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KAR_ 01 - Mossy Burn - 2807687

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- LETE) Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Mossy Burn KAR_01_2807687d National Park (Kahurangi) 6046 23

Mossy Burn KAR_01 2807687e Stewardship 17 43

DOC ConservationValues Report(CVR) Description

A 20.0481ha area of ndigenous coastal hillside forest on the western edge of a vast stretclcoftinuous indigenous
forest cover, bordered on the north and east by Kahurangi National Paltksupports a diverse suite of indigenous
biodiversity, including the threatened large land snaiPowelliphantaannectens(Nationally Vulnerable).

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National Parkinvestigation, based on the complementary conservation values to the adjacent section
the Kahurangi National Park Adding this area is considered to rationalise the park’s boundary and improve landscape
continuity . It is noted that this conservation area would require surveying to remove a sectitimat overlaps Kohaihai
Road, with this area being added to the adjacent road reserve.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain as stewardship land pending further policy work or legal reform, based on the tribal
position that the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi as it

alienates Ngai Tahu from their ancestral lands.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal, byreferring this area to the NZCA for its consideratioms to the suitability
of a national park classification in accordance with the relevant policy and procedures, including Policy 6 of th
General Policy for National Parks and Section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987.

Summary of accepted submission&he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, improve climate change mitigation, and ensure ongoingublic
recreational accessSubmitters referenced specific natural resources which were noted to be of high value and similar
nature to the adjoining national park.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referrals, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations. Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within
the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of

Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987) as it alienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”.

| note that my s.49 recommendations and your decisiam whether to refer this area to the NZCA for their consideration
must give effect to Treaty principles independently of the NZCA’s section 4 obligations.

Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering thg
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent nationg
park, and warrant poceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonal
steps to actively protect the identifiedTreaty partner interests but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this
would be inconsistent wih DOC’s other statutory responsibilities.

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.



Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the
natural and historicresources present, and explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including their
consideration as to what giving effect to Treaty principles may require.

Rationale My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that ti&ural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 of the introduction to this
Summary of Submissions Report

National Park (Kahurangi) - KAR_01_2807687d

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support fa@xpanding national parksto protect outstanding recreational values for current
and future generations, and to guarantee public access rights.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreationthat is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presednder a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the
preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, S. 42)(€e)).

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, andthat the protection of the area was especially important in the context of climate
change €.g9.“for climate stability”).

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as national park will support this outcomeThe
relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futuflecused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,

“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the highest level of protection for the land to reflect its high natural character (unmodified
coastal forests and potential karst values), and the habitat it provides for threatened bird species, freshwater species
(in Coal Creek) am the Powelliphantasnail.

1 Submitters noted the level of protection afforded by national park classification ensured ecological values would be
protected from activities such as miningThe importance of protecting these areas was emphasized

1 Submissions expressethat adding the land to the national park would provide valuable ecological connectivity
and buffer the rest of the park from “edge effects” and developed farmland (e.g.“enhance ecological buffer zones
and maintain ecological diversity”).

9 The values were deemed “indistinguishable from those within the surrounding Kahurangi National Park”.
Submissions suggested reclassification as a national park would “rationalise the park’s boundaries and provide
improved landscape continuity and connectivity”, and it was noted that current land classification delineations are
“historic and arbitrary” and “not informed by ecological and landscape principles”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.supports indigenous coastal hillside forest and is on the western edge of a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest
cover on the lower western slopes of the Oparara Plateau). The contiguous boundary with Kahurangi National Park further
supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park
addition.



Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national park noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”.

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by mana whenua regarding national par®vever, theyviewed
maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and suggestttht changes to national park management
or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty principles and to ensure free access and use of national
parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationrHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified proposalincludes referral
of the areato the NZCA for its considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specificNgai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA'’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for reclassification as a national park and for maximum environmental
protection across all stewardship land, or for all land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its
“cultural conservation value”.

1 Submissions expressed support for a national park classification as being “consistent with the technical reports”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identifiedse points do not raise an
matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 One submission notedthat national parks support a “nature economy”, and that this is in line with the Te
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

1 Submissions notedhat national park classification prevents mining and means development proposals are subject
to higher scrutiny, and “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best left in a natural state unless
there is a good case otherwise”. They also notedthat legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national
parksthat are “necessary and have wide approval”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions raised concernthat there were no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Panel, and suggetted
Ngai Tahu objections to national parks should have been addressed at a broader level prior to the reclassification
process

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested other classifications may
provide a better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resourégsstrictions on dog
walking were raised specifically by a West Coast residefitlassifications suggested were conservation park, or
scenic reserve or recreation reserve if additional protection is required to protect flora and fauna

1 Submissions stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, sports fishing and
gamebird hunting.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(e.g.dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural
resources described in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturning the natified intentiéithough under a
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national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” this is subject to restrictions “necessary for
the preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, S.

4(2)(e)).
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat the ecological values of the land are not high enough to meet the standard for national
park classification One described it as small and modifiegnd suggested scenic reserve as a more appropriate
classification, notingthat it needs further ecological assessment to ascertain whether the threatened large snail is
present within it. Another submission characterised the area &sot so unique or scientifically important to meet
the standard set by the National Parks Act”), suggestingthat a conservation gark would be appropriate, or a scenic
reserve or recreation reserve in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted My assessment ighat the natural resources described in the CVR @.
supports indigenous coastal hillside forest and is on the western edge of a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest
cover on the lower western slopes of the Oparara Plateau) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as
to the suitability of a national park addition This is further supported by the land context of the adjoining Kahurangi
National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed the proposed national park investigation whisstpporting the proposal to retain the
area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decision-making processes, and is
less enablingof customary practiceghat are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana”.

1 Submissions considered this recommendation amisaligned with Treaty principles and advocated for these areas
to remain as stewardship land until classificationthat more appropriately reflect Treaty principles are established

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itsconsiderationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated general opposition to national park classification or simply stated support for the
recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed opposition to placing more land under the “restrictive” national park classification.
As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed the viethat national park classification does not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators



1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembte
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism &athorising
such activities throughthe grant of concessionsinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submitter raised concernshat increasing national park areas would result in more people walking dogs in
coastal areas and potentially impacting shorebirds.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Retain in Stewardship - KAR_01_2807687e

The comments received in relation to the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation are summarised below and have been
considered in relation to the notified proposal when forming s.49 allow/accept recommendations.

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions statedhat there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics justifying
national park status for various pieces of stewardship land.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.supports indigenous coastal hillside forest and is on the western edge of a vast stretch of
continuous indigenous forest cover on the lower western slopes of the Oparara Plateau) justify referring this area to the
NZCA for its recommendation as to the suébility of a national park addition This is further supported by the land context
of the adjoining KahurangiNational Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The majority of submissions in support of retaining land in stewardship did so on the groundsat adding land to
national parks would not give effect to Treaty principlesSubmissions stated the classification impedes Ngai
Tahu's ability to exercise their mana whenua, kaitiakitanga, and mahinga kai rights and responsibilities, and limits
their involvement in decisionrmaking processes, alienating them from their cultural anadncestral connections with
the land.

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the mana whenua panel “to acknowledge the rights and interests
of mana whenua as a treaty partner” (€.9.“have the longest and strongest claim to this land”).

1 Submissions advocated for conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may requie.



General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they agree with the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors, and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters statedthat reclassifying land as national park or other classifications which fall under Schedule 4 could
have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activitiesthat land. The potential loss
of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction
and site rehabilitation.

1 Submissions specified their preference for land to either be retained in stewardship or be reclassified as a
conservation park, statinghat this gives the land “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 It was suggestedhat a “holistic view”, encompassing mineral prospectivity andther economic, social, and
cultural considerations, should be taken.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into

private ownership”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission expressed doulihat reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive
impact on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions advocated for reclassification as a national park to ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational values of the area

| recommendthat these comments areccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreationthat is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presednder a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the

preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, S. 42)(e)).

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated a preference for reclassification as a national park to ensure environmental protection in light
of the impacts of climate changeq.g.“provide a greater buffer against edge effects and climate threats”).

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as national park will support this outcomeThe
relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdi@cused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,
“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for national park classification to protect the high natural values, referencing
“nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas” and unmodified coastal forest and potential karst



values,that values are “indistinguishable from those within the surrounding Kahurangi National Park”, that the
proposed classification reflects the land context of the adjacent national park and “provides for landscape
continuity”, and emphasising that national park classification supports critical biodiversity outcomes

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.supports indigenous coastal hillside forest and is on the western edge of a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest
cover on the lower western slopes of the Oparara Plateau). The contiguous boundary with Kahurangi National Park further
supports your notifiedintention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park
addition.

1 Submitters suggestedhat the land should be classified as a scenic reserve, recreation reserve, or conservation park
as it has “strong conservation, ecological and natural value, but it is not so unique or scientifically important to
meet the standard set by the National Parks &c

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted My assessment ighat the natural resources described in the CVR @.
supports indigenous coastal hillside forest and is on the western edge of a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest
cover on the lower western slopes of the Oparara Plateau) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as
to the suitability of a national park addition This is further supported by the land context of the adjoining Kahurangi
National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassificatibnf advocated for mana whenuto have free
access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, describing this as
aligning with Section 4 of the National Parks Ac¢tand for conservation principles to be carried out in an
“established collegial co-governance manner”.

1 One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where no areas had been identified as specifically
valuable to Ngai Tahu.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified proposalincludesreferral
of the areato the NZCA for its considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, whiclprovides a further
opportunity to explore specificNgai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as a national park and for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification, or based on the “reasons outlined in the

conservationvalue reports” or the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identifiedse points do not raise an
matters for further consideration.

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.
1 One submission suggested reclassification as either scenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to the land
being retained instewardship.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.
Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions notedhat national parks support a nature economy, arttiat this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga
Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050



1 There was concerrihat retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as mining or
being swapped out of the conservation estate.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleaspinion, queriedwhether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingnd

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentith preservation of the conservation values present.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembe
protected from development.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism &uthorising
such activities throughthe grant of concessionsinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area.



KAR_o02 - Oparara River Lagoon — 2807683

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Oparara River KAR_02 2807683f Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 21 6

Lagoon

DOC ConservationValues Report Description

Part of the dune sequence on the true right of the Oparara River mouth, this 10.956%a area is within the Oparara Estuary
Ecological Management Unit and adds to the representative value of the protected area network in the ecological distf
The area is used by people walking/using the beachnd by whitebaiters accessing the Oparara River Lagoon.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Wildlife management areapased on the presence of Naturally Uncommon sand dune and tidal lagoon
ecosystems and the Acutely Threatened Environment status of the area.

Mana WhenuaPanelt Neutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of wildlife management area

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed
classification as reflecting the ecological importance of the natural resources present, apgropriate for the recreational
and community uses of the area

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. |
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values inthe preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is th&etproposed classificatiorwill promote the
conservation of the natural resources presefe.g.supports steep beach, partly vegetated dunes and part of the western
edge of a coastal lagoonwhile providing for their appreciation and recreational enjoyment by the public.

Wildlife Management Area - KAR_02_2807683f
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendation as it protects public access to the coast and the lagoon, describing the

lagoon as a valuable public amenity and a place for activities such @ackrafting.

1 The community's efforts to create a Source to Sea Sanctuary along the Oparara River were mentioned, alongside a
requestthat all land alongside the river is given a classification which protects the natural values and allows
community access for conservation and regeneration activities.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources of
the area The proposed classificatiorsupports the publicappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management
objectives.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendation agflecting the ecological importance of the lagoon and protecting
against degradation of the arearhe area was highlighted as being part of a mountato-sea ecosystem in a
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protected corridor of extremely high biodiversity, providing important habitat for wading birds and freshwater fish,
and of being the focus of community restoration initiatives.

| recommendthat these comments areccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.supports steep beach, partly vegetated dunes and part of the western edge of a coastal lagoon;
identified by the Department for the value it adds to the representative value of the protected area network in the ecoldgica
district), and theyare appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the recommendation, either expressing approval for “more protection”
without providing further justification, or stating that the recommendation reflects the information in the technical
reports.

1 One submission noted support for the recommendation based on the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters

for further consideration.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions stressed the importance of upholdin§e Mana o te Waj recommendingthat any areas offered a lower
level of protection than a national park shoulchave measures in place to protect waterways and wetlands through
minimum setbacks, fencing, and planting with appropriate native plants.

1 One submitter raised a concerthat increasing national park areas would result in more people walking dogs in
coastal areas and potentially impacting shorebirds.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated a preference for the land to be left in stewardship without providifugther justification.
1 Submissions stated a preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified as a national park without providing
further justification.

