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1.0
Introduction 

1.1 
Background 

The large number of huts that are on public conservation land within the Southland Conservancy have wide and varied histories.  There is increasing pressure to remove, replace or adapt these buildings to meet current needs of recreational use, to comply with improved asset management systems and standards, as a result of financial imperatives, and to meet legal building safety requirements.  A number of these huts have heritage value, but few have been assessed, there have been no comparative evaluations of huts, and this heritage is at risk from incremental change and loss.  The Department of Conservation has a responsibility under legislation and government policy to care for heritage under its management.  As a consequence it is the Department of Conservation’s policy to assess for heritage values any building or other structure that is more than 30 years old before any modification or removal to determine if there are values that should be preserved.  
There are around 170 huts or other buildings on conservation administered land in Southland Conservancy that fall into this category.  Twenty-one that are already actively managed for their historic heritage value, 38 biodiversity huts and about eight used for staff accommodation are excluded from this study.  Eighty huts have been evaluated by the study.  There are only two Great Walk Huts within the scope of this research: Port William Hut as part of the Rakiura Track on Stewart Island, and Lake MacKenzie Hut on the Routeburn Track, Fiordland National Park.  The remainder of the huts included in this assessment fall into one of three other visitor hut type categories: Serviced Huts, Standard Huts, and Basic Hut/Bivvy.  

Because so many of these huts share common histories assessing them as a group is the most efficient method and also allows for greater contextual understanding of heritage values.  In order to assess relative heritage values and to determine appropriate protection and management the department has initiated this evaluation project for these buildings.     

1.2 
Purpose

This historic evaluation has been undertaken to assist Southland Conservancy Area Offices with the future management of visitor huts that are 30 years and older and are not already actively managed.  It considers the historical, cultural and physical values of these huts, and makes recommendations about how those values should be protected to ensure a representative range of heritage is protected into the future. 

1.3 
Methodology 

The evaluation has involved the identification of huts 30 years and older using the Department’s Visitor Asset Management System database (VAMS).  To allow for instances where hut construction dates are uncertain or inaccurate, and to ensure the study is valid for five years, a 26-year age cut-off was used to query VAMS data.  Assets that were found to be less than 26 years old (with incorrect build dates in VAMS) were removed from the study and other huts that had previously been omitted by the VAMS search but found to be old enough were added to the evaluation.  Biodiversity Huts, sheds and shelters not available for accommodation, which includes all buildings located on the subantarctic islands, and huts that are not yet included in VAMS are excluded from the project.  Similarly, actively managed historic assets are not assessed as part of this evaluation, although these have been used for context where relevant.  
Information from VAMS about these buildings was collated and combined with research from primary and secondary sources.  The huts were grouped into a thematic framework for analysis.  Consultation with the Conservancy’s Area staff, both Visitor and Historic, and ex-staff members from DOC and its parent departments was undertaken to collect undocumented information.  Field investigations of over 40 huts were completed, in an attempt to improve information and identify the most representative examples of the different hut types.  Visiting every hut on the evaluation list was beyond the time frame and budget of this project.  The huts visited were determined using research, examination of photographs and architectural/engineering drawings in VAMS, together with recommendations from staff.  This combination of factors was used because staff recommendations alone could be considered slightly biased, however, the background information and site visit often reinforced the staff advice.  

After the research and site inspection, the historical, physical, and cultural significance of the huts were evaluated, where these were known.  As will be explained more fully later, historical information was sparse, non-existent, or difficult to find for some huts.  The information regarding history, physical features and significance of these huts were placed into a Windows Access database (see Hut Inventory Sheets – appendices).  The huts were then categorised into Grades from One to Four, those in Grade One and Two having the greatest levels of significance, warranting preservation of their heritage values for the enjoyment of future generations.  Management guidelines for each grade of hut are provided.  Guidance for individual huts is outlined on the Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices).     

1.4  
Assessing Significance

The analysis of the heritage values of this group of huts uses a combination of a thematic framework and the Historic Places Act 1993 assessment criteria.  This combination is used because the Historic Places Act 1993 assessment criteria alone do not readily allow for the comparison of relative values across a large number of heritage items.  

1.4.1.  Thematic Approach

The thematic approach to heritage identification and assessment is already used by DOC, and “allows for the comparative evaluation of historic resources to establish priorities for management” (Egerton 2001: 1).  As described above a comprehensive inventory of the relevant historic assets was first compiled, huts were then grouped into key historic themes, as follows:

1 Pastoralism

2 Rabbiting

3 Tourism and Recreation

4 Mining

5 Wild Animal Control, Commercial and Recreational Hunting

6. Forestry

7 Maritime and Air Safety

8 Military and Defence

9 Hydro-electricity Generation

The themes were based on those outlined in the Southland Conservancy Historic Resource Management Plan (SHRMP) but were refined to allow for more detailed analysis within some of the SHRMP themes by splitting them into a series of sub-themes.  Some themes from SHRMP were omitted because they are not represented by buildings included in this study.  

Each of the themes was researched alongside the research into individual huts.  The relative value of huts within each thematic grouping was then determined using the assessment criteria of the Historic Places Act 1993 as described in section 1.4.2 so that the best representative examples of each theme could be identified.

1.4.2 
Assessment Criteria 

The New Zealand Historic Places Trust (NZHPT) has a statutory role under the Historic Places Act 1993 to assess historic significance.  This makes it the New Zealand authority in this matter and the Department of Conservation has adopted the NZHPT assessment system.  The NZHPT assessment criteria are presented in section 23 subsection (1) of the Historic Places Act 1993.  These criteria are: historical, cultural, aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, scientific, social, spiritual, technological and traditional significance or value.

In 2001 Assessing Places and Areas for Inclusion on the Historic Places Trust’s Register.  Guidelines for Iinterpreting Registration Criteria for Historic Places and Historic Areas was written by Greg Vossler on behalf of the NZHPT.  These guidelines group the criteria outlined in the Act into three groupings as follows:  historical, physical, and cultural.  They provide guidance on the use of the criteria beyond that given in the Act, are applied by Department of Conservation in the preparation of Heritage Evaluations and Conservation Plans, and have been used in this study.
1.5 
Commission Details
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2.0
Context 

2.1
Huts in New Zealand

The Oxford English Dictionary defines the word ‘Hut’ as a “small simple or crude house or shelter” (Oxford English Dictionary).  The earliest European buildings in New Zealand were of a form that we now define as being a “hut”.  Whether the associated industry was whaling, pastoralism, agriculture, or mining, the paramount goal upon arrival to the settler’s new destination would have been to construct adequate shelter.  These were usually makeshift dwellings to inhabit on a temporary basis until the opportunity, resources and improved financial position allowed for an upgrade to something larger – perhaps in the form of a respectable cottage.  The desires of these pioneers to find refuge in a shelter at the end of their daily toil are not that far removed from the wishes of a modern-day recreational tramper in the great outdoors at the end of a hard day’s walk.  The external form of the buildings is also very similar, with the same basic interior features (food preparation area, hearth, seating and sleeping areas).  The other similarity between these early buildings of pioneers and tramping huts is that they are both located away from modern conveniences, concentrations of population and, to a varied degree, away from road/transport infrastructure.

Only a small number of pioneer-era huts still remain on public conservation land in Southland, including the two Goldmining-era racemens’ huts in the Longwood Forest and one at Glenlapa, and the pastoral network of musterers’ huts in the Eyre Mountains and the Mavora Lakes area.  Other huts were originally built by Government Departments such as Internal Affairs (DIA), Lands and Survey (L&S), New Zealand Forest Service (NZFS); as well as companies, pastoral runs, and private individuals or groups. Their uses ranged from military to wildlife management purposes, and included tourism, pastoralism, and extractive industries.   

Over time these buildings have come to have a common usage: that of accommodation for those undertaking outdoor pursuits such as hunting, fishing, tramping or mountaineering.  The ‘hut’ in its many manifestations and with its wide range of histories is part of the experience that these recreational visitors seek out, and for some the heritage value of the huts adds to the experience. 

2.2
Department of Conservation, Southland Conservancy 

The Department of Conservation’s establishment in 1987 was a merger of the conservation functions of the Department of Lands and Survey (L&S), New Zealand Forest Service (NZFS), and Wildlife Service, and involved taking over the responsibility of the assets of these organisations as well as those left behind by even earlier activities.  
Southland is New Zealand’s southern-most conservancy and includes Fiordland National Park, Rakiura National Park, the Takitimu Mountains, the Eyre, Umberlla, Garvie, and Blue Mountain Ranges, the lowland forests of western Southland and the southern Catlins Coast (DOC October 2004: 2).  The Southland Conservancy is also responsible for the New Zealand subantarctic islands.  In order to better manage this vast area of protected landscape, the Conservancy is divided into three management areas:  Murihiku Area, Southern Islands Area and Te Anau Area.  

Figure 1: Southland Conservancy showing Area boundaries.  

The huts considered by this study are spread across the whole conservancy, apart from the subantarctic.  With one exception, the huts in the Takitimu Mountains are all former New Zealand Forest Service (NZFS) Wild Animal Control (WAC) huts, while the Eyre Mountains predominantly feature NZFS WAC but also pastoral huts.  Stewart Island has recreational huts built by the Department of Lands and Survey (L&S) and NZFS, and Fiordland huts were all built for recreational purposes by L&S, Fiordland National Parks Board and NZFS, with a few examples of private and commercial enterprise such as tourism and hydro-electricity. 
2.3
Recreation Management within Department of Conservation 

Visitor Huts managed by the department are classified under the following asset types and definitions. 

A ‘hut’ is defined as a fully enclosed building designed to provide overnight sleeping accommodation for users of the backcountry (DOC May 2004: 43).

‘Great Walk Huts’ are those located on the eight Great Walks (Milford, Routeburn, Rakiura, Kepler, Abel Tasman Coast, Heaphy, Tongariro Northern Circuit, Waikaremoana) and the Whanganui Journey huts (DOC May 2004: 43).  These huts feature a high level of facilities, including heating and provision of heating fuel, piped water supply and food rinsing/dish washing sinks, hand washing sinks, toilets, first aid kits, and sometimes the provision of lighting, gas cookers and fuel (DOC May 2004: 9-10).    

‘Serviced Huts’ are defined as being huts generally catering for Backcountry Comfort Seekers (less experienced Backcountry Adventurers) on Easy Tramping Tracks or Tramping Tracks.  They have a moderate to high level of use and a level of service higher than Standard Huts, in particular provision of heating and fuel when above the bushline, wardens and a higher level of cleaning  (DOC May 2004: 43).

‘Standard Huts’ are defined as huts catering for Backcountry Adventurers and do not have the level of use or the services provided at Serviced Huts.  The huts include mattresses, a toilet, and may have heating if located below the bush-line, but will not have heating fuel, wardens or other services and facilities such as gas cooking (DOC May 2004: 43).  

Basic Huts and Bivvies cater for Backcountry Adventurers or Remoteness Seekers and provide overnight accommodation, which is defined as somewhere to cook and sleep (DOC May 2004: 43). There is no gas, and (often) no articulated water supply or toilet.  A bivvy has sleeping space for two or three people and an adult is not able to stand up inside. 
Each of these asset types is associated with a set of standards, and huts are being upgraded progressively to meet the relevant standard.  The Department is required to report to Government on the level of compliance with the hut standards.  More information can be found in the document “Hut Service Standards QD code: VC/1199” olddm-723623.
The Southland Conservancy’s Recreation Opportunities Review (ROR) was the result of the department’s public consultation process ‘Towards a Better Network of Visitor Facilities’ aimed at confirming with the public the mix of visitor facilities needed to provide the recreational opportunities most desired on public conservation land (DOC October 2004: i).  The Conservancy’s decisions align with the strategic direction as covered by the Principles to Guide a Core Facility Network and the key Policy and Strategic directions referred to within these (DOC October 2004: 1).  The Recreational Opportunities Review explores the current recreational facility mix and provides direction for the future of various facilities based on public input.  The final document is considered as a contract with the public by the Department.
ROR decisions pertaining to huts include ‘maintain by community’, ‘minimal maintenance’, ‘maintain’, ‘move to another location’, ‘remove’, ‘replace’, ‘cease maintenance’, and ‘upgrade’.  These decisions are identified in the Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices). 

The ROR process was undertaken in all conservancies, and did not take heritage values into consideration as part of the decision making process.  The Southland ROR report requires heritage evaluations for historic huts prior to implementation of recommendations.  An attempt has been made to take ROR decisions and hut types into account when grading huts in this study.  For example, where there were two huts of similar heritage value and type and the ROR comment indicated removal or modification of one, the other has been identified for protection of heritage values.  The reason for this is that ongoing use is vital for the survival of heritage places as it is difficult to maintain buildings that do not have an ongoing use.  Similarly where there are two huts of similar value and the ROR has recommended a major upgrade of one due to increasing levels of use or the need for a higher standard of hut then the other hut has been identified for protection of heritage values because it is very difficult to preserve heritage value through such upgrade work.  

There are some instances where huts have been proposed for removal or major modification through the ROR and a high grading has been assigned due to previously unrecognised historical value and no better examples.  In these instances there may need to be reconsideration of the ROR decision.  

3.0
Historical Background 

3.1 
Pastoralism

Pastoral and agricultural farming were the primary draw cards for the colonisation of mainland Southland by European settlers and, over time, provided economic prosperity for the province. 

Land was offered and allotted out to willing settlers interested in farming and also purchased by speculators, some of whom had no long-term interest in the land and only short-term profits in mind (Hamel 1996: 4).  Very soon only the landholders who were prepared to undertake pastoral or agricultural activities remained.  The success or failure of these ventures on large tracts of land soon led to it being on-sold, either as smaller lots, or merged in with other leases so that some runs were greatly increased from their original size.  

To manage stock on these vast properties, musterers would travel with stock to different parts of the run at various times of the year, making use of all the grassland available.  Animals were left to graze with little else except natural barriers, such as rivers or steep hills to prevent straying.  Over time musterers’ huts were constructed at key locations to provide better shelter than simple tent camps in locations that were regularly used during annual stock musters.  These simple structures were made from corrugated iron carried in on horseback, with framing made of Beech pole or sawn timber.
Former musterers’ huts in the vicinity of North Mavora Lake include West Burn Hut, and Forks Hut.  Forks Hut was constructed in the mid 1920s and has an association with a geologist (Bill Grey) who surveyed from there in the 1970s (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/03/07).  There are also remnants of the former Clark’s Hut (now demolished) which was located at the northern bush edge on the eastern side of North Mavora Lake.  Forks Hut was built for mustering the hill country beyond, and it became part of the Burwood Station after the original Mavora Run was abandoned.  Mavora Run, or Run 389, was applied for in 1859 by the Hamilton Brothers, John and Frank Hamilton.  They had acquired Mount Nicholas Run (Run 324), but sold it a year later upon discovering the Mavora Lakes and the open valley beyond (Beattie 1979: 357-8).  After a number of years at Mavora, the Hamilton Brothers sold the land to the McKellar Brothers (Beattie 1979: 361).  The Mavora portion of Burwood Station was taken over by the Crown in 1966 and the area has now become part of Mavora Lakes Park (Historic Huts Register - Southland Conservancy, January 1993).  

Figure 2 West Burn Hut. Modified in recent years through the replacement of windows with clear corrugated sheeting.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (DSC0502)
Another early pastoral hut located in the Te Anau Area is Te Anau Downs Stockmans Hut, located along the foreshore of Lake Te Anau.  It has been identified for active management but there has been no resolution over its ownership which has been disputed by the Charteris family.  There is no provision for visitor accommodation and is noted here only to provide context.  It was once part of a larger grouping of buildings including woolshed and school, but only the hut and the 1924 homestead remain.  The hut is believed to have been constructed in the 1880s, as it is discernable in an historic photo of Te Anau Downs from 1898 (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/03/07). Such a construction date would mean it was probably built during the time the run was owned by Edward Melland, a Dunedin businessman, who purchased the run in 1883 and invested a great deal of money to develop the yards, fences, and woolshed.  Melland sold out to Walter and Ernest Keach in 1904 (Hall-Jones, 1983: 24-9; Smith, N.D.: 21-5).  

Glenlapa Hut is believed to have been used as a musterers’ hut after its earlier use as an early 20th century Raceman’s hut, located along the former Muddy Terrace Water Race (Hamel 1996: 5).  The hut is made of sod wall construction, was presumably built at the same time as the water race, in 1908, and was one of three used by racemen between 1909 and 1925 (Hamel 1996: 9).  It was built on land that was part of a pastoral run dating from the first land allocations.  Surveyors divided the Waikaia area into long narrow strips, lying east-west across steep valley systems.  The Argyle Burn and the Mataura River were used as the eastern and western ends of the runs number 328, 327 and 326, from north to south (Hamel 1996: 4).  George Shand, a sawmiller at East Taieri, was one of the first owners of Run 327 and seems to have been a speculator.  However, by 1865 Donald and Allan McDonald had stocked the run with 2,200 sheep, increasing to over 14,000 sheep and 532 cattle on its 30,000 acres by 1868 (Hamel 1996: 4).  Adjoining Run 326 was owned by James MacAndrew from 1860, but he was also probably speculating rather than farming it because it was transferred to Charles and James Tibbitts in that same year.  The Tibbitts stocked up the land with cattle before selling it on to John Switzer in 1862 (Beattie N.D.:54; Hamel 1996: 4).  Switzer’s name was given to the area’s goldfield after gold was found on his property.  Switzer sold the land in 1863, there was a succession of new owners, and the property had merged with Run 327 by 1876.  By that time it was stocked with 42,000 sheep.  The large station to the south, Waikaia Plains, effectively farmed the combined runs 326 and 327 between 1875 and 1900, under Duncan Gillanders.  In 1905 Waikaia Plains Station was purchased from mortgagees and on-sold a number of times, each time being subdivided further.  The first detailed survey map of the property in 1915 indicates that Glenlapa Station was probably established from these subdivisions (Hamel 1996: 5).    
A number of huts exist in former pastoral areas that have been handed over to DOC management over a period of years around the Eyre Mountains.  These include Upper Oreti hut, Cowshed hut, and the actively managed Dog Box Biv and Beech Hut.  
Figure 3.  Upper Oreti Hut.  Probably used as a base for dipping sheep as there are remains of a sheep dip nearby. Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG6959)

Cowshed Hut, Dog Box Biv (1915) and Beech Hut (1905) are located on the old Fairlight Station, Run 352 (Beattie, ND: 45).  The construction date of Cowshed Hut is not known, but it is estimated to be from the first two decades of the 20th Century, based upon the graffiti on the remains of the corrugated iron chimney and sheets or iron used to patch up the cladding.  In 1858 the southern boundary of Eyre Creek catchment to the Mataura River that formed part of Bucurochi Run was leased to William Cameron.  In 1860 the Bucurochi Run was sold to Cameron’s father-in-law, Captain John Howell of Riverton/Aparima (Beattie 1979:351) who appointed his son George as manager.  Captain Howell renamed it Fairlight, after his birthplace in Sussex, England, and ran the station as a cattle run with 500 bullocks and some sheep.  George Howell moved back to Riverton in the mid 1860s and left another Riverton man Fred Daniels to manage the property until it was sold in 1875, a year after Captain Howell’s death.  
The 20,000 hectare property was purchased by Joseph Rodgers, the owner of the adjoining Glenquoich Station.  After a series of owners, Fairlight Station came into the possession of Tom Boyd, just prior to World War I.  In 1922 John McPherson was appointed the manager of the station following the death of Tom Boyd.  It was probably around the ownership period of Rodgers and Boyd that the musterers huts were built, as an interview with Jack McPherson in 2005 only refers to the use of the huts for mustering and occasional deer stalking and not their construction (MacFie 2005: 1-2).  In the 1920s when the property carried 10,000 sheep, the station’s grassland suffered from being overrun with rabbits and the land became prone to erosion.  In the mid 1950s McPherson acquired the entire leasehold, passing on the business to his sons in mid 1960s, who in turn worked for their working lives there until finally selling the property to the Butsons of Mount Nicholas Station in 1993 (MacFie, 2005).
During the 1920s the autumn muster process was undertaken at any time between late March and mid April.  The team travelled up the Mataura Valley as far as Beech Hut, also known as Top Hut.  From this location, the packer (cook) took the horses downstream to the hut by Mullachy Gully, while the musterers worked their way up onto the Mataura Saddle and into Slate Basin.  From there they drove the sheep down to the Dog Box Hut where they stayed overnight.  The stock were then driven down the valley near Hut Creek, then taken up the ridge and down into the Mataura Valley to meet up with the waiting Packer.  The flock was then driven down to where the homestead is located (MacFie 2005).           
Figure 4.  Cowshed Hut.  Prior to conservation work. Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG7752)
3.2 Rabbiting

The earliest recorded introductions of rabbits in New Zealand took place in 1838 at an unknown location (Egerton 1993: 6), and according to Thomson (1922) the first rabbits had been imported from New South Wales prior to this date (Wodzicki 1947: 54).  The next documented releases occurred shortly after the settlement of Otago in 1848, between Invercargill and Riverton, and between Queenstown and the Waitaki River (Wodzicki 1947: 54).  The were largely unsuccessful, probably due to the releases being fancy breed rabbits that were poorly adapted for NZ conditions (Wodzicki 1947: 10).  The feral rabbit, or common English rabbit, was a much hardier animal and probably introduced by Doctor Menzies near Bluff in Southland in 1862.  This was followed by another release in 1863 by the Southland Acclimatisation Society at Sandy Point, near Ocean Beach (Egerton 1993: 6).  By 1864 much of Southland and Otago was inhabited by wild rabbits, which had most likely spread from these releases.  By 1866 in parts of Southland the exploded rabbit population had converted once-fertile pasture into a barren waste and by 1876 both Southland and Otago were either infested, or at least affected by the rabbit  (Egerton 1993: 6).  The realisation eventually came that the rabbit had become a great pest in the New Zealand environment (Egerton 1993: 6).  

The damage rabbit populations caused posed a serious ecological and agricultural threat to much of the country, with stock numbers essentially competing for the same grass (Egerton 1993: 7-8).  The first efforts at rabbit control in the late 1860s were private commissions, made by individual landholders who employed rabbiters to shoot, poison and trap rabbits in an attempt to eradicate the pest (Egerton 1993: 12).  Various legislative measures were developed to suppress the rabbit as a pest (Fennessy 1958: 5), beginning with the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1876, that allowed for any area to be declared a Rabbit District on petition from local landholders (Fennessy 1958: 13). Boards were established with the power to levy an amount per acre for expenses and also send rabbiters onto the properties of uncooperative landholders (Fennessy 1958: 13).  This system resulted in large areas of land going unchecked because it relied on the participation of landholders and a limited number of Boards (Fennessy 1958: 13).  Another counter measure against the rabbit nuisance was the introduction of mustelids by acclimatisation societies in the mid-1880s (Wodzicki 1947: 5) (Fennessy 1958: 9).  These introductions proved to be disastrous for native flightless birds, which were also vulnerable to mustelid predation (Kelly 2003: 8).    

