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1. My name is Adrian Pucher.

2. | am the Chair of the Proprietors of Pipiriki Township No 1 and Other Block

Maori Land Incorporation, also known as ‘Pipiriki Incorporation.’
3. | am Ngati Kurawhatia.

4, | understand that the Ms Bailey and the Climate Justice Taranaki claim has
raised ETS and forestry issues, including native forest planting. | provide this
evidence from a forest in the Whanganui region immediately south of
Taranaki to assist the Tribunal in its consideration of the way in which the
Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) affects Maori landholdings with forests on
them, both exotic and native. My evidence focusses on how our land came
to be forested, how the ETS came to be applied, and what the practical
experience has been navigating the ETS, and what options we have for the

future.

PIPIRIKI TOWNSHIP

5. Our lands are on the banks of the Whanganui River, about an hour and a half
by road from Whanganui itself. They are a total of 2773 hectares comprised

of blocks as follows:

e Pipiriki Township No.1 (104.0758 ha)
e Whakaihuwaka C12 (364.6066 ha)

e Waharangi 7A2 (58.8311 ha)

e Waharangi 7A3 (366.2405 ha)

e Waharangi No.4 (1881.8894 ha)



6. The people most closely identified with the Pipiriki lands are Ngati
Kurawhatia, but also other hapl of Tamaupoko and Tamahaki — the later
particularly in relation to the Whakaihuwaka lands on the western bank of the

river.

7. Pipiriki Township was a native township established in 1896 under the Native
Townships Act 1895. The Waitangi Tribunal report on Whanganui Land
Claims found that there was coercion in its establishment and noted:!

The Crown could have ameliorated the very disappointing results of
the townships scheme at Pipiriki — a concept that it promoted and
pushed through without properly evaluating its real prospects — if it
had helped the Pipiriki Incorporation financially when it took over the
land in 1960. The Crown neither acknowledged accountability for any
part of what happened, nor demonstrated a sense of responsibility
towards tangata whenua, who paid the full price of the township’s
failure.

8. The land that was returned to the Incorporation in 1960 was marginal and

difficult to manage or retain in any economic sense. Our website records:?

Waitangi Tribunal, Whanganui Lands Report summary (Wai 903, 2015) p1490.
Pipiriki Incorporation, https://pipiriki.co.nz/page/.



https://pipiriki.co.nz/page/

10.

The Incorporation was formed on 29 September 1960 under the
Maori Affairs Act 1953 Section 271. It was named "the Proprietors of
Pipiriki Township No.1 and Whakaihuwaka C12.

On 17th of December 1962 Whakaihuwaka C12 was added to the
Incorporation. Also, at the same hearing the description of the
Incorporation was change to "The Proprietors of Pipiriki Township

No.1 and Other Blocks Incorporated”.

On 29 of September 1962 Waharangi 7A3 was added to the
Incorporation. Also, at the same hearing the description of the
Incorporation was change to "The Proprietors of Pipiriki Township
No.1 and Other Blocks".

The Incorporation was declared bankrupt in 1966 after non-payments
to seed merchants Murray Roberts and Co. The Incorporation was
only saved (from bankruptcy) by the largest shareholders in
Waharangi 4 (Thelma Grabmaier (ne Keepa) and Erina Pucher (ne
Keepa) agreeing to the Inclusion of Waharangi 4 into the
Incorporation so that native timber could be cut to pay off the

mortgage.
On 1 November 1966 Waharangi 4 was included in the Incorporation.

In 1987, as part of the ‘Think Big’ projects, the Crown was looking to establish
exotic plantation forests, and the Incorporation was told that project funding
was available on its land for that purpose — but only that purpose. It was a

‘take it or lose it’ basis.
Our website records:

The Incorporation struggled in its earlier years and was compounded
in 1980 by the then National Government of Robert Muldoon who
needed timber for the Karioi Pulp Mill one of the think big projects.
Robert Muldoon made a threat to the people of the Whanganui River
use it for timber or lose it (being the land). This created a know [sic]
win situation for the Incorporation, the land planted was not good for
a forestry planation. As the Incorporation was dependant on forestry

it meant very little income was derived from it.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

We are aware of Treasury advice at the time that a forest was not a sensible
proposition for much of the land because harvesting timber would be too
difficult and make small returns. Nevertheless, a 99-year lease for forestry
purposes (i.e. till 2077) was entered into with ‘Waimarino Forests Limited’,
covering around 2100 acres of incorporation land, in other words, nearly all

of the land.
A copy of extracts from the original 1978 lease is attached as AP-1.

The broader forest was known as the ‘Waimarino Forest” which was
comprised of 3,855 hectares freehold and 10,038 hectares Maori leasehold

land:

e Ngaporo Waimarino Forest Trust 5,267 hectares.
e Pipiriki Township Incorporation 2,473 hectares.

e Atihau-Whanganui Incorporation 2,298 hectares.
Around 6,871 hectares were stocked in Pinus Radiata.

