmental NGO view: QEII should: apply a full suite of well-integrated functions, powers and tools; be 

at the centre of collaborative actions; be bound by a consistent set of principles and processes and; be an 

integral part of the ‘biodiversity advancement’ glue that makes the New Zealand biodiversity-advancement 

able to withstand the tests of time. 

 

Tourism sector view: QEII’s future focus should be on: leveraging relationships; securing a doubling of their 

budget and; being more strategic about how they spend their scarce resources. 

 

QEII staff view: QEII should be ‘the acknowledged co-leader and authority on the protection of threatened species 

and ecosystems on private land in New Zealand’. 

 

Scenarios for the future 

Our description of the ‘possible futures’ for QEII covered the following, ‘non-mutually-exclusive’ scenarios: 

 

 

 

At the risk of being criticised for generalising stakeholder perspectives, we offer the following summary of the 

views we received from stakeholders about the merit of each of the above scenarios. 
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Views about QEII staying the same  

Nobody we spoke to wanted QEII to stand still or stay the same. Everyone we spoke to wanted more from 

QEII. However, views about the nature of what the ‘more’ should like were variable across the continuum of 

‘scenario for the future’ options presented in the above diagram.  

Views about QEII making minor adjustment to the status quo 

A minority of stakeholders suggested the current QEII structure and approach works comparatively well but it 

‘just needs minor refinement’. The key recommended minor adjustment was to continue the recent progress 

in seeking out and applying ‘operational efficiency’ improvements to covenanting processes. 

 

Establishing a stronger partnership with Landcare Trust was something that some stakeholders also thought 

should be explored as part of this ‘minor adjustment’ goal, as well as more actively collaborating with local 

government. 

Views about QEII seeking to protect more private land 

All stakeholders felt ‘now’ was the critical time, in New Zealand’s biodiversity-protection-history, to protect 

more private land with biodiversity values. However, this positive and supportive response was usually 

offered conditionally and there were several variations on the theme. 

 Unconditional biodiversity land-banking: At the extreme end of this perspective, was the view that 

everything that is offered by farmers should be land-banked i.e. a view that QEII should ‘protect 

everything offered now and sought out enhancement / stewardship issues later’.  

 Landbank protection, only if landowners guarantee stewardship: A variation on this theme was the 

proposition that, if stewardship and enhancement can be guaranteed by the land owner, then all 

effort should be directed toward increasing the size of the bank of covenanted ‘biodiversity- valued’ 

land held by farmers with QEII assistance.  

 Increase protection, and stewardship funding, in parallel: A related less frequent view was that QEII 

should be given significantly more funding for protection and that a parallel organisational and 

funding arrangement should be established to carry out an ‘initial knock-down’ of weed and animal 

pests within all newly protected areas. 

Views about QEII supporting more stewardship / biodiversity enhancement  

As noted in the introductory parts of this report and in furtherance of the above points, it is very clear the 

ravages of plant and animal pests on the quality of protected biodiversity, still prevail. Generally, our 

interviewees noted biodiversity can go backwards unless active management is applied.  

 

Views about who should pay for the exercise of stewardship of land protected by covenants? But ‘who 

should pay for stewardship over land with QEII covenants’ was the question. Given the public interest in the 

biodiversity values protected by a covenant – should stewardship solely be the responsibility of the 

landowner? 
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Views about funding for initial pest ‘knock down:’ Many stakeholders noted that farmers with newly 

covenanted land were crying out for help to undertake the initial ‘knock down’ of pests. The burden of this 

work, particularly if required to be carried out by the farmer working alone, was sometimes viewed as so big 

the covenant opportunity was best avoided.  

 

Views about long term responsibility for covenant stewardship: Most stakeholders felt the primary long-

term responsibility for stewardship should lie with the landowner, with support from a range of sources, as 

follows.  

 Regional Councils, with their responsibilities under the Biosecurity Act, have been active in providing 

advice and practical assistance to manage pests. They should ‘step-up’ the level of help they provide. 

 Where a coordinated approach between the affected land owner, the regional authority, QEII and 

others has been undertaken, huge gains have been made in pest control, particularly possums 

(although it seems the anti-1080 lobby is still alive and well).  

 New innovative traps and methods for control of pests such as stoats, rats and wasps are making the 

management of animal pests easier.  

 Managing invasive plant pests is more challenging than managing animal pests. A programme should 

be established to ensure all land owners with QEII covenants have access to ‘state-of-the-art’ pest 

management tools.  

 Weed-busters should be established as a QEII allied, but independent, organisation.  

 QEII must develop new and innovative pest management arrangements in association with all its 

covenantors – how is not clear, but it needs working on and more funding. 

Views about whether QEII should focus on rare and endangered biodiversity  

QEII currently directs most of its current focus toward protecting biodiversity areas that are under-

represented, including drylands, wetlands and coastal / dune ecosystems (the national priorities).  

 

An environmental NGO perspective was: QEII doesn’t need to focus too much on ‘rare and endangered’ 

biodiversity. ‘That’s DOC’s and local government’s job. QEII needs to develop its own niche – this is protecting and 

enhancing all biodiversity and landscape values on private land’.  

 

Another stakeholder group reminded us that QEII, assuming it will always be short of funds, is obliged to 

continue to focus on land with rare and endangered biodiversity values.  

 

A ‘finer point’ noted by some of our stakeholders was that QEII needed to be careful about how far it went in 

actively seeking the protection of land with rare and endangered biodiversity – if it went too far in this 

direction it ran the risk of undermining the ‘voluntary’ nature underpinning QEII’s current positive relationship 

with farmers. 

Views about whether QEII should operate more frequently at a landscape scale  

Many of our stakeholders drew our attention to the recent trend, both domestically and internationally, 

towards collaborative large-scale landscape-scale biodiversity protection projects – with a focus on corridors 

and biodiversity connectivity. Who should be leading such an approach, and what role should QEII be playing 

are the questions to be addressed. 
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The perspective of an Environmental NGO was there was a real opportunity for QEII to be a proactive leader 

of ‘landscape-scale proactive protection’ – with UK and Scotland models in mind. This interviewee also noted 

that ‘it’s a challenge to think beyond biodiversity, toward landscape protection’. They saw QEII as a potential 

broker capable of getting ‘landscape-scale’ things started by bringing parties together e.g. MPI, land owners 

and philanthropists, to achieve this goal.  

 

A QEII regional representative emphasised the critical need to leverage permanent protection of extensive 

and valued New Zealand landscapes and biodiversity. He suggested…the concept of protected private, or mixed 

tenure landscapes, (perhaps called ‘Scenic Parks’) should be pursued, perhaps along the lines of the British National 

Park Concept (although not by that name as New Zealander’s in the North American tradition clearly associate 

National Parks as being under public ownership). The concept of Scenic Parks of mixed tenure could be developed in 

recognition that ‘open space’ underpins the attractiveness of areas like the Central Otago, as places to live and work. 

They also provide the venue for a sustainable tourism industry, based on use and enjoyment of the environment. 

Scenic Parks could also be used to buffer our National Parks and Conservation Parks from intensive development at 

their margins. 

 

The same commentator noted the above concept was likely to appeal to the likes of the Queenstown Lakes 

District Council who were seen to be forever in court defending (often unsuccessfully) the landscape 

protection provisions of their District Plan or dealing with constant applications for Plan Change Variations. It 

was argued that non-regulatory and community-based approaches were likely to be more successful than 

regulatory approaches.  

 

One informed farmer noted that to be truly effective, ecosystem health required connectivity – not protection 

of patches with open space areas between them. QEII should therefore give more focus to seeking active 

protection of targeted properties capable of achieving this necessary connectivity. 

 

Several stakeholders felt regional authorities are in the best position to ensure a wider landscape approach is 

taken. 

 

Other stakeholders felt DOC may be a better umbrella agency than QEII to achieve landscape-scale protection 

because they had the best science-based information upon which to make ‘informed protection’ decisions.  

