




OBJECTION OR SUBMISSION 

OBJECTION OR SUBMISSION 

A. Permission Application Number and Name of Applicant

Pure Tūroa Limited 109883-SKI 

B. Name of Proposed Activity and Location(s)

Lease and license to operate Tūroa Ski Area on Mount Ruapehu in Tongariro National Park for 

a period of 10 years. The application also includes associated aircraft and filming activities. 

C.2 Your name 

In placing your name and organisation below, you acknowledge that you are the person or authorised 

person submitting this objection or submission. You are also acknowledging that your name and 

organisation will be published.  

Printed name of submitter or person authorised on behalf of submitter 

Organisation 

Deborah Gibbs 

Date 

9.2.24 

D. Statement of Support, Neutrality or Opposition

x   I Support this Application (I am making a submission)

☐ I am Neutral on this Application (I am making a submission).

☐ I Oppose this Application (I am making an objection).

E. Hearing Request

SUB 402 



x   I Do Not wish to be heard in support of this objection or submission at a hearing.

☐ I Do wish to be heard in support of this objection or submission at a hearing

Permissions Application Number 109883-SKI 

F. Objection or submission

The specific parts of the application that this objection or submission relates to are: 

All parts. I support the granting of concessions to Pure Turoa Ltd. 

My reasons for my objection or submission are: 

I support the granting of concessions to Pure Turoa Ltd because: 

• We have strong personal and family connections to the

mountains of Tongariro National Park going back to 1978, and we enjoy 

skiing/snowboarding, tramping and mountaineering as forms of 

recreation together with our family and many of our friends. We are 

regular and respectful visitors to TNP and being there is one of our 

favourite things to do. 

• As noted on p35 of the Tongariro National Park Management

Plan (2006) Mt Ruapehu is ‘nationally important’ for skiing as it is the 

only place in the North Island where lift-serviced alpine snowsports can 

be provided (notwithstanding a small club field at Taranaki). Given the 

failure of Ruapehu Alpine Lifts, it is important to ensure that another 

entity takes over immediately. Snow sports account for about half of all 

TNP visitors according to the TNPMP. 

• The proposal is within the amenity area of Turoa Ski Area

identified in the TNPMP and is generally consistent with the TNPMP’s 

objectives. 

• Granting the concession would foster recreation and

therefore be consistent with section 6(e) of the Conservation Act, which 

states:  

“to the extent that the use of any natural or historic resource for 



recreation or tourism is not inconsistent with its conservation, to foster 

the use of natural and historic resources for recreation, and to allow their 

use for tourism.” 

• While there are reasons to consider delaying the granting of

concessions until after Te Tiriti o Waitangi claims have been settled, I 

believe that the applicant’s growing relationship with Ngāti Rangi and 

others, combined with the relatively short term sought (compared with 

the current RAL concession’s 60 years) and the proposal to eventually 

remove and replace the Ngā Wai Heke, Park Lane and Giant lifts with 

one gondola or high capacity chair with a mid-station, plus the fact that 

the infrastructure will be damaged by ice if not operated each winter, 

mean granting the concession now and then working with iwi 

collaboratively is the best approach. 

The outcomes that need to be addressed by this application are: 

Give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended and the general 

nature of any conditions sought if the application is approved. 

I submit that the Department of Conservation: 

• Grant the concessions sought by Pure Turoa Ltd to

operate Turoa Ski Area 

• Consider how the term of the concession can be extended to

provide sufficient time for payback  

of the capital investment required to remove and replace some of the lifts 

as shown in the indicative development plan, while also respecting and 

providing for collaboration with Ngāti Rangi and any other relevant iwi 

so that the outcomes of their treaty settlement can be recognised and 

provided for by the applicant and DOC when the time comes. 

• Note that climate change will potentially render commercial

ski areas on Mt Ruapehu economically unviable at some point during this 

century if the 2,300m elevation remains the upper limit for development, 

so allowing lift development in the 1,900m – 2,300m zone within the 

current ski area boundary may be desirable to ensure that popular and 



rewarding lift- serviced alpine snow sports can continue on the maunga 

for as long as possible. 

