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KAW _o01 — Mokihinui - Ward Street — 2807746

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Moakihinui - Ward Street | KAW_01_2807746p | Disposal Disposal 8 24

Conservation Values Report (CVR) Description

A 1.2507ha areaof beach, dune and grazed pasture at the rivermouth of th&kihinui River at the coastal end of the
small settlement ofMckihinui. There is little recreational use and a grazing licence is in place over part of the area
Historically, there have been European settlements in the area for gold and coal mining, and sawmilling.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Disposal should be considered as the identified ecological values are not considered sufficient to
warrant ongoing management of this area as a whole by the Departmdhts noted that the Department should give
consideration to the presence of foreshore and coastal dune sections in the disposal process, retaining these areas a
local purpose (esplanade) reserve.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, aghe conservation area is highly modified into developed pasture and should not form
part of public conservation land.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of
disposal.

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissions accepted as holding mesupported 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 Panel supported the proposed classification, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisationson the grounds that the area is highly modified

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specifiégai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that “a historic occupation site is in the vicinity of this conservation area”. Given the Mana Whenua Panel support for the
notified classification,| consider the classificationis not inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale: My assessments that the pastoral components of the stewardship area hold low conservation values (high
modified, within a perturban habitat), and warrant further consideration as to the suitability of disposal. | note that any
parts of the area identified to have substante/natural values (i.e. foreshore and coastal dune sections) are unlikely to
pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests.

Disposal - KAW_01_2807746p

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated theupport disposal of stewardship land where there are no conservation values remaining, or

agreed that the land did not hold any conservation values and was therefore suitable for disposal

| recommend that these comments araccepted The pastoral components of thestewardship are hold low conservation
values highly modified, within a peri-urban habitaf), supporting a disposal investigation| note that any parts of the area
identified to have substantive natural values are unlikely to pass the ConservatiGeneral Policyand legislative disposal
tests.



Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panealthe basis that theyreflect the rights
and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, and fulfil obligations
under the Treaty of Waitangi.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | note that the Mana Whenua Panel havesupported theproposed 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 expressed general support without providing further justification

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséitgse submission points do not raise
any mattersfor further consideration

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was noted that disposals only form 0.01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters opposed disposal based on concerns around loss of accesthe coast noting in particular that access
needsmay change agrosion occurs(e.g.“includes foreshore and sand dunes public access needs to be secure”,
“Reclassification of coastal areas as local purpose reserves for the purpose of providing access to the sea and to
protect the coastal environment is appropriate for the coastal areas, allowing a buffer for imminent erosion”).

1 A submitter opposed disposal based on camping use of the arn@ag.“several of the sites proposed for disposal
appear to have recreational and camping value in NZMCA'’s opinion. NZMCA submits that these sites should not
be disposed of but rather relassified as recreation reserves suitable for campitjg

1 Submitters objected tadisposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, and expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
opportunities such as angling or hunting

9 Submitters requested that “appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is
maintained orimproved”, or recommended classification as a local purpose reserve with purposes either river
conservation, river access, or recreation access‘ensure public access is retained in perpetuity”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree pars of the area(e.g.beachand dune)are usedfor
access along the coasHowever, t is my assessment thathe sections recommended for disposal (modified pasture, within
a periurban environment, described in the CVR as likely to have littleecreational us¢ do not secure practical access to the
coast and do not hold recreational values that warrant retention as public conservation laAdy areas of foreshore and
coastal dune are unlikely to pass the legislative and Conservati@eneral Policydisposal testsl| note that any potential
disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formaon of marginal strips for qualifying

waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed disposal based on the area holding “opportunities for ecosystem restoration in response to
flood events or coastal erosioh

9 It was stated that disposal “will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaptiofe.g.“opportunities for flood/erosion
buffering, or allowing room for natural river processés“areas are so important for communities that they need to
be kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).



i A submitter noted that "in almost all cases these areas have historically been part of the riverbed, and-the rivers
need this buffer to be able to move around without causing damage to infrastructure and farming asskssa
corollary to that, the freeholding of land adjacent to riverbeds often results in additional rock protection work which
constrains the river, and the natural processes at plahis often results in unintended consequences (often erosion
at other sites).