 

Almost all stakeholders either noted or implied that if DOC or regional authorities were to undertake a 

landscape scape protection role, they ‘should not have to do all the work on their own’. Rather these agencies 

should take a lead in selecting from and using the range of instruments and agencies available to them at any 

one ‘landscape scale’ location, including QEII’s skills and instruments.  

 

Stated differently, it was thought the best instrument and agency should be selected to do the job, in a way 

that best reflected the circumstances at that location, considering existing relationships, capacity, available 

skills / capability, the priority of the need and available funding.  

 

No matter who facilitates and leads the establishment of landscape scale protection, most parties felt QEII 

was the best agency with the best tool i.e. ‘covenants’, for upholding the protection of biodiversity values on 

the agreed valuable landscapes. QEII was thereby viewed as a priority ‘active player’ in the landscape-scale 

protection ‘set-up’ process as well as in the process of securing, enhancing and monitoring that protection.  
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As an ancillary comment, the QEII landscape scale commentator referenced above, noted that if QEII were to 

be successful in implementing this vision, this would eventually entail them moving away from the traditional 

QEII ‘regional representative’ approach to one of having staff dedicated to specialist areas with specialist 

facilitation and strong collaborative-planning skills.  

Views about QEII exercising more biodiversity leadership and collaboration  

By way of introduction to this theme, many of our stakeholders noted community conservation has grown 

significantly in the last decade, with many discrete community groups now diligently working to manage 

biodiversity values, some on conservation land and some on areas surrounding public conservation land (the 

halo effect) and some on private land.  

 

These groups vary from longstanding well-organised trusts, working in large tracts of forest, to small groups 

of keen volunteers working in urban reserves, to individual landowners managing their property in 

conjunction with supportive neighbours and friends.  

 

The other generic comment drawn to our attention was that each of the many current groups face the same 

funding constraints as QEII in carrying out what they view as a ‘community good’ activity.  

 

While we know they were not intending to be critical, some informed stakeholders noted that the plethora of 

emergent groups meant these groups sometimes lacked strategic perspective and sometimes failed to 

achieve the efficiency opportunities available through careful priority setting and the coordination of efforts 

and skills.  

 

In support of this last comment, our attention was drawn to recent research into the effectiveness of 

community conservation where it was stated...  “the degree of public value of any initiative depends on a range of 

variables including the capacity and capability of the group or landowner, the amount of support made available 

and the conservation importance of the task (Brown, 2018). Underpinning this comment was a related comment 

about the absence of acknowledged leadership. Solutions offered by stakeholders to overcome this challenge 

varied across the following perspectives. 

 DOC should be more the collaborator / facilitator and strategist rather than the regulator.  

 QEII should be a key player in the fabric of collaborative action. 

 Willis (2017) suggested the establishment of a centralised agency for biodiversity management – 

perhaps called a ‘National Biodiversity Management Authority,’ comprising all major statutory and 

financial stakeholders. He suggested this was fundamental to achievement of meaningful progress on 

biodiversity protection.  

 The concept of a centralised leadership agency was also suggested by Green and Clarkson in their 

five-year review of the Biodiversity Strategy (2005). Behind their definition of this concept was a desire 

to achieve a ‘community values-based approach’ to setting priorities for maintaining indigenous 

biodiversity.  

 A farming-sector group perspective foresaw farmers clubbing together to form catchment groups, 

perhaps as incorporated societies, with biodiversity being one element of the task of building 

resilience into their communities. In their view, QEII should be part of this fabric – combining people, 

land, biodiversity and water. Underpinning this perspective was the desire for farmers retaining 
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‘ownership’ of the task of achieving greater coordination of biodiversity actions – noting ‘farmers get 

sick of different groups coming up the drive, at different times for the same purpose and often ‘telling’ land 

owners what they should do.’ 

 An environmental NGO suggested each biodiversity protection organisation needed to be talking to 

other organisations and perhaps forming tag teams. They viewed this, with the help of trustful and 

respectful attitudes and funding for facilitation and assistance, eventually creating a set of widespread 

‘community biodiversity hubs.’ 

 One of the tourism sector stakeholders we interviewed told us ‘lots of visitors are recorded as saying 

they want to do more to give back as part of their tourism experience’. QEII could be front and centre in 

the delivery of this desire. The desire could be fulfilled via hard cash or voluntarism.  

 We were told about a leading tourism provider ‘Real Journeys’ who provides an example of what is 

taking place now, with their Cooper Island and Walter Peak Land Restoration projects and the Leslie 

Hutchins Conservation Foundation. Our interviewee suggested QEII should encourage other leading 

visitor-sector companies to follow this exemplary action.  

Summary of views / weight of support for each of the six scenarios 

The following table attempts to summarise the weight of support offered at the interviews with 24 

stakeholders (including officials from LINZ, MPI and MfE) and at workshops with: regional authority bio-

managers; QEII staff; DOC senior officials and at two meetings with the QEII Board.  

Scenarios  

 

Stakeholders 

Stay the 

same 

Protect 

more  

Exercise / 

facilitate 

more 

stewardship 

Focus on 

rare / 

endangered  

Apply a 

landscape 

scale / 

corridor 

approach 

Lead, 

facilitate 

and 

coordinate 

QEII staff light strong strong strong strong moderate 

QEII Board light strong strong strong strong strong 

Covenantors light strong strong strong strong moderate 

Environ NGOs light moderate strong moderate strong strong 

Federated 

Farmers 

light moderate strong strong strong moderate 

Farming / forestry 

groups / agencies 

light strong strong strong moderate moderate 

Other environ 

trusts 

light strong strong strong moderate moderate 

Regional 

authorities 

light strong strong strong moderate light 

Iwi / Māori groups light light strong strong light moderate 

Government 

departments 

light strong strong strong moderate light 

 

The above table lacks nuance. Nor should the scenario options be viewed as binary. A selected mix of ‘growing 

and or reducing’ each area of activity, in different proportions, is preferred. What the table does clearly 

indicate is the depth and breadth of support for many current and potential aspects of QEII’s work. 
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There are many other points of explanation that could be added to the table to support the generalised 

positioning it describes. The overriding point is this - it may be all-very-well for strong support to be offered 

for QEII doing ‘more of everything,’ but there is a distinct limit to the quantum of funding that could or should 

be made available and clarity is required about those aspects deserving of priority attention.  

 

What the QEII Board told us about their aspirations / QEII’s ‘value 

proposition’  

Before putting forward our views about future opportunities / scenarios, we felt it valuable to summarise the 

views expressed to us by QEII about QEII’s value proposition. These views were formally recorded in a paper 

addressed to the Minister of Conservation by the QEII Board, (2018) but they were also expanded upon in our 

conversations with Board members.  

 

Expenditure: Excluding overheads, it costs QEII on average $21,000 per covenant ($875 per ha) to covenant 

land forever. Biannual monitoring costs of $700 covenant/year or $29 / ha / year are incurred per year. This is 

very good value for money. More funding is required – ‘with more money combined with active promotion and 

appropriate incentives, QE11 can do more, equally well’. 

 

Cost of funding boost: A Government funding boost to secure additional covenants can be scaled (see table 

below) to reflect different levels of ambition, to secure additional areas of covenanted land. 

 

Extra covenants per 

year (average 24 ha) 

One-off cost to protect 

and register covenants 

Annual cost to monitor 

extra covenants 

Total annual cost (GST 

exclusive) 

20 $0.42m $14k $0.434m 

50 $1.05m $35k $1.085m 

90 $1.89m $63k $1.953m 

110 $2.31m $77k $2.387m 

 

Weed-busters: The Community Weed Busting project has provided excellent value for money. It has 

supported 225 community groups, supported pilot projects and achieved quick wins for 100 covenantors. QEII 

would like to see this work given more secure funding ($2m / year). Environmental weeds are the biggest 

stewardship challenge facing covenantors. More funding should be provided for Weed-busters to continue 

their good work. 