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleappinion, queriedwhether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingnd

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present.
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KAR_o03 - Oparara - 2807684

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP

Oparara KAR_03_2807684g | National Park (Kahurangi) 6036 22

Oparara KAR_03 2807684h Stewardship 16 35

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 4.5332ha area of ndigenous coastal hillside forest on the western edge of a vast stretch of continuous indigenous fo
cover, bordered on the north and east by Kahurangi National Park, and to the soutHreghold agribusiness
developments

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:National Park (Kahurangi), base@n the complementary conservation values to the adjacent section of
the Kahurangi National Park Adding this area to the national park is considered to rationalise the park’s boundary and
improve landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain as Stewardship langending further policy work or legal reform, based on the positiaiat
the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi as it alienates Ngai
Tahu from their ancestral lands.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal by referring this area to the NZCA for itg€onsiderationas to the suitability of
a national park classification inaccordancewith the relevant policy and procedures, including Policy 6 of the
General Policy for National Parks and Section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987.

Summary of accepted submissionshe submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, improve climate change mitigation, and ensure ongoingublic
recreational accessSubmitters referenced specific natural resources which were noted to be of high value and similar
nature to the adjoining national park.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referrals, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations. Te Rlinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within
the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987) as it alienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”.

I note that my s.49 recommendations and your decisiam whether to refer this area to the NZCA for their consideration
must give effect to Treaty principles independently of the NZCA’s section 4 obligations.

Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering tho
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent nationg
park, and warrant poceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonal]
steps to actively protect the identifiedTreaty partner interests but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this
would be inconsistent wih DOC’s other statutory responsibilities.

Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the
natural and historic resources present, and explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including their
consideration as to what giing effect to Treaty principles may require.

Rationale My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 of the introduction to this
Summary of Submissions Repo.

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Kahurangi) - KAR ~03_2807684g

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support fa@xpanding national parksto protect outstanding recreational values for current
and future generations, and to guarantee public access rights.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreationthat is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presednder a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the

preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s. 42)(€)).

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, andthat the protection of the area was especially important in the context of climate
change €.g9.“for climate stability”).

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as national park will support this outcomeThe
relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdi@cused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,

“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed strong support for the national park recommendation as providing appropriate protection
for natural features, noting regenerating bush with rare plant species lipeikatea, akeake, and silver treferns, and
habitat for birds such as the tomtit, &uth Island bush robin, andkaka, as well as potential habitat for species found
nearby, such as the longailed bat and uncommonspecies for the ecological districtlt was described as a good
example of a forest typehat has been extensively modified or cleared in the ecologicdistrict, with less than 10%
of this land environment in native vegetation in public conservation land in the ecological district.

1 Submissions supported the recommendation on the groundisat the area adjoins Kahurangi National Park, has
similar values, and would enhance ecological connectivity and buffére existing national parkfrom agricultural
land in the south It was notedthat current land classification delineations are “historic and arbitrary” and “not
informed by ecological and landscape principles”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.supporting indigenous coastal hillsideforest,bordering a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest cover of the
Kahurangi National Park) The contiguous boundary with Kahurangi National Park further supports your notified intention
to refer this area to theNZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by mana whenua regarding national pafiesvever, they viewed
maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and suggestttht changes to national park management
or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty principles and to ensure free access and use of national
parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes

1 Submissions in support of national park noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”.

1 Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where mana whenua had not identified-sjtecific
cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationrHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
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legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. mh#fied proposalincludesreferral
of the areato the NZCA for its considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specificNgai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treatyprinciples may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for reclassification as a national park and for maximum environmental
protection across all stewardship land, or for all land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its

“cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identifiedse points do not raise an
matters for further consideration.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions raised concernthat there were no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Panel, and suggetted
Ngai Tahu objections to national parks should have been addressed at a broader level prior to the reclassification
process.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested other classifications may
provide a better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resouré&sstrictions on dog
walking were raised specifically by a West Coast residefitlassifications suggested were conservation park, or
scenic reserve or recreation reserve if additional protection is required to protect flora and fauna

1 Submissions stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, sports fishing and
gamebird hunting.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(e.g.dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentialigcompatible with protecting and preserving the natural
resources described in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturning the naotified intentiéithough under a

national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” this is subject to restrictions “necessary for

the preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980s.

4(2)(e)).
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat the ecological values of the land are not high enough to meet the standard for national
park classification(e.g.“not so unique or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks
Act”), suggestingthat a conservation park would be appropriate, or a scenic reserve or recreation reserve in areas
where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted My assessment ighat the natural resources described in the CVR @.
supporting indigenous coastal hillside forest; bordering a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest cover of the
Kahurangi National Park) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national
park addition. This is further supported by the land context of the adjoining Kahurangi National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed the proposed national park investigation whilst supporting the proposal to retain the
area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
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rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decision-making processes, and is
less enabling of customary practicethat are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana”.

1 Submissions considered this recommendation amisaligned with Treaty principles and advocated for these areas
to remain as stewardship land until classificationthat more appropriately reflect Treaty principles are established

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itsconsiderationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may requi.

General (Allowed)

1 Several submissions stated general opposition to national park classification or simply stated support for the
recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed opposition to placing more land under the “restrictive” national park classification.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed the viethat national park classification does not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was
purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembe
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism &uthorising
such activities throughthe grant of concessionslnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submitter raised a concerithat increasing national park areas would result in more people walking dogs in
coastal areas and potentially impacting shorebirds.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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Retain in Stewardship - KAR_03_2807684h

The comments received in relation to the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation are summarised below and have been
considered in relation to the notified proposal when forming s.49 allow/accept recommendations.

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics justifying
national park status for various pieces of stewardship land.

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted My assessment ighat the natural resources described in the CVR Q.
supporting indigenous coastal hillside forest; bordering a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest cover of the
Kahurangi National Park) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national
park addition. This is further supported by the land context of the adjoining Kahurangi National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The majority of submissions in support of retaining land in stewardship did so on the grountteat adding land to
national parks would not give effect to Treaty principles, as the classification impedes Ngai Tahu's ability to
exercise their mana whenua, kaitiakitanga, and mahinga kai rights and responsibilities and limits their
involvement in decisiortmaking processes, alienating them from their cultural and ancestral connections with the
land.

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of thdana Whenua Panefto acknowledge the rights and interests
of mana whenua as a treaty partner” (€.g.“have the longest and strongest claim to this land”).

1 Submissions advocated for conservation law reform to create mapropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itsconsiderationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may requie.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they agreed with the Mana Whenua Panel without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors, and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters statedthat reclassifying land as national park, or other classifications which fall under Schedule 4, could
have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activitiestbat land. The potential loss
of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction
and site rehabilitation.

1 Submissions specified their preference for land to either be retained in stewardship or be reclassified as a
conservation park, statinghat this gives the land “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 It was suggestedhat a “holistic view”, encompassing mineral prospectivity andther economic, social, and
cultural considerations, should be taken.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission expressed doulihat reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive
impact on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions advocated for reclassification as a national park to ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect threcreational values of the area

« One submission in opposition statedhat “access is already completely restricted” as other boundaries are private
land.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(e.g.dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural
resources described in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intentiéithough under a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” this is subject to restrictions “necessary for

the preservation of the nave plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, S.

4(2)(e)).
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated a preference for reclassification as a national park to ensure environmental protection in light
of the impacts of climate changeq.g.“provide a greater buffer against edge effects and climate threats”).

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as national park will support this outcomeThe
relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdi@cused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,

“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters noted the area to include “nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas”.

1 Submissions expressed a preference for national park classification to protect the high natural values (species
habitat and significant ecological systems), anthat the values are similar to the adjacent National Park,
emphasisingthat national park classification supports critical biodiversity outcomes

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identified by submitters areonsistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.supporting indigenous coastal hillsideforest,bordering a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest cover of the
Kahurangi National Park) The contiguous boundary with Kahurangi National Park further supports your notified intention
to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition.

1 It was also suggestedhat the land should be classified as a scenic reserve, recreation reserve, or conservation park
as it has “strong conservation, ecological and natural value, but it is not so unique or scientifically important to
meet the standard set by the National Parks &c

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted My assessment ighat the natural resources described in the CVR Q.
supporting indigenous coastal hillside forest; bordering a vast stretch of continuous indigenous forest cover of the
Kahurangi National Park) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national
park addition. This is further supported by the land context of the adjoining Kahurangi National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassificatibnt advocated for mana whenugo have free
access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, describing this as
aligning with Section 4 of theNational Parks Act and for conservation principles to be carried out in an
“established collegial co-governance manner”.

1 One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where no areas had been identified as specifically
valuable to Ngai Tahu.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationrHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsittion exercise. Thenotified proposalincludesreferral
of the areato the NZCA for its considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specificNgai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as a national park and for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification, or based on the “reasons outlined in the

conservationvalue reports” or the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identifiedse points do not raise ay
matters for further consideration.

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.
1 One submission suggested reclassification as either scenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to the land
being retained in stewardship

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions stated preference for national park reclassification, notitigat national parks support a nature
economy, andhat this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

1 Submitters expressed concerthat retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as
mining or being swapped out of the conservation estate

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

I Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleaspinion, queriedwhether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingind

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present
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General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedjenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism &athorising
such activities throughthe grant of concessionslinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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KAR_04 - Oparara Riverbed — 2807685

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- I Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Oparara Riverbed | KAR_04 2807685a Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 16 12

(Forested Area)

Oparara Riverbed | KAR_04 2807685b Disposal Disposal 12 58

(Pasture)

Oparara Riverbed | KAR_04 2807685y Local Purpose(River Neutral 9 17

(Riverbed) Conservation)Reserve

DOC ConservationValues Report Description

Two parcels adjacent to the Oparara River, totalling 7.2723 haSupporting a mix of lowland forest and agricultural pasture
as well as part of the riverbedrhe river holds high ecological freshwater values and is important for whitebait diversity
Due to the variation in conservation values, different recommendations have been madedach partof the assessment
area

Oparara Riverbed (Forested Area)

PanelRecommendatias

National Panel:Scenic Reserve (apasedon the high ecological values of the forested area and its contribution to the
connectivity of surrounding habitat

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reservea).

Summary ofaccepted submissionsThose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing sufficient protection in the context of climate change.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that theproposed classificationwill appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g. lowland forestriver with high ecological freshwater valueys

Scenic Reserve (a) - KAR_04_2807685a

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

W Submissions expressed support for scenic reserve reclassification as offering a high level of environmental
protection, noting that this is particularly important in the context of climate change

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as scenic reserve will support this outcome
The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfaeused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,

“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, orexpansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2
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General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed agreement with the national panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation value.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any classification other than national park be on the condition any waterway or wetland
within/bordering the parcel is protected by dive-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to uphold’e Mana o te
Wai.

1 One submission stated, “fencing of grazed land and protected by covenant”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission in opposition recommendedhat the reclassification allows community access for conservation
activities, while another notedhat it “may not be readily accessible to public”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The points raised to not justify overturning the proposed classification
The notified scenic reserve classificatioprovides for the public to have freedom of entry and access to the reserve, subject
to conditions necessary for the protection and welleing of the reserve and the public themselves, as g@ection 19(2)(b) of
the Reserves Acfl977.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submission noted the lowying area may be vulnerable to sea level rise

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The proposed classificatiorwill support the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result support the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission in opposition noted the area’s high ecological value and that it is part of a communityled project to
create a “Source to Sea” biodiversity sanctuary.

1 A submission described the area as “beautiful, both as farmland and scenically”, and suggested it could become
whitebait habitat if the area is affected by sea level rise

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted It is not evident from submitters' comments how the proposed
classification does not appropriately protect the values they are referring.tdy view is that the natural resources identified
in the CVR are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification, and the material raised does not
warrant reconsideration of the notified intentionl note that community-led conservation work can be considered under a
scenic reserve classification provided it is compatible with the protection and wellbeing of the reserve as define8etion
19 of the Reserves#\ct 1977

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as a national park for maximum protection, to “simplify the
thinking”, and recommended in general terms the highest level of protection across all stewardship land.
1 A submission recommended leaving the land in stewardship, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.
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Permissions, Economid-actors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, notihgt though it does not prohibitmining, it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggestittgat retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
as mining to be considered on a casky-case basis.

1 One submission in opposition noted concerthat a change in status would affect the existing uses

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.
1 Consultation with the land occupier, adjacent landowner, and access users was recommended

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

I One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to aational park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned with ensuringpat any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classificatiordoes not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General (Allowed)

w Submissions advocatedjenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembte
protected from development.

| recommendthat these comments areot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities throughthe grant of concessionslinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.
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Oparara Riverbed (Pasture)

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Consider for disposaks it consists entirely of developed pasture with no conservation or cultural value

Mana Whenua PanelConsider for disposal, notinghat the conservation area is modified into developed pasture and
should not form part of public conservation land.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

0 Proceedwith the notified proposal forthe ‘pasture’ section of this stewardship area, referring the area to the
Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaininglso accepted were&eomments notingthat this outcome
is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panesupportedthe proposeddisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations, on the grounds that the area is modified.

Rationale: Although parts of the wider stewardship area are unlikely to meet the Conservation General Poli¢y)&nd
Conservation Act (s26) tests for disposal, the pastoral components hold little conservation value and warrant further
consideration as to the suitability of disposal.