G. Attachments

If you are using attachments to support your objection or submission clearly label each 

attachment, complete the table below and send in your attachments with this ‘objection or 

submission form’.  

Document title  

Document format (e.g. Word, PDF, Excel, jpg etc.) 

Description of attachment 

How do I submit my objection or submission? 

Complete this form and email to mtruapehusubmissions@doc.govt.nz.  You may also mail your objection 

and submission to: Director-General, c/o Permissions Hamilton, Department of Conservation, Private Bag 

3072, Hamilton 3240. 

































































































Permission Application: Pure Tūroa Limited 109883-SKI 
Attachment to Objection by Nicola Sanders 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1 It is hard to imagine an application more poorly suited to the long-term financial sustainability of 
the Tūroa skifield than this one.  The specific details of the proposals attached to the application, 
when viewed in the context of the history of the skifield and its weather patterns, make it perfectly 
clear that medium-term (and perhaps within an even shorter timeframe) the Tūroa skifield simply 
will not exist under Pure Tūroa Ltd (PTL) ownership, and may well not exist at all.  This goes 
directly against the Department's duty, in section 6(e) of the Conservation Act 1987, to "...foster 
the use of natural and historic resources for recreation...". 

2 Furthermore, there are significant safety concerns arising from a careful reading of their indicative 
development plan. 

3 In short, in order to comply with section 6(e) of the Act, the Director-General has no option but to 
decline the application. 

HISTORY OF THE TŪROA SKIFIELD 

4 The Department will already be well aware of the history of this skifield and in particular, of its 
various corporate owners.  Analysis shows that prior to the purchase by Ruapehu Alpine Lifts 
(RAL), the skifield was financially viable for an average of less than 10 years each under two 
owners.  Under RAL's not-for-profit ownership this extended to more than 20 years, and was only 
put in jeopardy due to two years of COVID restrictions on the Auckland skiing public and a further 
poor snow year. 

5 Modelling1 performed by the Ruapehu Skifields Stakeholders' Association (RSSA) in 2023 shows 
that in fact this is no coincidence: Tūroa skifield is too small, even at its current design carrying 
capacity of 5,500 visitors, to sustainably operate solo without the advantages of shared overheads 
with Whakapapa and a portion of that side's summer revenue.  Therefore, even without adding 
constraints on its ability to attract visitors (which PTL is proposing in multiple ways to do), the 
company's financial sustainability is very much in doubt. 

6 It is critical that concessionaire(s) for the Ruapehu skifields be financially sustainable in the long-
term, since willing investors are not exactly thick on the ground, nor have they ever been.  If the 
concessionaire(s) fail and the skifield(s) close due to lack of subsequent owner(s), a large segment 
of the North Island public will be denied the opportunity to enjoy the alpine environment.  This is 
thus a very important aspect for the Department to satisfy itself over.  Unfortunately, the PTL 
proposal fails to assure it in several different respects. 

SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF THE PURE TŪROA PROPOSALS 

7 There are a number of troublesome aspects in the PTL proposals: 
• 2.2 Proposed Licence and Lease
• 2.5 Planned Upgrades and Replacements
• 3.3 PTL Aspirations
• 3.4 Financial Performance

2.2  Proposed Licence and Lease 

8 This section asserts that the Nga Wai Heke chairlift is "now not fit for purpose".  The skiing public 
who have been riding the lift could be forgiven some surprise at this statement, as well as 

1 See Appendix 1 



significant concern at its proposed removal.  This is an important lift for Tūroa and the entire 
skifield runs better when it is open. 

9 "The Glacier" (Mangaehuehu) is regarded by many skiers as the premier lift-accessed back-country 
terrain on Tūroa; the Nga Wai Heke was installed precisely to support return from it to the in-
bounds terrain, so removal of the lift will relegate the Glacier to hiker-only, i.e. a huge decrease in 
the number of skiers able to access it.  Not only will older skiers be denied access, so will families. 