An industry developed in both New Zealand and Australia to take advantage of the rabbit population (Fennessy 1958: 8).  The commercialisation and exporting of rabbit skin and meat allowed for some of the costs of control to be retrieved.  As the commercialisation of the rabbit increased, little progress was made by Boards due to the rabbit being farmed in some places, even by some landowners (Fennessy 1958: 15).  

The most successful legislation employed to address the rabbit problem was termed the “Killer Policy” and was introduced in 1947. This transferred the responsibility for rabbit control from individual landholders to locally elected Rabbit Boards for which both landholders and the government provided funding (Fennessy 1958: 5) (Howard 1958: 28).   This had been advocated in the 1920s but was not made compulsory for Rabbit Boards to operate such a policy (instead of leaving it optional), until legislation was passed in 1947 (Howard 1958: 28).  Employees of these Boards undertook all rabbit control in their districts, while legislation also ensured that the rabbit no longer had any commercial value and trading in skins and carcasses became prohibited, discouraging the ‘farming’ of rabbits (Fennessy 1958: 5).  The success of the “Killer Policy” was due more to the effectiveness of the system of organisation and de-commercialisation than to any particular method of control (Fennessy 1958: 5).  

Rabbit control methods in New Zealand under the “Killer Policy” mainly concentrated on the use of poisons mixed with pollard, carrots, oats or jam.  In later years aircraft were used to drop poison baits (Fennessy 1958: 27).  The follow-up methods of rabbit control in many districts involved patrol work with dogs and fumigation techniques.  Spotlight night shooting was the alternative employed in districts with low rabbit populations.  (Fennessy 1958: 27).  
Four different poisons were used, and applied to a range of baits.  Stychnine was the most widely used poison prior to the decline of the rabbit skin trade and was replaced with powdered white arsenic widely used on South Island, and phosphorous, the most popular poison used on North Island (Fennessy 1958: 28).  The stability of both strychnine and arsenic posed a risk to livestock for long periods after poisoning, whereas phosphorous dissipated more rapidly in the field (Fennessy 1958: 28).  New Zealand research in the late 1950s found Sodium Fluoroacetate, or 1080 poison, to have a greater success rate than arsenic, but secondary poisoning was still considered a risk (Howard 1958: 35) resulting in the procedure to leave paddocks unstocked for three weeks after poisoning (Fennessy 1958: 31).  

Aerial noxious animal poisoning was an outcome of New Zealand’s well-developed agricultural aviation industry (Fennessy 1958: 5) and began on a Canterbury run in June 1949, less than a year after initial topdressing trials (Fennessy 1958: 33).  The use of commercially-manufactured phosphorised pollard pellets resulted in successful operations by the Department of Lands and Survey (L&S) on other South Island sites and soon extended to possum control in dense scrub, the first major operation of this kind being trialled in the Wairarapa in the late 1950s (Fennessy 1958: 28).  Rabbit Boards used 1080 for aerial poisoning on a large scale, usually mixing it with cut carrots in drums or concrete mixers prior to loading into airplane hoppers (Fennessy 1958: 31).  

Careys Hut is an example of a rabbiters accommodation closely associated with aerial rabbit poison drop work.  It was built by Bill Hazlett on the northern side of North Mavora Lake, for rabbit control in the upper Mararoa.  The shower that is located on the exterior wall of the hut enabled staff to wash themselves after working with 1080 poison at the airstrips nearby – one north of North Mavora Lake and another between the North and South Mavora Lakes (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/3/07).  This is the only building on Public Conservation Land in Southland with a direct association with rabbit control.
Figure 5:  Carey’s Hut.  Note the shower lean-to on the right side of the entranceway.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (DSC00480)
3.3 Tourism and Recreation

Huts built for tourism and recreation have varied origins.  This reflects the multiple government agencies that have been involved in the management of Reserves, National Parks, Forest Parks, and other conservation areas over the past c.110 years.  

Walking in the outdoors, now known as tramping, originated in Europe in the late 1800s with the emergence of a new wealthy leisured class.  The development of rail networks, provided more easy access to the previously inaccessible mountains.  Walking clubs were set up in Europe and the trend was soon followed in the north of America, with the establishment of groups such as the renowned Sierra Club in 1892.  The growing interest in walking was in part a result of the belief that spending time in the outdoors and appreciating fine views was beneficial for health and well-being.  Walkers soon become a part of the tourist market, travelling to different countries to walk.  In New Zealand at this time road and rail infrastructure was still in its early years of development so walking was the only way of accessing some of the most spectacular scenery and was one of the earliest forms of tourism.  Walking in the outdoors was also taken up by members of the emerging conservationist movement all around the world, and in New Zealand.  This movement led to the establishment of National Parks such as Yellowstone and Yosemite in the USA to preserve these areas for their inherent values but also for public appreciation and walking opportunities.  The trend was followed in New Zealand with the establishment of Reserves such as Little Barrier Island, Resolution Island, Ulva Island and National Parks such as Ruapehu, Ngaurahoe, and Tongariro (Egerton 1997: 75-7).  Fiordland was set aside for a National Park in 1905, but was not formally constituted as such until 1952 following the passing the National Parks Act.  Similarly parts of Stewart Island were reserved for the preservation of flora and fauna, and for the protection of scenic values from 1892 onwards (Howard 1974: 318).  
Fiordland 

Initially European settlement of Fiordland was undertaken by pastoralists but it was not long before the scenic beauty of the lakes was recognised, and tourist visitors began to arrive.  The era of tourism began with tourist facilities being built at the lakes by private entrepreneurs with assistance of government from the 1880s (Hall-Jones, G. 1973: 19).  At the same time trans-Tasman and coastal steamers began calling at Milford and the other fiords, and these soon became a tourist attraction.  Milford Sound was a principle attraction from the very beginnings of coastal tourism in Fiordland in the 1870s.  The Milford Track (established from the late 1880s) was the only overland access route in early years, quickly earning for itself the title ‘The finest Walk in the World’ and drawing walkers from around the globe (Hall-Jones, G. 1973: 19).  Tourism grew steadily for many decades and increased dramatically with the construction of the Milford Road and the arrival of fixed-wing air travel, “into an industry of proportions quite unimaginable to earlier generations” (Hall-Jones, G. 1973:19).  

Figure 6.  Early Milford Track walkers.  The Gifford Party in the mid-Clinton outside a typical trampers hut of the time early 1900s.  Alexander Turnbull Library (reference 1/2-060523-G).  (41920021R[1])
Walking or tramping has long been a large part of the recreation in Fiordland.  Routes were surveyed from the lakes to Dusky Sound (1879), George Sound (1889), Doubtful Sound (1897), and through the Routeburn (1865).  Attempts were made to open them up as either roads or walking tracks for tourist use.  The construction of the Dusky Track was begun in 1903, but was abandoned after a year and not completed until the 1960s.  It took until after 1914 for the Routeburn to become established as a tourist walk.  The George Sound Track was completed in around 1900 but never reached the level of popularity hoped for and was abandoned in 1906 – it was later re-opened by L&S for Fiordland National Park Board.  Lake Thompson Hut on the George Sound Track was constructed by L&S in 1953 using materials from abandoned buildings of the Mount Elwood mica mine to replace an earlier hut on the site.  The Doubtful Sound track was completed in 1904, but was abandoned in 1921, and become popular again under private management in the both the 1930s (Murrells) and the 1950s (Hutchins).  With the development of the Manapouri Power Station it was superseded by a road in 1969.  While all these tracks received funding from the Government, the focus of spending was always on the Milford Track.  Huts were built along the Milford Track by the Department of Tourism and Health Resorts.  These were later taken over and operated (and many re-built) by the Tourist Hotel Corporation from 1957 (Egerton 1997: 79-87).  These facilities have subsequently been taken over by Milford Track Guided Walks and are therefore outside the scope of this study.

The Fiordland National Park was managed by the Commissioner of Crown Lands (Invercargill) until 1958, when the Fiordland National Parks Board (FNPB) was formed and took over this role under the National Parks Act 1952 (Hall-Jones, G. 1973: 64).  One of the goals of the board was to open up the national park to recreational walking, and so a new era in the development of recreational facilities began.  Over 12 huts to the same design were constructed on behalf of FNPB by L&S around Lakes Manapouri and Te Anau, and along the tracks identified above, to promote backcountry tramping.  Huts such as Hope Arm Hut were built within a very short period of the establishment of the FNPB.  
Figure 7: Lake Roe Hut.  One of the 1960s standard design Lands and Survey twelve bunk trampers huts.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG6468)
Figure 8:  Construction of a Lands and Survey twelve bunk trampers hut.  Department of Conservation, Southland Conservancy slide collection.  (Construction 3.)
Some huts like Upper Spey and Kintail Huts (on the Dusky Track) were built through donations or bequests to the FNPB (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/3/07).  The construction of some huts was very much a team effort, with all L&S employees assisting with the building of Lake McKenzie Hut for example (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/3/07).   
The Milford Track was under the management of the THC through the early years of FNPB, and the only way to walk the Milford Track was with THC guides, staying in THC huts.  The Otago Tramping Club and three other groups had applied to the Government Tourist Department in 1947 to walk the Milford Track un-assisted and not using the huts that were at that time managed by the Tourist Department, but their applications were declined.  Discontent with this monopoly grew and in 1964 a letter of complaint was written to the Ombudsman.  The Ombudsman did not intervene, and later in 1964 the FNPB agreed to vest full control of the track to the THC for an initial period of five years, subject to approval by the National Parks Authority.  The move resulted in an outcry from the tramping and climbing fraternity, and the Otago Tramping Club led the way with a submission to the National Parks Authority opposing the FNPB decision.  They were supported by groups such as Federated Mountain Clubs of New Zealand, the New Zealand Alpine Club, NZ Forest and Bird Society, and tramping clubs from all around NZ.  Protests against locking up the Milford Track culminated in Easter 1965 with a protest freedom walk undertaken by the Otago Tramping Club, as a public challenge to the proposed restrictions of access within a National Park.  The protest hit the national headlines, and secured free access to the Milford Track, upholding the intent of the National Parks Act which provided for uninhibited public access throughout the National Park (Reid, N.D.: Part 3).  As a result three huts were built over the summer of 1966/7 by the FNPB to provide accommodation for freedom walkers on the Milford Track: Clinton Forks (removed due to severe erosion 1997), Mintaro (demolished and rebuilt in 1987) and at Dumpling (removed in 1998).  Sadly no hut remains to represent this landmark event in recreation history in New Zealand (Egerton & Bradley 1998: 1-3). 
Stewart Island

European attempts to settle parts of Stewart Island and pursue industries such as pastoralism and sawmilling persisted well into the 1900s, but from an early date Government began to realise that agricultural expansion was proving to be more problematic than on the two larger islands of New Zealand, and took steps to recognise the scenic and recreation values of the Island (Howard 1974: 188).  Ulva Island was the first area to be set aside under the Land Act of 1892 under a warrant dated October 23, 1899 (Howard 1974: 318).  Even before this time the Island had become an important tourist attraction, its popularity continued to grow, and following the creation of the Department of Tourist and Health Resorts in 1901 (the first such government department in the world) Ulva Island was acknowledged as one of New Zealand's key attractions, along with Milford Sound and the thermal sites of the North Island (Rotorua etc).  The growth of tourism traffic to Stewart Island helped justify the gazettal of scenic reserves on Stewart Island in October 1903 following the passing of the Scenery Preservation Act, 1903.  These were Glory Cove, South West Bay (Big Glory), Pryse Peak and Rakeahua River, Saddle Point, Port William, East Cape, Port Adventure and Port Pegasus (Howard 1974: 319). In June 1907 a further 43,000 acres were reserved for the Preservation of Scenery: Mount Rakeahua and surrounding country, almost the whole southern shore of Paterson Inlet and Islands therein, the islands and shores of Port Adventure, the islands of Lord's River and the islands and shores of Port Pegasus (Howard 1974: 320).  In addition a further 208,000 acres were put aside for Preservation of Flora and Fauna: the extensive forest and mountain area in the north of the Island and the central and south-western area at the same time (Howard, 1974: 319).  
While the scenic value of the Island was recognised from these early years, walking tracks were not established in the same way as they were in Fiordland, and tourist activity was focussed around Halfmoon Bay and Patterson Inlet.  Boating around Patterson Inlet was a key tourist activity (Howard 1974: 318).  Private Entrepreneurs established accommodation houses for tourist visitors but walking across the island was not a recreation that was pursued until the mid-20th century.  From the 1960s the NZFS began the construction of huts for walkers as part of a wider national move by the organisation in this direction.  Huts were built to provide accommodation on tracks that went around the northwest and the southern part of the island, the two tracks connected by other huts in Paterson Inlet.  These huts ranged from 6-bunk huts such as at Rakeahua to larger 12-bunk huts along the Northwest Circuit like Yankee River and Bungaree Huts.  Fred’s Camp Hut is the only L&S hut on Stewart Island built for recreational users.
Figure 9. Rakeahua Hut. A slightly modified standard NZ Forest Service six bunk recreation hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG5980)

Figure 10. Yankee River Hut.  A standard NZ Forest Service twelve bunk recreation hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG0541)
Figure 11 Port William Hut exterior.  A standard NZ Forest Service twenty bunk hut, with later additions to each end.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG 597)

Figure 12  Port William Hut interior.  The slightly modified living area. Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG 557)

Figure 13  Bungaree Hut.  A NZ Forest Service sixteen bunk hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG6115)
Figure 14  Christmas Village Hut.  A NZ Forest Service six bunk hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG 6058)
Figure 15  Christmas Village Hut interior.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG 6072)

Figure 16  Christmas Village Hut interior.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG 6075)

A New Era

The Department of Conservation (DOC) was established on 1 April 1987 and inherited the conservation and some land management functions of L&S, NZFS, NZ Wildlife Service, as well as responsibility for management of the foreshore, seabed, lakes and rivers from the Ministry of Transport, and management of marine mammals from the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries.  The Department was also given the role of advocacy for conservation and an expanded effort to protect coastal and marine environments (DOC: June 2001: 4).  The organisation is responsible for the management and maintenance of huts, tracks and toilets and other assets on Public Conservation Land (DOC: June 2001: 5).
The move towards a single conservation agency was initiated in November 1984, and gained force after a national conference in 1985.  The public service was burdened with mixed objectives in the mid 1980s, and there was no consistent approach to biodiversity conservation.  This was confirmed by the actions and responsibilities of the following government departments at the time:  The NZFS was simultaneously responsible for protecting and logging native forests, while L&S was caught between protecting land and burning it for development, as well as managing national parks and reserves (DOC website).  The merger of these organisations was determined by Act of Parliament.  The Conservation Act 1987 was passed to establish DOC and to outline its national role: to protect natural and historic heritage, and provide recreational opportunities on land entrusted to its care. Nature was to be protected for its own sake and the benefits to New Zealanders protected for future generations to enjoy (DOC: June 2001, 5 and website).  Under the Department of Conservation there has been a more strategic approach to the management of recreation facilities, and the provision of a range of recreational opportunities.  This has resulted in the construction of new huts, bridges and tracks (such as the Kepler), maintenance and modification of facilities inherited from the parent organisations, and a withdrawal from the management of others, in some cases resulting in the removal of huts.

The Department of Lands and Survey, which had been in existence for some 100 years, handed over its conservation obligations to DOC and became the Department of Survey and Land Information (DOSLI) carrying on non-conservation functions only.  In 1996 it was restructured again, and became Land Information New Zealand (LINZ) and Terralink NZ Ltd (LINZ website).  The Department of Lands and Survey (L&S) was responsible for a building a number of recreation huts prior to its restructuring in 1987, as outlined above.  It was also responsible for the management of Crown Pastoral Leases until 1987.  From 1994 Land Information New Zealand resumed the role of the former Department of Lands and Survey of managing Crown Pastoral Leases.  A number of Crown Leases were withdrawn from pastoral use prior to 1987 and became ‘Conservation Estate’ (now referred to as Public Conservation Land – PCL).  Since Department of Conservation was created in 1987 further leases have gone through tenure review with more areas becoming PCL.  Huts and other buildings constructed for pastoral purposes (primarily mustering) by leasees have found a new use as recreation huts in more recent decades but their history is considered under the history of pastoralism by this document because their use by recreationalists is only a recent part of their history.
3.4
Mining 

Although the discovery of gold at Gabriels Gully in 1861 triggered the great gold rush of Central Otago, gold had actually been reported in the Mataura River in Southland as early as 1856 (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 5).  Gold was first discovered to the west in the Waiau by Patrick Caples in 1863, who was also the first European to walk the whole breadth of Otago from East to West, to explore these mountains for the purpose of prospecting (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 5; Hall Jones, J. 1987: 33).  Gold was worked in the 19th century at Martins Bay and Big Bay, 200 people rushed to the Martins Bay and Big Bay area in 1886, but only six remained a year later due to lacklustre returns of mainly alluvial gold (Hall-Jones, G. 1973: 16).  

In 1865 prospector James Kirkton discovered gold in the black sand of Orepuki Beach which led to the opening of a new goldfield on the south coast, and an even more successful one at Round Hill, further inland from the coast (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 5, 35).  The area of Orepuki and Round Hill in the Longwood Forest became a major centre for Southland’s gold mining industry from the mid 1860s to the 1950s (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 44).  Initial ground working by European miners was not very successful, which led to the field being abandoned and handed over to the Chinese miners, who came to the area in large numbers and formed the largest Chinese settlement in New Zealand at Roundhill, also known as Canton (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 5).  Considerable lengths of water races were built by the Chinese.  In the hands of Chinese miners the true value of the field was soon revealed and the interest of European mining companies was re-ignited with the formation of the Round Hill Mining Company in 1891 (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 43).  Chinese miners were slowly levered out of the field as the company acquired the lion’s share of the water rights.  The Company took over existing races, enlarged and extended them, and constructed new races to increase the water supply to Round hill (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 43; Miller 1975: 66).  This allowed for the sluicing technologies to prosper and supersede the more traditional smaller-scale methods. Sluicing was carried out continuously at Round Hill for longer than anywhere else in New Zealand (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 5; Miller 1975: 66).  

In spite of these numerous and extensive mining enterprises there are only three Goldmining-era huts on Public Conservation Land in Southland.  These are all raceman’s huts, that once each housed a water race maintenance worker.  Martin’s Hut and Turnbull’s (Big Dam) Hut in the Longwood Forest are both actively managed, Glenlapa Hut in the Garvie Mountains is a former raceman’s (and later musterers’) hut that has recently been added to Murihiku Area’s asset management responsibilities as part of the Tender Review process.  The hut is located on a site called Muddy Terrace and was a logical location for gold extraction activity with the gold fields of Nokomai located northwest and Waikaia to the east.  The associated Muddy Terrace Race sourced its water from the Dome Burn, a tributary of the Waikaia River (Hamel 1996: 4).  Both of the Longwood Ranges huts are located along the water race known as Martin’s Race which supplies water to the Round Hill dams, once drawn on by the Round Hill Mining Company, with Turnbull’s Hut being alongside the dam known both as “Big Dam” and “Turnbull’s Dam”.  This dam provided additional water storage, and Martin’s race both fed into it, and continued on past it as a race.  The entire complex including huts, races and dam are identified for active management.

Figure 17.  Glenlapa race mans’ hut.  Brian Murphy.  (Glenlapa 010)
Another goldfield was located in Preservation Inlet, where lighthouse keeper at Puysegur Point, Philip Payn, discovered gold on Coal Island in 1887 (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 5).  Within one year this discovery had resulted in 500 miners working in the area’s remote landscape in truly inhospitable weather and ground conditions (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 5).  Preservation Inlet was the location for a number of rushes in the 1890s and many creeks were worked with some success by individual miners (Hall-Jones, G. 1973: 16).  Mining townships were established in the early 1890s at Cromarty and later Te Oneroa, in conjunction with the company mines which established hard rock mining operations and crushing plants at Wilson River (Golden Site), Sealers Creek (Alpha Mine), Te Oneroa (Morning Star), Cuttle Cove (Crown Mine) and Tarawera.  These settlements fell into decline following the closure of all the mines by 1913, as one by one they failed to attain the profitability hoped for.  Only a few hardy individual prospectors continued with attempts to strike it rich in the Preservation Inlet goldfield into the 1930s (Hall-Jones, J. 1983: 24).  No buildings remain from the mines or the settlements in Preservation Inlet.    
During the depression years of 1930s the government offered subsidies to individual miners prospecting for gold.  David and Roy MacDonald and Guy Murrell won subsidies and took up prospecting at Madagascar Beach, north of Milford Sound in Fiordland.  The constructed a stone building at Anita Bay to use a base for their stores.  The remains of the Anita Bay stone house are one of the Conservancy’s actively managed historic places, representing the depression era mining under government subsidy.
Prospecting and the mining of other minerals like marble, mica, bowenite and asbestos was also undertaken in the late 19th century in Fiordland.  In 1882 William Docherty shipped out 24 hundredweight of asbestos to Bluff from his mining operation at Dusky Sound (Hall-Jones, G. 1973: 16).  Mining exploration surveys of the remote wilderness of Fiordland continued to be carried out until the mid 20th century.  Little remains of these endeavours.  

Figure 18.  Big Bay Hut.  Department of Conservation, VAMS record.  (Big Bay Hut)
Big Bay Hut was constructed from a mining exploration hut dating from the late 1970s that was shifted from the head of the Pyke Valley by the NZFS.  This building was one of five huts used for an asbestos mining exploration project by the Canadian CASSAIR Mining Company.  There was considerable controversy and debate about the mining proposal, and understandable opposition from the conservation movement, which recognised the outstanding conservation values of the red hills (Molloy 1977:7). By the time the survey was finished, the company was faced with the realisation that asbestos was on the way out because it had been found to be carcinogenic, and so this along with the mounting opposition from the conservation movement led to the project being abandoned.  The mining exploration concession required the company to remove all of its equipment and it could only leave one of five huts on the site (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 5/03/07).  Materials from of three of the Pyke Valley huts were transported to Big Bay, where the NZFS used them to build the current Big Bay Hut (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 5/03/07).The NZFS burnt most of what was left in the Pyke to clear the site and left only one hut and the drill core shed (John von Tunzelman pers. comm 5/03/07).  In March 2007 Otago Conservancy implemented the decision to remove the last remaining hut and drill core shed from the prospecting site.  The decision was made with an awareness of the unusual heritage values of the hut, but because of recreation zoning of the area as “wilderness”, among other factors (including public safety), it was no longer acceptable for the buildings to remain. As a consequence the Big Bay hut is all that remains to represent this unusual chapter in the history of Aspiring National Park (Molloy 1977: 1-14).