Disposal - KAR_04_2807685b
Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support all recommended disposal of stewardship land whitiere are no conservation
values or natural values remaining

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted The land consists primarily of highly modified pasture and holds low
conservation values, supporting a disposal investigatioh note that any parts of the area identified to have substantive
natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the bakat these recommendations

reflect the rights and interests of Ngai Tahu and recognise their connection to their ancestral lands.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted The Mana Whenua Panel has supportetie proposed disposal
investigation. | agree that he modified nature of the pastoral components of this stewardship area justifies referring this
area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions stated their agreement with the recommendation without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission notedhat disposals form only 0.01% of the land area under consideration as part of this process.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the groundkat this represents a loss of public access to rivers and other
conservation land, and expressed opposition #my disposalthat means aloss of recreation opportunities such as
angling or hunting. One submission assertedhat riparian access viamarginal strips is not guaranteed.

1 Submissions suggestedhat land be retained otthat appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure public access is
maintained.

1 Reclassification as docal purpose reserve was recommended, with the purpose either rigenservation or river
access

| recommend these comments areot accepted The pastoral areas recommended for disposab not provide practical
accesdgto the river from road or public conservation land, and there are no reported recreational ugasy potential disposal
arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies which
will secure ongoing public access along the riparian corridor.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Somesubmissions opposed disposadbn the groundsthat all public conservation land, even if it modified/pasture,
offers potential for climate changemitigation (i.e. opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration, as well as
for flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes).

1 It was notedthat disposal “will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.

1 Submissions also recommended consideration of whether land could be used for managed retreat or to support
future food security.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The small size of the pastoral areas recommended for disposal, highly
modified nature @gricultural pasture), and landscapeontext (bordering legal road within privatefarmland and not
connected to other pulic conservation land) limitthe appropriateness and effectiveness of retainingfor ecosystem
restoration and carbon sequestratior note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will
trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public
conservation land.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 It was notedthat the area has scenic values arttiat it may become whitebait habitat if sea level rise affects the
wider area

1 One submission emphasisedhat land alongside the Oparara River should be protected for its connectivity
between Kahurangi National Park and the ocean, and its role in supporting plant and freshwater spedibs
submitter statedthat though much of the river is protected within the National Park, “conserving the rest of the
waterway is important to biodiversity and the speciethat call the river home”.

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the groundkat retaining all conservation land provides more opportunities for
ecosystem restoration, emphasising the importance of protecting natural values in light of widespread biodiversity
loss across New Zealandt was also notedhat even modified areas are likely to contain some indigenous species
(juncus, carex, et; andthat areas near forests could easily revert to a natural stafe“precautionary policy” was
recommended to holdconservation future options ope.

1 Submissions also opposed disposal on the grountizat waterways and freshwater biodiversity would be better
protected if adjacent land was retained, grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur
Several submissions specifically noted the importance of protecting land by rivers because “so little remains - most
of these areas have been highly modified for grazing” and “disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and
restoration”.

1 Submissions raised concernthat disposing of stewardship land would then allow extractive activities which have a
negative effect on natural values

1 Submissions suggested either no disposal, trat an alternative classification such as wildlife protection area,
conservation area, or scenic reserve would better reflect the actual or potential conservation values
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The small size of the pastoral areas recommended for disposal, highly
modified nature (@gricultural pasture), and landscapeontext (bordering legal road within privatefarmland and not
connected to other pulic conservation land) limitthe appropriateness and effectiveness of retaininigyfor restoration. |

note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for
qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submission stated stewardship land should only be disposed of to tangata whenua “and only then with the
need to maintain the blocks cultural, conservation & mahikei values”.
1 It was suggestedhat ownership should be transferred to the local iwi

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Pane] andany potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will baubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is
unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection across all stewardship land, or supported “a cautionary approach” and
preference to retain land in Crown ownerspi

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission expressed concerthat disposal will affect the existing uses.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

I Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 Other submissionsthat commented on theprocess suggested consultingvith mana whenua, or ensuring
consultation with the land occupier, access users, and adjacent landowners

1 A submitter wantedto ensurethat any potential right of first refusal or conflicts of interest was carefully managed

1 It was suggestedhat the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold
land for future conservation requirements

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was suggestedhat if disposal occurred waterways should be protected by a setback, fencing and planting, while
another suggested “fencing of grazed land and protected by covenant”.

1 One submission recommended a land swap be offered to the land occupier, with a condition of the swap kaiig
any of their private land alongside the river be protected by a setback

1 It was notedthat disposal could present an added cost if subdivision is required

1 A submitter proposedthat “the land could be enhanced with native planting and then receive carbon credits”.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submissionthat selected ‘no opinion stated’ suggested that no land should be disposed of if there is potential
for restoration or carbon sequestration, anithat riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention,
with no grazing permitted

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The small size of the pastoral areas recommended for disposal, highly
modified nature (@gricultural pasture), and landscapeontext (bordering legal road within privatefarmland and not
connected to other pulic conservation land) limitthe appropriateness and effectiveness of retainingfor ecosystem
restoration and carbon sequestratior note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will
trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public
conservation land.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembe
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.
Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if disposal occurs, any waterway bordering the parcel is protected bfivee-metre setback
that is fenced and planted to upholde Mana o te Wai

1 It was notedthat land is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhefieaonga Notification Process and theynay
recommend heritage protection measures as part of this disposal process.

1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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Oparara Riverbed (Riverbed Area)
PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reservgased on high freshwater and conservation valugshe active
river portion of this area is indicated to have freshwater ecological values, supporting several rare and distinct species|

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

0 Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof local purpose (river conservation) reserve.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basighat the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving it uncertain how the natural
resources present will be protected.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I

acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management implicationsThis process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local
purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - KAR_04_2807685y
Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressedeneral support for all land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its
“cultural conservation value”.
1 Submissionsexpressed support for thgproposed classification, without including further justification

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 A submission recommendedhat “the panel and the decision makers need to refer to the reports and use the

technical evidence to give the areas appropriate classifications”.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te War.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions notedhat the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should be classified

to promote revegetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.
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1 Submitters opposed local purpose reserve classifications as “they can have their status changed without
notification”.

1 A submitter proposed classification as scenic reserve for “for scenic, ecological, recreational access, climate
mitigation and carbon sequestration values”.

1 A submitter advocated for egovernment purpose(river floodplain) reserve to provide “opportunities for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion

1 A submitter suggested the panels should consider “nationally important conservation outcomes that could be
achieved in the future, including considerable and dynamic natural regeneration, carbon sequestration, and coastal
and floodplain buffering”, advocating that river areas should receive the same status as adjoining land, or for a
government purpose reservgTe Mana o te Wa) where no adjoining classifications exist.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in oppositicthat
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appropriate

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggestedhat the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and development”, citing examples in the lower
Rangitata catchment

1 Submitters raised concern about the lack of “clarity of purpose” in the proposed reserve.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

1 Classification as an ecological area, scenic reserve, wildlife management area or similar iegemmended as
offering more appropriate levels of protection

1 A submission suggestedhat the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”, advocating that river areas should receive the same
status as adjoining land, or for government purpose(Te Mana o te Wa) reservewhere no adjoining
classifications exist

1 A submitter suggested alternative classification as an ecological area to recognise “the role of water in connecting
ecosystems and delivering nutrients”, government purpose(climate mitigation) to “recognise the national

responsibility in the management of these areas”, or a wildlife management class.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in oppositichat
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appropriate.

General (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the land to be left in stewardship, without providing further justification
1 Submitters advocated generally for the highevel protection offered by a national park classificatione(g.“to

ensure best protection for conservation”).

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for furtdwersideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 A submitter raised concerrthat a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing uses”.
As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.
1 A submitter suggestedthat the reclassification process should include “a full socioeconomic assessment”.
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1 A submitter notedthat “discussion with land occupier and access users is required”.

1 A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into
private ownership”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the fencing of grazed land, and “protected by covenant”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleaspinion queried whether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingnd

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentith preservation of the conservation values present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter statedthat the area may be affected by sea level rise, possibly becoming “important whitebait habitat”.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te War'.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAR_04 - Oparara — 2807686

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Oparara KAR_04_ 2807686i Disposal Disposal 12 57

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A small 0.43 haarea of pasture on the true left of th©parara River.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Consider for disposal as the area consists entirely of developed pasture with no significant conservati
or cultural values

Mana Whenua PanelConsider for disposal, notinghat the conservation area is modified into developed pasture and
should not form part of public conservation land.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal forthe ‘pasture’ section of this stewardship area, referring the area to the
Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaininglso accepted were comments notinthat this outcome
is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panesupportedthe proposeddisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations, on the grounds that the area is modified.

Rationale:My assessments that the stewardship area is of low conservation value and warrants further investigation a|
to the suitability of disposal.

Disposal - KAR_04_ 28076861
Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 Submissions stated they support disposal of stewardship lamthere there are “no natural values remaining”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted The land consists primarily of highly modified pasture and holds low
conservation values, supporting a disposal investigatiom note that any parts of the area identified to have substantive
natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the baka these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of Ngai Tahu and recognise their connection to their ancestral lands.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | note that that the Mana Whenua Panel has supportettie proposed
disposal investigation The modified nature of the pastoral components of this stewardship aread.agricultural pasture)
justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions stated their agreement with the recommendation without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters.
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Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission notedhat disposals form only 0.01% of the land area under consideration as part of this process.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the groundiat this represents a loss of public access to rivers and other
conservation land, and expressed opposition #my disposalthat means aloss of recreation opportunities such as
angling or hunting.

1 One submission assertedhat riparian access viamarginal strips is not guaranteed

1 Submissions suggestedhat land be retained otthat appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure public access is
maintained.

1 Reclassification as docal purpose reserve was recommended, with the purpose either rigenservation or river
access.

I recommend these comments argot accepted While the CVR notes there may be whitebaiting in the wider assessment
area, this stewardship aredoes not provide practical access to the river from road or public conservation lasalis unlikely
to hold recreation values which warrant retention as public conservation lanéiny potential disposal arising from the
Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies which will secure
ongoing public access along theiparian corridor.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Some submissions opposed disposah the groundsthat public conservation land offers potential for climate
changemitigation (i.e. opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration, as well as for flood/erosion
buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes).

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted The very small size of the area, its highly modified naturéagricultural
pasture), and itdandscape context (bordering legal road within privatéarmland and not connected to other pulc
conservation land) limitthe appropriateness and effectiveness of retainingfor ecosystem restoration and carbon
sequestration | note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the groundkat retaining all conservation land provides more opportunities for
ecosystem restoration, emphasising the importance of protecting natural values in light of widespread biodiversity
loss across New Zealand

1 Submissions also opposed disposal on the grountizat waterways and freshwater biodiversity would be better
protected if adjacent land was retained, grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur

9 Several submissions specifically noted the importance of protecting land by rivers because “so little remains - most
of these areas have been highly modified for grazing” and “disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and
restoration”.

1 Submissions suggested either no disposal that an alternative classification such as wildlife protection area,
conservation area, or scenic reserve would better reflect the current/potential conservation values

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The very small size of the area, its highly modified naturéagricultural
pasture), and itdandscape context (bordering legal road within privatéarmland and not connected to other pulic
conservation land) limitthe appropriateness and effectiveness of retainingfor restoration. | note that any potential
disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying
waterbodies, which will be retainednd protected as public conservation land.
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submission statedstewardship land should only be disposed of to tangata whenua “and only then with the
need to maintain the blocks cultural, conservation & mahikei values”.
1 It was suggestedhat ownership should be transferred to the local iwi

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Pane] andany potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will tmubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is
unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions also recommended consideration of whether land could be used for managed retreat or to support
future food security.
1 A submission expressed concerthat disposal will affect the existing uses

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

I Other submissionsthat commented on theprocess suggested consultingvith mana whenua, or ensuring
consultation with the land occupier and access users.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It wassuggestedthat if disposal occurs, waterways should be protected by a setback, fencing and planting, while
another suggested “fencing of grazed land and protected by covenant”.
9 If disposal occurred, submissions suggested the income should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submissionthat selected ‘no opinion stated’ suggested that no land should be disposed of if there is potential
for restoration or carbon sequestration

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The small size of the area, its highly modified natur@gricultural
pasture), and itdandscape context (bordering legal road within privatéarmland and not connected to other pulic
conservation land) limitthe appropriateness and effectiveness of retainingfor ecosystem restoration and carbon
sequestration | note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembe
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.
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Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if disposal occurs, any waterway bordering the parcel is protected bfivee-metre setback
that is fenced and planted to uphold’e Mana o te Wai

1 It was notedthat land is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhefieaonga Notification Process and theynay
recommend heritage protection measures as part of this disposal process.