10 The lift and associated back-country terrain also serve an important role of spreading out crowds 
on busy days so there will be a concomitant rise in congestion on other lifts and ski trails, impacting 
both on safety and visitor enjoyment. 

2.5 Planned Upgrades and Replacements 

11 In this section, PTL claim that their plans will "provide high quality skiing experiences ... safer and 
more enjoyable experiences" but it is hard to imagine this will actually materialise given the 10-
year plan detailed in this section. 

12 There are a number of concerns with this material, many of which revolve around the effects of 
climate change on snow levels and the unique and extreme weather which all areas on Ruapehu 
suffer. 

13 The weather has impacts both on visitors directly (to their persons) and on the lifts, making 
stoppages and breakdowns more common as well as requiring deicing, all of which in turn have 
indirect impacts on visitors. 

14 All of the above must be borne in mind when assessing the PTL planned changes to the skifield. 

Lift Removals – Impacts on Visitor Enjoyment 

15 The proposed removals will result in a "single spine" layout for Tūroa's lifts: the 
(upgraded/replaced) Movenpick largely for access at least uphill (see point 16), and the High Noon 
Express for skiing.  This latter is hardly the most reliable of lifts, having earned the moniker "the 
lemon" amongst the staff soon after its installation. 

16 Expecting that significant numbers of visitors will ski the Movenpick instead of the High Noon 
Express is simply whistling in the wind.  Even assuming sufficient snowbase on the lower mountain 
trails (which itself is questionable – see point 29), the fact remains that the vast majority of non-
beginners want to be on more challenging terrain than this and will not be prepared to confine 
themselves to the lower trails. 

17 The "single spine" will thus obviously cause increased congestion on the High Noon Express trails 
and queuing area, which will be frustrating and unpleasant, especially at those times when skiing 
to base is impossible and thus there will be zero choice; if one wants to ski, it will be on that lift 
and on those trails.  From RAL's 2011 IDP2 we have the following uphill capacities, in persons per 
hour: 

Parklane 1,500 
Wintergarden 780 
Giant 1,431 

Total: 3,711 

High Noon Express 3,200 
(The Nga Wai Heke did not exist at the date of that report)  If we very generously assume that 
perhaps 25% of those 3,711 skiers are prepared to ski the lower mountain trails because they are 
less congested (assuming there is snow on them), there will still be nearly 2,800 extra skiers on 
the High Noon Express – an increase of 87%!  It should also be noted that the High Noon Express 
figure quoted above is its maximum capacity and for varying reasons it often does not run at this 
rate.  Queuing times will thus nearly double, at least. 

2 See Appendix 2 



18 Of course, with double the number of skiers waiting for the same chairlift seat and competing for 
the same trail space, inevitably many will choose to spend their future skiing dollars either at 
Whakapapa or, in many cases, in the South Island.  This will not help PTL's financial sustainability. 

19 But beyond this, with a single lift at any one altitude any breakdown or deicing problem will 
instantly rule out any skiing at that level whatsoever.  Given the extremes of weather which 
Ruapehu regularly suffers, this will happen many, many times in a season (even multiple times in 
a day) and be a cause of major frustration for hopeful customers many of whom, again, will choose 
to go elsewhere after their first such experience. 

20 A further concern regarding the financial sustainability of this proposal is that PTL does not appear 
to have considered the importance of the Giant on days when the weather is too poor on the High 
Noon Express slopes to open that lift (or the lift itself is simply suffering a breakdown).  It is not at 
all unusual in these days of rising snow levels that the Giant is skiable but the Movenpick is not. 
On such days, under the PTL proposal there would be nothing at all for customers to ski.  Again, 
this is not a recipe for encouraging customers to return to Tūroa in the future. 

Lift Removals – Impacts on Safety 

21 The "single spine" will also have large negative impacts on safety at Tūroa, which of course has its 
own impacts on visitor enjoyment. 