1 Submitters also argued that modified land could be retained and restored to support carbon sequestratiog. (
“Disposal will forgo future carbon sequestration and climate mitigation”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The small size of the areal(25ha), its highly modified nature, and
landscape context (witlin a peti-urban environment), limit the appropriateness and effectivenessf retaining it for

ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestratiofihe low conservation values of the pastoral areas warrant investigation for
disposal, however, the National Panel notes that the foreshore and coastal dune sections should be retained

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters opposed disposal based on ecological valugsg.“retention of good opportunities for restoration of
depleted indigenous ecosystenisand the area’s potential for providing coastal habitat for penguins (“The tragedy
of the 4.5km of coastline betweek ckihinui River and Mussel Rocks (...) is that almost all of it has no indigenous
cover left, having been subsumed into farmland, fenced off right at the edge of the high tide mark, and now being
eroded by sea level rise, and thence buffered from it bytensive, dug, sand bankingAnd where does this leave the
penguins and their need for coastal habitat¥o place for them to nest and rest and eat along this coastlife

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that even modified areas are
likely to contain some natural values or indigenous species (juncus, carex etc), that areas near forests could easily
revert to a natural stateor that even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and
restoration (e.g.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold conservation future options am.

1 A submission recommended that waterways and wetlands would be befeotected if adjacent land was retained,
grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur

1 Submissions opposed disposal of land by rivers on the grounds that so little remains in public conservation land
(e.g.“poor ecological representation in existing protected areas”).

1 Submitters opposed disposal on riverbed and floodplains unless areas are “completely modified” and can be fenced
off from waterways, or unless areas are small and landlocked and have no restoration potential

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The small size of the area (1.2%), its highly modified nature, and
landscape context (witln a peti-urban environment) limit the appropriateness and effectivenessf retaining it for
restoration. The low conservation values of the pastoral areas warrant investigation for disposal, however, the National
Panel notes that the foreshore and coastal dune sections should be retaiheate that any parts of the area identified to
have substantive natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservati@eneral Policyand legislative disposal tests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submission statedhat “no stewardship land should benade available for disposal, excepo tangata whenua
and only then with the need to maintain thélock’s cultural, conservation & mahikeai valuesin their entirety”.
1 A submitter stated, "transfer ownership to local ivi

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Pane] andany potential disposal of landarising from the Departmental investigation will besubject 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, argued that public
conservation land is best retained for future generations or future conservation purposes, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection, or supporteda cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown
ownership.



| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed disposal as the land is “unusable (as ocean or river) and should remain in Crown ownership”.

1 Submittersraised concerns that disposal of part of the area would require subdivisiaith associated costsOne
submitter concluded, “when costs to investigate, survey and create new parcels are considered, the costs may
outweigh any small benefit and it may be simpler to reclassify the two parcels including foreshore and dunes as
local purpose reserve as destred’.

1 A submitter expressed concern that change in status or disposal will affect the existing access, noting that grazing
occurs on the site.

1 Submissions recommended consideration of potential productivity and whether the land could be used to support
future food security.

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

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

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

1 It was noted that “proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where disposal boundaries might be”,
making it difficult for submitters to comment

It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservedilue, as
per the ConservationGeneral Policy6(c) and the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for future generations
It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold land
for future conservation requirements

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership

1 A submitter stated that “The National Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposal, but has recommended up to
an additional 1000 hectares of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation
areas (subject to survey)This is not explained or justified.

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “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 aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters raised concerns that people had modified land without a concessiba,“encroached on public
conservation land’ and suggested that land should not be disposed of in these instances

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for restoration or cartsmguestration,
and that riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention, with no grazing permitted

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The small size of the area (1.28), its highly modified nature, and
landscape context (witlin a peili-urban environment) limit the appropriateness and effectivenessf retaining it for

ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestrationhe low conservation values of the pastoral areas warrant investigation for
disposal, however, thé&ational Panel notes that the foreshore and coastal dune sections should be retained



General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves, and stewardship land to be
protected fromdevelopment.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessioninsufficient 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 submission noted that disposal of land will be subject tbe Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Notification Process for Disposal of Crowrowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended theseommentsare not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted



KAW _02 — Mokihinui River — 2807738

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Moakihinui River KAW_02_2807738q | Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 11 5

ConservationValues Report Description

A 5.848%a areawith a mix of tall forest and seral riparian forest adjacent to other natural areas and pastiieis area is
at low altitude (040 m above sea level) and at the junction of three ecological districts; Karamea, Kawatiri and
Wangapeka The Maokihinui area was the site of two main gold rushelckihinui River nearby is enjoyed for kayaking,
swimming, and its high landscape value as background to the iconic Warrigal Island.

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reservea), topreserve the identified ecological values and landscape values, and protect any
identified historic or archaeological features, whilgroviding for recreational use of thearea

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
as providing for ongoing recreational access, offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change, and
reflecting the notable naturaland historic resources present.