1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentre not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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KAR_05 - Karamea — 2807689

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Karamea KAR_05 2807689j| GPR (Government Buildings) | Neutral 9 7

DOC ConservationValues Report Description

A small 0.1022ha areathat is one of two adjacent parcels in the urban environment of Karamesand is occupied by DOC
staff quarters and associated infrastructure

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Government purpose (government buildings) reservéo ensure the continuedavailability of this site for
use by the Department

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof government purpose (government buildings) reserve

Summary of accepted submission€Excepting thoseexpressinggeneral support for the proposal, no submissions were
‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified proposal to classify the area as a government purpose
(government buildings) reserve

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I

acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classificatiorwill provide for the continued use of this site by the
Department

Government Purpose (Government Buildings) Reserve -
KAR_05_2807689;j

Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed agreement with thecommendation, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegse points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Oppose
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions made general statements suggesting all stewardship land should be given national park status
1 Submissions suggested leaving the land as stewardship, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.
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Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions raised concerns regarding recreational values (querying whether hunting/fishing is allowed under the
proposed classification).

| recommend these comments areot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of thespecific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. | note that, as the stewardship area is a small urban parcel with Departmental buildings and infrastructure, it
is unlikely to hold recreational values which should be taken into consideration

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any waterway bordering the parcel is protected byfave-metre setbackthat is fenced and
planted to upholdTe Mana o te Wai

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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KAR_o05 - Karamea - Waverley Street — 2807712

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Karamea- KAR_05_2807712k| GPR (Government Buildings) | Neutral 7 7
Waverley Street

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A small 0.0913ha areathat is one of two adjacent parcels in the urban environment of Karameand isoccupied by DOC
staff quarters andassociated infrastructure

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Government purpose §overnmentbuildings) reserve to ensure the continued availability of this site for
use by the Department

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof Government purpose (government buildings) reserve

Summary of accepted submission€xcepting those expressingyeneral support for the proposal, no submissions were
‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified proposal to classify the area as a government purpose
(government buildings) reserve

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I

acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is thatthe proposed classificatiorwill provide for the continued use of this site by the
Department.

Government Purpose (Government Buildings) Reserve -
KAR o5 2807712k

Support
General (Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed agreement with the recommendation, without providing furttjastification.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Oppose
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions made general statements suggesting all stewardship land should be given national park status
1 Submissions suggested leaving the land as stewardship, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.
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Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions raised concerns regarding recreational values (querying whether hunting/fishing is allowed under the
proposed classification).

| recommend these comments areot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. | note that, as the stewardship area is a small urban parcel with Departmental buildings and infrastructure, it
is unlikely to hold recreational values which should be taken into consideration

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any waterway bordering the parcel is protected byfave-metre setbackthat is fenced and
planted to upholdTe Mana o te Wai

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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KAR 06 - Karamea Estuary - 2807690

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Karamea Estuary| KAR_06_2807690I Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 14 7

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 3.6248ha area of oastal land adjacent to the Karamea Estuaand within the Karamea Ecological Management Unit
Naturally Uncommon tidal lagoon and dune ecosystems provide habitat for shorebirds and marine invertebrates

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Wildlife managementareais consideredappropriate, to protect the ecological values of the ecosystems
while maintaining the identified recreational uses of the area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of wildlife management area

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed
classification as reflecting the ecological importance of the natural resources present, and to be appropriate for the
recreational and community uses of the area

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I

acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is th&etproposed classificatiorwill promote the
conservation of the natural resources presef.g. tidal lagoon and dune ecosystenjswhile providing for their
appreciation and recreational enjoyment by the public.

Wildlife Management Area - KAR_06_2807690l
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 The recommendation was supported on the groundbat it is “an important recreational area”.
1 Another submission wanted to ensure reclassification allowed community access for conservation activities

I recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources of
the area The proposed classificatiorsupports the publicappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management
objectives.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendation as protecting the natural values of the area, mentioning the estuary,
freshwater fish habitat, andhat the area was part of a communitied project to create a “Source to Sea”
biodiversity sanctuary from the Oparara Basin to the estuary.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
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described in the CVR €.g.supports tidal lagoon habitat as well as dune ecosystems), and they are appropriately protected
and preserved by the proposed classification.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general agreement without providing further justification, or noted their preference for all

stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any waterway bordering the parcel is protected byfave-metre setbackthat is fenced and
planted to upholdTe Mana o te Wai
1 It was suggestedhat ecological values would improve with trapping and control of vehicles

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Oppose

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submission raised concernthat reclassification would affect climate adaptation or resilience

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The proposed classificatiorwill support the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result support theea’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type ofadaptation they mean, or why tis should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further The points raised do nofustify overturning the notified intention.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions made general statements suggesting all stewardship land should be given national park status
1 Submissions suggested leaving the land as stewardship, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 One submission raised concernthat reclassification would affect existing uses.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was
purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it tonational park.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether this classification allows for hunting and fishing
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classificatiordoes not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)
1 Submissions suggested consulting with locals regarding management requirement

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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KAR_06 - Kongahu — 2807694

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel_ Mana WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation

Kongahu (Pasture) | KAR_06_2807694c| Wildlife Management Area 14 10

Kongahu (Pasture) | KAR_06_2807694d Disposal 7 56

Kongahu KAR_06_2807694¢ Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 14 9

(Foreshore)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 38.12ha coastal area containing Naturally Uncommotidal lagoon and dune ecosystems which provide habitat for
shorebirds and marine invertebratesThe assessmentrea includes foreshore and pastoral componenfue to the
variation in conservation values, different recommendations have been made éhifferent parts of the assessment area

Kongahu (Pasture)

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Wildlife management areato protect the ecological values of the ecosystems while maintaining the
identified recreational uses of the arealthough modified, this area is considered to form part of the natural and
landscape character of the estuary

Mana Whenua PanelConsider for disposalas the pastoral components are modified and should not form part of publi
conservation land.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof wildlife management area

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ asholding merit supported the proposed
classification as being appropriate for the freshwater values anecreational use of the area.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have opposed the proposed classificatiostead advocating
for the area to be investigated for disposasupported bysubmissions from Treaty partner organisations

Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering tho
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present warrant proceeding with the notified proposal

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classificatiorwill promote the conservationof the natural resources
present(e.g.tidal lagoon habitat as well as dunsystems, providing buffering to the estuargcosystems)while providing
for their appreciation andrecreational enjoyment by the public.

Wildlife Management Area - KAR_06_2807694c¢
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 One submission expressed support for the recommendation as appropriately reflecting the recreational use

1 Another submitter in support raised concernghat classification as a wildlife management area would natlow for
public access, and suggesteithat if this were the case, the area should be reclassified under Section 7 of the
Conservation Act to ensure recreational access is provided for

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources of
the area The proposed classificatiorsupports the publicappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management
objectives.
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Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submission agreed with the recommendation as preferable to disposal, on the groutids disposal would not
assist with emissions reduction

| recommendthat this comment isaccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcegs of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futufecused elements within the
definition of conservation Classification as wildlife management area will support this outcome

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitterssupportedthe wildlife management arearecommendationas reflecting the area’s high freshwater
values and protecting against degradation of the land

| recommend these comments araccepted | agreethat the area holds freshwater values which warrant protection, as it is
located between the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana and the sea, and the CVR stifuatall parts of this assessment area
provide buffering to the estuary ecosystems note that the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana is listed in the Directory of
Wetlands in New Zealandi(e.of international significance) and is identified in the West Coast Regional Land and Water
Plan as a significant wetlandit is my assessmenthat the natural values present in this stewardship area are appropriately
protected by the notifiedclassification of wildlife management area.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated agreement without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegse points do not raise ay matters.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any areas offered lower protectiothan national parkshould be on the conditiorthat
waterways in/bordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted, to upholde
Mana o te Wai

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission statedthat access to the river mouth is important to walkers and fishers

| recommend these comments areot accepted The proposedclassification supports the publicappreciation of wildlife
where consistentwith other management objectives, so does not prohibit access to the river mauth

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

I The area was noted to be vulnerable to sea level rise, and there were condbiatsa change in status would affect
“climate adaptation and resilience of the area”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted The submitter does not clarify what kind of climate adaptation and resilience
the area may be used for, so | am unable to consider how the change in status may affect this

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 One submission expressed preference for reclassification as a national park to protect this “unique remnant of a
huge cultural wetland”, describing the Kongahu area as nationally significant.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted Though the area is associated with the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana, | do not
agreethat the natural values warrant reclassification as a national park as the area is modifieés my assessmenthat the
associated wetland values are appropriately protected by the notified classification of wildlife management area.

9 Another submitter described the farmland as having “minimal ecological values”, though noting that birds such as

white-fronted terns, blackbacked gulls, godwits, spoonbills, and kotuku are present in the foreshore area
41



| recommend this comment isnot accepted Though the area contains modified pasture, | do not agréfeat it contains
minimal ecological values It is adjacent to the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana, a significant wetland, and the natural
resources as described in the CVR include tidal lagoon habitat as well as dune systems, and as buffering the estuary
ecosystemslt is my assessmenthat the ecological values are appropriately protected by the notified classification of
wildlife management area.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 A submission from Te Rinanga O Ngai Tahu stated their support for the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation as
reflecting “the values, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Rinanga in whose takiwa the relevant land is
located”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
(e.g.tidal lagoon habitat as well as dunsystems, providing buffering to the estuargcosystem3 warrant proceeding with

the notified proposal.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions made general statements suggesting all stewardship land should be given national park status
1 Submissions suggested leaving the land as stewardship, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission noted the grazing concession present in the area and stated condbiat change in status or disposal
would affect the existing use

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (NoAllowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 Consultation with adjacent landowners was recommended by one submitt&nother (who proposed
reclassification as a national park) recommended consultation with locals to ensure management allowed for
mahinga kai practices.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was
purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether this classification allows for hunting and fishing

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding thenatural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classificatiordoes not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisefor example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions notedthat the Oparara River is the focus of a community-led biodiversity project, and recommended
reclassification at the highest level of protectiothat still allows public access for conservation activities

| recommend these comments araccepted | agreethat the area holds natural values which warrant protection and
preservation The proposed classificatiordoes not prohibit such activities

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te War'.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Disposal - KAR_06_2807694d
The comments received in relation to the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation are summarised below and have been

considered in relation to the notified proposal when forming s.49 allow/accept recommendations.

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 One submission statedhey support disposal of stewardship land where there are “no natural values remaining”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted While the area is modifiedpasture, it is located between the Karamea
Estuary/Otumahana and the sea, and the CVR not#sat all parts of this assessment area provide buffering to the estuary
ecosystems| note that the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana is a wetland of international significance and identified in the
West Coast Regional Land and Water Plan as a significant wetlaticis my assessmenthat the natural values warrant
retention as public conservation land, and are appropriately protected by the notifiessification of wildlife management
area

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

I Submissions expressed support for the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the grotinaisthese
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
(e.g.tidal lagoon habitat as well as dunsystems, providing buffering to the estuargcosystem$ warrant proceeding with

the notified proposal.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions stated their agreement, without providing further justificatian

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission notedhat disposals form only 0.01% of the land area under consideration as part of this process.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the groundkat this represents a loss of public access to rivers and other
conservation land, and expressed opposition #my disposalthat means aloss of recreation opportunities such as
angling or hunting.

1 Submissions suggestedhat land be retained otthat appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure public access is
maintained.

1 One submission noted preference for wildlife management area as reflecting recreational.use

| recommend these comments araccepted The proposedclassification of wildlife management area supports the public
appreciation of wildlife where consistenwith other management objectives.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed disposal in favour of retaining conservation land, noting the potential of modified land to be
used for carbon sequestration through revegetation or allowing the land to return to a wetland state

1 Other submitters recommended land bordering waterways should be retained and restored to buffer against
flooding (especially as severe weather events become more frequent), and to ensure the natural processes of
waterways could continue unfettered by devepment or protective works.

| recommendthat this comment isaccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futufecused elements within the
definition of conservation. This area, bordering the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana (recognised as a significant wetland),
provides buffering to the estuary ecosystemg£lassification as wildlife management area will support this outcome

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

i Submissions in opposition to disposal were frequently general statements objecting to any disposal of stewardship
land, with submitters in favour of retaining land to maximise future opportunities for restoration and
environmental protection. These submissions referred to the precarious state of New Zealand’s biodiversity due to
widespread habitat loss and environmental damage, commentitigat climate change would exacerbate these
pressures, and suggestetthat all conservation land has restoration potential

1 One submission stated a preference for the land to be reclassified as a wildlif@nagement area to reflect its high
freshwater values

| recommend these comments araccepted | agreethat the area is important for environmental protection and
freshwater values, as it is located between the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana and the sea, and the CVR ttatedl parts of
this assessment area provide buffering to the estuary ecosystemsote that the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana is listed in
the Directory of Wetlands in New Zealandife.internationally significant) and is identified in the West Coast Regional Land
and Water Plan as a significantvetland. It is my assessmenthat the natural values present in this stewardship area warrant
retention as public conservation land, and are appropriately protected by the notifiethssification of wildlife management
area

9 A submitter advocated for national park reclassification to protect this “unique remnant of a huge cultural
wetland’.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted Though the area is associated with the Karamézsstuary/Otumahana, a
significant wetland, | do not agreehat the natural values warrant reclassification as a national park as the area is modified
It is my assessmenthat the natural values are appropriately protected by the notified classification of wildlife management
area.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 It was recommended no land be disposed of and all land given high protection in line with the “Waitaha Kaupapa”,
or that if disposal occurredit should only be to tangata whenua and with the “need to maintain the block’s cultural,
conservation and mahikakai values in their entirety’.
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
(e.g.tidal lagoon habitat as well as dunsystems, providing buffering to the estuargcosystems$ warrant proceeding with

the notified proposal.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions noted agreement with the recommendation made by the National Panel without providing further
justification, or made general statements opposing any disposal of public conservation land

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

1 Submissions suggested leaving the land in stewardship, without providing further justification, or made general
statements suggesting all stewardship land should be given national park status

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which would warrant overturning the notified
classification of wildlife management area

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission noted the grazing concession present in the area and stated conddat change in status or disposal
would affect the existing use

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submission notedthat recommendations are not clear on where the land boundaries for disposal might be,
making it difficult for submitters to evaluate

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 A submission recommended consulting with mana whenuanother, which proposed the whole conservation area
be added to the national park, recommended consultation with locals to ensumanagement allowed for mahinga
kai practices.