 

Gordon Stephenson fund: This fund, with an initial budget of $150k / year, augments QEII stewardship 

investment in covenants. It has supported work on 45 covenants and has given rise to additional in-kind / cash 

contributions of $560k. QEII would like a 1:1 contribution from government to bolster this fund. 

 

Landscape scale protection: With representatives located in all regions, QEII are well positioned to provide 

active protection of indigenous biodiversity across all land classes and types. This could include supporting, 

for example, the Mackenzie Country Trust and supporting the formation of the proposed Drylands Heritage 

Area in the Mackenzie Basin. 
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Regional representatives: A wide network of relationships with landowners and agencies has been secured 

with the help of ‘regional representatives.’ This is regarded by QEII Board members as a strength of QEII. A 

review carried out in late 1990s to consider alternative ways of delivering the role of field officers considered 

the option of establishing a centrally based group of “experts” rather than retaining the current network of 

regional representatives. Regional representatives were retained as the preferred delivery mechanism. 

 

The QEII ‘employed-expert’ approach was rejected because of the importance and value of the regional 

relationships fostered by regional representatives and the ease of accessibility they provided for landowners to 

receive advice from someone from QEII. The fact that most of the regional representatives had a farming 

background, and associated empathy with the rural community and were not government employees, was 

also considered highly valuable. The network of regional representatives has also been viewed by QEII as 

favourable to the task of developing good relationships with local authorities.  

 

Revolving land protection fund: QEII have an interest in seeking Crown support to secure a capital fund to 

procure strategically important properties on the open market. They would then ‘enable protection’ of those 

parts of the land with biodiversity / conservation value and then organise the return to the market of other 

productive parts. 

 

Value for money: The Board drew our attention to a study published by the University of Waikato’s Institute 

of Business Research title “Investment in Covenanted Land Conservation” (2017). This estimates the value of the 

total private investment in QEII open space covenants and the ‘opportunity costs’ incurred as a result of this 

protection.  

 

QEII has used this information to calculate that for every dollar of government spending to support QEII’s 

work, covenantors themselves spend $7 on establishment and management of covenants and incur a further 

opportunity cost of $7. In part this occurs by QEII and landowners leverage funds by working with local 

authorities and local trusts e.g. the ‘Taranaki Tree Trust’. The average landowner contribution to establish a 

covenant is $64,000. A further $5,900 is spent by land owners on annual maintenance / enhancement. All this 

information demonstrates, in QEII’s view, that QEII provides exceptionally good-value-for-money for the 

biodiversity services they provide.   

 

One Billion Trees: QEII believes it can play a key role as a partner with the Crown to help secure sites for 

indigenous planting through their network of 4,500 covenantors. They believe land located adjacent to the 

covenant could be planted in native trees to provide erosion control, enhance biodiversity and provide buffer 

protection, climate change sequestration and regional employment benefits. 

 

Climate change and carbon sequestration: QEII, alongside private philanthropists and selected covenantors, 

are part of a research project developed in partnership with Otago University. This is to develop ways to 

drastically reduce the cost of planting native tree species by encapsulating native tree seeds with the key 

mycorrhizae fungi. This is used to support tree establishment. The direct drilling of these seeds, using known 

technology, could occur in protected areas. QEII believe that if carbon and other environmental credits were 

more available to covenantors for protecting these newly planted native forests and for restoring areas back 

into natural areas, landowners would be further incentivised to protect natural heritage. A further option 

raised by some Board members was to empower QEII to act on behalf of covenanting land owners to help 

them manage their carbon credits – with the option of this revenue then becoming available to support 

further QEII covenanting efforts. 



 

PAGE  I  39 

 

Freshwater quality: QEII is playing a role in helping to protect freshwater quality by securing wetlands, 

riparian areas and parts of catchments of streams within QEII covenants. This protects wetland plant and fish 

species, and provides water shed protection. QEII’s low levels of funding currently limit the extent to which 

they can secure areas just for watershed purposes as covenanted areas need to satisfy national priorities for 

biodiversity protection. As covenants are a versatile instrument, the Board feel there is an opportunity to 

further explore the roles QEII could play in protecting watersheds, riparian areas and wetlands. 

 

Analysis – a preferred future direction for QEII 

Framework to assist judgement 

From this point forward in the report we present OUR assessment of what we heard, but more importantly, 

we present our thoughts about the ‘preferred future’ and priority opportunities for QEII.  

 

We have identified a set of criteria to help judge the merit and priority of future opportunities and future 

scenarios for QEII. These criteria include: 

 Overlap: Who else is operating in this biodiversity management / scenario space? Is there a risk of 

overlap or duplication? 

 Gap: How adequately is this area of responsibility currently being addressed? 

 Priority / urgency: What is the priority / urgency of the need to operate in this space? What is the 

comparative potential contribution QEII may make to achieve best progress on the protection of 

biodiversity / achievement of conservation outcomes? 

 Leverage: What contribution would action best contribute to other emerging current central 

government bio-diversity / conservation / sustainability / environment policy dimensions and 

programmes? 

 QEII capacity and capability: How big a change (capacity and capability) would be required within QEII 

to operate in this space / scenario – does QEII have the base skills, experience and brand? 

 Staged adoption: Is there capacity for a phased approach to change within QEII to enable it to be 

more effective / operate within a different scenario? 

 Cost implications: What is the resource and what are the funding implications associated with QEII 

operating differently – how much additional funding may be required to make a difference? 

 A little bit of everything: Are each of the scenario options discrete – is there the option to ‘slice and 

dice’ to select the best possible mix of future opportunities? Which bits of which options should be 

selected at what scale? 

 Governance perspective: How comfortable is the Board with moving to fulfil the identified 

opportunity?  

 Sponsors’ perspective: How does the ‘funder’ or the funder’s proxy (DOC) feel about the opportunity?  

 QEII staff perspective: What do QEII staff, with hands-on responsibility, want to do more or less of? 

 Covenantor perspective: What do current covenanters feel about QEII operating / shifting their 

emphasis toward the new opportunity / scenario? 

 Political and community appetite: What is the political, and community appetite for QEII to take-up 

the new opportunity / scenario? 



 

PAGE  I  40 

 Views of others: What are the views of other stakeholders? 

We don’t intend to diligently apply these criteria or attempt to give them a variable or discrete weighting in 

judging the merit of each scenario / opportunity / area of change. However, we have kept them foremost in 

mind as a guide to our thinking about the priority to be accorded to future opportunities / scenarios for QEII, 

as outlined below.  

Opportunities for the future – an overview of our position 

QEII wants to do more. The critical questions are: what is it best placed to do, why and what would it take to 

expand its operations? Our preferred response is summarised as follows.  

 

 

 

The key thing QEII has done well in its forty years of existence is to support landowners who voluntarily want 

to protect biodiversity in perpetuity on their own land through a legal covenant tailored to the landowner’s 

wishes. This QEII function is singularly important for the well-being of new Zealand’s environment and for 

the protection of its unique biodiversity.  

 

Because of its independence, QEII is regarded as the ‘go-to’ organisation for those private citizens, mostly 

farmers, wishing to protect biodiversity values on parts of their land.  

 

This is the space within which QEII has a strongly supported tool - ‘the covenant’. It is the space where QEII has 

a unique relationship with land owners. It is the area where QEII should continue to focus most of its 

attention. It is the function that provides unquestionable returns on Crown investment. 

 

As a priority for the future, QEII should enhance and grow the ‘protect’ part of its work. To do this requires 

adequate funding and capacity.  
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Furthermore, requests for covenants can be predicted to increase. This is because of the rising interest and 

value to landowners of protected private land, irrespective of whether new biodiversity and tax / rates 

initiatives and additional RMA provisions occur or not, although they all seem likely to eventuate. 

 

QEII needs more funding to enable it to process more covenants, more quickly and to more actively pursue 

covenants but this should not be taken to imply our support for protecting ‘any and all’ covenant proposals, 

nor for the Crown to be the sole source of QEII funding. 