Figure 19.  Pyke Valley huts being airlifted to Big Bay. John von Tunzelman.  (JvonT_13_Cassair Mining camp removing hut material)

Lake Thomson Hut is another example of the reuse of materials from Fiordland mining activity.  It is the third hut on its site and was constructed in 1953 by L&S for recreational use using some building materials from the dismantled huts left by the 19th century Mount Elwood mica mining enterprise (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/03/07).

A short-lived tin mining industry was attempted on the Tin Range on Stewart Island beginning in the 1890s, and with a brief revival during the first decade of the 1900s (Hall-Jones, J. 1994: 152-174).  Stewart Island also experienced a brief gold rush, and silver was also mined, but no buildings remain from any of these activities.  Coal mining continues to be an extraction industry in Southland, and there was coal mining in Preservation Inlet during the goldmining and sawmilling era.   However, there are no intact DOC-managed huts that are associated with this mining either.    

3.5
Wild Animal Control and Recreational Hunting

Origins and Background

The origins of hunting and wild animal control in New Zealand stem from the government’s decision to encourage the introduction of exotic fauna to NZ from the mid 19th century to the early 20th century for the purposes of food supply, sport and sentiment (Wodzicki 1947: 10).  Only much later, upon realising the impacts of these introduced species on the land, did the government instigate measures to reduce the numbers of certain introduced animals (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 1: 1).  

The initial reasons for introducing exotic flora and fauna to New Zealand were for food supply and an attempt to make the country seem more familiar to European colonists (Wodzicki 1947: 3).  These wild and domesticated animals had been part of the staple diet and lifestyle in the settlers’ homelands (McDowall 1994: 6) and also included species that served no apparent need except fulfilling homeland nostalgia (Wodzicki 1947: 6). Early releases included birds and insects with the odd mammal (Kelly 2003: 7).  Many colonists felt the freedom from aristocratic oppression in their former homelands, in the form of being allowed the opportunity to hunt in New Zealand and so sought to stock the forests with game (McDowall 1994: 7; Kelly 2003: 7).  Ironically, the first attempts to introduce Red Deer to New Zealand came in the form of gifts from various members of the British aristocracy in the early 1850s  (Yerex 2001: 12-13).  However, the first successful liberation of deer occurred in the Nelson hills in 1861(Roberts 1968: 8; Yerex 2001:13).  These game animals were also introduced as an attraction for tourists.  

Acclimatisation Societies

Acclimatisation Societies were set up regionally in the early 1860s and liberated more deer and other exotic species throughout the country for recreational sport (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 1: 1,4,7).  Official government protection of introduced exotic game animals came in the form of a number of Animals Protection Acts passed from 1867 onwards (McDowall 1994: 54-55; Kelly 2003: 7-8).  The main aim of this first Act, and its precursors dealing with acclimatisation during the early to mid 1860s, was to encourage the liberation of foreign species and protect their establishment (Wodzicki 1947: 4).

Although the first recorded public concern about the impact of deer on native forests was voiced in 1892, little attention was paid and liberations continued until 1920 (Kelly 2003: 8).  The first culling of deer by animal control hunters in concentrated areas began in the early 1900s, as acclimatisation societies and the government began to accept the need for them to take action (Kelly 2003: 8; Yerex 2001: 31).  However, this involved the selective removal of inferior examples of trophy stock and was not meant to be complete extermination nor the wholesale management of numbers, rather it was aimed at managing the quality of animals as good breeding stock (McDowall 1994: 348).    Bounties were paid out for deer tails by acclimatisation societies and subsidised by the Department of Internal Affairs (DIA).  

From the 1920s the DIA came under increasing pressure in the media to act against “The Deer Menace”, and there were claims that deer had contributed considerably to the gradual overgrazing of forests (Galbreath 1993: 16; Kelly 2003: 9; McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 2: 13, 15).  A conference of representatives of Government Departments and acclimatisation societies was held in Wellington in April 1923 to consider the question of deer control and, following a recommendation by DIA, resulted in a subsidy of 1shilling per head for deer culled from the forests of each Acclimatisation District (McDowall 1994: 351).  Culling operations paid for by acclimatisation societies were consequently undertaken (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 2: 16-17).  Although this subsidy incentive to Acclimatisation Societies proved to be inadequate, this signified the beginning of systematic hunting and of many decades of government commitment to and investment in deer control (McDowall 1994: 351).  

The divided management of the country’s flora and fauna, in the form of three government departments (DIA, Lands and Survey and New Zealand Forest Service) and acclimatisation societies became the targets of media-fuelled criticism as a result of the deer menace campaign.  This came to a head at the Deer Menace Conference 1930 and ultimately led to a single new deer control organisation within the DIA, together with the removal of all remaining protection of deer, chamois and thar from legislation (Galbreath 1993: 20).  

Department of Internal Affairs

This newly formed DIA wildlife branch was established in 1931 under the control of former WWI army Captain G.F. ‘Skipper’ Yerex and solely responsible for the control of deer operations nationally (Galbreath: 1993: 22) (McKelvey 21 cited in Kelly 2003: 9).  Yerex initially ostensibly pursued the goal of eradication of deer altogether and he ran the deer control operation like a military campaign, based on camaraderie and the troop morale that the hunters were “doing something honourable for the land” (Yerex 2001: 37).  Yerex’s military procedure extended to demanding high standards of his workers and disciplining them if they did not uphold his expectations (Galbreath 1993: 26). The early control programme focus was on the areas of highest deer concentrations for the lowest cost (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07) and Yerex’s DIA eradication methodology was for the hunters to “attack the main deer ‘strongholds’, deploying forces to clean up each valley in turn” (Galbreath 1993: 22).  From the outset, DIA huts were built in areas specified by strategic plans, including networks of huts in South Westland and Makarora and other networks on North Island during the 1940s (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  The DIA hunters were also initially utilising caves and tent camps for overnight shelters (Kelly 2003: 11) as well as mustering huts, private hunting huts, and other buildings that had some former use (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  The location and design of the huts that were built over time by hunters themselves were partly at their own discretion based on their needs within their hunting areas, but based within a broader strategic approach to hunting in the area determined at a higher level within DIA.  What materials they had available or could take advantage of on site also dictated the nature of these constructions.  Decisions about where to locate proposed huts would obviously have factored in the locations of natural shelters and existing huts.  

Figure 20.  Deer cullers.  Joff Thompson on the right.  Location not recorded.  Alexander Turnbull Library (reference: PaColl-6348-11) (20680_ac_1_1[1].jpg)
The post WWII innovation of the airdrop in the Deer Control section altered the way hunters were able to hunt, allowing them to stay away for longer and in more remote locations due to supplies being dropped at designated locations by fixed-wing aircraft (Galbreath 1993: 43; Kelly 2003: 13).  Huts assembled from materials transported using the same airdrop methods began to replace tent camps (Galbreath 1993: 43).  Trials began in 1945 with Aerodrome Services of the Public Works Department providing the air transport, and in January 1946 the team successfully dropped building materials at a high-altitude for the first time, for a hut in the Tararua Range, Anderson’s Hut (Galbreath 1993: 43).  Tragically, in January 1947, the Aerodrome Services crew were killed when their Percival Proctor crashed in the Grebe Valley, near Lake Monowai in Fiordland (It is of note that some of the aluminium fuselage of this crashed plane was used to construct the chimney of the Grebe Valley Clarke Hut).  Unfortunately, this first hut-building programme using airdropped materials consequently languished at a national level until the mid 1950s when a national programme of hut construction was properly established.  The system of flying in supplies (as opposed to building materials for huts) was continued but for the first five years airdrops were only made in the South Island (Galbreath 1993: 44).  Airdrops on the West Coast became common from 1949, and prefabricated West Coast design huts were also air dropped in these early years (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).
Clarke Hut and Rodger Inlet Hut were both built during the DIA era of wild animal control, and are both actively managed, Clarke Hut located in the Grebe Valley and constructed in 1941 represents huts that were built by hunters to their own design where they wanted to locate them within their hunting block, using the supplies available, including the use of split Beech cladding.  This hut is typical of hundreds built in New Zealand's backcountry with very few surviving because of an early policy to remove them implemented by both L&S and NSFS (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  While this style of hut is not rare (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07), Clarke Hut is the only example remaining of several that were built in the Lake Manapouri area.  It is interesting that the use of this relatively primitive construction method was still being continued as late as the late 1940s and early 1950s by the DIA, as it “remained the most practical solution to the problem of building in remote areas” (Kelly: 1996).  Slab construction was a viable alternative “with air transportation of materials for DIA culling operations still in its infancy, and no co-ordinated national approach in logistics, hut design or materials” (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07). 

Figure 21.  Clarke Hut.  Brian Murphy.  (Clarke Hut, Monowai 14 Dec 07 016.jpg)
Figure 22  Clarke Hut interior.  Brian Murphy.  (Clarke Hut, Monowai 14 Dec 07 018.jpg)

Figure 23.  Rodger Inlet Hut.  Department of Conservation, VAMS record. (Rodger Inlet)
New Zealand Forest Service

The DIA Wildlife branch maintained responsibility for noxious animal control for 25 years, before relinquishing this role to the NZFS in 1956 (Kelly 2003: 15) (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 2: 46).  One of the catalysts for this change was the research of American ecologist Thane Riney, commissioned by DIA in 1951 to investigate the effectiveness of the deer control campaign.  He concluded that the majority of deer were able to elude hunters in the bush and those shot on the hilltops were simply the easiest to hunt and only part (as little as ten percent) of the problem (Kelly 2003: 14-15).  Concern about the effectiveness of deer culling operations led to discussions about its future involving DIA, L&S, NZFS and the Public Service Commission.  

Michael Kelly states that the outcome was “the single biggest change in management in the history of wild animal control” (Kelly 2003: 15): a change from a single hierarchical chain of command within the DIA to NZFS management at a regional level.  However, Jackie Breen suggests it is too simplistic to state that real deer control occurred after 1956 with the birth of NZFS control.  Most of the new NZFS Noxious Animal Divisions (NADs) were made up of DIA staff who transferred straight from the DIA, bringing with them their years of experience and strategies.  In addition DIA had become increasing regionally-focussed over time, especially after WWII.  (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  A major reason for the shift to NZFS was the general acceptance that deer control had to be more technically based and more directly linked with the management of protection forests.” (McKelvey 1995).  The noxious animal control section was taken over as a working unit (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 2: 47) and the Wildlife Branch of the DIA, later to change its name to Wildlife Service, was now able to fully dedicate itself to native wildlife conservation and fish and game management.  The NAD set up within NZFS (Bennett 1979: 17) soon showed that it had a better pool of resources at its disposal than the DIA.  Based on its research into the best way to handle the problem, it proceeded to carry out an infrastructure-building program, which included huts, tracks, and bridges.  The aim was to create an efficient animal control programme based around this improved infrastructure and resources, thereby assisting hunters to maximise their hunting abilities in the bush, in terms of time spent in the field as well as ground covered (Kelly 2003: 16).   Through the 1950s, under DIA and then later NZFS there was a recognition, largely as a result of the research work of Riney, that the areas of high deer numbers were not necessarily the areas where deer were having the greatest impacts in the form of deforestation and soil erosion.  There was consequently a shift in the approach to hunting strategies, but it was difficult to shake the view that overall numbers of deer killed was the best measure of success (Galbreath 1993: 64-80).  The change in hunting strategy is noticeable on the West Coast where hut building and hunting were initially focussed on South Westland in the early years, then in central Westland as the 1950s progressed areas of greatest deer impact were targeted (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  

The main Wild Animal Control programs in Southland under NZFS were in the Eyre, Takitimu and Murchison mountains, and on Secretary Island (the Murchison Mountains and Secretary Island  are not covered by this assessment project as the huts there are not managed as visitor assets).  The main era of WAC hut building in the Eyre and Takitimu mountains occurred during the mid to late 1960s, with the earliest WAC huts being constructed from 1962.  This is quite different to the West Coast, where most of the WAC hut construction had all but ceased by the mid 1960s, with most huts being built for recreation after this period (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  Further research is required to better understand the reasons for this late era programme in Southland.
In the Eyre and Takitimu forests, the NZFS decided that huts should be located so that when hunters were within their blocks they would not have to walk any further than four-and-a-half hours to a hut (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 5/03/07).  This was possibly a general nationwide policy, as the West Coast huts in the late 1950s and early 1960s also appear to follow this concept (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  While this was the main determining factor for hut locations other points were taken into account including availability of water, firewood, and maximizing the size of hunting areas.  Sometimes sites were chosen based on advice from the hunters who had used the area.  These factors in combination dictated the hut locations within the network in most instances.  However, sometimes the selection of a huts site did not go smoothly, as with Ashton Hut, in the Eyre Mountains, which was poorly located as the site was chosen from the air and never ground checked prior to the air drop of the pre-fabricated hut building materials (refer to Hut Inventory Sheets in appendices).  In the Eyre Mountains, six hunters were used year round and paired off to cover three areas, however, after a few years the work became seasonal summer work with less staff focussing on only two areas.  The type of vegetation in each forest park determined hunting techniques and areas focussed upon.  Numbers quickly reduced in the Eyres due to the lack of under-storey of palatable vegetation under predominately Red Beech, driving the deer into open tussock land to find food and making them easier to hunt.  However, this was not the case in the Takitimu forest where a dense under-storey of palatable flora under the Mountain and Silver Beech kept the deer hidden in the bush, except at close range, making them much more difficult to hunt (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 27-28/03/07).  

Figure 24 & 25.  Fixed wing air drop.  Pre-fabricated materials for a hut being parachuted from a dominee.  John von Tunzelman.  ( JvonT_Dominie parachute airdrop timber supply Hunter Valley.tif and JvonT_Parachute timber supply drop Hunter Valley.tif)
The comprehensive campaign of hut building comprised a basic set of three standardised hut models (Farmer and Graydon 1994: 106) and parachutes were utilised for bringing pre-cut timber and iron in by fixed-wing aircraft.  Later helicopters were used for aerial transport without the need for airdrops (Bennett 1979: 17).  The NZFS huts were constructed by the organisation’s in-house carpenters, who also had a hand in design variations onsite (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 5/03/07).  Occasionally cullers worked on the construction of huts in the hunting off-season which was during winter (Bennett 1979: 17; Farmer & Graydon 1994:106).  The national standard NZFS S86 huts were colloquially known as the ‘Dog Box Bivvy’ and featured a very low stud height.   In Southland these were either adapted later or during construction to have two bunks, a taller stud height and door.  This makes all the Southland S86 huts unusual in a national context.  The six bunk SF70 huts were also constructed with some variations from the national design such as different numbers, locations, and styles of windows, and differences in the construction of fireplaces, entrances, and verandahs (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 27-28/03/07).  Four bunk SF81 huts also had variations in construction from the national standard with features such as porch extensions, window placement and fireplace and hearth design.  Most of the NZFS huts in the Southland Conservancy were built from materials that were pre-cut at the NZFS Conical Hills sawmill, near Tapanui (John von Tunzelman pers. comm 27/03/07) or prefabricated in the Te Anau workshop and designed in portable lengths to allow for easy transportation.  Flat iron was rolled into cylinders for fixed-wing air drops, but would regularly be crumple-damaged through transportation, resulting in telltale creases in the cladding that are still apparent.  

Figure 26.  Helicopter loaded with pre-fabricated hut materials.  Takitimu mountains in background.  John Von Tunzelman.  (JvonT_orange HC1959_16_hunter Valley flying hut materials.tif)
When overland transport methods had been the only access means available for workers, only the most essential portable tools were carried in to the hut sites by the builders, requiring a great deal of multipurpose use of the same tools and foresight of which to bring (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 5/03/07).  With the advent of fixed-wing aircraft airdrops, the builders would still walk in to the hut site with their tools, food, and tents if there was not a camp already established there.  After completion they would walk out with their tools and tent, and also carry out the parachutes (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 27-28/03/07).  Some Southland NZFS huts feature cupboards made from solid timber boxes, these were an innovation of Zig Kepka’s, the NZFS Southland carpenter in later years, and were especially constructed to be filled with tools and building materials for airdrops and then installed as cupboards.  These were used and installed during the upgrading of huts in the form of lining with hard-board, and in the case of the two bunk S86 bivvies the increase to the stud height (John von Tunzelman pers comm. 27-28/03/07).  

Figure 27.  Mansion Hut helicopter relocation.  The pilot is Bill Black in a Bell Jet Ranger.  The hut was moved from the mouth of the Irthing to the Mount Bee road for use during road construction, then moved back again.  This was an early use of a helicopter to move a complete hut.  John von Tunzleman. (JvonT_6_Flying Mansion Bivi to present site from Mt Bee Ridg.tif)
Figure 28.  Lower Princhester Hut.  A standard NZFS WAC SF70 6 bunk hut.  Note the iron cladding.  Patrick Harsveldt. (Lower Princhester CIMG7806)
Figure 29.  Upper Windley Hut.  A standard NZFS WAC SF81 4 bunk hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG8451)
Figure 30.   Becketts Hut.  A standard NZFS WAC SF81 4 bunk hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG8589

Figure 31.  Kokatahi Bivvy. West Coast.  A standard NZFS WAC S86 2 bunk hut.  VAMS record.  (Kokatahi)
Figure 32.  Coal Creek Bivvy.  A standard NZFS WAC S86 2 bunk hut.  VAMS Record. (Coalcreek biv)
Figure 33.  Whare Creek Bivvy.  The Southland version of the NZFS WAC S86 2 bunk hut.  (CIMG8704.JPG)
Figure 34  Irthing Bivvy interior.  Showing the interior layout of the Southland NZFS WAC S86 2 bunk hut.
The end of Government control

NZFS hunting finally ended as deer and chamois numbers dwindled and commercial aerial hunting operations were dominating kill numbers.  A number of tracks and huts continued to be maintained by NZFS for recreational use in the Eyres and Takitimu Mountains (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 27-28/03/07).

Most of the original NZFS WAC huts that were built in Southland still remain, leaving almost intact networks of huts in both the Takitimu and Eyre Mountains.  In the Eyre Mountains only Acton Hut has been removed, and in the Takitimu mountains the Coal Creek Bivvy.  A number of the Murchison Mountain huts still remain, but are all modified to a greater or lesser degree, and are excluded from this study as they are not managed as visitor assets.  On Secretary Island huts remain at Stanley Burn and Rocky Point.
Private and commercial hunting
To assist the NZFS in their new sole responsibility of wild animal control the organisation formulated The Noxious Animals Act 1956 that declared all imported game animals noxious so that they could be shot on sight as vermin (Forester 2002: 21).  The private venison hunter was therefore given opportunities under the Act, to hunt previously protected introduced species of deer legally and freely over any public land, in order to fast track the eradication of deer through wider private hunting (Forrester 2002: 23).  Both commercially motivated and (to a lesser extent) private hunting gradually contributed to the decline of deer, greatly assisting NZFS wild animal control programs.  Overseas export markets for venison and venison by-products were also developed, together with guided sports hunting (Forrester 2002: 23).  This resulted in commercial deer carcasses being transported to chillers, then transport out of the bush using any mode available including four wheel drive vehicles, fixed-wing aircraft and later helicopters.  

Kaipo Hut is an example of a hut built by commercial hunters (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/03/07).  The operation included an airstrip and freezers near the hut, with further transport including packhorses and an all-terrain vehicle.  The hut was used as a base for live deer capture until the mid 1980s, when the hunting industry fell over (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/03/07).  Another Southland Conservancy hut from the era of live-capture deer hunting can be seen in the form of Homestead Hunters’ Hut on Stewart Island, which was constructed in 1980 and originally used as a dark room for handling deer (Wally Hockley pers. comm. 9/01/07).  

Figure 35.  Kaipo Hut.  VAMS Record. (Kaipo)
From the mid 1970s helicopters were introduced for both aerial shooting and as transportation to and from chillers in the field, later becoming the mode of transport for live capture of deer for the deer farming industry (Forrester 2002: 23).  In the early 1980s self-employed commercial venison hunters and the live capture industry significantly contributed in controlling deer herds at no cost to the taxpayer while the NZFS still persisted in attempts to eradicate deer using 1080 poison (Forrester 2002: 26).

Figure 36.  Commercial deer operation.  Helicopter and deer carcasses on the vessel Rongomai in coastal Fiordland, 1971.  Department of Conservation digital image library. (297-080R[1].jpg)
Private hunting was permitted either by free roaming in designated areas or by booking a hunting block such as the ones located on Stewart Island.  Stewart Island is the only DOC area office in Southland conservancy that offers a separate hunters hut type, as opposed to the standard backcountry hut prevalent throughout the conservancy.  Instead of paying per person per night for accommodation in a backcountry hut, a hunters hut incurs a set fee for up to a ten night stay booked for that hunting block, which is booked when you apply for a hunting permit. Only two of these Hunters’ Huts fall within the scope of this project for assessment.  These are Homestead Hunters’ Hut in Mason’s Bay and Christmas Village Hunters’ Hut on the Northwest Circuit.  The homestead hunters hut had been built as a dark room for deer by the Island Hill Run before being converted into a hunters hut.
Scientific Research

Scientific research became part of wild animal control from the late 1940s, and took on increased importance in the 1950s with the work of Riney (mentioned above).  Riney and other scientists contributed to the overall strategic direction of management by DIA, Wildlife Service, L&S and NZFS.  The New Zealand-American Fiordland Expedition is an example of such early research, specifically into Wapiti populations in Fiordland.  

Figure 37.  Caswell Sound Hut.  Rachael Egerton, 2007. (Caswell Sound)
The Caswell Sound Hut is the last physical remnant left from the New Zealand-American Fiordland Expedition of 1949, which was an exceptional co-operative scientific project for its time.  The expedition was aimed at undertaking scientific investigations into the Fiordland Wapiti populations and involved some of the earliest aerial access into the Fiordland National Park, a major break through at the time.

Eighteen Wapiti were released at the head of George Sound in 1905 to provide future game stocks for hunters (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 1:6).    Ten of these animals were a gift from President Theodore Roosevelt of the United States Government, and the New Zealand Government purchased the remainder (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 1:9).  The large North American deer, often called Elk in the United States (McKinnon and Coughlan 1960 Volume 1:9), are known by their Native North American name, Wapiti, in New Zealand and are still considered a prestigious trophy prize for hunters because of their large and majestic head of antlers.  By 1923 investigations had found that the original herd had grown sufficiently for the first shooting licenses to be issued by the Southland Acclimatisation Society.  
In 1947 the joint New Zealand and American expedition was initiated to investigate the state of the Fiordland wapiti herd and its habitat.  Approximately 50 people were involved in the 1949 fieldwork, incorporating specialists from the fields of botany, geology, zoology, forest survey, and photography.  Participants came from NZFS, DSIR, museums, Wildlife Branch of DIA, and from the United States.  Camps and shelters were established between Caswell and George Sounds.  The range and distribution of the Wapiti was recorded resulting in the recommendation that the Wapiti be managed as a wildlife resource, rather than be exterminated.  The Caswell Sound Hut was built at the conclusion of the expedition using surplus materials, with the intention that it would be a good base for Wapiti hunters.