1 A submitter wantedto ensurethat any potential right of first refusal or conflicts of interest was carefully managed

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change andNatural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submissionthat selected ‘no opinion stated’ suggested that no land should be disposed of if there is potential
for restoration or carbon sequestration, anithat all riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood
protection, with no grazing allowed.

| recommendthat this comment isaccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futufecused elements within the
definition of conservation This area, bordering the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana, provides buffering to the estuary
ecosystemsClassification as wildlife management area will support this outcome
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General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedjenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lend
be protected from development

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities throughthe grant of concessionslinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if disposal occurs, any waterway bordering the parcel is protected bfivae-metre setback
that is fenced and planted to upholde Mana o te Wai

1 It was notedthat land is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhefieaonga Notification Process and theynay
recommend heritage protection measures as part of this disposal process.

1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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Kongahu (Foreshore)

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Wildlife management areato protect the ecological values of the ecosystems while maintaining the
identified recreational uses of the area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

0 Proceedwith the naotified proposal of wildlife management area

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed
classification as being appropriate for théreshwater values and recreational use of the area.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area.
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of sitespecific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classificatiorwill promote the conservationof the natural resources
present(e.g.tidal lagoon habitat as well as dunsystems)while providing for their appreciation and recreational
enjoyment by the public.

Wildlife Management Area - KAR_06_2807694e

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 One submission expressed support for the recommendation as appropriately reflecting the recreational use

1 A submitter was concernedhat classification as a wildlife management area would natlow for public access, and
suggestedthat if this were the case, the area should be reclassified under Section 7 of the Conservation Act to
ensure recreational access is provided for

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the publicaccess
and recreational features present which are not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources of
the area The proposed classificatiorsupports the publicappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management
objectives.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 The recommendation was supported as reflecting the area’s high freshwater values and protecting against
degradation of the land

| recommend these comments araccepted | agreethat the area holds freshwater values which warrant protection, as it is
located between the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana and the sea, and the CVR stitatsall parts of this assessment area
provide buffering to the estuary ecosystems note that the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana is listed in the Directory of
Wetlands in New Zealandi(e.of international significance) and is identified in the West Coast Regional Land and Water
Plan as a significant wetlandit is my assessmenthat the natural values present in this stewardship area are appropriately
protected by the notifiedclassification of wildlife management area.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for all land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its
“cultural conservation value”.
1 Submissions stated agreement without providing further justification
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding theatural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegse points do not raise ay matters.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any areas offered lower protectiothan national parkshould be on the conditiorthat
waterways in/bordering the parcel are protected by fave-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted, to upholde
Mana o te Wai

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter, who did not advocate for an alternative classification, notdldat “access is important to rivermouth by
walkers and fishers”.

| recommend these comments areot accepted It is not evident from the submitter's comments how the proposed
classification does not appropriately protect the recreational values they are referring Tle proposed classificatiorof
wildlife management area supports the publiappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management objectives.
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 The area was noted to be vulnerable to sea level rise, and there were condbiatsa change in status would affect
“climate adaptation and resilience of the area”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted The submitter does not clarify what kind of climate adaptation anesilience
the area may be used for, so | am unable to consider how the change in status may affect this
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 A submitter advocated for a national park classification, describing the area as a “unique remnant of a huge

cultural wetland almost obliterated by developments”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted Though the area is associated with the Karamea Estuary/Otumahana, a
significant wetland, | do not agredhat the natural values warrant reclassification as a national park as the areaisdified.

It is my assessmenthat the natural values are appropriately protected by the notified classification of wildlife management
area.

1 A submitter, who did not advocate for an alternative classification, notélat “large colonies of black backed gulls
and white fronted terns nest on foreshore areaSodwits, spoonbills, kotuku roost and feed here”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted It is not evident from the submitter’s comments how the proposed classification
does not appropriately protect the ecological values they are referring. tbis my assessmenthat the natural values are
appropriately protected by the notified classification of wildlife management area.

General (Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was
purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.
1 Submissions suggested leaving the land as stewardship, without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new materiabised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission noted the grazing concession present in the area and stated conddat change in status or disposal
would affect the existing use

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for further consultation with locals “to achieve management status which will allow
participation in traditional and local practices”.

1 A submitter recommended “individual consultation with the adjacent landowner/s”.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 A submitter opposed anyreclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into

private ownership”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether this classification allows for hunting and fishing

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classificatiordoes not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any areas offered lower protectiothan national parkshould be on the conditionthat
waterways in/bordering the parcel are protected by fave-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted, to upholde
Mana o te Wai

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they anmgot accepted
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KAR_06 - Little Wanganui River Head - 2807734

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Little Wanganui River Head | KAR_06_2807734m Recreation Reserve | RecreationReserve 14 10

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1.268&ha area of nodified coastal land adjacent to an estuarine system, with Naturally Uncommon tidal lagoon and
dune ecosystems providing habitat for shorebirds and maririavertebrates The site is highly developed and used for
beach access

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Recreation reserve, teeflect the site’s high recreational values, noted during site visits as including a
campsite and whitebaiting as well as beach access, while appropriately protecting the coastal ecosystems present

Mana Whenua PanelRecreation reserve, noting support for the recommendation proposed by the National Panel

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof recreation reserve.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as recognising the recreational access and offering sufficient protection in the context of climate changjiso accepted
were comments notingthat this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai
Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panetupportedthe proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he natural resources present are appropriately protected by the proposed classificatig
(e.g.highly developed areamodified vegetation with few native plant species on the dunes, mixed exotic and native
coastal shrub), while also reflecting the public access and recreational features present.

Recreation Reserve - KAR_06_ 2807734m
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 A submitter described the area as having “very high recreational values”, noting the “the local community has
maintained this area for a number of years for community use

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the recreational values present
which are consistent with those described in the CVR and identified by the Panels during site visitsd whichare
appropriately reflected by the notified classificationThey hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreationthat is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering “the greatest level of protection and in light of the
impacts of climate change”. The area was noted to be very exposed to sea level rise

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as recreation reserve will support this outcome,
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to the extent compatible with the identified primary purposeThe relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is
evident when the futurefocused elements in the definition of conservation are considerg@eluding, “safeguarding the
options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal
lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation,
enhancement, ofexpansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the badka these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands (e.qg.
“by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi”).

| recommendthat these comments areccepted | note that that the Mana Whenua Panel has supporteitie proposed
classification.
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for all land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its
“cultural conservation value”.
I Submissions stated agreement without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Oppose

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ubmi X a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing uses and climate
1 A submitter expressed concertthat a “chang tat disposal will affect th ting d climat
adaptation or resilience of the area”.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The proposed classificatiorwill support the protection of the natural
resources present, to the extent to the extent compatible with the identified primary purppsad as a result suppothe
areasclimate adaptation potential The point raised does not justify overturning the notified intention

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for a wildlife management area, noting the presence of “naturally uncommon ecosystems”
and “at risk and/or threatened species”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted My view isthat the natural resources present are appropriately
protected by the proposed classificationg(.g.highly developed areamodified vegetation with few native plant species on
the dunes, mixed exotic and native coastal shrub), while also reflecting the recreational values preSém points raised do
not warrant overturning the notified classification.

General (Allowed)

1 A submission recommended leaving the land in stewardship without providing further justification
1 Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as a national park for maximum protec{eg.“all
Stewardship land must be included in national parks”).

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and new material is raised for further consideration.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter expressedhat if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel”.
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1 A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into
private ownership”.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, notitigat “conservation values alone must

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation values”.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleappinion, queriedwhether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingnd

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te War'.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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KAR_ 07 - Karamea Estuary — 2807691

Protected Area Recommendation 1D Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Karamea Estuary | KAR_07_2807691n | Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 17 7

DOC Conservation Values Report

A 0.6126ha area of wetland remnants and tidal lagoon habitat adjacent to the Karamea Estuarye area is within the
Karamea Estuary Management Unit and provides habitat for-ak aquatic and shorebird species

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Wildlife management areais considered appropriate to protect the ecological values present while
maintaining identified recreational uses.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of wildlife management area

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed
classification as being appropriate for the freshwater values and recreational use of the area

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification

The Mana Whenua Panel have signallespecific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that “a historic Pa is in the vicinity of the Karamea Estuary (2807691)”. Given the Mana Whenua Panehave not opposed
the notified proposal | consider the classification is not inconsistent with the identified interests

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classificatiorwill appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.wetland remnants and tidal lagoon habitgt

Wildlife Management Area - KAR_07_2807691n

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter notedthat the “high freshwater values and recreation use makes this an appropriate classification”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources of
the area The proposed classificatiorsupports the publicappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management
objectives.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the recommendation without providing further justification
1 A submitter statedthat the recommendation reflects the information in the technical reports.
I One submission noted support for the recommendation based on the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification to “reflect the use of the land and adequately protect against
degradation of the land”.
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As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te War.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Oppose

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated a preference for the land to be left in stewardship without providing further justification
1 Submissions stated a preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified as a national park without providing
further justification.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no nmaterial is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who farms the area notethat the area has been fenced, recommendifgaving “existing fences to

stock proof it”.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into
private ownership”.

1 Submissionsopposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleaspinion, queriedwhether this classification protected from
development and fishing

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingind

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed support for retaining the area in stewardship “for climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The proposed classificatiorwill support the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result support the area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
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specify what type ofadaptation they mean, or why tis should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for “management requirements of this area” to be sought “in consultation with locals”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAR_07 - Karamea Riverbed — 2807692

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP

Karamea Riverbed | KAR_07_28076920 | Wildlife Management Area 17 10

Karamea Riverbed | KAR_07_2807692p Stewardship 13 18

DOC Conservation ValuesReportDescription

A 12.391%a area of &rgely developed pasture intersected by stream channels, wetland remnants and tidal lagoon hab
The area is adjacent to the Karamea River and within the Karamea Estuary Management.Utrébntains habitat for at
risk aquatic and shorebird species, has high freshwater values and is a significant site for whitebait

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Wildlife management areais considered to appropriately protect the ecological values present while

enabling access to the historic pa site and maintaining the identified recreational uses.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain in stewardship to enable further assessment of the values and opportunities of this land f
Ngai Tahu. Due to the area’s proximity to a historic pa site and Maori-owned land, Ngai Tahu has particular interests in
this assessment area

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof wildlife management area.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit opposed the proposed wildlife
management areasupporting the position of the Mana Whenua Panel as reflecting the rights and interests of mana
whenua and recognising Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands. Also accepted were comments opposing the
proposed wildlife management areas not reflecting the modified nature of the natural resources presemter much of
the areg including areas ofdeveloped pasture whictareregularly mown for silage.

Section 4 and Treatyprinciples: The Mana Whenua Panegxpressed opposition to the proposedildlife management
area,supported by submissions from Treaty partner organisationsiting that “further assessment of the values and
opportunities of this land for Ngai Tahu is required”. The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specifi€¢gai Tahu
interests associated with this stewardship area, particulatlyat “Ngai Tahu has interests in the Conservation Area
‘Karamea Riverbed’ (NaPALIS #2807692) due to the proximity to an old pa site and Maori-owned land”.

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and
interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understa
the nature of the nterests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances.

My assessmentgconsidering those submissionsaccepted is that it is reasonable in the circumstances to retaihis areain
stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may require. I note
that any further work will be undertaken in a manner consistent with Treaty principles.

Rationale:Although the natural and historic resources present may be appropriately protected under the proposed
wildlife management areal have concludedbased onthose submissionsaccepted, and consideringhe identified Ngai
Tahu interests, that it is appropriateo retain the arean stewardshipat this time. | note that as stewardship land the area
will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined.
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Wildlife Management Area - KAR_07_28076920

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter was concernedhat classification as a wildlife management area would natlow for public access, and
suggestedthat if this were the case, the area should be reclassified under Section 7 of the Conservation Act to
ensure recreational access is provided for.