22 The increased congestion on the High Noon Express trails will obviously increase the likelihood of 
collisions.  Further, the Giant and Nga Wai Heke carry a lot of progressing intermediates and when 
skiing to base is not possible they will be forced to ski the High Noon Express, whose trails are in 
the main not appropriate for them.  This in itself will inevitably cause accidents, some of which will 
be serious on the increased slope angles of those trails. 

23 One can also easily imagine a scenario where skiing to base is not possible due to lack of snow, and 
the Movenpick suffers a failure.  How does PTL propose to safely transport the customers from 
Blyth Flat down to base?  Will they walk over the rocks?  And if the weather happens to be cold, 
wet and windy?  This is not at all far-fetched on Ruapehu.  Hypothermia is not out of the question. 
The Parklane is forced to close much less often than the Movenpick and a lift in this location 
(whether upgraded or replaced) at least allows customers to ride down that part of the mountain 
in safety if skiing down is not possible. 

Reduction in Design Carrying Capacity 

24 At first blush a reduction from 5,500 to 4,500 seems minor, but this is a nearly 20% reduction and 
one has to question how this can possibly be good for business.  Naturally, the decrease in 
customers can in theory be made up for with higher prices, but with competition at Whakapapa 
this will be difficult to achieve longer-term and will inevitably drive skiers either there, or to the 
South Island with its more stable weather and better quality snow. 

25 It is easy to imagine Tūroa entering a death spiral of higher lift prices combined with increased 
congestion on the remaining very limited lifts and trails, driving a growing reputation for 
dangerous and unpleasant skiing conditions, leading to further price increases and so on.  At some 
point of course the congestion will ease but this will hardly be healthy for PTL's finances! 

Summary 

26 Lift redundancy at various levels of the mountain is a necessary feature of a sustainable and safe 
skifield operation and the fact that PTL is proposing removing every vestige of it from Tūroa is 
alarming, to say the least. 

3.3 PTL Aspirations 

27 Whilst aspirations are desirable, more important is the ability to actually achieve them. 
Unfortunately, PTL's proposal does not inspire confidence that they are able to do anything beyond 
aspiring. 



28 It is curious, to say the least, that PTL expect to offer "a higher value experience" for visitors when, 
as demonstrated above, there will be twice the crowd trying to use the High Noon Express and 
associated trails!  One frustrating visit where they get perhaps one or one and a half runs per hour 
and they will not return to Tūroa.  As word of mouth spreads that Tūroa is now a frustrating (and 
dangerous) place to attempt to ski, this shift will only increase in momentum. 

29 PTL quite reasonably expect that snowmaking will become ever more important to their 
operations, and mention it in a number of places in their application.  In section 2.5 Planned 
Upgrades and Replacements, they propose extending the snowmaking reticulation and installing 
a snow factory, whose output is seemingly only planned to be used on the Alpine Meadow: "'snow 
factory' located at the base area ... gives the local economy confidence in opening dates and 
continuous winter operation of the beginner’s area".  This is indeed important, but equally or 
perhaps more important is the ability to ski down to base from the upper mountain.  There is 
always a marked increase in patronage as soon as the lower trails are skiable, and a corresponding 
decrease if downloading to base becomes necessary.  And yet PTL propose removing lifts which 
currently enable visitors to continue to enjoy slopes lower than those on the High Noon Express 
(the Giant, the Nga Wai Heke) and to download from a much lower altitude than Blyth Flat (the 
Parklane). 

30 Simply engaging in hand-waving at "smarter snowmaking software technology" does nothing in 
the face of rising temperatures.  Software can only be so smart; to quote Mr Scott from Star Trek " 
Ye cannae change the laws o' physics".  And yet PTL propose putting all their eggs in one basket 
with their lift offerings.  This makes zero sense. 

31 A further concern in this section is more hand-waving, this time at the possibility of summer 
operations.  PTL can of course be forgiven for not having all their ducks in a row at this nascent 
stage, but one might have expected a little more thought and detail to have been devoted to this, 
given its critical importance to their financial sustainability.  It is frankly ridiculous to think that 
large numbers of visitors will be enticed to Tūroa for its "retail and food and beverage facilities", 
when just on the other side of the mountain they can ride a gondola to 2,000m and have lunch in 
an award-winning restaurant!  One must conclude that PTL fully intend to attempt financial 
sustainability on three and a half months' operation per year, which RAL with the benefits of scale 
managed only thanks to its taxfree status.  Once again this calls into serious question the financial 
sustainability of this proposal. 