The Caswell Sound Hut was subsequently used as a depot for emergency supplies for Amphibian Aircraft grounded by bad weather conditions (referred to in section 3.6).  

Port Adventure Hut also had its beginnings in scientific research.  It was built in the 1970s by the Marine Department as a base for research on oysters.  It was later turned over to L&S and converted into a public hut.  In 1984 it was dismantled and shifted by dinghy to its current more accessible site across the bay and is now used as a hunters hut.  

Figure 38.  Port Adventure hut relocation.  Framing being floated across the bay on dinghies.  Department of Conservation Southland slide library. (Port Adventure Hut relocating research hut 6.1984.tif)
Figure 39.  Port Adventure hut rebuilding. Department of Conservation Southland slide library. (Port Adventure Hut relocation b 6.1984.tif)
3.6
Maritime and Air Safety

Prior to the development of land-based transport infrastructure, the main form of transport was by sail and steam vessels around the New Zealand coastline.  Travel to and from this isolated island nation also involved sea transport.  

Increased shipping activity in New Zealand waters through the period of colonial settlement, the gold rushes and into the early 1900s resulted in a corresponding increase in shipwrecks, which peaked from the early 1860s.  The colonial government was slow in their response to coastal safety, but in 1862 the Marine board was created, and in 1866 was replaced by the Marine Department, which brought about a program of lighthouse construction.  

The dangerous locations for shipping where lights were required were invariably rugged and isolated.  As well as the lighthouse tower, houses and other auxiliary buildings were built to accommodate lighthouse keepers and their families to allow them to be relatively self-sufficient in between supply visits from the Government lighthouse steamer.  The staff at each light consisted of a principal, and two assistant keepers, so three houses were usually built at each location.  

Two examples of the many different types of ancillary buildings associated with lighthouse stations can still be seen at Puysegur Point, Preservation Inlet.  The only intact building located on Public Conservation Land in Southland that was part of a lighthouse station is the Otago Retreat landing shed and oil store that was part of the Puysegur complex.  It is an actively managed historic place so is only considered for context by this study.  An outpost building that is associated with the Puysegur light is the Te Oneroa A-frame.  It was constructed by Invercargill Ministry of Works staff for the Marine Division of the Ministry of Transport (Ross Kerr pers. comm. 19/04/07) as a depot for storing supplies that were dropped off here by amphibian aircraft for the Puysegur Point lighthouse staff if it was too rough for the plane to deliver the supplies directly to the lighthouse landing shed on a fortnightly basis.  Lighthouse staff rowed around from their landing in Otago Retreat to collect the supplies when the sea conditions had eased.  

Figure 40.  Float plane in coastal Fiordland.  The hut in the background is a standard L&S 12 bunk recreation hut.  Department of Conservation, Southland slide library.  (21.jpg)
As amphibian aircraft activity increased in coastal Fiordland it was recognised that there was a high risk of planes becoming stranded in the Fiords when the weather changed unexpectedly and it was not possible for them to fly back over the ranges to their bases in the southern lakes.  As a consequence the Civil Aviation Authority established emergency supplies at strategic intervals in safe shelter locations, largely utilising existing buildings in these remote locations.  George Sound Hut and Caswell Sound Hut, along with Supper Cove Hut, Cascade Cove, and Hakapoua (the latter three now demolished), as well as the Te Oneroa A-frame all had food and blankets in the event of an unscheduled stop (Kenneth Bradley pers. comm. 5/03/07).  The former depot huts that remain are now used for recreational tramping purposes. 

Figure 41.  Te Oneroa A-Frame.  VAMS record. (Te Oneroa jpg)
3.7
Military and Defence

Army Hut, east of Lake Te Anau and near the Upukeroroa River, is Southland’s only DOC recreation hut that was built and is still used by the armed forces.  The hut was erected in 1961 and is still used for training operations by the Territorial Forces (John von Tunzelman pers. comm. 5/03/07).  Unfortunately, the author was unable to gain any further insight into the hut’s military connections, as all enquiries were fruitless (see Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices) for details). 

In the Auckland Islands there are a number of buildings that relate to World War Two military use, some of which are able to be visited by the public, but none are available for recreation accommodation.  These buildings were constructed during World War Two for the purpose of maintaining lookouts for enemy ships in the subantarctic.  There is one intact and one ruined base station, two lookouts (actively managed), two emergency huts, and a supply hut.  A similar suite of buildings existed at Campbell Island but none remain.  
3.8
Hydro-electricity Generation

The construction of Manapouri Power Station, located at the West Arm of Lake Manapouri, was a massive undertaking, with construction work spanning from 1963 to 1971 (NZED 1973: 1).  The power station was specially built to power the Comalco aluminium smelter at Tiwai Point, Bluff, with surplus power generation entering the national grid (Peat 1993: 19).  

The project involved the waters of Lake Manapouri being diverted through intakes and seven vertical penstocks to turbines in a powerhouse 700ft (213m) underground at West Arm, then discharged through a 9m wide, 6mile (9.6km) tailrace tunnel into Deep Cove, Doubtful Sound (NZED 1973: 1).  A road 12.5 miles (20km) was built over the 2,220ft (676.6m) high Wilmot Pass to allow the turbines, generators and equipment to be transported from ships moored at Deep Cove (NZED 1973: 1) (Hall-Jones G 1973: 18).   

Lake Manapouri was recognised as a possible site for hydro-electricity as early as 1904 and although investigated in the late 1920s and 1940s, no concrete proposals emerged out of these studies (NZED 1973: 1).  In 1920 Monowai hydroelectric station was constructed (Hall-Jones G 1973: 18) and in the late 1950s a proposal by Consolidated Zinc Pty. Ltd. of Australia involved building an aluminium smelter at Bluff using Queensland bauxite and Manapouri power (NZED 1973: 1).  The original proposal was to raise Lake Manapouri, and this led to the greatest environmental campaign of NZ history, with public protests and signed petitions beginning at a regional level and culminating in nation-wide opposition to the scheme.  This resulted in a change to the proposal, where water would be diverted out to Deep Cove via a tailrace, instead of raising the lake (Peat: 1993: 3, 81).

Providing accommodation for the a large number of workers working on the tailrace tunnel and Wilmot Pass Road was resolved in 1963, when former trans-Tasman liner Wanganella was converted into a floating hostel and moored at Deep Cove (NZED 1973: 1).  
Workers’ huts were also provided at various locations, including day shelters for workers constructing the transmission line.  The New Zealand Electricity Dept (NZED, later known as Electricorp, or ECNZ) built 100miles (160.9km) of 220 kilovolt double-transmission lines from West Arm to supply the Bluff aluminium smelter and the national grid at Invercargill (NZED 1973: 5).  This project required a 36mile (57.9km) road to be constructed across the Hunter Mountains from West Arm, via the Percy and Borland Saddles, to service the construction and maintenance of the power lines between West Arm and the Lake Monowai area.  This project was undertaken under extreme weather conditions in some of New Zealand’s most rugged terrain (NZED 1973: 5).  These power pylons with spans approaching 4,000 ft (1,219m) were erected across the landscape using the Borland road for access, and helicopters were used to span the cables from pylon to pylon (NZED 1973: 5).    
Figure 42.  The Manapouri transmission line.  Plan showing locations of workers shelters.  Archives NZ, reference …… (“Manapouri-Bluff 220Kv Transmission Line Drawing” from Archives NZ)
The Borland Biv, or Borland A-frame hut, is the last remaining example of an Electricity Department workers’ shelter, used during the construction and maintenance of 220 kilovolt, double transmission lines, that is still located on the Borland Road.  Originally there were approximately six shelters along the route between West Arm and Borland (Ross Kerr pers. comm. 19/04/07).  These are shown on a map titled “Manapouri-Bluff 220Kv Transmission Line Drawing” drawn 8/11/1966 (DAAW D435/11d EDN 292 – located at Archives New Zealand, Dunedin) which depicts six huts along the Transmission line road on the map at the following locations:  Wolfe Burn at the end of the access road on the West Arm side; South Arm Construction Camp road to the bay; on the Lake Monowai side two huts are located prior to the road reaching the Borland Saddle, with two more huts being situated along the Grebe River between Shallow Lake and the junction between Emerald Stream and Grebe River (near South Arm).  

Some components of the Percy Biv, a similar A-frame hut built by the Electricity Department and removed by DOC from the vicinity of West Arm, was incorporated into the Borland Biv when it was repaired (pers. comm. with John Garrett 8/01/07).  Similar, former Electricity Department workers’ A-frame huts still exist in the Lake Monowai area such as Clarke Hut A-frame and Rodgers Inlet Hut but these were moved from their original locations along the transmission line to their current locations to provide accommodation for recreational users.  Some A-frame huts appear the same as the ex-Electricity Department Huts, but are not.  Eel Creek at Lake Monowai is an example of a hut that is of the same design but was built by L&S for recreational use.  The Te Oneroa A-frame hut also looks similar to the transmission line huts but was in fact built by Invercargill Ministry of Works staff for the Marine Division of the Ministry of Transport (Ross Kerr pers. comm. 19/04/07) in 1965 and predates the Electricity Department huts by 5 years

These huts provide a tangible link to the working conditions associated with the Manapouri power station’s transmission line construction, with the Borland Biv remaining the only hut still in its original context.  Although recently rebuilt and relocated in 2006, the Borland Biv is still located beside the Borland Road, as it had been originally, and possesses an outward appearance representative of the hut era, even though not all building materials have been replaced in like-kind (Plywood flooring has been installed while other ECNZ huts feature T&G).  The hut’s framing consists of Dexion slotted-angle lengths of steel and the interior features original graffiti drawn on the building foil from the transmission line workers’ era that can still be seen in the Borland Biv.

Another hut associated with the hydroelectric scheme is West Arm Hut, which is the former telecommunications exchange building built by the New Zealand Postal Service in the 1960s for the Manapouri Power Project.  After completion of the power station it was moved from Percy Saddle Road to West Arm and converted into a six bunk hut for recreational use.  Although this building has recently been modified and relocated to its third site (DOC Southland Around the South newsletter #198 April 11, 2007), it is one of the only building at West Arm from the construction period of the power station and retains much of its original outward appearance.  

Figure 43.  Borland Bivvy.  A typical example of the transmission line workers shelters. Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG6860)
Figure 44.  West Arm Hut.  VAMS Record. (West Arm.jpg)
4.0
Physical Background 
During the research observations have been made about the fabric, form and function of the huts studied.  This section is not an exhaustive exploration of these topics, but a collation of the observations made that contribute to the physical significance of the huts.

4.1
 Materials

The most unusual building material encountered during the inspection of huts was the Dexion slotted right-angle profile that has been utilised in A-frame construction.  This material was not solely used for huts in the Southland Conservancy, and examples of larger Dexion-framed huts exist in the East Coast - Hawkes Bay Conservancy for example (Back Ridge Hut c.1957) (Kelly 2003: 34).  The Dexion construction system was invented by Demitrius Comino in the United Kingdom in 1947 to cater for the demand in ready-to-make adjustable shelving, this system was soon adopted for use in the construction industry.  In 1955 manufacturing commenced in a plant at Silverwater in New South Wales, Australia, to build on the demand that had been achieved by the company’s Australian distributor G&R Wills (Dexion website).  This slotted right-angle profile construction system proved itself to be ideal as a hut building material because of its combination of strength and portability, the product being used both externally for chimney framing/support and interior wall framing.  It is found in only four Southland huts:  Eel Creek Hut (A-frame), Rodger Inlet A-frame, North Borland Hut (mono-pitch), and Borland Bivvy (A-frame).
Figure 45.  Dexion framing in the Borland Bivvy.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG6884)
Flat iron and corrugated iron are the main wall and roof claddings (respectively) on huts included in this study.  Corrugated iron in particular is iconic in the vernacular architecture of New Zealand and Australia.  Although commonly referred to as ‘iron’, because of the galvanised wrought iron material that it was made of until the late 19th century, corrugated and flat iron is technically mild steel that has been galvanised (placed in a bath of molten zinc).  This later process progressively superseded its predecessor from 1890 to 1910 (NSW Heritage Office 2004: 2).  Corrugated iron was originally imported to the Australasian colonies and was eventually manufactured in small amounts using imported iron sheet in Australia in the early 1860s, but it was not until the 1921 that John Lysaght set up large scale production of this product (NSW Heritage Office 2004: 2; Warr: 2000: 3).  Corrugated iron was first produced in New Zealand in 1869 by R. and T. Haworth of Dunedin (Salmond 1998: 66).  Although dating of corrugated iron is sometimes possible by inspecting and researching manufacturer’s stamps on the material, historical information about some of the manufacturing companies is scarce and periods of product manufacture uncertain (Schmidt pers. comm. 11/11/2006).  The fact that corrugated iron was frequently re-used from one building to another, often multiple times, means that the dating of iron is an un-reliable means of dating buildings   

Figure 46.  “Redcliffe” makers stamp.  On corrugated iron at West Burn Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (DSC00634)

Figure 47  “Lysaght” makers stamp.  On wide profile corrugated iron at Hope Arm Hut. Patrick Harsveldt.  (DSC00979)

Corrugated iron sometimes also features on the walls of huts.  The majority of 1960s-1970s huts clad in galvanised steel feature six rib iron, alternatively referred to as vertical steel profile sheet.  NZFS recreation huts with a verandah and deck along their length feature steel horizontal weatherboard profile on three walls and vertical shiplap or tongue and groove timber under the verandah.  The weatherboard profile iron has not lasted well, particularly in areas with maritime influence, and has been replaced in a number of locations. 
Figure 48.  Weatherboard profile iron cladding.  Port William Hut.  This was a standard NZFS twelve bunk recreation hut cladding material.  Patrick Harsveldt. (IMG_0605.jpg)
The flat iron cladding of NZFS WAC huts is the material which is most definitive of a group of huts (theme/type), and usually displays both the patina of age and the scars of transportation damage, in the form of crumple-mark dents on the material.

Figure 49.  Flat iron cladding with fold marks.  Ashton Hut.  Similar creases can be seen on many of the NZFS WAC huts where a roll of flat iron was flattened during air transport.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG_0605.jpg)
In huts built later, Decramastic tiles often feature as a roofing material, particularly on NZFS 12 bunk huts with verandahs (see figure 49 CHECK).  West Arm hut was the only building assessed that had asbestos roofing and this was replaced in early 2007 (see figure 44), while the Otago Retreat lighthouse landing shed and oil store still has some asbestos roofing.
The development of interior lining of huts was also observed. Some early pastoral huts are unlined but have scrim, or wool bale sacking material on bare framing, while mid 20th century constructions have tar building paper which in later decades was superseded by building foil.  More recent repairs have involved using modern building paper.  Lined huts predominantly feature 4.75mm Hardboard that has been painted.  Upper Oreti Hut, an ex-pastoral hut, is the only hut in the study that features a pre-hardboard material, which is textured and softer, almost like cardboard.  This hut is also interesting because it has a ceiling of tongue and groove (T&G) matchlining.  Mt Bee Bunkrooms feature both ceiling and walls constructed of the same material, but this type of high-quality lining is essentially uncommon in the study.  Thicker varnished Plywood panels were observed in newer huts such as Hauroko Burn Hut, and in older huts such as Hope Arm Hut constructed in the 1960s where it is a sign of more recent refurbishment. 

Figure 50.  Sack or wool bale lining.  Cowshed Hut.  Rachael Egerton, 2006.  (20400022.JPG)

Figure 51.  Upper-Oreti Hut lining.  Rachael Egerton, 2006. (20400017.JPG)
Connection joints between too-short lengths of timber framing and T&G were evident in unlined areas of huts, such as cupboards, and in ledge and brace doors, and flooring.  These arise as a result of a number of factors: making do with what was available; running repairs and alterations over time; the practicalities of transportation into backcountry locations using packhorses, on the backs of trampers, or later using more convenient fixed-wing aircraft and helicopter, and boat transport; and on site modification of standard design using materials supplied for the standard.  Timber length was not such an issue for helicopter transportation but pre-fababrication was still employed.  The ledge and brace doors of NZFS two bunk bivvies feature horizontal lengths of T&G added to the top (see figures 26 and and 51 CHECK). This was a consequence of the timber supply being for a standard specification which was modified in the field during construction.

Figure 52.  Mixed floor board sizes.  Ashton Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG8394.JPG)
Flooring has usually been earth in early pastoral huts visited, and predominantly tongue and groove flooring or chipboard in later huts.  

4.2
Style

The huts studied are mostly simple square or rectangular buildings.  Gabled roofs, like those used in all the NZFS wild animal control huts, outweigh mono-pitch roofs like that of North Borland Hut and Fred’s Camp (refer to figure 44 and drawings in the appendices CHECK).  Consistency of design is a result of standards implemented by government bodies for specific purposes, but there are also stylistic similarities within thematic groups where a standard was not being implemented.  The main architectural similarity amongst pastoral and other pioneer huts is that they almost always have a gable roof and feature corrugated iron.  Some of these huts have received additional rooms or verandah extensions over time.  Such additions to huts have usually taken the form of a traditional lean-to, a structure that is added on to the building and tucks under the eave of the existing roofline, making use of existing weather protection at the new building joint.  Sometimes the lean-to roof was separate and considerably lower than the existing roofline whilst in other cases it was merely an extension of the original roof pitch (with the corrugated iron being overlapped – refer to drawings in the appendices). 
Figure 53.  Mono-pitched roof of North Borland Hut.  VAMS Record.  (umpCAWIZ048.jpg)
The general form and style of each type of NZFS hut remains consistent, even after modification has taken place.  That is the design of an SF81 hut is still recognisable, whether the original porch feature has been enclosed for extension purposes, or not (see figures 23 and 22).  Stylistic differences in two-bunk bivvies in Southland are sometimes a result of the work undertaken when these were enlarged.  For example the bunk frames are sometimes opposite the fireplace (along the length of the hut) and other times opposite the door, under the window on the gable end.  The hunters found it very unsuitable sleeping under a cooper louvre windows due to their draughtiness and poor insulation properties, even when closed, and this may be why the variation in layout has occurred.  This complaint regarding the windows was also the case for the other NZFS WAC hut types and the cooper louvre were often replaced with fixed or casement windows or in some cases even relocated away from the bunk area (as occurred at Upper Windley SF81 hut) (John von Tunzelman 27-28/03/07).  Bunk placement appears to have been dependent on the builder and the field supervisor involved.  For example, John von Tunzelman commented that the location of bunks in some huts where he had not supervised building or modification was different from huts where he had supervised (John von Tunzelman 27-28/03/07).  The NZFS SF70 huts feature a very distinctive building envelope complete with two sets of casement windows and a porch entrance/internal access, full-wall height cupboard on the gable end wall (for wood storage), the interior has a distinctive L-shape bunk frame layout opposite the fireplace.    

Some huts are easily recognisable as NZFS recreational facilities because of the verandah and façade design of their front elevation, with timber casement windows and door(s) and T&G cladding.  This is the case for 12-bunk huts as well as the larger Port William and Mason Bay huts (although the latter has had some alteration).  Upon entry, the 12-bunk huts feature partition walls with sleeping rooms at either end, leaving the middle space as a cooking and communal area.  The NZFS six bunk recreational hut variant is also recognisable from its scale and building outline, even when the tell-tale chimney has been removed (as at Rakeahua Hut).  The interior layout is usually fitted out with an internal full-wall height cupboard opposite the door with bunk frames positioned along the length of the hut.  

Figure 54  Kiwi Burn Hut.  A standard NZFS twelve bunk recreation hut.  Note the decromastic (CHECK) tile roof.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG7855.JPG)
Figure 55 Kiwi Burn Hut living area.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG7901.JPG)

Figure 56 Kiwi Burn Hut bunks.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG7894.JPG)

L&S (FNPB) 12-bunk huts (see figure 7) predominantly feature a porch area set into the hut’s building envelope, with an internal access, full-wall height cupboard featuring on one side of this porch area.  An original interior feature of this hut type was the partitioning that created two separate areas for bunks, leaving a pair of bunk frames in the communal cooking area (See figure ? CHECK).  Over time the internal partitioning of many of these huts has been removed in order to install a sleeping platform bunk across the width of the building and increase the bunk capacity.  In some instances the partitions have been removed to improve egress for fire safety reasons.  Other variations to this hut type have included the removal of the internal cupboard and porch to gain a larger floor area, and the removal of the free-standing fireplace (shown in Figure ?) which was innovative when installed but now considered dangerous.
Figure 57  Lake Roe Hut interior.  The standard interior layout of the L&S twelve bunk recreation hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG6499.JPG)

Figure 58  Halfway Hut fireplace.  The last remaining fire place of its type, once common in the Fiordland National Park L&S twelve bunk recreation huts.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG6628.JPG)
Figure 59  Worsley Hut bunks.  Showing the modified interior after the removal of partitions.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG 0335)

Figure 60  Worsley Hut living area.  Showing the modifications to the living area and incorporation of the verandah space.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG 0332)

The only similarity between the A-frame huts, is that of their roofline, building fabric (excluding the framing type already discussed) and general scale, as some huts have been installed with beds and others with bunk beds.  The same situation applies for the layout of pastoral huts, which were never built to a unifying design, these huts feature sleeping platforms or bunks and have fireplace, but all have a similar external appearance and scale.  

The external chimney is a key visual feature on pioneer era huts (goldmining and pastoral) and the wild animal control huts.  These are constructed of either flat or corrugated iron, and generally rise to half way up the wall or even to eave height before tapering inwards (see figure 3).  The Southland WAC huts have chimneys that taper away from the hut towards the top but maintain a constant width.  This makes them quite distinctive from West Coast WAC huts which taper away from the hut and also narrow in width, sometimes from hearth level, and often have a cowl added to the top.  Only a few chimneys have external wooden framing: Turnbull’s Hut and Upper Oreti Hut. 