1 A submitter notedthat the “high freshwater values and recreation use makes this an appropriate classification”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessmentconsidering submissions accepteds thatit is
reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardshipo further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations,
including what Treaty principles may requirel note that as stewardship landpublic access tdahe area will remain
protected until an appropriate classification is determined.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the area as “ecologically important”, suggesting that it should be “allowed to revert to its natural
state”.

1 A submitter noted the area as “important for whitebait”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted My assessment is that lthough the natural and historic resources
present may be appropriately protected under theotified proposal, | have concludedbased onthose submissionsaccepted,
and consideringthe identified Ngai Tahu interests, that it is appropriateto retain the arean stewardshipat this time. | note
that as stewardship land the area will remain protected until an appropriati&assification is determined

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter queried the location of a historic p site, suggesting it to be “near Ray Street on the other side of

Karamea River”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The Mana Whenua Panel have indicatethat the area is inthe
“proximity to an old pa site and Maori-owned land”. Although this historic pa site may not be directly on this conservation
area, the CVR notethat there is the potential for additional historic resourcese(g.unrecorded sites) to be presenMy
assessmentconsidering submissions accepteds thatit is reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in
stewardshipto further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including whatreaty principles may require
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the recommendation without providing further justification
1 A submitter statedthat the recommendation reflects the information in the technical reports.
1 Onesubmission noted support for the recommendation based on the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter supported the proposed classification to “reflect the use of the land and adequately protect against
degradation of the land”.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the border with neighbouring land should be protected byfave-metre setbackthat is fenced
and planted to “uphold Te Mana o te Wal.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submission requestedhat the site be “retained for climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat | that | have concluded considering submissions
accepted;s thatit is reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardshipo further explore Ngai Tahu
interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may requirenote that this area will remain protected as public
conservation land and will continue to contribute to climate mitigation.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who farms the area noted the site to not be suitable for a wildlife area, containing developed pasture
which is regularly mown for silage

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted My assessment is that khough the natural and historic resources
present may be appropriately protected under theotified proposal, | have concludedbased onthose submissionsaccepted,
and consideringthe identified Ngai Tahu interests, that it is appropriateto retain the arean stewardshipat this time. | note
that as stewardship land the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the bakat these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands.
9 A submitter expressed opposition based on the position that “National Park land does not allow for mana whenua

of the area to be involved in its care in the same way that Stewardship land does”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted My assessmentconsidering those submissionsaccepted is that it is
reasonable in the circumstances to retaithis areain stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations,
including what Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated a preference for the land to be left in stewardship without providing further justification
1 Submissions stated greference for all stewardship land to be reclassified as a national park without providing
further justification.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who farms the area notethat “it is fenced to required standards to support cattle farming operation”,
and that “riparian margins have been allowed for”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into
private ownership”.

1 Submissionsopposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.
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As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleappinion, queried whether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingind

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter requestedthat “rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state”, and that the “classification
does not allow for dams or flow diversions”.

1 A submitter advocatedthat helicopter “landing permissions continue to be available” through the current DOC
concession system.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)
9 A submitter advocated for “management requirements of this area” to be sought “in consultation with locals”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Retain in Stewardship - KAR_07_2807692p

The comments received in relation to the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation are summarised below and have been
considered in relation to the notified proposal when forming sal®w/accept recommendations.

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submitters supported retaining the area in stewardship “for climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | that | have concluded considering submissions
acceptedjs thatit is reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardshipo further explore Ngai Tahu
interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may requirenote that this areawill remain protected as public
conservation land and will continue to contribute to climate mitigation

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the baka these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands (e.g.
“by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted My assessmentconsidering those submissionsaccepted is that it is
reasonable in the circumstances to retaithis areain stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations,
including what Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the recommendation without providing further justification.
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifezke points do not raise ayymatters
for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions specified their preference for land to either be retained in stewardship or be reclassified as a
conservation park, statinghat this gives the land “more than adequate legal protection”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into

private ownership”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter suggestedthat reclassification should focus on the “protection of the conservation value of the land
and the guarantee of public access”.

1 A submitter advocated for classification as wildlife management areawhile notingthat if this places restrictions
on public access, the area should be reclassified under Section 7 of the Conservation Act.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessmentconsidering submissions accepteds thatit is
reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardshipo further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations,
including what Treaty principles may requirel note that as stewardship landpublic access tdhe area will remain
protected until an appropriate classification is determined.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

M A submitter advocated for a reserve classification to and be “allowed to revert to its natural state”.
9  The area was noted to hold “conservation values warranting the protective status of Wildlife Management Area”

(e.9.“high freshwater values and recreation use”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is that lthough the natural and historic resources
present may be appropriately protected under theotified proposal, | have concludedbased onthose submissionsaccepted,
and consideringthe identified Ngai Tahu interests, that it is appropriateto retain the arean stewardshipat this time. | note
that as stewardship land the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”, suggesting
that the area “should be able to be classified as having a reserve status either scenic or conservation park”.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation without providing further justificatian

1  One submission noted preference for classification as a wildlife management area based on the land’s “high
cultural conservation value”.

1 Submissions stated a preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified as a national park without providing
further justification.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted a desire to lease the area.
9 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as “retention as stewardship would allow grazing to continue in
that title . There is no permission for grazing there”.
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1 Submitter raised concerrthat retaining the area in stewardship “leaves it open to ecologically degrading activities
including mining, stock grazing, logging and residential developments and without rigorous protection from the

environmental impacts of those industries”.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)
1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleappinion, queriedwhether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingand

fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedjenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembte
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments areot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation doesnot provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities throughthe grant of concessionsinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter sought “management requirements of this area in consultation with locals”.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter requestedthat “rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state”, and that the “classification
does not allow for dams or flow diversions”.

1 A submitter advocatedthat helicopter “landing permissions continue to be available” through the current DOC
concession system

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te Wab.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAR 07 - Karamea Estuary — 2807698

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Karamea Estuary| KAR_07_2807698q Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 15 6

DOC ConservationValues Report Description

A 2.747ha area of wetland remnants and tidal lagoon habitat adjacent to the Karamea Estuafye area is within the
Karamea Estuary Management Unit and provides habitat fat-risk aquatic and shorebird species

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Wildlife management areato protect the ecological values present while maintaining identified
recreational uses

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of wildlife management area

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed
classification as being appropriate for the freshwater values and recreational use of the area

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classificatiorwill promote the conservation of the natural resources
present(e.g.wetland remnants and tidal lagoon habitaj while providing for their appreciation and recreational
enjoyment by the public.

Wildlife Management Area - KAR_07_2807698q

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)
1 A submitter notedthat the “high freshwater values and recreation use makes this an appropriate classification”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources of
the area The proposed classificatiorsupports the publicappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management
objectives.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)
1 A submitter noted the area as vulnerable to sea level rigeg. “largely underwater on a very high tide”).

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat they support the proposed classification as appropriately
protecting the natural resources present when underwater.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the recommendation without providing further justification
1 A submitter statedthat the recommendation reflects the information in the technical reports.
1 One submission noted support for the recommendation based on the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifezke points do not raise ayymatters

for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter supported theproposed classification to “reflect the use of the land and adequately protect against
degradation of the land”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te War'.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submission requestedhat the site be “retained for climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The proposed classificationwill support the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result support theea’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type ofadaptation they mean, or why tis should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated a preference for the land to be left in stewardship without providing further justification
1 Submissions stated a preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified as a national park without providing
further justification.

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

® A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into
private ownership”.

w Submissionsopposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleaspinion, queriedwhether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingind
fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
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reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)
1 A submitter expressed support for retaining the area in stewardship “for climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The proposed classificatiorwill support the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result support the area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type ofadaptation they mean, or why tis should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention.

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for “management requirements of this area” to be sought “in consultation with locals”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAR_07 - Otumahana Estuary — 2807708

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Otumahana Estuary | KAR_07_2807708r| Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 15 6

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 21.72%a area of wtland remnants and tidal lagoon habitat adjacent to the Karamea Estuafe area is within the
Karamea Estuary Management Unit and provides habitat for-ask aquatic and shorebird species

Recommendations

National Panel:Wildlife management area is considered appropriate to protect the ecological values present while
maintaining identified recreational uses

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof wildlife management area

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed
classification as reflecting the ecological importance of the natural resources present, and to be appropriate for the
recreational and community uses of the area

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I

acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classificatiorwill promote the conservation of the natural resources
present(e.g.wetland remnants and tidal lagoon habitgtwhile providing for their appreciation and recreational
enjoyment by the public.

Wildlife Management Area - KAR_07_2807708r
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 A submitter notedthat the “high freshwater values and recreation use makes this an appropriate classification”.

I recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources of
the area The proposed classificatiorsupports the publicappreciation of wildlife where consistentvith other management
objectives.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 A submitter notedthat the area “has very high ecological values bittern, fernbird, raupo”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration My view isthat the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.historic marsh and swamp wetlands which form part of the adjacent estuary environment), and
they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification.
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General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the recommendation without providing further justification
1 A submitter statedthat the recommendation reflects the information in the technical reports.

1 One submission noted support for the recommendation based on the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters

for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification to “reflect the use of the land and adequately protect against
degradation of the land”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if the area is offered a lower level of protection than national park, any waterways/
wetlandsbordering the parcel are protected by five-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to “uphold Te Mana
o te War.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated a preference for the land to be left in stewardship without providing further justification
1 Submissions stated a preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified as a national park without providing
further justification.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.
Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w A submitter opposed any reclassification “as it sets a precedent to get the land away from the public and into
private ownership”.

1 Submissionsopposed the recommendation based aroncerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 A submitter notedthat “individual consultation with the adjacent landowner/s is recommended for the parcel on
the eastern side of the highway”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsthat did not select or state a cleappinion, queriedwhether this classification allowed for hunting and
fishing.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The submissions do not identify how the potential for huntingind
fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
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reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be notedthat the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistentvith preservation of the conservation values present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)
1 A submitter expressed support for retaining the area in stewardship “for climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The proposed classificatiorwill support the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result support the area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type ofadaptation they mean, or why tis should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for “management requirements of this area” to be sought “in consultation with locals”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAR_08 - Market Cross — 2807693

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Market Cross KAR_08 2807693s Disposal Disposal 11 59

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A largely grazed piece of land (8 ®ha)situated between the Karamea River and the stopbank, with a small strip of natiy
forest at the northwestern end

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Consider for disposalas the area consists entirely of developed pasture with no significant conservatio
or cultural value

Mana Whenua PanelConsider for disposal, notinghat the conservation area is modified into developed pasture and
should not form part of public conservation land.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

0 Proceedwith the notified proposal referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability afisposal.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaininglso accepted were comments notinthat this outcome
is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panesupportedthe proposeddisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations, on the grounds that the area is modified.

Rationale:My assessments that the stewardship area is of low conservation value, and warrants further investigation ¢
to the suitability of disposal.

Disposal - KAR_08_2807693s
Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support all recommended disposal of stewardship land where there are no conservation
values or natural values remaining

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted The land consists primarily of highly modified pasture and holds low
conservation values, supporting a disposal investigatioh note that any parts of the area identified to have substantive
natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the baka these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of Ngai Tahu and recognise their connection to their ancestral lands.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | note that that the Mana Whenua Panel has supportettie proposed
disposal investigation The modified nature of the pastoral components of this stewardship area justifies referring this area
to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement with the recommendation without providing further justification
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifezke points do not raise ayymatters
for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 It was notedthat this area is grazed under leases from two separate land holders.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat “the current lease holders are recognised and offered the land in the first instance”.
1 One submission notedhat disposals form only 0.01% of the land area under consideration as part of this process.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the groundbat this represents a loss of public access to rivers and other
conservation land, and expressed opposition #my disposalthat means aloss of recreation opportunities such as
angling or hunting.

1 One submission assertedhat riparian access viamarginal strips is not guaranteed

1 Onesubmission statedthat “easy access became difficult after the siting of the new Karamea Highway bridge
which no longer afforded obvious legal access directly to the river”, and wanted to ensure that legal and permanent
access remains if disposal occurs

1 Submissions suggestedhat land be retained otthat appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure public access is
maintained.

I recommend these comments argot accepted Though the CVR states that the area may be used by whitebaitehe area,
which is bounded by legal road and situated within farmlandoes not provide practical acces® the river from road or
public conservation landso in my view it is unlikely to hold recreation values which warrant retention as public
conservation Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal
strips for qualifying waterbodies whth will secure ongoing public access along the riparian corridor.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the groundkat all public conservation land, even if modified/pasture, offers
potential for climate changemitigation (i.e. opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration, as well as for
flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes).