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 fron
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification wilappropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g. indigenous podocarp/beech forest)

Scenic Reserve (a) - KAW_02_2807738q

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classificatioon recreational groundsand noted that this parcécan be
accessed by “floating the rapids upstream”, which is done frequentlyby visitors mainly in summer.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support promotion of
recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation dhe natural and historic resources presenthe notified scenic
reserve classification provides for the public to have freedom of entry and access to the reserve, subject to conditions
necessary for the protection and welbeing of the reserve and the public themselves, as ggection 19(2)(b) of the Reserves
Act 1977.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserve will support this



outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in 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 A submitter supported theproposedclassification, noting the area’s scenic valueand stating, "the importance of

this in maintaining the scenic beauty and natural character of the area cannot be stressed endugtd that the
area is a rare example of its type so needs "strong protection

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the natural resources identified in these comments are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidfinder a scenic reserve classification “indigenous

flora and fauna, ecological associations, and natural environment and beauty shall as far as possible be preserved”

(Reserves Act 1978, 192)(a)).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the classification noting the "rich history of coalmining in the aréand the proximity of the
area to one of the first coal mines in New Zealan@he submitter also stated that there was a “waka kereru” uplifted
from a stream nearby that now sits at Arahura Marae.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the historic resources identified in these comments are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatiddnder a scenic reserve classificatiofwhere historic,
archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features are present in the reserve, those features shall begedna
and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1978, 192)(a)).
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raisétese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that thougtoes not prohibit mining, it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing commercial activities to
be considered on a casby-case basis.

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



No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 classification does 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 on the conservation values present rather than the proposed lalagsification.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scemiservesand stewardship land to be

protected from development.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does notprovide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient 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.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters were concerned that a change in status or disposal of the area would affect current permissions and
"existing right of way accessincluding the grazing that occurs on the site.

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



KAW _o02 — Burkes Creek — 2807751

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Burkes Creek KAW_02_2807751r Stewardship Stewardship 7 11

Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.8637ha areawith a mix of tall forest and seral riparian forest adjacent to other natural areas and pastdieis area is
at low altitude (040 m above sea level) and at the junction of three ecological districts; Karamea, Kawatiri and
Wangapeka This area is covered by a Species Management Unit for protection of the threatened large land snail
Powelliphantalignaria and there is an access easement through the aréae Maokihinui area was the site of two main
gold rushes Makihinui River immediately beside this areasienjoyed for kayaking, swimmingand its high landscape
value as background to the iconic Warrigal Island.

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Reain in stewardship.This is becausehe areahas Maori cultural values that are not accommodated by
the current classification options. We recognise that this area also supports multiple other values that can be
accommodated in the existing framework. Accordingly, we recommend that the existing déi€ations are amended to

recognise Maori cultural values.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain as stewardship lantb enablefurther assessment of the values and opportunities of this
land for Ngai Tahu.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal, retaining the area in stewardship

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported retaining the area in
stewardship to recogniséNgai Tahu interestsor expressed general support fahe proposal

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported theatified proposal, supported by submissions
from Treaty partner organisationsThe Mana Whenua Panel havsignalled interests associated with this stewardship
area, particularly that‘Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land and so those aspirations must be assessed,
recognised, considered and provided far“further assessmentf the values and opportunities of this land foNgai Tahu
is required’ and “taking further time to assess this land is consistent with Section 4 of the Conservation Act and the
Treaty principles of informed decision making and active protectich

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, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and t(
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances.

My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is thigit reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in
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:l have concludedbased onthose submissionsaccepted, and consideringhe 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.




Retain in Stewardship - KAW_02 2807751r

Support
Treaty Considerations

1 Submissions supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that their recommendations reflect the
rights and interests ofmana whenua, and recognisigai 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”).

1 A submitter stated support for the land to remain in stewardship “to enable further assessment of Ngai Tahu
interests relating to forestry (particularly where adjacent tdlgai Tahu Forestry owned land) and pounantiu

| recommend that these comments araccepted My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is tlitsis reasonable
in the circumstancesto retain this area in stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including
what Treaty principles may require

General

1 Submissions stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without
providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 A submitter stated support for the recommendation, expressing concern that change in status or disposal will affect
the existing access and noting that grazingurrently occurs on the site.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation

1 Submittersopposed the recommendation, noting that public access to théskihinui River “is valued here” (€.9.“a
fun swim frequently done by the many visitors there, mainly through summer”) and stating that any reclassification
must ensure public access is available between the road and the river across this parcel.

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although | agree thatrecreational values are preseniny assessment,
considering submissions accepted, is thét is reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardship to further
explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may require. | note that as stewardship land
the areg and public access to ityill remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined.

Ecology and Landscape

1 Submitters opposed the recommendation based on concerns that retaining land in stewardship would not
sufficiently protect the notable ecologicaland scenicvalues.