Figure 61  Johnson Hut, West Coast.  Note how the chimney tapers on all four sides, and the cowel on top.  VAMS record.  (Johnson.jpg)
Figure 62  Irthing Hut.  The chimney that is more typical in Southland, only tapering from front to back.  Also note the extended ledge and brace door.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG_1346.JPG)

Figure 63  Wairaki Hut.  This chimney tapers from front to back, but in a slightly different form from Irthing Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG8797.JPG)
4.3  
Function

The primary aim for any user of a recreation hut in the bush is accommodation, a place to sleep, to get dry and warm, and prepare food.  This modern aim is not too far removed from the desires of users in the past.  The aim of the hut builders (both past and present) to meet these needs was to construct a building from portable, inexpensive and utilitarian materials, both for ease of construction and for the practicalities of upkeep.  
The setting of consistent standards and building quality facilities is evident in the constructions of both NZFS and L&S.  The buildings constructed by these organisations at the peak of their activity in deer control and provision of recreational facilities represent the larger vision within these departments to best serve the social and environmental needs of New Zealand citizens, workers, and their country.
Figure 64  Upper Wairaki Hut fireplace.  The hearth is flush to the floor boards, and flattened coffee tins have been used between the fire and the mantle.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG8825)
Figure 65 Redcliff Hut fireplace.  The hearth is raised and an unusual customisation of the space above the fire has been undertaken in lieu of a mantle.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG_0115)
Figure 66  NZFS candle holder.  At Cromel Base Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG1286)
Figure 67  Modern improvement to the standard NZFS WAC hut fireplace.  Irthing Hut is one of a number of Southland former WAC huts that have had a stainless steel insert put inside the fireplaces.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG_1343.JPG)

Figure 68  NZFS hut book tin.  These tins, this one at Ashton Hut, were commonly provided, presumably to protect hut books from rodents.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG8396)
Figure 69  Redcliff Hut vermin proof storage.  Array of vermin proof food containers made from drums and coffee tins.  Similar containers were found in many of the former NZFS WAC huts.  Note also the standard wash basin and camp oven, and axe, and the customised storage spaces built into the walls. Rachael Egerton.  (IMG_0113)
Figure 70  NZFS vermin proof food bin with hinged lid.  Aparima Forks Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG_0025)
Figure 71  NZFS vermin proof food bin with a flat lid secured to the handle.  Redcliff Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG_0107.jpg)
Figure 72 Coffee tin used as vermin proof food container in NZFS WAC huts.  Redcliff Hut.  The image shows a range of food provisions left from earlier times.  Rachael Egerton.  (IMG_070) 
Figure 73  Coffee tin used as vermin proof container in NZFS WAC huts.  The image shows three different types of macaroni left from earlier times.  Redcliff Hut.  Rachael Egerton.  (IMG_0076) 
Figure 74  Canned food storage under bunks in NZFS WAC huts.  Redcliff Hut.  Remains of food provisions like this were found in many former NZFS WAC huts in Southland.  Rachael Egerton.  (IMG_0080.jpg)
Figure 75  Lower Princhester Hut interior looking towards the door.  The image shows a common interior layout of NZFS WAC SF70 six bunk huts.  Note also the detail of the bunk barriers.  The door on the left is for a storage cupboard that occupies part of the enclosed verandah.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG7788.JPG)

Figure 76  Lower Princhester Hut interior looking away from the door.  The image shows a common interior layout of NZFS WAC SF70 six bunk huts.  Note the ceiling cavity for hanging high pressure lamps, the shelves, and fire guard.  The bench is a more recent addition.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (CIMG7790.JPG)
Figure 77  Upper Princhester Hut flat iron bench/cupboard unit.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (IMG_0049.jpg)

Figure 78  Spence Hut tool box/cupboard.  Patrick Harsveldt. (IMG_0129) 
Figure 79  Gun rack at Cromel Base Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt  (IMG_1295)
Figure 80  Mount Bee Bunkrooms storage cupboards.  Patrick Harsveldt. (IMG_1330.JPG) 
Figure 81  Mount Bee Bunkrooms under-bunk storage.  Patrick Harsveldt. (IMG_1327.JPG)
Figure 82  NZFS toilet at Spence Burn Hut.  Brian Dynes.  (Spence Toilet 001~.JPG)

Figure 83  NZFS meat safe at Cromel Branch Hut.  Brian Dynes.  See also figure 22 showing the meat safe and firewood storage outside Upper Windley Hut.  (Cromel Valley work 1.08 003.jpg)
Figure 84  Coal range at Carey’s Hut.  Patrick Harsveldt.  (DSC00493.JPG)
Figure 85  West Burn Hut interior.  Showing the earth floor and beech pole bunks and framing.  Patrick Harsveldt.  DSC00575.JPG

5.0
Significance 

5.1
Historical values
As outlined in section 3.0 of this study these huts represent a wide and varied range of Southland history.  All share the common historical thread of life in the out posts of early settlement or the back blocks of human activity, away from centres of settlement. Some stand alone in telling a particular story (such as Clarke and Rodger Inlet), while others are among many with the same general history, but with different characters or associations (such as the L&S or NZFS huts), or slightly different construction details.  Where huts stand alone in representing something about the past they are considered to have rarity value and it is vital they are preserved to retain their unique story.  It is also important that a range of buildings are retained to tell the histories that have left a large number of similar huts behind as these huts are considered to have “representativeness” value. 

The huts built by NZFS were constructed for wild animal control, experimental tree plantation, and high country rehabilitation programmes.  They represent the peak of that departments’ activities, protecting the land and forests, as well as its self-perceived role of working for the greater social good of New Zealanders by providing employment and personal development for employees.  They are also part of the story of private and commercial hunting in New Zealand, both of which have icon status.  The range of facilities left are numerous and built to standard designs, but some of them have individual stories and associations that add to their significance, and a number of them need to be retained to represent the significance that they have as a group.  

Those huts constructed for tourism and recreation are a testament to the fact that not only has the tourism industry been important to New Zealand’s economy for well over 100 years, but also that this has been acknowledged and fostered by the Government through the construction of facilities, and subsidy of private enterprise.  The importance of national parks and outdoor recreation is a continuing part of New Zealand’s history.  The stories of maritime and air safety are entwined with the history of tourism and recreation, as it is by sea and air that many have reached the more remote corners of the conservancy.  These themes are represented by some places with high rarity values (private tourism huts, air and marine safety), and others of which there are many examples (L&S and NZFS recreation huts).  The early Fiordland recreation huts are a testament to the activities of the Fiordland National Parks Board.
There are few heritage resources that remain in public ownership that tell the story of the development of hydro electric power in New Zealand.   Whilst these are humble buildings they never-the-less tell an important and significant story. 

Those huts that represent pastoralism, along with rabbiting, tell of New Zealand’s most significant exports for over 150 years in the forms of meat and wool, and the battle to protect that industry.  The image of the high country farmer is one that has become iconic in New Zealand, and the old pastoral huts that remain are an integral part of the image, and colour it with real historical narratives.

Themes that are of lesser importance in the history of Southland, but that none-the-less have a place for their local significance, are those of mining, and military activity.  Mining in Southland never contributed greatly to the economy of New Zealand, but it was significant in the history of Southland, and there are only a few buildings that remain from this time.

5.2
Cultural values
Huts have a range of cultural values relating to how they were valued by past users, how they are valued by current users, and how they might be valued by future generations.  

For the original users, as their only form of shelter these buildings were extremely important because they were an element of survival.  The fact that they were valued is demonstrated in part by their survival, and evidence of careful maintenance, sometimes over several decades. It is also clear that they were cared for from oral accounts such of those about how NZFS hunters.  Cullers would keep their huts clean and tidy, and ready for the next visit which would sometimes occur in the dark – fires were left laid, matches in the same place, dry wood always at hand, food left secure and billies upturned to keep mice out, and the floor always swept clean.  Some huts were also gathering points for people who essentially led very isolated lives – their users must have either craved or dreaded the contact that the communal or base hut represented.

For the modern user the cultural importance of huts is as varied as the visitors are numerous.  Some are simply glad of shelter from the elements, while others clearly enjoy the escape from modern life, the experience of a simpler time; the smell of wood smoke, the crackle and glow of the open flame, and the chance to cook over a fire while the wind blows outside.  Some seek out the solitude of the more isolated smaller huts with lesser facilities, while others are comfortable in the larger huts and enjoy the temporary community that springs up for the short stay.  Many people enjoy or desire the link to a place that its history provides, and enjoy the patina of age that past use has left behind.  Others prefer the modern facilities that are now being built.
The sites that many huts represent have an iconic place in New Zealand popular culture: that of the miner, musterer, deer culler, and hunter for example.  Visitors are not only aware of this but seek it out and want to be close to it.  For all who use them, huts are an integral component of the outdoor experience, which is one that is increasingly sought after.  

The importance that both the experience of the outdoors and of the past will have for future generations can only be speculated about, but if current trends continue it is likely that people will become more interested in both of these aspects of back country huts.  It is our responsibility to ensure that we do not limit future opportunities to experience a range of heritage places, and historic huts are particularly valuable opportunity provide a point of cultural connection with the past through ongoing use.

5.3
Physical values
The simple vernacular style that is common to the huts considered by this study is at the heart of why they are special.  Their basic form, lack of pretension, and the absence of the accoutrements of modern life all contribute to their physical value. They give people an opportunity to experience life as it was in a simpler time away from the pressures of our every day existence, and the clutter of personal possessions.  They echo the pioneering days of early settlers when this style of structure was the first shelter available, and one that was much appreciated. 

The huts considered by this study incorporate many unique design features, and variations from the national standards that they were ostensibly built to.  Unique features of individual huts have been identified, and are noted in Appendix One.  Features that are significant and of which examples need to be retained include: gun racks, cupboards, shelves, verandahs, joinery, examples of hearths and fireplace designs, external chimney structures, façade and form, and some uncommon building fabric materials.  Period chattels that remain in huts such as the NZFS tin boxes for hut books, right-angle bracket NZFS candleholders, and fire screens, are an important part of the physical value of the huts, and their management needs to be carefully considered.  Only a small number of coal ranges remain, most having been replaced with woodburners, increasing the significance of remaining examples.  Careful consideration needs to be given to the heritage value of coal ranges and their associated hot water cylinders and showers.   

A range of materials have been used in the construction of these huts, all with the common factors of utilitarianism, ease of transport and ease of maintenance.These have been factors in the durability and longevity of the older huts.  Where huts are deemed to be of high significance the care of original fabric is very important. 

The environments in which these huts are located are an integral part of their significance.  Their isolation and the natural environments in which they are located add to their value, and the experience that the visitor is able to enjoy.  Relocation to new types of environments diminishes the value of the hut and its context, and should only ever be considered as a last resort.  It may be an acceptable outcome for huts that have been identified as not being the best representative example to be relocated rather than permanently dismantled.  Relocation within an environment has a less detrimental effect physical, cultural and historic values of huts, but needs to be considered carefully and only undertaken if it improves or lengthens the life and usefulness of the hut, or is necessary for safety reasons.

Many of these huts are associated with other types of features or assets such as toilets, meat safes, water holes, tracks and bridges, and with other huts as components of networks.  It is important that decision-making processes take account of these connections rather than consider individual huts in isolation.  Where other assets are part of the environment of a hut that is considered to have heritage value, they add to that value.  For example original toilets and meat safes associated with NZFS WAC huts add to the heritage value of the hut, and their removal would diminish that value.  The relative value of the hut networks in Southland (NZFS WAC huts in Eyre and Takitimu ranges, and suites of recreation huts such as those on the Dusky Track) compared with those in other parts of New Zealand requires further investigation, but there is clearly greater value if a network is retained whole.
Significance within groups 
Among the huts included in the study there are some thematic groups and types that have features that merit particular mention because they add to their physical significance.

Pastoral Huts are amongst the oldest considered by the study.  They often feature unlined interior framing with open fireplaces and sometimes still have earth floors.  Period graffiti from mustering activities makes each of these huts unique and adds to their value.  Each building has its own story.  Because of these values all are in either Grade One or Two.

The NZFS WAC huts that have been selected for Grade One and Two include the best representatives of lined and unlined huts of each standard design.  Many have original customised fixtures and fittings, including gun racks (a rare feature for WAC huts in a regional as well as national context), shelves, cupboards, and fire places.  A large number of portable chattels remain in these huts such as vermin-proof storage tins, food bins that feature hinged or adjustable lids, candle stick holders, hut book tins, cooking utensils and vessels, and fire screens.  These add to the sense of place and experience value of WAC huts.  While these huts were built to national standard design specifications there was considerable room for customisation within the design which will differentiate huts within the conservancy, but also between conservancies, and reflect the individuals who built or lived in them.  The most distinctive external visual difference between Southland NZFS WAC huts and those on the West Coast is the chimney shape.  

Recreation huts from NZFS, L&S, Fiordland National Park Board and private enterprises provide an insight into perceptions of user needs for early recreation facility development.  This can be seen in the provision of verandahs, the size of living space, relative amount of bench space, and either partitioned or open bunk spaces.  Bunk beds and partitioned interiors have a more intimate feel in comparison with the large sleeping platforms in open bunk rooms that have come to be used in more recent decades, and are reminiscent of some of the earliest tramping huts in New Zealand where separated dressing and bunk space was provided for men and women.  They also have distinctive designs and forms that are easily recognisable once known.  The most obvious external feature for each type is the form and fabric of front façades and verandahs, and each organisation has its own distinct style.

5.4
National Context 

The constraints of the project did not allow for exhaustive national comparisons to be made, but staff members in four other conservancies were contacted with regard to historic huts, thematic groups and networks: West Coast, Canterbury, Otago, and East Coast. 

5.4.1
Pastoral Huts

The East Coast/Hawkes Bay Conservancy manages a number of musterers’ huts which form a network although some have an asset type of “historic– not for accommodation”.  These include Ellis Hut, Shutes Hut and Iron Whare Hut in the Kawekas that were grazed until recently (Pam Bain pers. comm. 29/05/07).  Mansons Hut is also in the vicinity and while technically not a musterers’ hut is a farming-related structure.  Canterbury Conservancy has a number of pastoral huts within its asset list.   A mustering network of huts exists near Arthurs Pass where Bealey Spur Hut and Red Hut (1916) were part of Lake Ohau Station.  Red Hut was also used for an early tourism venture by the property owners and was later taken over by the NZFS for WAC work.  Another recognised network is located on the former Quail burn Station, where Hideaway Hut and East Ahuriri Hut are managed by the Department.  Two recently acquired assets to the Canterbury Conservancy are Double Hut from the late 19th century and Lake Emma Hut, which may have initially served as a homestead hut (Ian Hill pers. comm 29/05/07).  No former pastoral huts are presently managed as assets by the West Coast Conservancy (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 29/05/07).  Molesworth Station is one of the most intact pastoral networks in the country, and is managed by the Nelson/Marlborough Conservancy.  The network includes a range of former homestead buildings as well as mustering outposts and other features relating to pastoral history.  Otago Conservancy incorporates a number of former pastoral lease areas that also include a range of different types of pastoral building, including musterers’ huts.  Many of these are not managed for visitor use, but solely for their historic value.  It seems, then, that the practice of managing pastoral buildings in networks that include musterers’ huts is not uncommon throughout the country, even if it is not widely acknowledged.

5.4.2
Wild Animal Control Huts

Nationally, there are only six deer culling slab huts remaining (Breen 2004: 16), one of which is Clarke Hut (1941) in the Grebe Valley, within the Southland Conservancy.  A network of three DIA slab huts exist in the Ureweras, two of these six bunk huts are located within the East Coast/Hawkes Bay Conservancy: Te Totara Hut (1952) and Te Waiotikapiti Hut (1958).  Rogers Hut (1952) was also part of this Urewera network but is managed by the neighbouring Bay of Plenty Conservancy. Two DIA slab huts remain on the West Coast: Prices Flat Hut (1949), and Slaty Creek Hut (1952).  Slaty Creek Hut is an interesting hut together with its neighbour, Tutaekuri Junction Hut, as they were built in the same year to the same design, except that one is constructed of timber slab and the other of flat iron.  It appears that in some instances where the hut site had ready access to stands of timber it was built from hand hewn timbers ‘cut from the bush’ – if a hut was in a more ‘high level’ or remote area materials were prefabricated and airdropped in (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).

Approximately seven huts have been catalogued as being of NZFS SF81 design (4 bunk) within the East Coast/Hawkes Bay Conservancy.  The Sentry Box Hut (1960) and Old Studholme are the only SF81 huts in this conservancy that remain unlined and still have an original open fireplace and chimney as per the original design.  The East Coast/Hawkes Bay Conservancy has approximately 16 listed NZFS two bunk bivvies in its assets list.  The conservancy’s research into six bunk NZFS huts has not yet been completed, and there has been no research on WAC networks.  Interesting features of some WAC huts in this conservancy include the use of Dexion right-angle bracket system for the framing of two bunk bivvies and bunk frames within numerous SF81 and S70 huts.  The six bunk Kahunui Hut has a very unusual feature of a hinged bunk.  While a range of hut types is being retained no intact network of WAC huts has been identified for protection.

On the West Coast there was active hut construction for wild animal control taking place from the early 1940s onwards.  Due to the large spread of NZFS WAC huts on the West Coast, the original networking of huts has not been studied yet.  Four and six bunk WAC huts predominate with many two bunk bivvies constructed to a number of specification types (including B49, B55, BB142, B143) that were all regionally specific designs.  

The two person bivvy with no chimney was designed and first appeared on the West Coast in the late 1950s as B55, and was subsequently adopted as a national design as S86. (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 29/05/07).  The original versions were not lined and were prefabricated to a low stud height. None of the West Coast examples were lifted in height like the Southland variants.  They were designed for high altitude areas, to replace tents, and as there was no firewood available in such locations the original design did not include a fireplace.

The largest concentrations of NZFS WAC huts are located in the West Coast and Canterbury Conservancys.  Regional variances to the standard design of huts are seen throughout the country.  An example of this may be seen in the original design drawings of the SF81 four bunk huts which depict a gravel floor for the porch, but this was soon varied by builders on the West Coast with the continuation of the floor boards into the porch.  This variation can be seen at one of the first S81 huts built on the West Coast, Grassy Flat Hut (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 29/05/07).  Examples of improving design elements to standard huts, such as the John von Tunzelman modified hearth implemented in SF81 and two bunk bivvies in Southland, were common throughout the country where a local response to an issue or problem was addressed. 

Gun racks within WAC huts are features that have rarely survived (Kelly 2003: 33).  Gun racks have been recorded in SF81 and SF70 huts in the Southland, East Coast/Hawkes Bay and Canterbury Conservancies.  However, there is no evidence to suggest there were ever gun racks in huts on the West Coast.  There are none in any of the huts and it would be expected for at least some to have survived given the number of huts that the conservancy has (Jackie Breen pers. comm. 24/07/07).  Mt White Base Hut within the Canterbury Conservancy, along with Tatakaweka Hut and Kahunui Hut in the East Coast/Hawkes Bay Conservancy (all SF70) feature gun racks.  The only SF70 hut in Southland with this feature is Cromel Base Hut and there are two SF81 huts with gun racks: Islands Hut and Ashton Hut in the Eyre Mountains.  These racks were placed beside the door, presumably for ready access.  

5.4.3
Networks within Southland

A number of networks of certain types of huts exist in areas of Southland.  Some of the musterers’ huts managed by DOC that are located on the old pastoral leases still form a network of interconnected buildings that follow the old mustering routes.  Future management and interpretation of these huts needs to take this interconnectedness into account.  The original NZFS Wild Animal Control Hut networks in the Eyre and Takitimu Mountains are for the most part still intact and complete, and either could be considered as a very good national representation of a NZFS WAC network.  Some of the significance of these individual buildings stems from the fact that they are part of almost intact networks.  The WAC network in either the Eyre or the Takitimu Mountains also presents an opportunity to use history as an interpretation focus, and a draw card for use of the facilities.  Some recreation huts also form historical networks.  In many instances, particularly on the more popular tracks, only some members of networks remain.  In other locations, however, entire networks persist, such as along the Dusky Track.  There is no information about similar networks in other conservancies.  

Further research and discussion at a national level is required to determine if either of these networks is worthy of retention as the best example of a network in the country.  In the mean time management decisions should be made with awareness that such status may be possible in the future.  The Eyre Mountain mustering network and one of the WAC networks should be retained for their regional significance.
6.0
Recommendations
6.1
Grading of Huts
Physical value has been the only constant throughout the assessment because of the lack of records for many huts.  There is a paucity of detailed historical background about a number of huts within the Southland Conservancy, which is perhaps in part due to their humble nature, and anonymous role in history.   For many only a generic history could be found, pertaining to the purpose for which they were built, and the responsible organisation.  Some may have never had records made of their construction or use, whilst in other instances records may have been discarded over the years.  Some research was outside the capabilities of this project, because of the amount of time that would have to be spent locating and examining old files.  A great wealth of knowledge exists in the form of recollections of many sites by current and ex-staff.  There are also good secondary sources for some places.  This project attempts to compile existing knowledge and information about the huts that fall within the scope of this study, but it was not possible to find comprehensive or even partial histories for some buildings within the limitations of the project.  This is an acknowledged limitation of the study.  It is hoped that further sources will be unearthed in future and that oral history of ex-government workers will one day be undertaken.  

A selection of huts were visited based partly upon the advice and knowledge of senior staff members and former workers of DOC Southland, and its parent departments combined with the author’s research.  An effort was made to visit huts that were unique and/or historically significant as well as huts that represented the norm of huts in Southland.  Huts where little documented history or few cultural associations could be found were less likely to have been visited, and this will have given the study bias against these huts, which should be borne in mind in the future if further research is undertaken.  

Rationale for grading

Determining which huts should have protection into the future is not an easy task, especially as those that are not protected are likely to be modified, removed or replaced in the coming decades.  It is a task made more difficult by the fact that almost all huts included in the study have heritage value, many are of comparable value, and many have unique stories.  

There are nine key themes represented by the huts in the study (as identified in 1.4.1).  Within some of those themes there are further sub-themes that have distinct histories.  For example hunting includes wild animal control by DIA and NZFS as well as commercial and recreational hunting. Recreation facilities were developed by L&S, NZFS, FNPB, DOC, and tourism enterprises, each of which has a discrete history that needs to be represented.  Pastoralism includes both mustering and drenching or dipping.  In order to adequately represent the diversity of the themes the total number of huts identified in Grades One and Two would need to be 17.  Furthermore, within some themes there is more than one hut type, size, style, or era which is distinctive.  For example within recreation huts there are six different L&S designs, and four from NZFS; and within WAC huts there are three different NZFS standard designs.  To allow for all the different sizes and styles of huts within the themes brings the number required to represent the whole up to 25.

In identifying heritage for future protection it is also necessary to consider buildings that have unique histories, features, or associations.  For example the association between Tony’s hut and Tony Hazeldine as well as that hut being a prototype for the four bunk national standard adds to its overall significance.  The fact that Upper Wairaki was the first NZFS WAC two-bunk hut built using helicopter air drop while other two-bunk huts were built to the national standard using fixed-wing airdrop adds to the uniqueness of Upper Wairaki.  The unique graffiti and stories associated with each pastoral hut give them a high value, as explored in section five, and the customisation and richness of chattels in NZFS WAC huts are also very special.  Some of these associations, unique stories and features are of a level of importance that means they may also need to be represented in the final count.  

Protection vs. Historic Active Management
There are a large number of places in the Conservancy with historic heritage value, including archaeological sites, buildings, structures, tracks, and roads.  The department is required to give appropriate protection and management to these places.  It is not possible or desirable for the Department to actively manage all of them so a few are selected for this higher level of management.  Places that are not identified for active management are still managed, but at a lower level – that is they are given protection and monitoring.  

Refer to diagram

In the context of huts this means that there will be 

· a few buildings that are of sufficient significance to warrant active management, where repair and maintenance of heritage fabric is undertaken under the historic output.