1 Reclassificationas a local purpose reserve for floagtention and riparian vegetation margin was suggested

1 It was notedthat disposal “will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The area’s highly modified nature (grazed pasture) and landscape
context (bordering legal road within privatefarmland and not connected to other puiz conservation land) limit the
appropriateness and effectiveness of retaining for ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestratiohnote that any
potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying
waterbodies, which will be retainedrad protected as public conservation land.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 The area was described as having ecological valumat would become more important with sea level rise, noting
that it is “a few hundred metres” upstream of a site assessed as likely to be whitebait habitat.

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the groundkat retaining all conservation land provides more opportunities for
ecosystem restoration, emphasising the importance of protecting natural values in light of widespread biodiversity
loss across New Zealandt was also notedhat even modified areas are likely to contain some indigenous species
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(juncus, carex, et; andthat areas near forests could easily revert to a natural stafe“precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold future conservation options open.

1 Submissions also opposed disposal on the grounttzat waterways and freshwater biodiversity would be better
protected if adjacent land was retained, grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur
Several submissions specifically noted the importance of protecting land by rivers because “so little remains - most
of these areas have been highly modified for grazing” and “disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and
restoration”.

1 Submissions raised concernthat disposing of stewardship land would then allow extractive activities which have a
negative effect on natural values

1 Submissions suggested either no disposal, trat an alternative classification such as wildlife protection area,
conservation area, or scenic reserve would better reflect the potentiahservation values, or suggested local
purpose reserve for river conservation for ecologicatasons and to protect land from erosion

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The area’s highly modified nature (grazed pasture) and landscape
context (bordering legal road within privatefarmland and not connected to other pulc conservation land) limit the
appropriateness and effectiveness of retaininig for restoration. | note that any potential disposal arising from the
Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained
and protected as public conservation land

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

9  One submission stated stewardship land should only be disposed of to tangata whenua “and only then with the
need to maintain the blocks cultural, conservation & mahikei values”.
1 It was suggestedhat ownership should be transferred to the local iwi

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Pane] andany potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will keubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is
unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection across all stewardship land, or supported “a cautionary approach” and
preference to retain land in Crown ownershi

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission expressed concerthat disposal will affect the existing uses, notinghat this area is grazed under two
separate leases.

1 Submissions also recommended consideration of whether land could be used for managed retreat or to support
future food security.

1 One submission suggestedhat because the area is flood prone it would not hold much value as private land

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submission statedthat as recommendations did not indicate where the boundaries might be, it is difficult for
submitters to assess whether it is supported or not.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 Other submissionsthat commented on theprocess suggested consultingvith mana whenua, or ensuring
consultation with the land occupier, adjacent landowners, and access users

1 A submitter wantedto ensurethat any potential right of first refusal or conflicts of interest was carefully managed
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1 It was suggestedhat the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold
land for future conservation requirements

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was suggestedhat if disposal occurred waterways should be protected by a setback, fencing and planting
1 It was notedthat disposal could present an added cost if subdivision is required
1 A submitter proposedthat “the land could be enhanced with native planting and then receive carbon credits”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submissionthat selected ‘no opinion stated’ suggested that no land should be disposed of if there is potential
for restoration or carbon sequestration, antthat riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention,
with no grazing permitted

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The small size of the pastoral area recommended for disposal (8tf)
its highly modified nature (grazed pasture) and landscape context (bordering legal road within privdéemland and not
connected to other pulic conservation land) limitthe appropriateness and effectiveness of retaininigifor ecosystem
restoration and carbon sequestratiod note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will
trigger the formation of margnal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public
conservation land.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedjenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembte
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new materiakised.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)
9 One submission stated, “seek management requirements through local consultations”.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Itwasnotedthat land is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhefieaonga Notification Process and theynay
recommend heritage protection measures as part of this disposal process.
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAR_ 09 - Elfin Bluff — 2807688

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Elfin Bluff KAR_09 2807688t Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 18 16

DOC ConservationValues Report Description

The Elfin Bluff assessment areé321.3715 hag a raised marine terrace between Karamea River and Baker Créiek a
designated Species Management Unit for tareatenedColeoptera ground beetle, and contains cutover tall forest and
pakihi vegetation associations which are noted as unique in the ecological district. It also supports a population of
threatened matata/fernbird, borders the Kahurangi National Park, and is the site of the popular Giant Rimu Tree Track
walk.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Scenic Reservéa), tofacilitate the preservation of the identified ecological values, buffer the adjacent
national park, and provide for existing recreational uses.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenicreserve(a).

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing sufficient protection in the context of climate change and allowing for recreational access.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship area. I

acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel that “there is a deep connection between Ngai Tahu and all of the
whenua in the Ngai Tahu takiwa, and the absence of site-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classificatiorwill appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presentUnder a scenic reserve classification “indigenous flora and fauna, ecological associations,
and natural environment and beauty shall as far as possible be preserved” (Section 19(2)(a) Reserves Act 1977). | note that
the land has been previously modified (“The area was once used for a sphagnum moss harvest area in the 1970s and into
the 1980s, and is extensily tracked for rail wagons with access up onto it from the upstream/eastern end”), and the
proposed classification will support the area to act as a buffer to protect national park values.

Scenic Reserve (a) - KAR_09_2807688t

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support highlighted therecreational values of the area due to the Giant Rimu Tree Track walk,
stating that it “offers an opportunity for a wide range of people to experience this type of natural environment and
forest ecosystem”. The area was also noted as straddling the back and front country zones.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the public access and
recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the C\fe (Giant Rimu Tree Track)They hold
merit under the Conservation Act as they support promotion of recreatichat is not inconsistent with the preservation of
the natural and historic resources present.
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Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

W Submissions expressed support for scenic reserve reclassification as offering a high level of environmental
protection, noting that this is particularly important in the context of climate change.

| recommendthat these comments areccepted | agreethat the protection of the existingnatural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as scenic reserve will support this outcome
The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futfeeused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,

“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2
Community (Allowed)

1 One submission notedhat “a community group is creating a natural burial cemetery reserve between the south-
eastern corner of the parcel, and the Karamea River”, suggesting the various reserves would be “very harmonious”

as the burial area becomes “park-like”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat they support the proposed classification as being
appropriate for the landscape context of the are@omments regarding community activities outside of the area under
consideration are not relevant to the public notice.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 Submissions in support of scenic reserve noted the high natural character with pakihi wetland and forest on the
marine terrace andhat it is adjacent to Kahurangi National Park

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
(e.g.interglacial raised marine terraces above the Karamea River with cutover rimu forest and pakihi vegetation) which
warrant consideration My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR and they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed agreement with the national parrecommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation value.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raifegke points do not raise ay matters
for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors, and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 A submission recommended allowance be made for the access easement
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)
1 Consultation with the adjacent landowner was recommended
As | haverecommended these commentare not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat any classification other than national park be on the condition any waterway or wetland
within/bordering the parcel is protected by &ive-metre setbackthat is fenced and planted to uphold’e Mana o te
Wai.

1 One submission suggested expanding the walk to make it a round trip and making the park safer

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the scenic reserve status and recommended reclassification as a national park due to the
“iconic landscape, scenic value and naturalness”. Reasons given included the landscape contefite.it is adjacent to
the Kahurangi National Parkthat a scenic reserve would not act as a buffer to facilitate the preservation of the
adjacent parkthat national park status “makes for better integrated management with contiguous lands”; and that

it “provides an opportunity to enhance the landscape and ecological connection to the Karamea river and the
Otumahana Lagoori).

Ecological values were highlighted with submissions statinthat the area has values and species composition
similar to or indistinguishable from the adjacent Kahurangi National Park, is part of a representative threatened
land environment, or noting the presence of at risk or threatened species and “depleted ecosystems in relatively
good condition”.

One submission recommended reclassification as an ecological area or wildlife management reserve, describing
the area as “contiguous with Kahurangi National Park but quite different in natural character”. The submission

cited high landscape and scenic valuethat the area is “one of only two raised marine terraces in the district, a
poorly represented landform in [the] public conservation estate”, and noting the high naturalness of the forest and
pakihi wetland, and special species management unit for the threatenedColeoptera ground beetle

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted My view isthat although the natural resources identified are consistent
with those described in the CVRe.g.cutover tall forest and pakihi vegetation associations not seen on other landforms in

the ecological district; habitat for threatened specigsthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification andthe points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionUnder a scenic reserve classification
“indigenous flora and fauna, ecological associations, and natural environment and beauty shall as far as possible be

preserved” (Section 19(2)(a) Reserves Act 1977). | note that the land has been previously modified“Che area was once used

for a sphagnum moss harvest area in the 1970s and into the 1980s, and is extensively tracked for rail wagons with access up
onto it from the upstream/eastern end”), and the proposed classification will support the area to act as a buffer to protect
national park values.

General (Allowed)

|l

|l

Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as a national park for maximum protection, to “simplify the
thinking”, and recommended in general terms the highest level of protection across all stewardship land.
Submissions also recommended leaving the land in stewardship.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

|l

Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, notihgt though it does not prohibitmining, it adds

extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggestititat retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
as mining to be considered on a casky-case basis.

A submission in opposition raised concerthat change in status would affect the existing access, noting an access
easement is held oveapproximately 0.47ha in the southeastern corner

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

il

Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned with ensurinthat any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classificatiordoes not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedjenerally for all national parks, forest parkscenic reserves and stewardship lard be
protected from development.

| recommendthat these comments areot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities throughthe grant of concessionslinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.
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KAR_10 - Kelly Creek - 2807709

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel_ Mana Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation

Kelly Creek (Pasture) KAR_10_2807709h | National Park 6029 23
(Kahurangi)

Kelly Creek (Pasture) KAR_10_2807709i Disposal 13 69

Kelly Creek (Remaining) | KAR_10_2807709f | National Park 6029 23
(Kahurangi)

Kelly Creek (Remaining) | KAR_10_2807709g Stewardship 16 31

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 30.4928na coffin-shaped polygon of indigenous forest contiguous with Kahurangi Forest Park, supporting typical
vegetation associations of the Karamea Ecological District with both old growth and regenerating ford3te western
portion contains an area of developed pasturBue to the variation in conservation values, different recommendations
have been made for different parts of the assessment area

Kelly Creek Pasturg
Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National Park (Kahurangi), as the area is directly adjacent to the Kahurangi National Park, improving
landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, based on the lack of conservation values present.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalfor the ‘pasture’ section of this stewardship area, by referring the area to the
NZCA for its considerationas to the suitabilityof a national park classification in accordance with the relevant
policy and procedures, including Policy 6 of the General Policy for National Parks and Section 4 of the
Conservation Act 1987.

Summary of accepted submission&he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, improve climate change mitigation, and ensure ongoingublic
recreational accessSubmitters referenced specific natural resources which were noted to be of high value and similar
nature to the adjoining national parkSubmissions in opposition to disposal cited the presence of old growth and
regenerating forestand the landscape contextgg.that the pasture is surrounded on three sides by the Kahurangi
National Park.)

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referiastead
advocating for the area to be disposed afipported by submissions from Treaty partner organisations. Te Rinanga o
Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks
will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitanig(as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987) as
alienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”.

| note that my s.49 recommendations and your decisiam whether to refer this area to the NZCA for their consideration
must give effect to Treaty principles independently of the NZCA’s section 4 obligations.

*Thesefiguresincludes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering thg
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent nationa
park, and warrant poceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonal
steps to actively protect the identifiedTreaty partner interests but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this
would be inconsistent wih DOC’s other statutory responsibilities.

Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the
natural and historic resources present, and explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including their
consideration as to what giving effect to Treaty principles may require.

Rationale My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 of the introduction to this
Summary of Submissions Repo.

National Park (Kahurangi) - KAR_10_2807709h

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support f@xpanding national parksto protect outstanding recreational values for current
and future generations, and to guarantee public access rights.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreationthat is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presednder a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the

preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, S. 42)(e)).

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, andthat the protection of the area was especially important in the context of climate

change €.g9.“for climate stability”, “now more than ever given the biodiversity and climate crisis we are facing”).

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as national park will support this outcomerhe
relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdi@cused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,

“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions noted the area to include “old growth and regenerating forest” and that “any disturbed area/pasture
should be retained to regenerate”.

1 Submissions expressethat adding the land to the national park would provide valuable ecological connectivity
and buffer the rest of the park from “edge effects” and developed farmland (e.g.“enhance ecological buffer zones
and maintain ecological diversity”).

1 Submissions emphasised the importance of high protectiaimder national park reclassificatiorno “protect species
(...)retain true wildernesses, for ecosystem services”. Submissions also notedhat the classification “is an
appropriate step in implementing Te Mana o te Taio”, and that “protection of native forest and natural ecosystems
is of national importance.

1 The values were deemed similar or the same to those in the adjacent Kahurasafional Park Submissions
suggested reclassification as a national park would “rationalise the park’s boundaries and provide improved
landscape continuity and connectivity”, and it was noted that current land classification delineations are “historic
and arbitrary” and “not informed by ecological and landscape principles”.
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| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.primarily indigenous forest with the western portion in developed pastureThe contiguous boundary with Kahurangi
National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the
suitability of a national pak addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national park noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”.