3.4 Financial Performance 

32 This section continues the hand-waving at summer operations and the equally ridiculous assertion 
that "other investors" will be attracted by these completely undefined offerings and "efficiencies in 
staffing", this latter suggesting that PTL intend attempting to get ever more blood from the stone 
of staff goodwill and ability to live on the smell of an oily rag, a process which RAL has arguably 
been refining and intensifying for a great many years already and which can hardly be expected to 
bring many further dividends. 

33 We are given no ability whatsoever to comment on the reasonableness or otherwise of their 
financial forecasting, since the entirety of appendix 7 is redacted.  This flies in the face of adequate 
public consultation, especially given Tūroa's chequered past on this score under for-profit 
ownership. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

34 The application overall exhibits a disturbing lack of care in its preparation which must give pause 
for thought, given that PTL had six months in which to prepare it after the June 2023 RAL 
creditors' watershed meeting. 

35 There are inconsistencies throughout (for example, whether the Movenpick replacement will be a 
detachable express chair or a gondola).  There are also a great many instances in the Cheal report 
where the present tense is used ("The Tūroa base area is managed", "erosion and sediment control 
methods are employed", "Ski runs are constantly monitored", "Rock grooming is kept to an 
absolute minimum").  It is clear that this report has been largely recycled from previous RAL 
applications, with a hurried search-and-replace operation and a few modifications.  One has to 



wonder just how much effort PTL will be willing to expend as a concessionaire, if they put this little 
care into their application when they had everything to lose from a slipshod presentation! 

36 Another and much more disturbing inconsistency revolves around just how much of their own 
money the PTL investors are actually going to put into Tūroa.  In section 8 Conclusion they state 
"Upgrades of the existing infrastructure will require investment in excess of $32 million during the 
next 10 years" and in section 2.4 Licence Term they make much of the importance of a long enough 
term to "realise the benefit of investment", but in section 3.3 PTL Aspirations it is clear that the 
$25 million for the Movenpick replacement is to come from outside the company ("equity 
funding").  Thus, if we disregard working capital requirements, they are only proposing to spend 
$7 million of their own funds, which is in the ballpark of the amounts RAL typically raises in a 
single season pass campaign. 

37 This issue and the multiple significant concerns outlined above, not the least of which is the near-
impossibility of maintaining high enough visitor numbers to ensure financial sustainability, lead 
to two disturbing speculations.  Does PTL have no intention of long-term ownership of Tūroa – 
are they simply planning to benefit from "equity funding" and Kānoa's cash, extract the maximum 
revenue as long as they can from North Island skiers, and exit stage right?  Or is their indicative 
development plan no more than that: indicative, and they have no intention of honouring it?  After 
all, once the inevitable financial consequences of the early steps in their plan become obvious, no-
one who wishes to remain living in the area (or to have their descendants do so) will wish them to 
continue down that path. 

38 It seems that one might therefore conclude that PTL are at best deluding themselves (with the 
future of a national taonga at stake), and at worst acting duplicitously in offering this proposal to 
the Department and the public. 

CONCLUSION 

39 We are at a turning point in Ruapehu skiing.  In order for future generations of North Islanders to 
have the chance to pursue snow sports on Ruapehu (recreation in a natural resource, in the 
parlance of the Act), long-term financial sustainability of the concessionaire(s) operating its 
skifields is critical. 

40 A likely conclusion from the PTL proposal is that this company will not be running the Tūroa 
skifield long-term, which jeopardises public access to those slopes as it is not clear that another 
purchaser would be found at the point when PTL ceases operating. 

41 Therefore there seems to be only one possible remedy open to the Director-General: this 
application must be declined in its entirety. 
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