A 2010 report assessed the forest overall as “[tjoo high, cold and windy for

radiata. Too steep, soft for economic harvesting.”

The forest lease has been sold several times. By 2008 Wairmarino Forests
Ltd was owned by an Indonesian firm, that sold to its current owner, Ernslaw
One Ltd, which is owned by the Toing family from Malaysia. Evidence
attached as AP-2.

EMISSIONS TRADING SCHEME

17.

18.

In the same year, when the Emissions Trading Scheme was applied to the
forestry sector as the first sector to come under the scheme, the land under
exotic plantation forest became subject to the scheme and Pipiriki

Incorporation was assigned some ETS units and their associated liabilities.

Given the poor quality of the land, and as Treasury warned in 1987, some
areas have become uneconomic and trees have either died or been poisoned

by the lessee. Pipiriki Incorporation as landowner is responsible for returning



19.

20.

21.

carbon units if areas are deforested, but has no control over decisions by the

lessee about whether they want areas to remain in full forest or not.
In 2010 the situation was assessed as:

Waimarino forest offers a poor commercial return for the Maori

owners of the leasehold ($35 per ha p.a.).

The difficult terrain makes it costly to harvest and the "wall of wood”
means cheaper alternative supplies are becoming more readily

available.
Altitude means Radiata grows slowly.

Land has been relinquished by the lessee that is erodible, prone to

windthrow too steep or otherwise inaccessible.

A concern at the time was that, while the leases required the land to be
returned with forest on it, the leases were entered into in pre-ETS days, and
did not have a focus on maintaining forest cover. So the leases allowed for
the early return of deforested land, which could create a potential ETS liability

for us as landowners.
In terms of the ETS, at that time the assessment was:

ETS imposes liabilities on owners of pre-1990 forestland if the land
is permanently deforested. Pre-1990 forestry land is not eligible to

earn carbon credits other than the one-off allocation of up to 39 NZU).

Land is pre-1990 land under the Emission Trading Scheme. The
landowners have the liability if the land is permanently deforested.
This liability is 800 tonnes CO2e which, at $25 per tonne is $20,000

per ha.

Natives will not regenerate rapidly enough to meet ETS criteria. To

avoid the liability the relinquished land must be replanted.

Estimated establishment cost is around $3-2,500 per ha plus around

PV $1,000 per ha on-going tending cost.
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A proposal was discussed to move uneconomic plantation forestry across to

native species that also complied with the Kyoto Protocol.
This would have involved:

a. The forest lease being updated and limited to plantation areas that made

a reasonable return for the Maori land lessors and the lessee.

b. The Crown carrying the costs of reforestation of areas taken out of exotic
species and replanted with native species, which was then assessed at
around $4000 per hectare. This was cheaper than purchasing carbon
credits for uneconomic areas that might be a liability in the future if and
when deforestation occurred through windthrow, erosion, fire etc.

Evidence attached as AP-3.

That proposal did not progress, and Pipiriki Incorporation has managed the

situation on its own on an ad hoc basis.

Relations with the current lessee, Ernslaw One Ltd, have been amicable, and
the lease was renegotiated in 2018, with some areas being handed back for

apiary, grazing and recreational purposes. Evidence attached as AP-4.

In 2024 we engaged in another lease renegotiation, again including a
proposal to hand some areas back early, around 603 hectares (1490 acres).
This meant that we undertook a thorough investigation at that time of options
for land being handed back. Most of the land to be returned was in native
forest, was never cleared for exotic plantation. Around 45 hectares (111
acres) had been planted in exotics and deforested, so that raised an issue of

carbon liability, as below:



Table 3-1 Ernslaw One’s proposed hand back areas
Compt Status Ares Comment
i (ha)
91 Native never planted 364.61 | Across the river
90 Native never planted | 9.51 | Adjacent to the township
90 Native never planted i 797 Adjacent to the township
80 Native never planted 160.87 Not in the original list
Bush total | B  542.96 | -
70 Never planted i 3.30 | No ETS liability
93 Never planted 9.30 | No ETS liability
73 Never planted 3.00 | No ETS liability (Area estimated)
Never planted total 15.60 |
66 Harvested in 2018, replanted | 13,00 | If the trees are established no ETS liability
66 Not harvested poisoned i 8.30 | Potentlkal ETS liability, also Health and
ey SAfetyissue
73 Harvested in 2012 regen cut 15.70 i If the trees are established no ETS
in 2020, not established s "1 liability, area estimated
7 ?g%e“ed 2018 planted fo 8.00 | If the trees are established no ETS liability
Previously planted total 45.00 |
Total returned area | 603.56
NATIVE FOREST
27. The process also provided us with up-to-date information about the issues

and costs of etablishing different forest types.

28. We have a strong preference to re-establish native forest on previous

plantation forest land and marginal land that has no other economic use.