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by mana whenua regarding national paravever, they viewed
maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and suggest#tht changes to national park management
or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty principles and to ensure free access and use of national
parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes

1 Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where mana whenua had not identified-sjtecific
cultural values for the land.

I recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationrHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. mh#fied proposalincludes referral
of the areato the NZCA for its considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specificNgai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA'’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for reclassification as a national park and for maximum environmental
protection across all stewardship land, expressed support for greater protection for all land “that retains high
natural values”, or called for all land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “cultural
conservation value”.

I Submissions stated agreement without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identifiedse points do not raise an
matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9  One submitter who supported a national park classification noted “no problem with the pasture area being
disposed”.

9 One submission notedthat national parks support a “nature economy”, and that this is in line with the Te
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

1 Submissions notedhat national park classification prevents mining and means development proposals are subject
to higher scrutiny, and “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best left in a natural state unless
there is a good case otherwise”. They also notedthat legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national
parksthat are “necessary and have wide approval”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions raised concernthat there were no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Panel, and suggetted
Ngai Tahu objections to national parks should have been addressed at a broader level prior to the reclassification
process

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat reclassification “needs to be followed up with sufficient funding for pest eradication”.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionsexpressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggesthdt other classifications may
provide a better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resourégsstrictions on dog
walking were raised specifically by a West Coast residei@lassifications suggested were conservation park, or
scenic reserve or recreation reserve if additional protection is required to protect flora and fauna

1 Submissions stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, including helicopter
landings, sports fishing and gamebird hunting, or stated oppositioas national park status‘excludes hunting for
native species which are classified as gamebirds under the Wildlife Act, and which are managed as gamebirds such
as Pukeko and Paradise Sheldutk

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(e.g.dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural
resources described in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intentiéithough under a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” this is subject to restrictions “necessary for

the preservation of the nave plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, S.

4(2)(e)).
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat the ecological values of the land are not high enough to meet the standard for national
park classification(e.g.“not so unique or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks
Act”), suggestingthat a conservation park would be appropriate, or a scenic reserve or recreation reserve in areas
where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR é.g.primarily indigenous forest with the western portion in developed pasture) justify referring this
area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park additiofhis is further supported by the
land context of the adjoining Kahurangi National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed the proposed national park investigation whilst supporting the proposal to retain the
area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decisionrmaking processes, and is
less enabling of customary practicethat are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana”.

1 Submissions considered this recommendation as misaligned with Treaty obligations, and advocated for these areas
to remain as stewardship land until classificationthat more appropriately reflect Treaty principles are established

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national parkclassification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require
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General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated general opposition to national park classification or stated support for leaving the land in
stewardship, or simply stated support for the recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without
providing further justification.

| recommendthat these comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission raised concerrhat a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing access” and that grazing
currently occurs on the site.

1 Submissions expressed opposition to placing more land under the “restrictive” national park classification.
As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter recommended “individual consultation with the adjacent landowner/s”.
1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed the viethat national park classification does not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

As | haverecommended these commentare not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

General @Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembe
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities throughthe grant of concessionslinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submitter raised a concertthat increasing national park areas would result in more people walking dogs in
coastal areas and potentially impacting shorebirds.

As | have recommended theseommentsare not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Disposal - KAR_10_2807709i
The comments received in relation to the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation are summarised below and have been
considered in relation to the notified proposal when forming s.49 allow/accept recommendations.
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Support
Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The majority of submissions in support of disposal did so on the groundisat recommendations of the Mana
Whenua Panel reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their
ancestral lands, or on the groundthat adding land to national parks would not give effect to Treaty principles
Submissions statedhat national park classification impedes Ngai Tahu's ability to exercise their mana whenua,
kaitiakitanga, and mahinga kai rights and responsibilities, and limits #ir involvement in decisionmaking
processes, alienating them from their cultural and ancestral connections with the land.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itsconsiderationon the suitability of anational park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA'’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement with the recommendation without providing further justification

| recommendthat these comments argot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors, and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters statedthat reclassifying land as national park or other classifications which fall under Schedule 4 could
have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activitiestbat land. The potential loss
of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction
and site rehabilitation.

1 It was suggestedhat a “holistic view”, encompassing mineral prospectivity andther economic, social, and
cultural considerations, should be taken.

1 A submission noted support but expressed concethat disposal will affect the existing uses and access.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they amot accepted | note that there are no
grazing concessions authorised in this stewardship area

Other (Not Allowed)

I One submission notedthat disposals form only 0.01% of the land area under consideration as part of this process.
1 One submission expressed doulihat reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive
impact on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the groundkat this represents a loss of public access to rivers (actual or
potential) and other conservation land, and expressed opposition to any disposal which mean a loss of recreation
opportunities such as angling or huntingOne submission assertedhat riparian margin access may be inadequate,
especially if rivers flood or change course

1 Submissions suggestedhat land be retained otthat appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure public access is
maintained.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat they oppose disposal of this stewardship arebhave
concluded based on comments in opposition to the notified intentiothat although areas of modification may be present,
the natural resources and landscape context do not support a recommendation for dispdsabte that if this area remains
in stewardship whilebeing referred to the NZCA for their recommendation as to the suitability of a national park
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classification, it will remain protected as public conservation land and will continue to provide for public recreational
access.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Some submissions opposed disposah the groundsthat all public conservation land, even if it modified/pasture,
offers potential for climate changenitigation (i.e. opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration, as well as
for flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes).

1 It was suggestedhat disposal of pastoral land was inconsistent with th€limate Change Commission Reporas it
is contrary to the objective of reducing emissions from agriculture

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat they oppose disposal of this stewardship arebhave
concluded based on comments in oppositiothat the natural resources present and landscape context do not support a
recommendation for disposal but justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a
national park addition. | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing importance when
considering the need for climate mitigationl agreethat the area, though it contains some modified pasture (unauthorised),
is suitable for restoration, as it supports old growth and regenerating forest and is boundedlg existing national park

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed disposal in favour of national park classification on the grouritiat it was old growth and
regenerating forest and “any disturbed area/pasture should be retained to regenerate”, and that it was surrounded
on three sides by the national park

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the groundkat retaining all conservation land provides more opportunities for
ecosystem restoration, emphasising the importance of protecting natural values in light of widespread biodiversity
loss across New Zealandt was also notedhat even modified areas are likely to contain some indigenous species
(juncus, carex, et andthat areas near forests could easily revert to a natural stafe“precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold future conservation options ope

1 Submissions raised concernthat disposing of stewardship land would then allow extractive activities, agriculture
or urban developmentwhich would have a negative effect on natural values

I Submissions suggested either no disposal, trat an alternative classification such as wildlife protection area,
conservation area, or scenic reserve would better reflect the potential conservation values

| recommend these comments araccepted | agreethat the natural resources present and landscape context do not support
a recommendation for disposal bujustify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a
national park addition .g.supports old growth and regenerating forest, provides a buffer between the National Park and
developed farmland) | agreethat classification as a national park would rationalisthe existing national parks boundaries.

| also agreethat the area, though it contains some modi#id pasture (unauthorised), is suitable for restoration, as it supports
old growth and regenerating forest and is bounded ihe existing national park

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

9 One submission stated stewardship land should only be disposed of to tangata whenua “and only then with the
need to maintain the blocks cultural, conservation & mahikai values”.

1 It was suggestedhat ownership should be transferred to the local iwi

1 One submission expressed a preference for national park reclassification, but advocated for mana whenua to have
free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, describing this as
aligning with Section 4 of the National Parks A¢tand for conservation principles to be carried out in an
“established collegial co-governance manner”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationrHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified proposalincludes referral
of the areato the NZCA for its considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
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opportunity to explore specificNgai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA'’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection across all stewardship land, or supported “a cautionary approach” and
preference to retain land in Crown ownerspi

1 Submissions stated their agreement with the National Panel recommendation and expressed general support for
reclassification as a national park and for maximum environmental protection across all stewardship land.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identifiedse points do not raise an
matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission in opposition to disposal expressed their preference feclassification as a national parknoting
that national parks support a “nature economy”, and that this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West
Coast Economic Strategy 2050

1 Submissions also recommended consideration of whether land could be used for managed retreat or to support
future food security.

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

I Other submissionsthat commented on theprocess suggested consultingvith mana whenua, or ensuring
consultation with the land occupier and access users

1 A submitter wantedto ensurethat any potential right of first refusal or conflicts of interest was carefully managed

1 It was suggestedhat the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold
land for future conservation requirements

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

I It was suggestedhat if disposal occurred waterways should be protected by a setback, fencing and planting

1 It was notedthat disposal could present an added cost if subdivision is required

1 A submitter wantedto ensurethat any potential right of first refusal or conflicts of interest was carefully managed
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submissionthat selected ‘no opinion stated’ suggested that no land should be disposed of if there is potential
for restoration or carbon sequestration, antthat riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention,
with no grazing permitted

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted to the extenthat they oppose disposal of this stewardship arebhave
concluded based on comments in oppositiothat the natural resources present and landscape context do not support a
recommendation for disposal but justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a
national park addition. | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing importance when
considering the need for climate miation. The area, though it contains some modified pasture (unauthorised), supports
old growth and regenerating forest and is suitable for restoration, particularly as it is boundedthg existing national park
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General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship lembe
protected from development

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplatesthat some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities throughthe grant of concessionslnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was recommendedhat if disposal occurs, any waterway bordering the parcel is protected bfivee-metre setback
that is fenced and planted to upholde Mana o te Wai

1 It was notedthat land is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhefieaonga Notification Process and theynay
recommend heritage protection measures as part of this disposal process.

1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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Kelly Creek (Remaining)

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National Park (Kahurangi), base@n the complementary conservation values to the adjacent section of
the Kahurangi National Park Adding this area to the national park is considered to rationalise the park’s boundary and
improve landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain as stewardship land pending further policy work or legal reform, based on the positibat
the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi as it alienates Ngai
Tahu from their ancestral lands.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalfor the remairder of this stewardship area, by referring this area to the NZCA
for its considerationas to the suitabilityof a national park classification in accordance with the relevant policy
and procedures, including Policy 6 of the General Policy for National Parks and Section 4 of the Conservation
Act 1987.

Summary of accepted submission&he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, improve climate change mitigation, and ensure ongoingublic
recreational accessSubmitters referenced specific natural resources which were noted to be of high value and similar
nature to the adjoiningnational park.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referrals, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations. Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within
the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of

Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987) as it alienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”.

| note that my s.49 recommendations and your decisiam whether to refer this area to the NZCA for their consideration
must give effect to Treaty principles independently of the NZCA’s section 4 obligations.

Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering tho
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent nationg
park, and warrant poceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonal
steps to actively protect the identifiedTreaty partner interests but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this
would be inconsistent wih DOC’s other statutory responsibilities.

Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the
natural and historic resources present, and explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including their
consideration as to what giing effect to Treaty principles may require.

Rationale My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 of the introduction to this
Summary of Submissions Repo.

National Park (Kahurangi) - KAR_10_2807709f
Support

Accessand Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support faxpanding national parksto protect outstanding recreational values for current
and future generations, and to guarantee public access rights.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreationthat is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presednder a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the

preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, S. 42)(e)).
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Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggestedhat suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, ancthat the protection of the area was especially important in the context of climate
change €.g9.“for climate stability”).

| recommendthat these comments areccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resourcess of increasing
importance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as national park will support this outcomeThe
relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdigcused elements in the definition of
conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations," in relation to ‘natural resources’,
“the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live," and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource,

“restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions noted the area to include “old growth and regenerating forest” and that “any disturbed area/pasture
should be retained to regenerate”.

1 Submissions expressethat adding the land to the national park would provide valuable ecological connectivity
and buffer the rest of the park from “edge effects” and developed farmland (e.g.“enhance ecological buffer zones
and maintain ecological diversity”).

1 Submissions emphasised the importance of high protectiaimder national park reclassificatiorto “protect species
(...) retaintrue wildernesses, for ecosystem services”.

9 Submissions also notedhat the classification “is an appropriate step in implementing Te Mana o te Taio”, and that
“protection of native forest and natural ecosystems is of national importance”.

1 The values were deemed similar or the same to those in the adjacent Kahurangi National Park

1 Submissions suggested reclassification as a national park would “rationalise the park’s boundaries and provide
improved landscape continuity and connectivity”, and it was noted that current land classification delineations are
“historic and arbitrary” and “not informed by ecological and landscape principles”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resourcesdentified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.primarily indigenous forest with the western portion in developed pastureJhe contiguous boundary with Kahurangi
National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the
suitability of a national park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national park noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”.

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by mana whenua regarding national paravever, they viewed
maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and suggest#tht changes to national park management
or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty principles and to ensure free access and use of national
parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes

1 Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where mana whenua had not identified-sjtecific
cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationrHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified proposalincludes referral
of the areato the NZCA for its considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specificNgai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treatyprinciples may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for reclassification as a national park and for maximum environmental
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