· a larger number of buildings that are of sufficient significance to warrant retention and protection of heritage features but where management of an historic nature is not warranted or required, most work is to meet visitor needs, and work is undertaken as part of visitor facilities management programmes

· the largest number of buildings which have no heritage status at all, and are managed according to visitor service standards, and this may include removal or replacement.
Refer to diagram
The huts identified for retention in the study largely fall into the second category.  Some of these may, through review of the Conservancy Active Management List, be considered for active management.
Grading the huts
The goal of grading was to determine which huts are the most significant, and assign appropriate levels of protection so that a representative range of heritage is retained into the future.  The initial grading of huts undertaken by Patrick Harsveldt was done upon the basis of relative heritage value.  All huts included in the study were placed into Grades from One to Four, ranging from highest to lowest heritage significance based on historic, cultural, and physical value wherever possible (refer to table one)
The initial grading resulted in 39 huts being identified in grades 1 and 2 (i.e. for retention) – half of the huts considered by the study.  Retaining such a large number of huts forever is not feasible.  As a consequence it has been necessary to reconsider the grading for management purposes.  Huts have been re-graded in two ways.  Firstly there has been an effort to reduce the numbers retained overall (grades 1 and 2) so that only the very best example of each theme and type is retained.  Secondly the grade one and two huts have been shuffled so that their grading matches the way in which they need to be managed as per the characteristics described below.  Grade 3 huts are all those that the earlier grading identified as having heritage value, but which are not of sufficient significance to retain permanently.  Refer to tables 3-5 for the final grading.  The re-grading requires 27 huts to be retained.
There is some flexibility in the immediate future for huts of similar value in different grades to be swapped so that a more practical management outcome can be achieved.  This should not become an ongoing process, but should be finalised by the end of the 2008/09 financial year.
It is important to recognise that some of these huts are part of networks (WAC hunting areas, tramping routes, and pastoralism) and part of their importance stems from the intactness of the network. The value of preserving groups of huts that were or are part of networks requires further consideration, and research into national context that was not possible as part of the present study.  The grading has not taken into account the retention of networks, but some recommendations are made in this regard in 6.8.  If these recommendations are adopted by the Areas then the huts that are part of the networks for retention will need to be re-graded as Grade 1.
Characteristics of the final grades: 

Huts in Grades One are those that have high historic, cultural and/or physical significance, are the best representative examples of their theme or type, or they have some rarity or association value.  They should be treated like actively managed historic assets.

Huts are placed in Grade Two also have high historic, cultural and/or physical significance, are the best representative examples of their theme or type, or they have some rarity or association value but are not in Grade One because of the following factors: 

· there have been modifications that if reversed would necessitate a building permit being applied for, Or 

· if modifications were reversed they would no longer meet the requirements of the Building Act. Or 

· some service standard will have to be met for the building to have an ongoing life and for people to be able to use it.

These are factors that make it difficult to apply the Grade One guidelines in spite of their high heritage value, so they have been given a separate grouping and a customised guideline.  
Huts in Grade Three still have heritage value, but there are better representative examples in Grades One and Two.  They may have some particular feature or characteristic that should be retained for the life of the building so that people are able to appreciate its heritage value during its life.  The Area may choose to apply any or all of the rules for Grade One and Two huts to those in Grade Three, but this is optional.

Huts in Grade Four are those with little or no heritage value, and should be managed as any other visitor asset.

6.2
Tables of Graded Huts 
Table 1 lists the huts according to the initial grading by Patrick Harsveldt according to relative heritage value.  They are listed by theme, then type, then grade, then Area
Refer to excel spreadsheets – will be pasted in for internal published version report

Tables 2-5 list the huts according to their final grading.
Table two is the revised grading listing the huts by theme, then type, then grade
Table three is the revised grading listing huts in each Area by grade.

Table five is the revised grading listed by grade, then theme. 
6.3 Actively Managed Historic Buildings

This list is provided for the purposes of context.  

	Area
	Location
	Hut Name
	Year Built
	Type

	Te Anau
	Caswell Sound
	Caswell Sound Hut
	1947
	Research, Aviation safety, Recreational hunting

	
	Lake Manapouri
	Freeman Burn Hut
	1930
	Commercial:  Tourism

	
	Milford Highway
	Te Anau Downs Stockman’s Hut
	c.1883
	Pastoralism

	
	Preservation Inlet
	Otago Retreat Landing Shed/Oil Store
	c.1930s
	Maritime Safety

	
	Chalky Inlet
	North Port Fish Freezer
	1950s?
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Murihiku
	Longwood Ranges
	Turnbull’s/Big Dam Hut
	1900
	Mining: Race maintenance

	
	Longwood Ranges
	Martin’s Hut
	1905
	Mining: Race maintenance

	
	Grebe Valley
	Clarke Hut
	1941
	WAC, DIA: non-standard

	
	Waitutu
	Port Craig School
	1929
	Education, Timber milling

	
	Eyre Mountains
	Beech Hut
	1905
	Pastoralism: mustering.

	
	Eyre Mountains
	Dog Box Bivvy
	c.1916
	Pastoralism: mustering

	
	Lake Monowai
	Rodger Inlet
	1940s
	WAC, DIA: Standard Design

	
	
	
	
	

	Southern Islands
	Mason Bay
	Island Hill Homestead, Workshop, and Woolshed
	1880>
	Pastoralsim

	
	Enderby Island
	Stella Hut
	1881
	Castaway provisions

	
	Enderby Island
	Sandy Bay Boatshed
	1888
	Castaway Boatshed and Provisions, Science base

	
	Auckland Island
	Erebus Cove Boatshed
	1891
	Castaway Boatshed and Provisions

	
	Auckland Island
	Ranui Lookout
	1943
	Coastal Defence

	
	Auckland Island
	Carnley Lookout
	1943
	Coastal Defences

	
	Auckland Island
	Camp Cove Depot
	1893-95
	Castaway Provisions

	
	Snares Island
	Snares Island Depot
	c.1880s
	Castaway Provisions

	
	Antipodes Island
	Antipodes Island Depot
	1886
	Castaway Provisions


6.4
Guidelines for Management 

For each grade a set of guidelines is provided for future management.  These indicate constraints on work to huts, and changes to the hut that can be implemented without Historic Heritage TSO advice.  Guidance that is specific to individual huts is included in the Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices).  Guidance in the Hut Inventory Sheets highlights the most important features to consider for retention when undertaking work on huts in Grade Three, but also includes guidance for huts in other grades.  For this reason these guidelines need to be used in conjunction with the information for individual huts in appendix 1.   

6.4.1 Grade One 

Summary: 
These huts should be treated as actively managed historic assets. 

Service Standards:

DOC visitor huts service standards should only be applied where they do not conflict with the principles of heritage management and the guidelines below.  In all other instances there will be a need to consult with technical support staff, and it may be necessary to request an exception to the standards through the line. 
Work planning:

Ideally a Conservation Plan should be commissioned prior to any work to alter the fabric of the building.  Because of the work required to prepare Conservation Plans it may be acceptable, on the advice of the Historic TSO, to instead develop a simple management guideline for such buildings.  

A Conservation Plan should be completed where there are complex conservation issues and competing values that need to be weighed against each other.  Huts that meet these criteria are identified in section 6.2.  Others may be identified as having this requirement in the future.

Work planning including Conservation Plans should be to DOC best practice standards and include Conservation Management Policies to the standards of the International Committee on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), as presented in the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 1993.

Acceptable levels of change:

Relocation, removal or replacement of, and additions or alterations to these huts are not acceptable and should not be considered.   The placement of windows and doors, and internal layout or floor plan of the building should be retained.  

Exceptions are where public safety will be compromised.  For example where a building might be affected by serious natural disaster such as flood, erosion, slip, earthquake, avalanche, or rock fall, there will need to be consideration of either relocation or removal.

Reversion:

Where modification of original design (for example introduction of wood-burners, re-poured concrete hearths, and aluminium doors or windows) has already occurred these can be left in place until the end of their useful life, unless otherwise stated in a Conservation Plan.   When these modified features are due for replacement consideration should be given to reversing the modern work/feature back to something of the original period of construction.  An example of this may be the return to timber joinery from an aluminium version when it is due for replacement.  

There may be instances where modifications have become part of the history of the place and it is acceptable to retain them, in which case the newer material should be managed as significant fabric.  In other cases, where modifications cannot be reversed without triggering the need for a building permit, some mitigation work may be required to lessen the visual impact of the modification, or more innovative solutions sought.  These are issues that should be addressed through the Conservation Plan process.

Piles, sub-floor and flooring:

Re-piling to current building standards when existing piles become rotten is acceptable
 with the following conditions: 

· it should first be specified in an approved Conservation Plan or management guideline

· where the building or the location of the building is or may be a pre-1900 archaeological site an authority from the NZHPT must be sought, 

· if archaeological material is encountered during work then standard accidental discovery protocols should be followed. 

· care should be taken to ensure that the change is not visually obtrusive.

Sub-floor timbers should only be replaced when they are no longer functional and, where practical, like-for-like materials of the same type, dimensions and profile, as original should be used.

Only rotten or broken sections of floorboards should be replaced, and materials of the same type, dimensions, and profile should be used.
Where the floor of a hut is completely rotted or where the hut originally had an earth floor archaeological values may be present, and appropriateness of introducing a new floor needs to be considered carefully.  New flooring requires the following conditions to be met:

· the floor should be inspected and recorded, and an archaeological assessment undertaken by the Historic TSO or nominated person to determine if new flooring is appropriate.  Renewal of earth flooring may be recommended.

· re-flooring should first be specified in an approved Conservation Plan or management guideline

· where the building or the location of the building is or may be a pre-1900 archaeological site an authority from the NZHPT must be sought, 

· the Historic TSO or nominated person should be present during the removal of any original floor and any ground disturbance associated with the construction.

· the new flooring materials should be of a type consistent with the building style of the type and era of the hut.

· if archaeological material is encountered during work then standard accidental discovery protocols should be followed. 
Original fabric:
All original fabric should be retained and preserved wherever possible.  Any repairs to original fabric that are necessary should be in like kind (size, dimensions, profile and type) sympathetic to the original construction techniques.  This includes all joinery, fixtures and fittings.  Where original fabric is no longer sound, serves an essential purpose in the function of the building, and has heritage value (such as bearing historic graffiti or demonstrating unique and important construction technique) it should be retained and new fabric of like kind placed alongside or in support of it where practical. Careful consideration should be given to the type and placement of strengthening material in order to minimise its visual impact.

Chattels:

Period chattels, such as older candleholders and fire screens should not be removed from the hut, provided these are still usable and safe.  In some instances new and better alternatives can be introduced and the originals left for display only.

NZFS food storage tins, food, utensils, pots/camp ovens that have been left in most of the WAC huts present some concerns that require further consideration.  There is some risk of removal of such items by visitors (including staff) over time, resulting in eventual complete loss.  There is also an issue with the state of preservation with some of these food items.  All should be left in place until further advice has been provided by the Historic TSO, or direction given in Conservation Plan or management guideline.  Where chattels end up must be carefully considered as they are heritage items.
Surface coatings:

These assets should only be painted if there is evidence of paint on the cladding surfaces or where there is evidence of deterioration due to weathering.  If painting or repainting is required, a paint scraping should be undertaken and filed in a labelled and sealed plastic bag for future reference.  Repainting should be in original colours, or where painting has not been undertaken previously it should be consistent with the era and type of the hut.  Graffiti that has historic value should not be covered.

Associated buildings:

Where there are still original timber-framed and corrugated iron clad toilets at these huts they should be retained so far as practicable. Their replacement with a modern toilet is not permitted.  If a Norski or similarly modern pit toilet is already located at the site or if a toilet has reached the end of its practical life, consideration should be given to possibly replacing it with a refurbished toilet of the original style (that may have been removed from a hut not in Grade One or Two), or with a replica toilet to original design.  Air vents can be fitted to these original and replica toilets to improve airflow.  

Where a meat safe or other associated asset is still present these should be maintained in their existing location and repaired to maximise their lifespan.  Materials used in repairs and maintenance should be of like kind (same type, dimensions, profile and size).  Painting should follow the same rules as stated for the associated hut.
The relocation of associated buildings within the hut site is allowable in some instances.  For example the Hut Service Standards have a distance requirement between any hut and a meat safe.  To satisfy this requirement a new site for the meat safe can be agreed with the Historic TSO. 

Increasing capacity:

If there is a need for increased capacity at the site in the future a separate building should be constructed outside the immediate and visible vicinity of the existing hut to reduce the impact on aesthetic values.  At the same time it is important that these buildings have an ongoing use, so if additional facilities are required to be built in their vicinity they should continue to be managed as bunk space to compliment the new facility.  Visitors should be actively encouraged to continue to use the old hut as bunk space.  The Historic TSO should be consulted on the scale and location of such new facilities.  An example to avoid repeating in future may be seen by the close proximity of the Rodger Inlet Hut to the A-frame placed beside it.  This A-frame relocation could have been more sympathetically achieved by distancing it from the immediate vicinity of the former DIA hut and separating it with some bush cover.

Recording work:

The standards for recording all work to these buildings is the same as for any actively managed historic asset.  Buildings that were not visited as part of this study should be inspected and recorded to at least the same standard as was undertaken for this project prior to any work being undertaken (this includes creating a detailed photographic record of the building). 

Archaeological Sites

Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices) should be consulted to determine if there are known archaeological sites in the vicinity of the asset and attention should be paid to section 6.6.

6.4.2
Grade Two
Summary:

Huts in this grade should be treated as actively managed historic assets, with key visitor hut service standards being met in as sympathetic manner as possible. 

Service Standards

DOC visitor huts service standards should only be applied where they do not conflict with the principles of heritage management and the guidelines below.  In all other instances there will be a need to consult with technical support staff, and it may be necessary to request an exception to the standards through the line. 
Some creative thinking may be required to meet Hut Service Standards while being sympathetic to heritage values.

Work planning

Ideally a Conservation Plan should be commissioned prior to any work to alter the fabric of the building.  Because of the work required to prepare Conservation Plans it may be acceptable, on the advice of the Historic TSO, to instead develop a simple management guideline for such buildings.  

A Conservation Plan should be completed where there are complex conservation issues and competing values that need to be weighed against each other .  Huts that meet this criteria are identified in section 6.2.  Others may be identified as having this requirement in the future.

Work planning including Conservation Plans should be to DOC best practice standards and include Conservation Management Policies to the standards of the International Committee on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), as presented in the ICOMOS New Zealand Charter 1993.

Acceptable levels of change:

Relocation, removal, or replacement of, and additions or alterations to these huts are not acceptable and should not be considered.   The placement of windows and doors, and internal layout or floor plan of the building should be retained.  

Exceptions are where public safety will be compromised or hut service standards will not be met.  For example where a building might be affected by serious natural disaster such as flood, erosion, slip, earthquake, avalanche, or rock fall, there will need to be consideration of either relocation or removal.  Hut service standards to be met for this grade may also require some changes to doors, windows and partitions, for example.  Mitigation work may be required to lessen the visual impact of modifications, or more innovative solutions sought.  This is a matter that should be considered in a Conservation Plan or management guideline for the hut.

Reversion:

Where modification of original design (for example introduction of wood-burners, re-poured concrete hearths, and aluminium doors or windows) has already occurred these can be left in place until the end of their useful life, unless otherwise stated in a Conservation Plan.   When these modified features are due for replacement consideration should be given to reversing the modern work/feature back to something of the original period of construction.  An example of this may be the return to timber joinery from an aluminium version when it is due for replacement.  

There may be instances where modifications have become part of the history of the place and it is acceptable to retain them, in which case the newer material should be managed as significant fabric.  In other cases, where modifications cannot be reversed without triggering the need for a building permit, some mitigation work may be required to lessen the visual impact of the modification, or more innovative solutions sought.  Reversion may not meet hut standards outlined above, in which case the visual impact of the modifications should be lessened as far as possible while meeting the hut standard.  These are issues that should be addressed through the Conservation Plan process.

Piles, sub-floor and flooring:

Re-piling to current building standards when existing piles become rotten is acceptable
 with the following conditions: 

· it should first be specified in an approved Conservation Plan or management guideline

· where the building or the location of the building is or may be a pre-1900 archaeological site an authority from the NZHPT must be sought, 

· care should be taken to ensure that the change is not visually obtrusive.

· if archaeological material is encountered during work then standard accidental discovery protocols should be followed. 

Sub-floor timbers should only be replaced when they are no longer functional and, where practical, like for like materials of the same type, dimensions, and profile as original should be used.

Only rotten or broken sections floor boards should be replaced, and materials of the same type, dimensions, and profile should be used.

Where the floor of a hut is completely rotted or where the hut originally had an earth floor archaeological values may be present, and appropriateness of introducing a new floor needs to be considered carefully.  New flooring requires the following conditions to be met:

· the floor should be inspected and recorded, and an archaeological assessment undertaken by the Historic TSO or nominated person to determine if new flooring is appropriate.  Renewal of earth flooring may be recommended.

· re-flooring should first be specified in an approved Conservation Plan or management guideline

· where the building or the location of the building is or may be a pre-1900 archaeological site an authority from the NZHPT must be sought, 

· the Historic TSO or nominated person should be present during the removal of any original floor and any ground disturbance associated with the construction.

· the new flooring materials should be of a type consistent with the building style of the type and era of the hut.

· if archaeological material is encountered during work then standard accidental discovery protocols should be followed. 

Original fabric:

All original fabric should be retained and preserved wherever possible.  Any repairs to original fabric that are necessary should be in like kind (size, dimensions, profile and type) sympathetic to the original construction techniques.  This includes all joinery, fixtures and fittings.  Where original fabric is no longer sound, serves an essential purpose in the function of the building, and has heritage value (such as bearing historic graffiti or demonstrating unique and important construction technique) it should be retained and new fabric of like kind placed alongside or in support of it where practical.  Careful consideration should be given to the type and placement of strengthening material in order to minimise its visual impact.

Chattels:

Period chattels, such as older candleholders and fire screens should not be removed from the hut, provided these are still usable and safe.  In some instances new and better alternatives can be introduced and the originals left for display only.

NZFS food storage tins, food, utensils, pots/camp ovens that have been left in most of the WAC huts present some concerns that require further consideration.  There is some risk of removal of such items by visitors (including staff) over time, resulting in eventual complete loss.  There is also an issue with the state of preservation with some of these food items.  All should be left in place until further advice has been provided by the Historic TSO, or direction given in Conservation Plan or management guideline.  Where chattels end up must be carefully considered as they are heritage items.

Surface coatings:

These assets should only be painted if there is evidence of paint on the cladding surfaces or where there is evidence of deterioration due to weathering.  If painting or repainting is required, a paint scraping should be undertaken and filed in a labelled and sealed plastic bag for future reference. Repainting should be in original colours, or where painting has not been undertaken previously it should be consistent with the era and type of the hut.  Graffiti that has historic value should not be covered.

Associated buildings

Where there are still original timber-framed and corrugated iron clad toilets at these huts they should be retained so far as practicable. Their replacement with a modern pit toilet is not permitted.  If a Norski or similarly modern pit toilet is already located at the site or if a toilet has reached then end of its practical life, consideration should be given to possibly replacing it with a refurbished toilet of the original style (that may have been removed from a hut not in Grade One or Two), or with a replica toilet to original design.  Air vents can be fitted to these original and replica toilets to improve airflow.  

Where a meat safe or other associated asset is still present these should be maintained in their existing location and repaired to maximise their lifespan.  Materials used in repairs and maintenance should be in like kind (same type, dimensions, profile and size as original).  Painting should follow the same rules as stated for the associated hut.

The relocation of associated buildings within the hut site is allowable in some instances.  For example the Hut Service Standards have a distance requirement between any hut and a meat safe.  To satisfy this requirement a new site for the meat safe can be agreed with the Historic TSO. 

Increasing capacity:

If there is a need for increased capacity at the site in the future a separate building should be constructed outside the immediate and visible vicinity of the existing hut to reduce the impact on aesthetic values.  At the same time it is important that these buildings have an ongoing use, so if additional facilities are required to be built in their vicinity they should continue to be managed as bunk space to compliment the new facility.  Visitors should be actively encouraged to continue to use the old hut as bunk space.  The Historic TSO should be consulted on the scale and location of new facilities.  An example to avoid repeating in future may be seen by the close proximity of the Rodger Inlet Hut to the A-frame placed beside it.  This A-frame relocation could have been more sympathetically achieved by distancing it from the immediate vicinity of the former DIA hut and separating it with some bush cover.

Recording work:

The standards for recording all work to these buildings is the same as for any actively managed historic asset.  Buildings that were not visited as part of this study should be inspected and recorded to at least the same standard as was undertaken for this project prior to any work being undertaken (this includes creating a detailed photographic record of the building). 

Archaeological Sites

Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices) should be consulted to determine if there are known archaeological sites in the vicinity of the asset and attention should be paid to section 6.6.

6.4.3.
Grade Three

Summary: 

These huts should be managed as any other visitor assets, but with sympathy for their heritage value, so far as possible within use requirements and hut standards.  Some features are identified for retention during the life of these huts.

Requirements:

Most of the guideline for Grade Three huts is optional, but there are some mandatory requirements, as indicated below.  Area offices may choose to apply to these huts any of the standards for higher grades under the headings: 
· Acceptable Levels of Change

· Reversion

· Piles Sub-floor and Flooring

· Original Fabric

· Surface Coatings

· Increasing Capacity.  

Service Standards:

There are no restrictions on the application of Hut Standards.  

Acceptable levels of change:

Relocation, and removal at the end of life are acceptable.  

Required: Many of these huts have distinctive historical features that add to their character, that have heritage significance, and which should be preserved for duration of the huts life.  Recommendations for individual huts may be found in the Hut Inventory Sheets, identifying the key features for retention.  

Optional:  Interior and exterior modifications should aim to be sympathetic to the original style of the building so that the overall visual character of the hut is retained.

Chattels: 

Required: 

NZFS food storage tins, food, utensils, pots/camp ovens that have been left in most of the WAC huts present some concerns that require further consideration.  There is some risk of removal of such items by visitors (including staff) over time, resulting in eventual complete loss.  There is also an issue with the state of preservation with some of these food items.  All should be left in place until further advice has been provided by the Historic TSO.  Where chattels end up must be carefully considered as they are heritage items.  

Associated buildings: 

Optional: If original toilets, meat safes and wood sheds at these huts are replaced or removed consideration should be given to their refurbishment and re-use with Grade One and Two huts of the same type as per Grade One and Two guidelines.    

Recording work: 

Required: Buildings that were not visited as part of this study should be inspected and recorded to at least the same standard as was undertaken for this project prior to any work being undertaken to modify or remove them (this includes creating a detailed photographic record of the building).

Archaeological Sites: 

Required: Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices) should be consulted to determine if there are known archaeological sites in the vicinity of the asset and attention should be paid to section 6.6.