 

Stewardship: There is little point in creating a covenant to protect biodiversity if the values to be protected 

are eroded by plant and animal pests. We support QEII facilitating the provision of initial assistance to land 

owners and farmers, with newly established covenants, to ‘knock down’ plant and animal pest infestations to 

proportions able to be managed by the landowner. There may also be circumstances when an existing 

covenantor also needs and deserves support. The Weed-busters and the Stephenson Fund will be important 

elements of this solution.  

 

To do its key ‘protection’ role well, QEII also needs the capacity and funds to: advise landowners; assist land 

owner management to some degree (without becoming a management subsidiser); monitor the condition of 

covenants; report on the progress QEII is making and its commitments, and in some circumstances; 

undertake action to enforce covenant conditions. 

 

Information provision: QEII already does more than just secure and process covenants, both formally and 

informally, through advocacy, publicity, information, field days, and cooperative actions with other agencies 

and groups. This occurs both with existing covenantors and with neighbouring landowner areas that require 

weed, or pest, control. More is required. 

 

Landscape scale: The experience with the Drylands Heritage Area concept (Mackenzie Basin report, Logan 

and Hutchings, 2018) pointed to the need for New Zealand to be more active in seeking to achieve landscape 

scale protection. We are aware of the good progress being made in applying this concept in Northland and we 

enjoyed learning (QEII conference, Nelson 2018) about the science-based leadership DOC is exercising to 

implement this concept, including in the area located in the north of the South Island.  

 

The coordinated efforts of multiple agencies who worked together to achieve 53,000 ha of Mahu Whenua 

covenants on private land, in the Soho Valley, is a further good example of what can be achieved. This 

achievement was strongly influenced by the inspired leadership of critical lease-holders and the QEII team. We 

can see QEII playing a more active role in landscape-scale protection but only when they are the right people, 

at the right place with the right skills with the right funding support. 

 

Leadership of all biodiversity protection at catchment scale on private land: Should QEII be the 

organisation responsible for exercising leadership of catchment scale biodiversity efforts? In general, we think 

not, but we do believe QEII should be a more active partner- and sometimes a leader, in the fabric of 

organisations required to achieve biodiversity gains on private land throughout New Zealand.  

 

This is for several reasons. First, being the leader may distract from QEII’s core role. Second, it’s a large 

organisational leap, even given time to grow, and QEII isn’t set up organisationally or in governance terms to 
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do it. Third, there are two other major players in the arena – regional authorities and DOC. It is better to play 

to each agency’s strengths.  

 

We see overall leadership best exercised by DOC and regional authorities because they have the required 

critical mass and expertise. This requires those organisations though, to similarly work as collaborators and to 

be a ‘good partner’ to QEII as the party best able to secure stakeholder trust, in working at a landscape level. 

 

Enforcement: We would suggest, as currently applied, the need for QEII enforcement action should be rare 

because covenants are initiated voluntarily by the landowner – but sometimes enforcement can be necessary, 

especially where a property has changed hands.  

 

Primary point: But to emphasise our primary point, QEII must continue to ensure that covenanting lies at the 

heart of its activities.  

 

With the above overview in mind, we now provide details about the priority opportunities requiring QEII’s 

focused attention in the upcoming years, and the actions needed to achieve them. 

 

Prepare a five to ten-year strategy and action plan 

Given recent and emerging changes in its operating environment – including the likely influence of the report 

prepared by the Consultative Group on a National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity (2018) and the 

upcoming release of the Biodiversity Strategy, we would urge QEII to commit resources toward the 

preparation of a refreshed ten-year strategy and action plan. This should be comparatively detailed for the 

first five years but may be less so for the second five years. 

 

The themes, challenges and recommendations in this report, together with other information held by QEII and 

the information held by all other agencies with an interest or responsibility for enhancing biodiversity values, 

should be accessed to help build this strategy and action plan.  

 

The primary purpose of preparing such a document would be to ‘lock-in’ support for QEII’s future direction 

from stakeholders. The support of the Minister of Conservation should be sought for the final document. 

Protect more private land with biodiversity / conservation value  

QEII’s approach to biodiversity protection on private land provides very good value for money. 

We strongly support QEII’s aspiration to protect more private land with conservation / biodiversity values. QEII 

should seek to respond more quickly to covenant requests. The emerging regulatory environment is such that 

these requests are likely to increase.  

Provided its capacity and capability can be appropriately ramped up, QEII should seek to 

double the number of covenants it secures within three years.  
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Retain a focus on national priorities for biodiversity protection  

The existing MOU between the Crown requires QEII to focus its attention (90% of covenants) on protection of 

one or more of the four national priorities for biodiversity protection and or adds to a protected corridor or 

protected landscape. This focus should be retained. 

Retain and grow the QEII network of regional representatives 

QEII should consider how it may strengthen its network of regional representatives. We offer this suggestion 

because ‘subsidiarity’ principles have worked to QEII’s advantage over the years when dealing with 

landowners and these should be retained.  

The following are the things QEII should consider as actions to strengthen its regional network: 

 If the network of covenant expands in any region, there may be a need to continue to review regional 

representative role descriptions and locations and strengthen reporting and accountability lines. 

 Ensure there are Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for the representatives for all common 

standard processes. 

 Support viewing the regional representatives as the heart of the organisation and as its central 

‘operating’ line. Other head office functions support (advice) and service (common functions such as 

IT, legal, HR etc.) regional representatives. 

 Taking into consideration a revised National Biodiversity Strategy and any new National Policy 

statement (NPS) under the RMA, QEII should re-examine its own policies and consider any changes to 

its organisational arrangements required to capitalise on the changes the Strategy and NPS may 

bring. 

 Enter into arrangements between QEII regional representatives, DOC and local authorities pool advice 

and monitoring capability on the ground where appropriate. 

 Increase the mandate of regional representatives to participate and/or lead initiatives in those 

circumstances when they are the ‘right person, with the right skills in the right place’. 

 Assuming enough funding is available, ensure QEII is formally represented / active in proposed 

regional biodiversity hubs. 

 Assuming enough funding is available, encourage more ‘consortiums of covenantors’ as part of 

regional / catchment initiatives focused on large scale pest management or catchment protection 

programmes. 

Assist land owners and farmers, with newly established covenants, to manage their  

plant and animal pest infestations 

It would be very easy for QEII to become consumed by the task of assisting land owners to manage plant and 

animal pests on protected QEII covenants. Maintaining covenants, especially fencing and pest control, is 

resource-hungry. QEII does, and needs to continue to, approach covenant maintenance judiciously. 

 

Nevertheless, we can see the need for much higher levels of secure long-term funding to enable dedicated 

teams, such as those made available through ‘Weed-busters’ and those provided by skilled community / 

volunteer organisations, to assist new covenantors and some existing covenanters, to put their protected area 

into a state enabling them to then apply sustained maintenance.  
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QEII regional representatives should be the facilitator, advisor and key to the door to this ‘stewardship / 

covenant management’ support. QEII should also continue to provide seed funding. 

 

We note the possibility that land owner spending on the management of pests on covenants, including 

fencing, may become a deductible expense against taxable income, able to be refunded as part of annual land 

owner tax returns. QEII should advocate for this provision to be included in the tax review currently being led 

by Sir Michael Cullen. If this provision was to come into effect, then the need for funding for organisations like 

Weed-busters diminishes.  

 

If such tax relief is not forthcoming, then other funding should be considered, to enable a QEII partner 

organisation like Weed-busters or regional councils to continue to assist covenanting landowners to 

undertake the initial ‘knock-down’ of plant and animal pests.  

 

Before such funding assistance is provided, the receiving landowner should be required to enter into an 

agreement or MOU with a Weed-buster-like or regional council organisation guaranteeing they would 

undertake the necessary and subsequent ‘maintenance’ of the lowered / improved pest management levels 

within the covenant.  