29. Converting land that is currently marginal land to native forest has a high cost
because a high level of weed and pest control is required compared to exotic
plantations. In terms of that weed and pest control, we have been given a
general estimate of about $170,000 per hectare for the first year and $85,000
for year two onwards. A lot would depend on methods (1080 or not?) and the
fact that the areas are not continguous but dispersed throughout the valleys
around Pipiriki.



Table 3-3 Animal and pest control costs
Item Annual cost Number of units | Annual cost
Initial cost (1 year)
Pest control technician 70,000 1.0 70,000
Vehicles equipment etc. 50,000 1.0 50,000
Materials 20,000 1.0 20,000
High intensity campaign 15,000 2.0 30,000
Total year 1 170,000
Ongoing cost
Pest control technician 70,000 0.5 35,000.00
Vehicles equipment etc. 50,000 0.5 25,000.00
Materials 20,000 0.5 10,000.00
High intensity campaign 15,000 1.0 15,000.00
Total year 2+ 85,000
30. In terms of planting, we have been given a general estimate of between

$9,250 — $13,000 per hectare for planting a native forest on marginal land.

31. Planting directly into natives:
Table 3-4 Indicative native establishment costs initial 3 years

Operation Units Unit cost Number of units | $/ha
Aerial weed control $/ha 500 1.00 500
Tree stock S/tree 4.00 1,500 6,000
Planting S/tree 2.50 1,500 3,750
Post plant weed control year 1 $/ha 1,000 1.00 1,000
Post plant weed control year 2 $/ha 1,000 1.00 1,000
Post plant weed control year 3 $/ha 1,000 0.75 750
Total establishment cost 13,000

32. Planting manuka as cover for natives:
Table 4-5 Indicative native establishment costs initial 3 years

Operation Units Unit cost Number of units | $/ha
Aerial weed control $/ha 500 1.00 500
Tree stock - canopy S/tree 5.00 250 1,250
S/tree 2.50 500 1,250
Tree stock Manuka S/ tree 1.00 750 750
Planting S/tree 2.50 1,500 3,750
Post plant weed control year 1 $/ha 1,000 1.00 1,000
Post plant weed control year 2 $/ha 1,000 1.00 1,000
Post plant weed control year 3 $/ha 1,000 0.50 500
Total establishment cost 9,250




33.

Planting natives was therefore seen as much more costly and with much
lower return, than planting in exotics. We were also advised that there is no

certainty that replacement with natives would meet the ETS requirements for

pre 1990 forest, while there was certainty for exotics — as below:

Table 3-2

Conversion to native forest - species options

Advantage

Disadvantage

Plant directly into
native

Pinus radiata

Direct establishment of native species

| and fast results

There are a number of variations,
depending on species mixtures used

Can manage biodiversity with the mix of

| species planted

Well proven species and establishment
understood

Weed control until seedlings fully
established could be 5+ years

Animal control to
seedling damage

prevent

High cost
Not guaranteed to meet NZ ETS
thresholds

Length of time before natives
become established 50+ years

A number of other organisations using
this method

Weed control only required for 1 - 2
years following planting

Not as susceptible to damage by

animals
Will meet Pre 1990 NZ ETS thresholds

Higher stocking will control weeds
but inhibit native regeneration
without intervention

May require supplementary

_planting and intervention

Cost effective

Seedlings readily available

CARBON TRADING

34.

35.

36.

When the ETS was set up, we received the default 39 NZUs per hectare in
plantation exotic forest. This provided us with a positive balance of around
80,000 NZUs. However, given the situation with the forest described above,
we did not view the NZUs as much more than an insurance policy against
future deforestation.

Our view has gradually changed as we have got more confident about what

we can achieve through the renegotiation of the forest lease.

In 2024 we entertained offers to lease our NZUs to carbon brokers. | cannot
go into detail for reasons of commercial confidentiality, but one proposal was
to lease 40,000 (ie 50%) of our NZUs to a broker for 10 years. | also
remember one proposed rental of the NZUs at around 50% of the then market

price of units. Ultimately we did not proceed with any proposal.



10

37. One problem we faced is that we would owe a large tax bill on any transaction
because of the way tax rules treat NZUs issued on pre-1990 forest land when
they are traded in the ETS scheme.

CONCLUSION

38. We have a long history of Crown actions imposing liabilities on our lands:
a. Establishment of the native township in 1896;
b. Establishment of the forest in 1978;
c. Imposing the ETS over the forest in 2008.

39. In each case, while the Crown has provided resources to the region, those
resources are primarily for others, or come with obligations that our

community did not choose and is not well equipped to meet.

40. In terms of the ETS, without our consent, it seems to have locked us into
permanent forest cover over our lands, essentially for hundreds of years into
the future, and without even being given support to adapt that forest cover to

our preference for native forest.
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Adrian Pucher