6.4.4
Grade Four

Summary:

These huts should be managed as any other visitor asset.

Requirements:

Most of the guideline for Grade Three huts is optional, but there are some mandatory requirements, as indicated below.  Area offices may choose to apply to these huts any of the standards for higher grades under the headings: 

· Acceptable Levels of Change

· Reversion

· Piles Sub-floor and Flooring

· Original Fabric

· Surface Coatings

· Increasing Capacity.   

Service Standards:

There are no restrictions on the application of Hut Standards.

Acceptable levels of change:

Relocation, and removal at the end of life are acceptable.  Modification during hut life is acceptable.

Chattels: 

Required: 

NZFS food storage tins, food, utensils, pots/camp ovens that have been left in most of the WAC huts present some concerns that require further consideration.  There is some risk of removal of such items by visitors (including staff) over time, resulting in eventual complete loss.  There is also an issue with the state of preservation with some of these food items.  All should be left in place until further advice has been provided by the Historic TSO.  Where chattels end up must be carefully considered as they are heritage items.  

Associated buildings: 

Optional: If original toilets, meat safes and wood sheds at these huts are replaced or removed consideration should be given to their refurbishment and re-use with Grade One and Two huts of the same type as per Grade One and Two guidelines.  

Recording work:

Required: Buildings that were not visited as part of this study should be inspected and recorded to at least the same standard as was undertaken for this project prior to any work being undertaken to modify or remove them (this includes creating a detailed photographic record of the building).

Archaeological Sites

Required: Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices) should be consulted to determine if there are known archaeological sites in the vicinity of the asset and attention should be paid to section 6.6.
6.5
Hut Service Standards
The Hut Service Standards for Standard Huts and Basic Hut/Bivvy do not inherently conflict with the protection of heritage values.  The way in which the standards are interpreted and applied can, however, cause problems.  This is something that can be addressed through the Hut Inspection SOP and through the training of staff.
An example is the requirements around candle holders.  In some huts old candleholders are part of the original chattels and add to the historic heritage value of the building.  The Hut Service Standard requires that ‘adequate numbers of candleholders shall be supplied’ and that “all new candleholders supplied shall be one of the Department’s approved designs’.  The old NZFS standard candle holders are quite safe, and incorporate similar design concepts to the new DOC standard candle holders.  The same is true for old vernacular domestic candle stick holders.  There is no requirement in the Hut Standard, and no safety reason, for removing them.  New DOC standard candle holders can be introduced to provide “adequate numbers” or more. 
In some instances the Hut Service Standards are implemented in a consistent manner within an Area or across the Conservancy, because it is easier to do so, without taking heritage values into account where the Hut Service Standard would have allowed for an alternative approach.  For example, the requirement for a Standard Hut is that “The name of the hut shall be on a sign on the outside of the building”.  However, there is the flexibility to have the sign mounted on posts outside, rather than dominating the front door or wall of the building, and detracting from its historic appearance, or to use a smaller size that matches the proportions of the building. 

Hut colours are required by the Hut Service Standards to be “appropriate: which is defined only as bright where a building needs to be seen in marginal conditions, and otherwise blending in.  There has been a trend at times to change the colours of huts to match a DOC colour range, and there are obvious benefits in using the same colours for all huts with regard to bulk buying, not having paint left over, and not having to make unnecessary ongoing choices.  However, there is no requirement for uniform colours, and huts with heritage values can be reverted to original colour schemes.
Meat-safes, dog kennels, and toilets have to be a specified distance from huts, depending upon hut type.  In instances where these structures do not meet this requirement there is a tendency either to remove them altogether or replace them with a new structure at the required distance.  However, retention and relocation of original features such as these is both allowable and desirable at huts with heritage values, and should be undertaken in preference. 

The ventilation, doors, seat, lid, and number requirements for toilets may be used as a reason to replace older them with Norski-type toilets.  However, often only slight modifications are required to bring older toilets to the new standards, and replica toilets can be built to meet the standards whilst complimenting older huts.

Verandas or decks are encouraged but not required or essential, and have the potential to detract considerably from the visual appearance huts with heritage values.  There addition should be considered carefully, and avoided on huts with heritage values.  Similarly a desirable total length of cooking bench per-person is given in the Hut Service Standard, but is not mandatory.  Increasing bench space can improve the utility and comfort of a hut, but the space gained needs to be weighed carefully against the impact on heritage value.
The absence of a reliable dead wood supply and the risk of live vegetation being cut may lead to fireplaces being removed, but external fireplaces are often a key visual feature of the exterior of a hut.  It is possible to meet the Hut Service Standard by preventing the use of a fire, whilst retaining the external appearance of a building.

Only the Hut Service Standards for “Standard Hut” and “Basic Hut/Bivvy” were examined in the context of the guidelines for huts in Grades 1 and 2.  These hut types were selected because most of the huts graded as 1 and 2 by this study fall within them.  Other conservancy’s may have problems with the standards for other types of huts where there are heritage values.

Some things that are an issue for huts with heritage values are being addressed at a national level.  For example, the requirements for Standard Huts include the provision of a series of notifications: the standard hut notice, local hut notice, carbon monoxide warning and a water quality notice.  Until recently this has required an array of signs which has had the potential to detract from the aesthetic value of the interior of the hut, especially in small buildings.  The recent merging of all these notices into a single sign will reduce the impact of signs in huts with historic heritage values.  An effort should be made to prioritise huts in Grades One and Two for the replacement of multiple signs with the new standard sign.

Recommendations:
· In interpreting the Hut Service Standards for huts in Grades One and Two care should be taken to ensure that the standards are being interpreted correctly and with sympathy for heritage values.  
· Some training of staff members who undertake hut inspections and schedule work tasks would help in this regard.  
· Over time more specific conservancy guidelines could also be developed for the interpretation of the Hut Service Standards in the context of Grades 1 and 2 huts.
· Opportunities to contribute to the review of the Hut Inspection SOP and staff training programmes should be taken with a view to making these more sympathetic to and aware of historic heritage values.

· The less flexible sections of the hut Service Standards, where they conflict with the heritage values of buildings, should be raised at a national level in the context of “buildings with heritage value that are not actively managed” as a group.  This will require some consultation with colleagues in other Conservancies with regard to the other hut types.  The Visitor Assets and Historic TSO should work on this task.
6.6
Archaeological Sites

Many huts have been located on the sites of earlier occupation where there are archaeological sites.  Pre-1900 archaeological sites are protected under the Historic Places Act, and all archaeological sites are protected by the Conservation Act, Reserves Act and National Parks Act.  Wherever a recorded archaeological site is located within the activity area around a hut, this has been identified in the Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices).  Archaeological sites previously recorded further away from the huts but still in the vicinity or surrounding area have also received a mention in the Hut Inventory Sheets, in order to raise awareness among staff of possible sites in the area.  
Requirements:
· Prior to any work that involves ground disturbance at hut sites where archaeological sites have been identified, advice must be sought from the Historic Heritage TSO to determine if the work will affect the site, if an Historic Places Act Authority is required, and what other steps might be necessary to mitigate adverse affects.  
· Ground work is permitted at hut sites that do not have recorded archaeological sites nearby, but if groundwork reveals evidence of a previously unknown site, then accidental discovery protocols should be followed: i.e. work should be cease until advice has been sought from the Heritage TSO about Historic Places Act Archaeological Authority requirements

· Where an archaeological site has been identified within the activity area around a hut this should be identified in the “Comment” field of the “Asset” tab for that asset AND in the “Comment” field for the “Site” tab for the relevant site in VAMS or comparable field in AMIS as soon as possible to minimise the risks of damage to archaeological sites during the course of ongoing work.  The following text is suggested:

Caution: An archaeological site (insert site number(s) as identified in Hut Inventory Sheets) has been recorded in the vicinity of this asset/site.  Any work that involves ground disturbance may require an Archaeological Authority under the Historic Places Act.  Please contact Historic TSO for advice. 
6.7.
VAMS data

At the present time VAMS does not have a category for or any means of formally identifying huts that have heritage value, but which are not actively managed historic assets.  This is a matter that needs to be addressed at a national level.  However, use of such a category in the short to medium term would be limited to those Conservancys that have undertaken assessments similar to this one.  Until there is a wider need for this type of category assets of this kind should be identified in some other consistent way within VAMS.  Until this can be implemented there needs to be a way for Southland to identify these buildings in VAMS.
At the present time the Te Anau Area has inserted a comment in the “Asset” tab for all assets more than 30 years old as follows: 

“This is an unmanaged Historic asset. An assessment by the HR (historic resources) team must be made before any works other than minor works are made.”
Until a national solution can be found to the VAMs/AMIS issue it is suggested that all Areas take up the approach Te Anau have taken and add (or in the case of Te Anau replace) the following comments in the “Comment” field of the “Asset” tab or comparable AMIS field for the huts considered by this study, according to their final grade.
Grade 1
“This hut has heritage value.  It was assessed as part of the historic evaluation of all conservancy visitor huts and given a Grade 1 classification.  It should be treated in a similar way to Actively Managed Historic Assets.  Refer to guidelines for further detail.” 

Grade 2
“This hut has heritage value.  It was assessed as part of the historic evaluation of all conservancy visitor huts and given a Grade 2 classification.  It should be treated in a similar way to Actively Managed Historic Assets but with key Hut Service Standards being met sympathetically.  Refer to guidelines for further detail.”
Grade 3
“This hut has some heritage value.  It was assessed as part of the historic evaluation of all conservancy visitor huts and given a Grade 3 classification.  During its life key features should be retained: (features specific to hut should be listed).  Refer to guidelines for further detail.”
Grade 4
“This hut has heritage value.  It was assessed as part of the historic evaluation of all conservancy visitor huts and given a Grade 4 classification.  If it was not visited as part of the huts evaluation it should be recorded to the standard of that evaluation project prior to major works, removal, replacement, or upgrade.  Refer to guidelines for further detail.”
The issue should be raised at a national level, and a suggested means of identifying these buildings in the medium term is by adding “historic hut, not actively managed” as a characteristic in AMIS has been suggested by Brian Dobbie.  

Recommendations:
· In the long term a request should be made to the VAMS/AMIS administrators that a category be created for huts that have heritage values but which are not actively managed.  This field will only become viable as more conservancys complete assessments of huts.
· In the interim a request should be made to the VAMS/AMIS administrators to allow for adding this as a “characteristic” for assets in AMIS.

· In the short term the suggested statements should be added to the “Comments” field in the “Asset” tab for all huts considered by this study, based on their grading.

During the course of this project a number of data deficiencies and inaccuracies have been found in VAMS.  Where there are errors requiring correction these are identified in the Hut Inventory Sheets (appendices).  
Recommendations:
· As part of the regular inspection process for visitor assets and updating of VAMS efforts should be made to make corrections and add any recommendations specific to each hut 
6.8
Networks

There are four groups of huts in Southland Conservancy that have high significance because they are complete or almost complete historic networks.  These are:

· Eyre Mountains pastoral mustering route

· Takitimu Mountains NZFS WAC huts

· Eyre Mountains NZFS WAC huts

· Dusky Track recreation huts built by L&S for FNPB

There has been no research done at a national level on historic hut networks, so at the current time it is not possible to provide guidance on how significant these groups are in a national context.  They clearly have regional significance.
Recommendation:  

· The need for national research into historic hut networks should be raised by the Historic Heritage TSO at a national level.
Pastoral Mustering Huts
The Eyre Mountains pastoral mustering route huts are individually significant enough for two of them to already be actively managed (Beech and Dog Box), and the third to have been placed in the highest grade (Cowshed).  There should be no difficulties in justifying their management as a network with regional significance.  
Recommendations:

· There has already been thought given to focusing upon these huts as a visitor attraction to the Eyre Mountains and using the mustering route as a point of interpretation for these buildings.  This should be pursued, and the group retained as a network.  
· If there is ever a national investigation into pastoral networks this group should be identified and assessed in a national context.
NZFS WAC Huts
The Takitimu and Eyre Mountains NZFS WAC hut groups are each one hut short of their original network.  They still retain a high level of integrity individually and as groups.  Initial conversations with colleagues in other conservancies about NZFS WAC huts indicate that the Southland networks will probably rank highly in a national evaluation because of the intactness of the networks and the fact that the huts remain unmodified since their original use.  A number of factors mean that they would be very easy to manage as historic networks without additional costs to or effort by the department:
· The visitor zonings 
· User groups identified for these huts 
· VAMS asset type and consequent hut standards to be met

· Low level of use and consequent lack of pressure to extend or modify 
· Low repair and maintenance costs
In addition the heritage value and associated stories of both of these networks mean there is potential for the historic theme to be a key visitor experience and attraction of these huts.  The Eyre Mountain network lends itself more readily to management as a current recreation network.
Recommendations:
· As part of the review of recreation opportunities in the Eyre Mountains, consideration should be given to retaining and maintaining all the huts in the NZFS WAC network to the standards of Grade One or Two.  It is acknowledged that there may be a need to relocate some huts to make this practical.  
· If the idea of managing these huts as a historic network is adopted then consideration should be given to the preparation of interpretation to convey the stories of NZFS WAC control.  They should be re-graded in the revision of this study.
· The huts in the network to be retained should be re-graded as Grade 1.

· If there is ever a national investigation into NZFS WAC hut networks this group should be identified and assessed in a national context.

L&S /FNPB Dusky Track recreation huts 

The Upper Spey, Kintail, Loch Maree, Supper Cove, Lake Roe, and Halfway Huts on the Dusky Track were all built during the same period to the same basic L&S 12 bunk design.  Although some have had verandahs of different styles added over the years they all have the same outward appearance.  Halfway Hut is the only one that retains the original interior layout, and original fireplace.  They represent an important era in the development of recreation facilities in Fiordland National Park under the auspices of the National Park Board.  In an ideal world it would be good to preserve such a network, however, a number of factors make this impractical.  These include increasing numbers at some huts leading to a need to increase sleeping capacity by removal of partitions, deterioration of buildings in the harsh environment, fire safety requirements for egress.  The need for huts to be of a consistent standard within a walking route also makes the preservation of the network impractical.
Recommendation:  
· It is impractical to retain this network.  The story of the network and the era of hut building by FNPB needs to be told in the one hut that is retained on the Dusky track – Halfway Hut.
6.9
Review

It is acknowledged that there will be changes over time that will affect the practicality and desirability of adhering to these guidelines.  The most likely factors are change of use; changes to internal standards or external compliance requirements; or newly identified safety concerns.  Over time perspectives of heritage value may also change, more huts will require assessment, and the relative value of huts assessed here will shift –representativeness will change as more huts and hut types are added to thematic groups.  It is therefore reasonable to expect that this document and its recommendations will be reviewed regularly.  It is also realistic to expect that the guidance given for individual huts will need to be reconsidered and taken back to Technical Support if the implementation becomes impractical for the reasons stated above.

Recommendation:
· This study should be reviewed in 8-10 years.

· Huts that are acquired by the Department prior to the review of this study should be evaluated in the context of this study, and recorded to the same standard.

· Where the application of the guidelines is not feasible further advice from the Historic TSO should be sought.

6.10
Further Research 

This evaluation has endeavoured to compile a historical background of selected huts within the Southland Conservancy but it is not comprehensive.  More historical information pertaining to huts may come to light in future.  
The following research work is recommended for the future: 

· Completion of site evaluations and photographic records for huts more than 30 years old that come under Department of Conservation management in future, to be done to at least the same standard as in this report.   

· Application of the same guidelines for huts that come under Department of Conservation management in future.   

· Nation-wide research on the NZFS WAC huts to assess both regional and national significance of networks to determined which should be retained intact (either the Eyre or Takitimu networks).   

· Oral history project with ex NZFS and L&S staff so that further previously undocumented historical information on huts, workers and their jobs can be compiled before this information resource is lost.  

· Archival research into DIA and NZFS files, including Head Office DIA files for the early years, Southern Lakes District files for the pre-1956 years, and the NZFS files where at Wellington and Dunedin Archives NZ.  
· Research into Fiordland National Parks Board annual reports.
· Research on the high-country rehabilitation program undertaken by NZFS which resulted in the planting of exotic species in unstable high altitude areas like Mount Bee.
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Matt Schmidt, NZHPT Archaeologist, Otago Southland Area Office
APPENDIX ONE - Plans
Appendix 2

NZFS Wild Animal Control Huts – Eyre and Takitimu Mountains.  Reminiscences from John von Tunzelman during site visits.  27-28 March, 2007
Site visits were made in a R44 with Rod Hall-Jones flying.  Patrick Harsveldt collected information at the huts for a Conservancy wide assessment of the historic values of huts, and Rachael Egerton collected these reminiscences from John.

Eyre Mountains

Cromel Base Hut

The site:

During the 1920s this valley was the site of red beech logging for timber, mainly used for fence posts.  Up to 30 people lived in the valley.  There are some remnants of buildings in the form of old sheets of iron, and reminders of logging include tramlines and cleared areas now regenerating.  Some of the regeneration here is over areas of fires in the past – pastoral burning that got out of control.

Construction:

Built by NZFS carpenter Doug Ford in the same year as Acton, Princhester, and Lockie huts.  Materials for construction were brought in to the site using a Land Rover and trailer along the old logging road.  It was originally painted light green, with a darker green roof.  

Yarns:

During the time that John was the field supervisor he employed five Cook Islanders and one Samoan for a winter of track cutting work.  They were out of season freezing workers.  John was concerned about them feeling the cold in these alpine areas, but they didn’t seem to have a problem with this.  In the initial food orders John got them plenty of fruit – oranges, bananas, etc. – but they did not eat as much of this as expected.  The meat they ate by preference was mutton which they made into a stew cooked in the camp oven over the open fire, and ate with cabbage and cauliflower.  The usual daily routine for such track cutters was that four would work on tracks during the day while one would stay in the hut to undertake duties there, including preparing the food.  This duty was rotated around the six.  They coped well with the work and the conditions, and the only hitch were the occasional disagreements the Cook Islanders had with the Samoan and vice versa.  They were one of the best track gangs that John ever employed.

Original chattels and associated features:

Meat safe

Toilet

Standard NZFS Candle-stick holders

Wash basin

Mount Bee Cook House and Bunk Rooms

Infrastructure:

The road up to Mount Bee was a considerable undertaking.  Initially workers stayed at Five Rivers (in the cottage at Five Rivers homestead?).  As the road progressed the Mansion bivvy from the mouth of the Irthing stream, which was no longer in use for hunting, was moved to be used for a base for the road construction workers.  It was located about a kilometre down the road from the current Mount Bee hut site.  Once it was no longer required here it was moved to its current site.  To move it to its current site car jacks were used to lift it up off the piles, and it was then attached to a strop and lifted using a Bell Jet Ranger by Bill Black.  The new site had been prepared with piles and the bivvy was lowered down directly on to the piles.  The exact level of the piles was then adjusted to make the bivvy level.  The piles from the time it spent on the Mount Bee road were left where they were and should still be there today.  

Water supply was an issue at this location as rainwater off the roof was the only source.  A bulldozer was used to create a water hole near to the hut.  It can still be found to the north, across the other side of the road past the hut.  it is c.8mx10m.  

The buildings:

The bunk rooms here were originally built as single men’s huts for foresters, each unit having a single bed with drawers underneath, and then a free space.  Four of these units were re-located from Pebbly Hills, Hedgehope Forest, up to the current site to act as accommodation for both experimental tree planting/maintenance workers and for hunters’ accommodation.  They were transported to the site on the road which still remains that had been constructed for access.  They were positioned in pairs opposite each other, with verandas meeting in the middle, and three extra beds put in each to make them into bunkrooms.  Two of the units were later removed from the site by truck, shipped across Foveaux Strait, and then airlifted to the school education centre on Stewart Island under the leadership of Max Kershaw.  After these two units were removed a new building was built almost on their former location – now used as a shed – and was fitted out with a shower.  Water was heated up and put in a 10 litre drum that had a shower rose on it.  There was originally a meat safe in the shared veranda area of the two remaining former Pebbly Hills units.

The work:

Nearby are areas that were the first in the Eyre Mountains (?) where over-sowing and top-dressing were undertaken as part of the “high country rehabilitation and re-vegetation work”.  Tree planting was undertaken for the same reason.  Planting and tree management work was directed by the Forest and Range Experimental Station, which was part of the Forest Research Institute – a sub-section of NZFS and was carried out for about 3 weeks a year from 1969/70 until 1978/79.  The work was supervised from Te Anau.  

Trainee woodsman:

Tree planting work here was undertaken by trainee woodsmen sent from the NZFS training centre in ?.  Crews of up to 10 woodsmen with two supervisors would stay at Mount Bee for up to two weeks at a time.  Cooking duty was rotated around the workers.  The forester trainee field season would begin with “mountain week” which hunters also participated in.  The group would go on a trip for 10? days carrying their food and tents, camping along the way, and hunting.  The group would stay in one or more locations for a few days and do some kind of work project together.  Routes that were used for “Mountain Week” included the Greenstone-Caples, Boyd Creek through to the Upukerora and …???

Irthing Bivvy
Construction:

Built in the form of a Southland variation to a national standard design – the national standard was the ‘dog box bivvy’ but in Southland these were either built or adapted to have a taller stud height and door.  It was constructed during the time that Jack Wildermoth was the field supervisor of hunting operations.  

Originally it had a single bunk with sacks across beams rather than a slat bunk.  Later it was lined out with hardboard, and two slat bunks put in.  Materials for the original construction were dropped in using parachutes from a Domini (fixed wing aircraft). Zig Kepka was the carpenter who did the later lining.  The door was one supplied for a standard design dog box, but was modified to a taller height using horizontal t&g at the time of original construction.  

Ashton Hut

Location:

The site for this hut was chosen during an aerial survey by Henry Maunder in around 1962.  The site was never checked on the ground prior to construction.  It was a terrible location because there is no good water supply, it is right under a steep mobile scree slope with large boulders, it was difficult to walk in to and out from in all directions, and it was poorly located for hunting from – there were not good hunting areas within walking distance. As a consequence it was used very little even during the height of NZFS deer hunting.

Construction

Material for the hut was air dropped using parachutes using a fixed wing aircraft from the Queenstown airport.  

The slip story:

A large boulder from the scree slope above the hut rolled down and damaged the chimney on this hut.  Henry Maunder who was the field supervisor of hunting operations at the time ‘acquired’ trees from the Tapanui Forestry Workshop and they were planted across the scree area in an effort to stabilise the slope – this was not part of the official high country revegetation and rehabilitation program.  Following the damage caused by the boulder the chimney blew over and was replaced with the one that stands now.  

Original chattels include: camp oven, three billies, tea box, hut book tin.

This is one of the few huts unmodified from original construction and built to national standard design.

Upper Windley Bivvy

Location:

This location was used for two years as the site for a tent camp for hunting, and selected by the hunter who worked in the area as a good location for a hut.  It was possible to do 5-6 days hunting from this hut, hunting in a different area each day – it is located near a number of valleys.  The Cromel Branch hut was in a similarly good location.