Stay focused on protecting under-represented biodiversity but be more active in 

achieving biodiversity protection in critical corridors and as a buffer to other  

protected areas 

We support the need for QEII to exercise its discretion when it is apparent that the protection of land not 

falling within ‘national priorities’ helps to create valued biodiversity corridors or buffers to areas that are 

already protected.  

Consider providing more of a ‘landscape-scale’ protection role 

QEII has a mandate to operate at a landscape-scale through Section 20 of its Act. Since the QEII Act was 

enacted, the legislative and operating environment has changed. Local government has assumed a wider 

landscape role, through the RMA, and now exercises leadership at this scale in a way that may initially have 

been viewed as a domain for QEII. In addition, the Department of Conservation, through its advocacy role, has 

consolidated biodiversity ‘centre of excellence’ capacity nationally and locally.  

 

International experience shows landscape scale environmental protection ultimately requires some degree of 

regulatory base. QEII doesn’t have these powers.  

 

Forms of landscape protection have been achieved by QEII, but only on a single or ‘partner’ property level, or 

in very rare cases – on adjacent multiple properties.  

 

We know operating biodiversity protection at a ‘landscape scale’ would be a quantum shift for QEII. It would 

need resources and capacity and very clear internal operating procedures to move into this space. We are 

aware that some of QEII’s stakeholders wouldn’t like it. We are also aware that this approach has risks for 

relationships with some of QEII’s stakeholders, and consequently, it should be approached with care. 
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We do not support QEII undertaking this role in every circumstance but there are times when it is the right 

agency to do this. 

 

Whether QEII wants this is a decision for it to make, as this may risk undermining the reputation of QEII as ‘the 

landowners’ friend’. Nevertheless, QEII can continue to contribute significantly to landscape-wide 

environmental enhancement by: 

 Working with regional councils / DOC to create “consortiums of covenantors” that contribute to 

landscape values. 

 Reinvigorating covenants that protect landscape just as much as biodiversity (the two are not 

mutually exclusive), while ensuring such covenants have clear and enforceable conditions for nature 

protection.  

 Being an advocate for biodiversity connectivity. 

Position QEII to respond well to the implications of the recent report of the  

Biodiversity Collaborative Group 

The proposed National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity (NPSIB), if implemented as currently 

recommended, will require territorial local authorities to map areas of significant natural biodiversity using 

the agreed four criteria of significance. A NPSIB will also create a common set of standards by which 

management, and by implication protection of biodiversity, will be set out in policies and rules in regional and 

district plans. The consequence is likely to be greater onus on landowners to protect at-risk habitats and sites.  

 

For QEII, this may mean that besides its traditional role of responding to and encouraging voluntary 

protection of sites, QEII will inevitably be approached by more landowners seeking to anticipate and get 

ahead of a necessary need to respond to planning policies and rules. 

 

Among the ‘complementary measure’ recommendations of the NPSIB are that the:  

 Department of Conservation assume a stronger national leadership role. 

 Greater profile and emphasis are given to biodiversity on private land by regional and local 

government. 

 There is national support for strong collaborative efforts. 

 Community hubs and partnerships are set up. 

 Monitoring, and knowledge is increased. 

 Landowners are encouraged and incentivised. 

 Institutional frameworks are aligned.  

Central to all these initiatives, the recommendations explicitly argue for greater support for QEII. The focus is 

on resourcing and incentives, specifically through tax regimes and rates relief but also through pest 

management incentives. This will help QEII meet the expected greater demand for protection, undertake 

effective monitoring and reporting and where necessary, enforcement. 

 

With these implications in mind, we recommend QEII: 

 Communicate possible tax and rates relief advantages for landowners in being associated with QEII.  

 Work closely and collaboratively with DOC, as national leader of biodiversity efforts, at a national and 

local level. 
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 Continue to work closely and collaboratively with regional and local government across the country. 

 Continue to be a supportive partner to the myriad of community conservation efforts across the 

country. 

 Ensure regional representatives are integrated into the proposed ‘regional biodiversity hubs’. 

 Provide more advisory services at a regional level about biological significance and effective 

protection measures. 

QEII will need more funding to meet the above needs. The most immediate source of increased funding could 

be an increased grant from central government, or from specific project funding from third party sources. 

Better define how to work with regional authorities and MPI to protect  

indigenous plants established under the One Billion Trees and catchment  

protection grant programmes 

Significant public investment has occurred and will continue to occur on private land as part of the One Billion 

Trees, Afforestation Grant and Hill Country Erosion Programmes managed by MPI. We think the public 

deserves more certainty about how the public interest in this investment will be secured for the long term.  

 

Farmers and land owners view QEII covenants as the preferred method for protecting biodiversity. This 

suggests the QEII Board and senior management of MPI, regional authorities and QEII should seek-out 

funding and other arrangements and perhaps prepare a MOU demonstrating how they may work more 

closely together.   

Work more closely with other private property-focused national biodiversity service 

providers 

We can see merit in QEII participating in the development of an MOU with Nga Whenua Rahui, the Nature 

Heritage Fund and the Landcare Trust.  

This MOU would define how each of them may work more closely together. This would also help overcome 

unconscious or conscious institutional barriers to necessary closer cooperation. A core component of this 

MOU may be a commitment to meet quarterly. 

We can also see merit in DOC more actively supporting it in all its endeavors. We see merit in the MOU 

between the Minister of Conservation and QEII being reworded to more strongly reflect and endorse the 

unique values-based strengths of QEII and the things that DOC could do and share to make QEII even more 

effective. 

QEII currently has MOUs, and works closely, with several regional and district councils. Given the roles of 

regional and district councils in protecting biodiversity under the RMA, there is opportunity to work more 

closely with all councils. 

More actively consider how QEII may contribute to government’s recent  

Environmental-management initiatives 

Climate change and catchment management initiatives can be enhanced with support from QEII. At present, 

this opportunity seems ‘under-done’. We have referenced the need for specific actions earlier, but for 

convenience we summarise below how QEII could seek to play a more expansive role, as follows: 
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 Seek, through MPI / DOC, their approval for the development of a new form of enforceable QEII 

covenant for indigenous planting as part of the One Billion Trees programme. This should apply 

where that planting is to be permanent and where it adds to biodiversity continuity, buffer areas or 

the protection of under-represented species. 

 Seek additional funding from MPI to assist to meet QEII’s costs associated with such covenants. 

 Investigate a “climate carbon” sequestration covenant for planting that can attract carbon credits. 

 Consider how covenants may contribute to the ‘provenance’ story of farm products, with potential to 

thereby contribute to price premium benefits.  

Expand public awareness of QEII’s role  

Recent QEII initiatives to modernise its brand are to be applauded, but there is always more that can be done.  

 

We support the call made by some stakeholders, for QEII to do more to ‘reach-out’ to a wider audience – 

including urban dwellers. In part, this may be achieved through wider use of the ‘National Trust’ part of the 

QEII title. 

 

We were informed that some iwi perceives the ‘Queen Elizabeth the Second’ association to inappropriately 

reflect a by-gone colonial era. We are sensitive to this view but believe the QEII brand is now so well 

entrenched that no change to this branding association should be entertained. 

 

Some farming sector stakeholders felt more could be done to recognise and celebrate those landowners who 

chose to establish covenants. We support this recommendation.  

 

More particularly, we see merit in the suggestion, put forward by QEII staff, that QEII should further develop 

its communication strategy. This may include QEII more fully addressing the following opportunities: 

 Build the brand by telling more people about the stories associated with leading covenanters. 

 Celebrate the covenantors (e.g. awards ceremony with Governor General). 

 Segment the market – develop different messages for different markets. 

 Do more to promote covenants as an asset, not an incumbrance. 

 Develop resources and PR capacity for QEII’s regional representatives. 

 ‘Fly the flag’ at field days. 

In support of QEII doing more to communicate its value proposition to a wider audience we note that more 

awareness of QEII’s role will lead to more engagement with QEII staff and thereby potentially lead to more 

offers of funding and more covenants being established. With these points in mind, we recommend the 

following model be progressed as QEII builds its communication strategy: 

Work more closely with the visitor sector  

The ‘Tiaki Promise’, the ‘Tourism Sustainability Commitment’ and the ‘Tourism 2025 and Beyond’ report all 

provide solid ground to leverage opportunities for the benefit of QEII covenants, via donated funding and 

volunteer labour for management initiatives.  

 

They also provide fertile soil for QEII to work with covenanters to think harder about the merit of providing 

access opportunities to visitors. Tourism and farms are an area of attraction for tourists. QEII covenants are 
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part of that attraction – particularly when they are part of working landscapes and a source of diversified 

farmer income.  

 

 

 

 

As noted by the Minister of Conservation (TIA conference, November 2018) … ‘New Zealand’s natural landscapes 

are more than just a backdrop. They are the backbone of everything…nature supports industries as diverse as 

farming, food and film production, and of course tourism… it’s the basis of our international reputation…we need to 

continue to build the link between tourism and conservation. DOC want more conservation opportunities ‘easy to see 

and easy to do’. This will help more tourism businesses to help protect and restore our natural, cultural and historic 

heritage, provide visitors with the stories behind our heritage and help them understand their responsibility to 

respect and protect.’ 

 

We urge QEII to be more active in tapping into the different tourism / biodiversity protection paths open to it, 

including: the visitors themselves (domestic and international); visitor sector SME’s; big industry players like 

TNL / AIRNZ and; sector organisations like TIA and the I-Sites / RTOs. 

 

There is also an opportunity for QEII to give more focused attention to the 600 businesses who have signed 

up to the Sustainability Commitment. TIA may be willing to part of any pitch to these businesses on this 

subject.  

 

In addition, there is merit in QEII collaborating with other agencies to consolidate information about how a 

QEII covenant protects biodiversity values on private land and supplying this to farmer advisor groups, 

Fonterra and other primary sector companies and organisations such as Beef & Lamb NZ and DairyNZ who 

provide farmer-facing advice.  

Work more closely with covenanters to allow visitor access to protected land 

We are conscious that landowner provision of wider public access to covenanted land on private property is 

fraught with difficulties. Some covenantors and Federated Farmers told us that the downsides of providing 

access usually outweigh the upsides. This can include damage to fences and gates left open.  

 

On the other hand, we view the ‘upside’ being greater understanding of the values to be protected, with the 

potential consequent side-benefit of an offering of stewardship-assistance labour and donations.  
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With the clear and recent views of the tourism sector in mind, we would like to see QEII explore and develop 

an access strategy and related policies. The New Zealand Walking Access Commission may well be positioned 

to assist with this task. We suspect that access could be provided at specific times or during ‘open days’ rather 

than generally. 

More fully develop QEII’s understanding of the ‘market’ of individual land owners 

 with a potential interest in QEII ‘covenants’  

With the availability of detailed land ownership and land-use maps and aerial photographs in mind, we can 

see great advantage in QEII working with others to develop a much deeper understanding of the location, 

ownership, owner charactertics / motivations and comparative biodiversity value of land areas and corridors / 

landscapes with potential for protection via a covenant. Such an approach would reflect the need for QEII to 

get better at ‘understanding its potential covenant market’.  

 

In part, the suggestion that QEII should become more ‘market aware,’ is also put forward because of our 

experience with tenure review process in the Mackenzie Basin. If a strategic overview of the various values 

expressed in the whole Mackenzie basin had been available twenty years ago, then the downsides associated 

with a property-by-property tenure review process may have been avoided.  

 

We make this suggestion not in support of QEII stepping-up its proactive or unsolicited advances to land 

owners but rather as a means for QEII to better understand the comparative merit of co-investing in creating 

a covenant at any one location, compared to other locations. ‘Voluntary’ as opposed to ‘imposed’ land-owner 

consideration of the costs and benefits of creating a covenant is a fundamental element of the current 

positive relationship existing between QEII and landowners. This should be protected at all costs.  

 

Regional representatives are critical to the success of this proposal. They will be the ones who are most 

‘market aware’ and thereby most capable of preparing the suggested ‘market’ statement. 

 

In addition, QEII could seek to maintain an overall national picture of such ‘market dynamic’. It happens in 

some regions at present, but it would need to be handled sensitively given the confidentiality sought by many 

prospective covenantors. 

Continue to actively monitor the condition of covenants and take strategic  

compliance / enforcement action only when required  

We know that QEII embarked upon several recent high-profile court challenges against land owners who 

breached the inherent spirit underpinning their covenants. The risk they faced was being viewed in the same 

camp as agencies responsible for regulation – with a consequent loss of confidence in their independent 

‘friend-of-the-farmer’ brand.  

 

Our view is the opposite has occurred. The integrity of the ‘protection’ value of covenants on private land has 

been enhanced and land-owner interest in securing covenant protection over valued biodiversity has and will 

grow because of this action.  
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We feel it is important QEII continues to take ‘strategic and regular’ action in response to blatant disregard by 

land owners for the ‘protected’ status of QEII protected areas. In addition, we note this may help to overcome 

the perception, held by some, that the ‘covenant’ instrument is ‘weak’ when compared to Crown (Reserves Act, 

Crown ownership or RMA) protection. 

 

We also know that in 99.9% of cases, monitoring of the condition of covenants does not lead to enforcement 

action. Rather, it provides an opportunity to sustain the relationship between QEII regional representatives 

and farmers / land owners. We were told this often leads to the sharing of information about aspects of the 

protected area – the presence of a ‘rare skink’ etc., This sustains the landowners pride and commitment to the 

covenant. It can also lead to advice about the on-going stewardship to be exercised by the landowner, 

including action to overcome plant and animal pest challenges. 

 

We recommend QEII’s current commitment to monitor half of its covenants each year is sustained. We also 

recommend that QEII retain the courage to take very selective enforcement action against blatant disregard of 

their obligation to protect the biodiversity values underpinning the establishment of the covenant in the first 

place.  

Consider how QEII could exercise stronger policy leadership on private property 

biodiversity matters 

Some stakeholders suggested QEII could take on the role as the lead agency for the protection of natural 

values, including natural / social landscape values, on private land. This was on the basis that QEII enjoys 

comparative trust in the rural community and it has connections and entrees into that community that other 

entities don’t possess.  

 

To a degree, QEII being the ‘lead policy agency’, was the original purpose of QEII. But as noted earlier, 

circumstances have changed.  QEII’s current core value proposition is as the advocate for private landowners 

protecting land with biodiversity value through covenants.  

 

We find it hard to see how QEII could perform THE lead biodiversity role because:  

 The regulatory responsibility of other government agencies and regional and territorial councils 

would set up a tension that QEII may find difficult to effectively work with.  

 It would require legislative and institutional change that is beyond the brief of this report. 

Nevertheless, QEII could more actively operate at a national level as a collaborator, providing advice on 

policies and initiatives for environmental enhancement. This could be from the perspective of what is likely to 

‘work well’ for private landowners.  

 

At present we get the impression that QEII is kept rather at arm’s-length in policy development for 

biodiversity, environmental and landscape protection. For QEII to play a more active role would require a 

change in outlook by government agencies about partnering in policy development, and a change in how QEII 

structures itself and operates.  

 

In the case of the former, agencies will need to be more open to streams of policy advice that go beyond the 

so-called purity of ‘confidentiality of advice’ to Ministers. In the case of the latter, QEII would need to ensure it 

had the requisite skill to provide good quality advice.  
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With all the above points in mind, we suggest the QEII Board and CEO prepare a discussion paper exploring in 

detail how it may be more active in offering policy advice to government. We suggest this discussion paper 

become the basis for a meeting with those Ministers and senior officials responsible for conservation and 

environmental management and that, assuming agreement is reached, QEII become more active in this space.  

Work harder to secure more funding from third parties and from other sources  

The Biodiversity Condition Fund, Community Conservation Fund and Lotteries Environment and Heritage 

Funds have all, in the past, provided valuable support for many landowners’ efforts to protect and enhance 

biodiversity. However, these funds are oversubscribed and unable to assist all applicants.  