Construction:

Built during the era of Henry Maunders time as field supervisor – around 1962/3, before Ashton.  

At the time of the visit with John he observed that the grass was much longer than it had been during the days of hunting, and that this was an indication that deer numbers were substantially lower than then.  

Original chattels include: mincer, billies, wash basin.  Also has original timber construction toilet.

Islands Bivvy

Location:

Before the NZFS built a hut at this site there was already a hunting hut (the Old Islands Hut) that had been built for private hunters by the pastoral station.  NZFS hunters hunted out of the old hut, including John in 1961.  The NZFS hut was built during John Wildermoth’s time as field supervisor.  It was proven as a good site by those hunters who had been using the old hut.  It is set in the fringes of the beech forest – was always surrounded by trees.

Name:  The NZFS hut took its name off the old hunters hut.  It in turn had probably been named after the ‘Islands of bush’ that occur in the valley.

Takitimu Mountains

Aparima Forks bivvy.

This was the first hut built in the Takitimu mountains, in the same year as Coal Creek Bivvy, and the original Aparima Hut now referred to as “Tony’s Hut” after Tony Hazeldine who worked from it a lot.

Construction:

This hut was built to the original NZFS design for a ‘dog box bivvy’ and was later built up to its current height.  It is currently (2007) painted in DOC colours, but was never painted in NZFS days.  It has also had tanilised piles put under it at a later date.  The materials for construction were dropped in from a fixed wing aircraft.  Flat iron was rolled up for such air drops but inevitably got squashed a little, leaving fold marks.  The original iron at this hut can be distinguished from the iron brought in when the hut was built up because the newer iron does not have these fold marks.  The later changes to the hut to give it a higher stud, were undertaken by Zig Kepka in around 1975.  At this time the Perspex window from the end wall opposite the door was relocated to a position alongside the door.  

Location:

This hut was a good hunting location – it has easy access to three different valleys.  

Original chattels and features:

Camp oven, candle holders, wash basin, food storage drums.  Has original toilet but this has been relocated to a better location in more recent years. 

Becketts Hut

Construction:

Built by Erroll Brown and Ken Dunham, NZFS builders, during the time when John von Tunzelman was field supervisor.  It was probably never painted during NZFS times, but has since been painted DOC colours.  Built as a variation to standard design (Along with the Wairaki Hut)– the door was in the very end of the hut, and the area usually taken up by outside veranda storage incorporated within this area.  An internal cupboard was put inside in place of the veranda storage area of the standard design.  The standard design for this size hut only had one window, but in this instance two were put in.  Originally one of the windows was a louver, as per the standard, but this was subsequently replaced with the current casement window.  The second window is a six pane fixed window from a farm near Mossburn.  The hearth has also been varied, and is in an area of cut out floor rather than being poured over the floor.  

Location:

The site was chosen by Stan Beckett, and Englishman, who was employed as a hunter, and used the location as a tent camp site when hunting the area.  John asked him for a location for the hut, and Stan suggested this one.  Stan had left by the time the hut was built, but returned later with a new wife, to show her where he had worked.  He didn’t know it had been named after him until he arrived there for his visit and found the hand painted sign on the door.  

Beckett’s Hut was always located on the topographical map by John in the wrong place on purpose.  The NZFS had some problems with equipment and supplies being stolen out of huts in this area, and this was a way of reducing the chances of people finding it.  L&S realised the error and corrected it on the next printing – incorrect for only one edition of the NZMS1 inch to the mile series map.
Original chattels and features:

Has mincer, wash basin, candle holders, first aid kit, fire screen, wooden toilet, meat safe, wood shed.

Context:

As there were problems with food and equipment going missing from the huts near here this hut was screened by the planting of an area in front with Douglas Firs – around 15.   These did not do well, but one was found surviving at the time of the visit.  Beech trees have grown up considerably in front of the hut since the time of construction.  

Upper Princhester Bivvy

Construction:

Built by Errol Brown and Ken Dunham as a southland variant to the standard design for “dog box bivvys”.  The materials supplied were for the standard design, and the door has been built up using horizontal t&g.  The paint on the exterior is zinc chromate primer that was supplied by NZFS.  The site was prepared by John.  He walked in with a hand-me-down production forest chain saw to clear trees from the site, and it broke down after the first tree was half cut through.  He had to walk out to get it repaired, and back in again to complete the job.  A helipad also had to be made by digging a flat platform down from the hut site.  This was one of the earliest huts to be built using helicopter to deliver the materials to site.  The materials were attached on the sides of the chopper.  The door step was made by John by pouring concrete into a cardboard box.  The lining of the hut and the addition of the porch were done by Zig Kepka.  

Original chattels: first aid kit, ex-coffee tin for storage, wash basin, candle holder, billy.

Whare Creek Bivvy

Location:

The site was chosen by John von Tunzelman who had hunted from here and stayed under a tent fly – during his time as field supervisor.  It was a good location for hunting.  

Construction

Built by Errol Brown and Ken Dunham during John von Tunzelman’s time as field supervisor.  Built as a Southland variation on the national standard “dog box bivvy” design.  The materials supplied were for the shorter version and so the door has been extended with horizontal t&g.  The bivvy was later relined by Zig Kepka, like all the others, but is the only one visited that has not been painted inside.  Exterior is original NZFS orange.

Redcliff Bivvy

Location:

This was originally the site of a musterers camp and selected for NZFS WAC bivvy site by John von Tunzelman.  There was a basic shelter made of beech poles and corrugated iron at the site.  It was used by Mount Linton Station which had tenure for summer grazing over the tops in the Takitimu Mountains.  This grazing was relinquished because the run had too much summer grazing but nowhere for the extra stock in the winter.  Some of the corrugated iron around the site relates to this earlier shelter.  

Construction:

Built as a national standard “dog box bivvy”.  The materials were flown in by Jack Palmer in a Bell 47(?) helicopter.  The hut was built up to match the Southland variation on this size of hut by Zig Kepka.  The hut was lined, the bunks put in, and the taller door installed (not an extended door, but a new one).  The materials for the upwards extension were flown in by Russell Gutzlag (sp?).

Original chattels and features:

Three billies, washbasin, camp oven, two rat proof drums (different designs), “Tass’s Coffee Beans” tins (supplied by John’s friend at the Little Hut Coffee with original NZFS food supplies in them, first aid tin, hearth brush, some cutlery, a service biscuit tin, wooden box of Ceylon BOP tea, and lots of original food supplies.  The food was photographed but not inventoried.  The range of dry goods included: rice, tea, sugar, macaroni, cocoa,   etc…..  There were also a large number of cans of food such as carrots, beans, and jam. Three cans of jam were removed as two were leaking and one was bulging: “Saint Georges Fresh Fruit Jams” one each of plum, raspberry, and peach.   

Wairaki Bivvy

Location:  

The location was chosen by John von Tunzelman during his time as field supervisor.

Construction:

Built as a national standard “dog box bivvy”.  The builders were Allan Tough and Lou Griffiths, and John helped with construction.  The fire place has been built to John’s design – a variation on the national standard with the hearth flush with the floor boards sloping in to the back of the fire place, with no floor boards underneath.  The materials were flown in by Jack Palmer in a Bell 47 (?).  The extension of the hut to a taller stud height was done by Zig Kepka in the same year as Redcliff Bivvy, at which time it was lined and a taller door put in.  Flattened biscuit tins have been used under the lintel of the fire place – refer to photographs.  

Original chattels:

These include: fire screen, camp oven, billy, wash basin, cabin bread tin, Hudson biscuit tin, candle holder, firewood shelter.  A length of fencing netting has been strung up in the trees like a very long hammock.  It is possible that this was put up to dry brush for fire starting.  

Spence Bivvy

Location:

Originally there was an “A” frame beech pole and corrugated iron bivvy nearby this site – upstream of the current hut, between the two branches of the stream.  It was used for hunting, and proved to be a good location.  

Construction:

The hut was built as a Southland variation of the national standard “dog box bivvy” design – i.e. with a taller stud height.  When the current hut was built the iron from the old bivvy was used to build a veranda/porch on the new hut, and to build a woodshed.  It was painted National Parks Board green at the time of the visit, but was about to be painted NZFS orange.  Was lined out later, and the cupboard added.  Built with a fireplace to John’s design – hearth flush with the floor, and sloping to the back of the fireplace.  

Original chattels and features:

Three candle holders, wash basin, billies, some original food supplies.  Has an original timber toilet.

Huts not visited

Coal Creek

Has now been removed as it fell into disrepair.  Was originally located in the head basin of Coal Creek but the deer in this catchment lived in the area of the hut, and the location of the hut in the same place reduced the ability of hunters to successfully hunt these deer.  John von Tunzelman and others pulled the bivvy apart and carried it down the valley 2kms to get it out of the deer range.  This bivvy was always left off topographical maps by NZFS because it was too difficult to find, and putting it on the map could lead to recreational users getting stranded without shelter if they counted on it being there and were then unable to find it.  

Acton Hut

The Acton hut was one of the two Eyre Mountain base huts.  It was removed in the 1990s and relocated to Deas Head at the Auckland Islands where it is still located in a slightly modified form.  It still has the Acton hut sign on it.  This relocation occurred amidst a great deal of controversy and public protest.  

General reminiscences

Hut locations

Factors that made good hut locations were good water supply, flood free, fuel for the fire, sunshine, and good hunting areas.  Huts that were well placed for accessing more than one hunting area were best.  Good locations were identified by talking to hunters who worked the area.  There were some exceptions to good placement – Ashton hut is one example of bad placement which resulted in a hut being little used.

In NZFS each conservancy was given an allocation for hut construction on an annual basis.  

The Princhester Hut became the base for Takitimu hunting operations when John and Max Kershaw were relocated to Te Anau from Mossburn.  Until then ?? (Aparima) hut was the field base.  

Hut designs

Many of the smaller huts, now two bunk bivvys, were built to an NZFS standard design colloquially known as the ‘dog box’.  This design was for a basic shelter that had no bunks, was unlined, and was so low to the ground that it was not even possible to stand up.  The original height can be visualised at some of these bivvys as the original door height is still apparent.

This design was modified in Southland from 19??.  They were then made with a taller stud and door height and with a single bunk.  Sometimes they were built using materials supplied for a national standard ‘dog box’ design, and extra supplies were taken in to make up the difference.  In these instances the vertical tongue and groove doors were extended upwards with the addition of horizontal tongue and groove.  In other instances materials were ordered specifically for this taller stud height – door included.  Examples of bivvys built to the Southland variation on the Dog box style from scratch are: Irthing, Lincoln, Chester Burn (this latter hut is in the Murchison Mountains and used for the Takahe programme, and excluded from the current hut assessment project – it has been heavily modified).

The early bivvys built to the original ‘dog box’ design were modified to this Southland version of the design as materials became available.  In some instances these bivvys have had their original doors extended, and in other instances they got new full height doors at the time of modification.  Examples are: Aparima Forks, Coal Creek (now removed), Redcliff, Telford, Upper Wairaki. 

The lining of these bivvys with hard board and the construction of two bunks was undertaken later.  Cupboards were often introduced as part of this refit.  In some instances the original material drop for these huts was done from fixed wing aircraft using parachutes, and modifications and/or later lining were done using helicopter air drop of supplies.  

The standard national design for “dog box bivvys” included use of a single square sheet of Perspex for a window.  Later this was superceded by the use of a single louver window, and eventually larger casement windows were used to replace some louver windows that had been part of original construction.

These huts were planned to last for 10 years when they were constructed.

Hut construction:

In the days of fixed wing aircraft aerial drops materials were dropped at the hut locations using parachutes of 20m diameter.  The builders would walk in to the hut site with their tools, food, and tents (if there was not a tent camp already establish at the site).  Once the hut had been completed they would walk out with their tools and tent, and also carry out the parachutes.  A lot of the fixed wing air drops were done by Tex Smith and Don Nairn, pilots at Southern Scenic Air Services.  Flat iron was rolled up for the air drop, but inevitably the cylinders of iron were slightly flattened and so some fixed wing material drop huts have signs of this with folding marks on the iron.  

When helicopters were first used the materials were affixed to the sides of the chopper.  This practice was stopped after a tragic accident in the Maungapohatu, Te Urewera National Park, where the building material became loose and started to peel off the chopper, making it unstable, and crashing.  

Building paper was initially tar paper and later foil.  The chicken mesh that has been used in the construction of some was included to hold the building paper on until the flat iron was put on.  

Johns section (environmental forestry) of NZFS was the poor cousin to the production forest section of the service, and was less well funded.  They received the ‘cast offs’ such as chainsaws that had been used and were past their best.  They also begged and borrowed materials for improving huts.  This has resulted in some strange combinations of materials in some huts.  For example, the area of flooring in Beckett’s Hut that is beyond the standard design is of a different width t&g to the remainder.  All materials taken in for construction or for upgrading were used in some way, hence the variety of different shelf types that are observable in huts made from a range of timber dimensions.

Alterations

Zig Kepka was employed by NZFS then later DOC as a carpenter for around seventeen years.  He also did lawns and gardens.  He was involved in the modification and lining of many of the 2 bunk bivvys.  He had been an orphan of WWII from Poland, and came to NZ with his brothers – seven of his family had been shot in front of them.  Innovations he introduced included construction of wooden lockers to transport materials for the refit that were then converted into cupboards in the huts.

Six bunk huts were all lined at the time of construction.  Princhester hut has insulation batts in the ceiling as a later addition – this was not standard, just opportunistic.  Acton hut did as well – since modified and relocated to Deas Head, Auckland Islands.

Signs:

Signs were put on the doors of huts.  They were generally made out of flat tin, painted white, with black lettering painted on them.  The Princhester Hut sign was painted by an Englishman, (Name?)  who was employed as a painter (?), and included the year of construction as well as a painting of a deer head.

Fire places

The standard NZFS design for huts included pouring a concrete hearth over timber floor boards in front of the fire places.  The consequence of this design was the hearths often cracked because the floor boards flexed underneath them.  John’s improved version of this was to cut out the floor boards for the area of the hearth and make the hearth of concrete flush with the floor and continuous into the fireplace.  This concrete surface would slope away from the floor towards the back of the fireplace.  Benefits of this design included being able to sweep the floor into the fire place and burning firewood was less likely to roll out into the room.  Becketts and Wairaki were the first to be constructed like this.  Others were Cromel?

Fire screens were put in all huts following the Dingle Burn hut burning down.  Two hunters left that hut with the fire going and when they returned it had burnt down/was burning down.  

NZFS hierarchy and employees

Field supervisors for hunting in the Eyre and Takitimu Mountains were, in chronological order, Henry Maunder, Jack Wildermoth, Max Evans, then John von Tunzelman.  When John took over the huts that were already in place were Tony’s hut, Aparima Forks, Coal Creek, and the materials for Telford were already on site.  Hunters were Head Man, First Grade Hunter or Second Grade Hunter.

Field supervisors hunted when they were in the field with their hunters, and generally gave the tails to the hunter whose block they were in.  John tells a story of going to a hut early one dewy morning – around 8.30 – and finding the hunters dog there, his boots (dry), and warm coals in the fire.  The hunter was not immediately apparent, but this was due to the big sag in the mattress that led to him being obscured.  When he did emerge he claimed to have been out for an early hunt.  John asked if he had made a habit of hunting in his bare feet, a suggestion that the hunter denied, at which point John indicated to him that he had observed how dry his boots were, and wondered how that could be if the hunter had been out on a dewy morning.  He did not give the hunter the tails he had got shooting three deer that morning in his block!  (Irthing Biv)

NZFS hunters 

House keeping

Huts were always kept immaculately clean and tidy by the hunters – it was in their best interests to keep them this way as they were the beneficiaries of their own efforts.  Firewood was stacked outside under shelters – some still remain.  These were built out of materials left over from the hut construction, and consequently are of varied styles, sizes and complexity.  Wood stacks were kept replenished, and used systematically to ensure an ongoing supply of dry wood.  Firewood was never (ideally) stored inside as it presented a fire risk and made the inside untidy.  Some hunters devised cunning solutions to many problems.  One example was stringing up a length of wire to hang beech tops over to dry, and in one instance a length of fence netting as a hammock for pieces of wood to dry out in.  

Equipment in the hut was kept in specific places as the huts were quite confined, and gear tidied away made the space more liveable.  Tools such as the axe and shovel/spade were always kept inside so that they did not rust.  Cooking equipment and eating utensils were always cleaned and stacked away tidily – billies and camp ovens were stored upside down to ensure no rusting and to keep vermin out of them.  An orderly hut with equipment stored systematically presented many benefits – at the end of a hard days walk and/or hunt it was possible to come in to the hut and quickly get a candle lit, a fire started, a clean billy filled with water and over the fire to make a cup of tea.  This was possible even in the dark for Ken McIvor

Provisions and Chattels

The standard tea supplied at one time was Ceylon B.O.P (Broken Orange Pekoe) supplied in a foil lined tin.  Some huts still have tea boxes of this kind.

John von Tunzelman was friends with a man who owned the Little Hut Coffee Bar in Dunedin.  From him John sourced tins in which coffee beans were supplied for use in the huts as rodent proof containers.  Many of these still remain in huts – there is one at Redcliff Bivvy that still has the coffee bean label and the wholesalers name on it.  Other tins that were used came originally with biscuits in – the same style tin.  Service biscuits were also supplied to the NZFS and the square hinged lid tins that these came in were also used for mouse proof containers.  

The coffee and biscuit tins were filled with provisions, placed inside milk powder boxes or fruit boxes, and then air dropped into huts.

NZFS maintained inventories of equipment in huts.  Standard equipment included a 12 inch camp oven, up to three billies, aluminium wash basin, axe, shovel, candle stick holders, fire screens, 

Hunting strategy

Eyre Mountains

Initially six people were used to hunt the Eyre Mountains – 2 x Eyre valley, 2 x Oreti, 2 x Five Rivers – and this was undertaken year round, but after only a few years it became seasonal (summer hunting only) with only a couple of hunters employed, and the focus was upon the Five Rivers and Oreti.  This was partly as a result of the nature of the vegetation type.  The Eyre Mountains vegetation is predominantly red beech.  As a consequence there is little under-storey vegetation, forcing deer to browse in the open tussock lands.  This meant that the hunters had to follow suit, and cover large areas.  Initially hunting was undertaken on an incentive basis – hunters collected deer tails and received £1/tail.  John recalls earning up to £1600/year doing incentive hunting.  However, deer numbers were reduced rapidly in the initial period of hunting, and it was no longer reasonable to expect them to hunt on an incentive basis, so they were then paid a wage.  In these later years hunters would spend only 1-3 days based in any one location, then move on, covering large areas of open country in any single trip.  

Incentive hunting became less viable over time as deer numbers were reduced to a point where it was not possible for hunters to make a living.  In the Eyres numbers were reduced quickly because forced into the open to find food as the red beech forest has little palatable under-storey.  In the Takitimu mountains deer were harder to hunt from the beginning as the mountain and silver beech has a varied under-storey of palatable species too keep deer in the bush, and make it difficult to see them except at close range.  

Vegetation monitoring

Vegetation monitoring to determine forest health was undertaken by staff from the Forest and Range Experimental Station, part of the Forest Research Institute of NZFS.  Vegetation surveys done in the Takitimu Mountains showed that the hunting of deer was making a difference to the state of the forest.  

End of hunting and beginning of recreation

NZFS hunting finally ended as deer/chamois numbers dwindled and commercial aerial hunting operations took over.  Some tracks and huts continued to be maintained by NZFS for recreational use.  These included

· Acton Hut to Cromel Branches

· Cromel Base to Acton

· Windley hut to Windley Bivvy

· Cromel Branch to Irthing Bivvy

· Cromel Branch to Cromel Bivvy.

Management issues

Cromel Base Hut

· Cover has been removed from one of the mattresses

· Has an original meat safe

· Trees are encroaching upon the building.  Clearance required?

Mount Bee

· Plastic white spouting

· Toilet location

· Pot belly

· Needs painting.

Irthing Biv

· Some tree removal to make clearing around hut larger

Ashton

· Slip above hut is a concern – geo assessment?

Becketts

· Original meat safe but door is broken and held on with nylon rope.  

· Vegetation is encroaching – some clearance might be good.

Upper Princhester

· Fire proof mattresses

· Stainless steel fire insert.

Whare Creek Bivvy

· Fire proof mattresses required. 

· Consider painting of interior carefully.

· Some vegetation encroaching – manage in the future.

Redcliff Bivvy

· The biggest issue here is how to manage the old provisions.  They definitely should not be thrown out unless they become unstable and start to cause harm like the three leaking/exploding cans of jam.  

· Inventory of food and chattels required.  Assessment of their value.  Decision about keeping them in the hut.  

Wairaki Bivvy
· Vegetation encroachment beginning.  Manage in the future.

Spence

· Painting it orange when it was originally green..... 

APPENDIX THREE
Windows Access Database

The Hut Inventory Sheets should be considered as a work in progress, which will allow more information about hut histories to be added as it comes to light.  Actively managed historic assets were not in the scope of the evaluation and therefore have their history section referenced to their Conservation Plans.  Histories could be added from the Conservation Plan at a later date.  Locations of fixtures/fittings, doors and windows are given with compass directions to allow the reader to understand their context without the need to refer to the hut’s plans and section drawings.

An outcome of the project is that there is now a record for each hut combining information from a range of sources (VAMS, field visit, personal recollections, and documentary research), providing a snapshot in time of the buildings, and meaning that in future it will not be necessary to consult multiple sources for the information.
Bunk definitions

DOC uses the term ‘bunk’ when referring to a single mattress, bed space on a sleeping platform of approximately 750mm width (Hut Service Standards 2004: 8), or the total number of beds in the accommodation that it provides for the public.  Hut design types within this evaluation are referred to by their bunk number when their official design number (such as NZFS SF70 or SF81 design) is not known.  The DOC terminology becomes confusing when sleeping platforms and bunk beds are discussed, as there are many variations to sleeping layout (such as two-three tier sleeping platforms and bunk beds.  The author has attempted to describe the huts’ sleeping layout features in the Access database by distinguishing these features, as this is of historical relevance especially since bunk bed frames have gradually been replaced by sleeping platforms over time.  ‘Bunks’ will therefore refer to all sleeping surfaces in general (as per DOCs total number of beds), sleeping platform bunks as a two or three tiered sleeping surface, ‘bunk frame’ or ‘bunk beds’ as a two or three tiered frame for mattresses, with  one or more surfaces on top of another.    

� The ICOMOS NZ charter allows for this: A technically higher standard of restoration may be justified where the life expectancy of the element is increased, the new material is compatible with the old, and the cultural heritage value of the place is not diminished.


� The ICOMOS NZ charter allows for this: A technically higher standard of restoration may be justified where the life expectancy of the element is increased, the new material is compatible with the old, and the cultural heritage value of the place is not diminished.
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