 

QEII covenantors generally did well in applications to these funds in the past because they had legally 

protected their land. Despite this success, there is just not enough money to go around to help meet the 

‘biodiversity protection and enhancement challenge’ currently facing New Zealand owners of land. 

 

We were told early attempts by QEII to seek funding support from philanthropic and farming-aligned 

organisations were not particularly successful. We think now is the perfect time to apply a new and very 

professional campaign approach to securing this type of funding.  

 

We note that philanthropic and corporate contributions are only likely to be made with due ‘attribution’ to the 

donor. This should be factored in, but not at the expense of the QEII brand.  

 

Philanthropic and other third-party sources of funds should be used by QEII to enable it to be more active in 

operating at the landscape scale and as a partner in community / catchment / sub-regional and regional scale 

biodiversity initiatives. 

 

We found merit in other stakeholder suggestions through which QEII and covenanters may overcome their 

funding challenges. We suggest the following actions should be considered by QEII. 

 

Environment Fund: QEII should develop a business case to access some of the Green Party’s $100m 

environment fund noting this was established as part of the coalition support agreement to promote 

innovative approaches to carbon emission mitigation. We think there is a good argument for this fund being 

used to establish systems to make it easy for land owners with biodiversity covenants to acquire carbon 

credits. 

 

Focused support: The focus of third-party funding should be on those property owners who need priority 

support, not just any covenantor. QEII should develop policy to help guide them in determining who gets any 

funds that may be made available from third parties, and why.  

 

Rates relief: QEII should work harder to achieve rates relief from all local authorities, for land owners with 

land protected by QEII covenants.  The Chair and CEO of Local Government New Zealand should be 

encouraged to work with QEII to clarify what the law requires, lead the development of model ‘rate remission’ 

provisions and to advocate for the application of this initiative. 
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Tax relief: Land owner spending on the management of pests on covenants, including fencing, should be an 

expense able to be deducted as part of annual land owner tax returns. QEII should advocate for this provision 

to be included in the tax review currently being led by Sir Michael Cullen. 

 

Efficiency of process: Covenants are not in-expensive to establish. QEII should examine ways to achieve 

better value for money by having another look at its tools, processes and techniques – including on-line tools, 

through which they may improve the efficiency and speed of their covenanting processes.  

 

Carbon credits: QEII should do more to make it easier for land owners to capitalise on the carbon 

sequestration opportunities arising from their protection of eligible plants. This may include seeking authority 

to be the agent for the covenanting farmer, with the possibility the covenanting landowner may grant 

permission for QEII to use the generated carbon revenue to further acquire or enhance related protected 

land. 

One Billion Trees: Given that landowners who covenant land with biodiversity values, or purchase land with a 

covenant, could be considered more likely to plant indigenous trees than the average landowner, then the 

funding available for this purpose as part of the ‘One Billion Trees’ programme should be stream-lined / 

prioritised for these landowners.  

 

In support of this proposition we note that such funding could be a successful and useful means for 

increasing the size and inherent sustainability of small covenants, gullies and other areas as ecological 

corridors – particularly when these establish linkages to other natural areas.  

 

We understand that MPI’s current focus is on getting the ‘best tree in the ground at the best location’. We 

understand and support this maxim but suggest priority should be given to the establishment of a 

partnership programme with QEII, to ensure that once these trees are in the ground, the Crown’s co-

investment in their establishment is secured, in perpetuity.  

Seek additional Crown funding 

QEII estimates suggest that an extra $2.5m in funding would enable them to increase the area placed under 

covenant protection from the current average of 110 covenants and 3,500 ha per year to 224 covenants and 

7,000 ha of protected biodiversity per year. This number of additional covenants and area of covenants is a 

useful target, but we would suggest that it is the quality of the protected areas rather than the number 

protected which is important. 

 

Among other things, the lifting of QEII’s target will help to achieve the ‘stretch goal’ of ‘90% of our threatened 

species across New Zealand’s ecosystems (being) managed to enhance their populations.’ Nearly all New Zealand’s 

remaining unprotected indigenous habitat is in the lowlands and on private land. This is the niche in which 

QEII works effectively. 

 

An incremental increase in Crown funding, in the order of $2.5m at year one increasing to a $5.0m increase at 

year four should be considered by Government, alongside revenue from other sources. A percent of this 

funding is likely to be required to develop ‘support systems’ such as marketing and communication and some 

should be made available for expanding the scale of QEII regional representative participation in collaborative 

corridor, landscape and catchment-scale biodiversity initiatives.  
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Any increase in funding should only be provided once QEII has prepared an agreed five / ten-year strategy and 

action plan with clear KPIs. 

Explore the idea of establishing ‘bio-bank’ and ‘revolving land purchase’ tools 

With the approach adopted by Victoria’s Trust for Nature in mind, we can see merit in the idea of growing this 

approach by creating a QEII ‘bio-bank.’ This idea had the strong support of one of the environmental NGOs we 

interviewed in compiling this report. The NGO who put forward this idea viewed QEII as having the ‘right vibe / 

value set / and relationship with farmers’ etc. to successfully establish and manage this concept.  

 

This bio-bank could have the following characteristics: 

 Managed by a not-for-profit entity to enable developers to offset the effects of their resource use 

(assuming effects-mitigation is not an option) by establishing a QEII covenant on other valued areas. 

 A mechanism for well-meaning citizens, for example wealthy, wise and aging baby-boomers, to buy 

units in the different types of land that was particularly attractive to them e.g. wetlands, coastal 

landscapes, Kahikatea forests etc.  

 Consistent with the ‘revolving fund’ concept, the bio-bank may be used for purchase of a farm with 

biodiversity values and then those parts with production capacity would be on-sold after having 

protected the parts with priority biodiversity values.  

 Perhaps assisted by granting naming rights for protected areas by erecting a sign saying ‘Protected 

with the assistance of the xxx bio-bank’ 

We urge QEII to secure grant funding to enable it to fully develop and test the concept of a QEII Bio-Bank.  

 

We note the Native Forest Restoration Trust currently raises funds from well-meaning citizens for the 

purchase of land with biodiversity values they own, covenant with QEII and then manage them. Nature 

Heritage Fund also purchases land, which is then transferred to the conservation estate managed by DOC.  

 

Assuming QEII has ‘organisational readiness’ and a supportive ‘capital-funding’ partner, we can see merit in 

QEII undertaking similar actions. External reviews of ‘revolving funds’ by the OECD and by government 

agencies in Australia have recognised their effectiveness. These reviews provide good guidance for the 

establishment of a similar revolving fund in New Zealand by QEII. 

 

We note ‘biobank’ and revolving fund concepts also have risks associated with them and we suggest these be 

given active consideration before QEII proceeds with these concepts. They include: 

 A ‘purchase and protect’ proposal would need to have all elements sewn-up before it was approved 

(purchase, protection and sale) to prevent ‘gaming’ of any proposal. 

 Extremely strong checks and balances and a mandatory form of third-party ‘transparent audit’ would 

need to be established. 

 There may be circumstances where operating in conjunction with the Nature Heritage Fund may be 

appropriate. This would require both parties to give up some of their own independence and to agree 

to work cooperatively.  

 Special provisions, including provisions enabling funding of on-going management, would need to be 

provided for persons who may offer-up properties for purchase but do not want anything on-sold.  
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We also note that Ministerial approval of the business case for these concepts would be required before they 

could be proceeded with. 

Work with LINZ and lease-holders to more clearly define the potential role of  

covenants on leasehold land  

Covenants are currently established on some crown leasehold land. However, the ownership arrangements 

and management requirements associated with crown leasehold land are so materially different from the 

usual relationship between QEII and private landowners, that covenants may not be universally appropriate. 

This requires explanation before we move on to discuss a potential future role for QEII on crown leasehold 

land. 

 

References to ‘crown leasehold land’ in the main, are references to crown pastoral leases. These are large 

areas of South Island hill country and mountain lands, secured on a perpetual renewal basis for pastoralism. 

 

It is not always appreciated by lessees that the underlying ownership of the crown pastoral leases remains 

with the Crown. Consequently, any decision to agree to an encumbrance on the title, such as a covenant, is 

ultimately made, not by the lessee but by the Crown through its representative, the Commissioner of Crown 

Lands.  

 

The Land Act (1948), under which these leases are managed, has a presumption about productive use of the 

leases, with a focus on pastoralism. Indeed, it has been argued that efforts to protect entire leasehold 

properties by way of covenant are ultra vires the Land Act, although this is not the view held by everyone.  

 

That Act, and its subsidiary – the Crown Pastoral Lands Act (1998), also specifies that uses of the land for 

further intensification (cultivation, over sowing subdivision etc.), or alternative uses (including for conservation 

purposes) require the approval of the owner (through the Commissioner of Crown Lands) via discretionary 

consent. All of this points to the fact that any future role for QEII on crown leasehold land must involve 

representatives of the Crown, as well as the lessee and that it may not be straight forward. 

 

There is a further factor to consider. Crown pastoral leases can undergo a process of tenure review. Tenure 

review results in a split of the lease into freehold private tenure of areas that can undergo intensification and 

subdivision beyond pastoralism. Lands on the lease with public value for conservation purposes, including 

recreational purposes, generally revert to full crown ownership as part of the public conservation estate.  

 

With these background points in mind, we note there is a debate about whether the concept of protection 

could be, in part or full, played by a covenant. Successive government policies on tenure review, and the 

report of the Select Committee on Crown Pastoral Lands Act at its inception, state that the preference is for 

reversion to full crown ownership. 

 

Issues of public access to, or often across, crown leasehold land are an additional consideration when 

considering a future role for QEII. Lessees of crown pastoral land enjoy the right of ‘quiet enjoyment’ of their 

lease. This means they have the authority to control access and to issue trespass notices. During any tenure 

review process, securing public access to either lands reverting to full crown ownership, or to other existing 

conservation lands, is a prominent subject for discussion.  
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Traditionally, QEII’s position on public access has been to accede to covenanters’ wishes about whether to 

agree to public access. In playing a role in protection of crown leasehold land, QEII will therefore need to give 

more emphasis to any crown policy positions on securing and promoting public access. 

 

QEII covenants are generally not used on crown leasehold land at present although there are exceptions. QEII 

have currently assisted establishment of 15 covenants on Crown pastoral land. The Mana Whenua covenant, 

agreed between an overseas owner of four large contiguous pastoral leases between Wanaka and 

Queenstown, is the largest of these. This covenant is in place to protect open space, and to provide for public 

access. The formal pastoral farming operations are limited at this location, compared with many other 

comparable leases. We also note that in this instance, the owner is not dependent on how big the returns will 

be from the farm on his livelihood.  

 

In summary, we urge QEII to consult with LINZ and carefully develop its protocols and operating procedures if 

it is to assume a larger role regarding crown leasehold land.  

 

Whether any larger scale QEII-administered covenants become possible in the future, is uncertain at present. 

The policies for crown pastoral lands are under review. We also note there would be a significant additional 

and probably quite large impact on QEII operational resources if it was to be more active in achieving 

covenants on crown leasehold land. We suggest DOC, LINZ and QEII embark upon an assessment of how big 

the returns will be investment of resources in covenant protection of parts of leasehold land and decide the 

merit of QEII being more active amongst themselves. 

 

Summary of recommendations  

Recommendations to the Board of QEII 

1. Continue to give priority attention to the protection of nationally significant biodiversity values on 

private land through covenants. 

2. Produce a detailed five-year QEII Strategy and Action Plan and ‘direction-setting’ information to guide 

QEII over the subsequent five years and, as part of the process of preparing this document, enrol 

enhanced stakeholder support for the future of QEII. 

3. Once completed, seek the support of the Minister of Conservation for the Strategy and Action Plan. 

4. Seek an incremental increase in the current budget of $5m per annum to achieve a budget of $10m 

per annum within four-years.  

5. In parallel with seeking more funding from the Crown, work harder to secure more funding from third 

parties, including that which may be made available by philanthropists, and use this funding to take-

up opportunities currently beyond QEII’s core covenant-protection business. 

6. Among other things, use the proposed ten-year strategy and action plan to test, and confirm with 

stakeholders and the Crown, the policies and methods to be applied by QEII to: 

a. Secure the protection of double the number / area of QEII covenants on private land.  

b. Be more active in achieving biodiversity protection in critical corridors and as a buffer to other 

protected areas. 

c. Continue to actively monitor the condition of covenants and to take strategic compliance / 

enforcement action only when required. 
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d. Continue to grow the capability of regional representatives. 

e. Continue to enhance systems and methods of operating and generally improve the efficiency 

of organisational and covenant processing arrangements. 

f. Play a stronger collaborative / facilitative role in achieving landscape-scale biodiversity 

protection. 

g. Continue to expand public awareness of QEII’s role and the achievements of covenanters. 

h. More fully develop QEII’s understanding of the ‘market’ of individual land owners with 

potential interest in QEII covenants. 

i. Best position QEII to respond to the implications of the recent Consultative Group’s report on 

a National Policy Statement for the Protection of Indigenous Biodiversity and the soon to be 

released Biodiversity Strategy. 

j. Work more closely with the visitor sector. 

k. Define how Crown funding may be partnered with funding from third parties to better 

support existing activities and to provide potential new service offerings such as a Bio-bank / 

revolving fund. 

l. Work more closely with covenanters to allow controlled visitor access to and appreciation of 

land protected by covenants. 

7. Work with MPI and regional authorities to better define how QEII may protect indigenous plants 

established under the One Billion Trees and catchment / erosion protection grant programmes. 

8. Consider how carbon and other environmental credits may be best used to enhance the protection of 

biodiversity values on private land and add value / ‘provenance’ to products sourced from farms 

containing a QEII covenant. 

9. Further explore, for consideration by the Minister of Conservation, the merit and design of a revolving 

fund, and the related bio-bank concept. 

10. Depending on the outcome of the Tax Review, seek more funding to facilitate delivery by third parties 

of assistance to those landowners with newly established covenants, and others with a critical need, 

to manage / achieve plant and animal pest infestations at levels able to then be sustainably managed 

by the landowner. 

11. Work with LINZ and DOC to more clearly define the potential role of covenants on leasehold land. 

12. Work more closely with other private property-focused national biodiversity service-providers and 

develop a MOU with these agencies to record agreements about how to optimise the synergy that 

may be applied between respective skills, mandate and efforts. 

13. Work with DOC and the Minister of Conservation to craft a more nuanced annual MOU placing less 

emphasis on the number of covenants per year and more emphasis on working with others, including 

DOC, to enhance the size, quality and connectedness of protected areas. 

14. Work with MPI, DOC and MfE and LINZ to consider how QEII may be invited / could exercise stronger 

policy influence over private property biodiversity matters. 
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Appendix one: Stakeholder groups who contributed to this report 

1. Federated Farmers 

2. Beef & Lamb New Zealand 

3. Environmental Defence Society 

4. Fish and Game NZ  

5. Landcare Trust 

6. Forest & Bird 

7. MPI, MfE, DOC and LINZ 

8. Farm Forestry Association 

9. Forest Owners Association 

10. Bio-managers from Regional Authorities 

11. Predator Free NZ 

12. FOMA 

13. Nga Whenua Rahui 

14. Nature Heritage Fund 

15. Weedbusters 

16. National Wetland Trust of NZ 

17. DairyNZ 

18. Fonterra  

19. Tourism Industry Aotearoa / TIA 

20. Landcorp / Pamu Farms 

21. Four covenanters 

22. Staff and Board from QEII 

23. Senior Ecology scientists x 2 

24. Native Forest Restoration Trust 

25. Manu whenua Covenants 
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