1 Submittersadvocated for higher protection to providebuffering for the Mackihinui River and Burkes Creeknoted
the presence ofnaturally uncommon ecosystems (including dunes and wetlands) and depleted ecosystems (in
relatively good condition)’, and described the rich forest biodiversityd.g.“Generally the area is practically
impenetrable thick supplejack and kiekie protecting some beautiful large specimens of kahikatea, toamkhi and
red beechThere arealso nikau palms and very large and towering Dicksonia and mamaku tree ferBsth parcels
are H1.1 rare, which rarity is important to protect, therefore these parcels ngedng protection”). Scenic reserve or
local purpose (river conservation for ecological reasons) reserve were proposed as more suitable classifications
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | agreethat the areaholds ecological valuemy assessment,
considering submissions accepted, is thdt is reasonable in the circumstancet retain this area in stewardship to further
explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may require. | hote that asstewardship land
the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined

Historic and Cultural Values

1 A submitter noted that “historic sites are not recorded as being present, or are present only at small discrete parts
of theland parcet, and that “historic/cultural values appear to be principally experiential (e.g. an historic route)”.

1 Another submitter in opposition to the recommendation commented that the report does not describe the heritage
values, and noted that “there is a rich history of coalmining in the area, with parcel (1) being adjacent to, or directly
opposite of, one of theearliest coalmines in colonial New Zealandite records include L2886 - Mckihinui-
Seddonville Railway LineThis has been omitted from this repoit

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is tlitas
reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations,
including what Treaty principles may requirel note that as stewardship land the area will remain protected until an
appropriate classification is determined

Treaty Considerations

1 Submitters in oppositionnoted that the report does not identifywhat the Ngai Tahu values referred to are or why
they would be insufficiently protected by another classificatiorrommenting that “it serves no purpose for a
reclassification exercise to not reclassify with no convincing reason givén

1 A submitter in opposition noted that the recommendation’s basis (i.e.that Maori cultural options are not being
accommodated by the existing frameworkjuggests that the Panels “appear to be recommending an amendment to
the relevant Acts which would be beyond the scope of the Panels’ Terms of Reference”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is tlitas
reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardship tdurther explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations,
including what Treaty principles may requirel note that potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are
not the subject of the notified classification proposal.

General

I Submissions opposed retaining any land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation
1 A submitter stated thatthe area’s recommended to retain in stewardship should be revisited and given adequate
protection based on the conservation value of the land.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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

1 Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as
mining or being swapped out of the conservation estate.g.“without rigorous protection from the environmental
impacts of those industries”).

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Process and Consultation

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation

9 Submitters were concerned with ensuring that free public access, hunting and fishing can continue

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for exampla in
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

General

9 One submission advocatedjenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justificatn 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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KAW _03 — Seddonville - Mokihinui Road — 2807749

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Seddonville- Maokihinui KAW_ 03 2807749s | Recreation Reserve | Recreation Reserve | 12 4

Road
Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.2032ha areaof primarily rough pasture and a building, which was formerly Seddonville Bowling Club and
clubrooms. There is a community agreement to use the space as bowling greleat there has been no upkeep of the
building or grounds, and no current recreational us&eddonville has a strong coalmining history, including in state
socialism.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Recreation reserve, to appropriatelgrotect the identified ecological values whilsproviding for
recreational use of thearea

Mana Whenua PanelSupports the Western South Island Nationabanel’s recommendation.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof recreation reserve.

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
asappropriately protecting the historic resources present anoffering sufficient protection in the context of climate
change Also accepted were comments notinthat this outcome issupported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects th
perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe ManaWhenua Panel supported the proposed classification, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations.

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 conclusionis that the natural resources present are appropriately protected by the proposed classificatiq
(e.g.small area of rough pastureandSeddonville has a strong coalmining historywhile also reflecting the public access
and recreational features present.

Recreation Reserve - KAW_ 03_2807749s

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light thle impacts of
climate change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification asrecreation reserve will support
this outcome, to the extent compatible with the identified primary purpos&he relevance of this factor for reclassification
decisions is evident when the futurédocused elements in the definition of conservation are consideredcluding,
“safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any
plant or animal lives or may livé, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its

augmentation, enhancement, or expansigrfConservation Act 1987, s)2
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Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification and recogsed the area has historical values relating to
coalmining, including a recorded heritage site L286.

| recommend that these comments araccepted My view is that the historic resources identified in these comments are
consistent with those described in the CVIRe.g.Seddonville has a strong coalmining history; andthey are appropriately
protected and preserved by the proposed classificatiodnder the proposed classification, “where scenic, historic,
archaeological, biological, geological, or other scientific features or indigenous flora or fauna or wildlife are presenthen
reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent edillp with the
principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 197%, 17(2)(h)

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The recommendation of the Mana Whenua Panel was supported on the basis that it reflects “the values, interests,
and perspectives of the Papatipu Rlinanga in whose Takiwa the relevantland is located”, and that adopting the
recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel would give effect to the principles of the Treaty.

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panalthe basis that theyreflect the rights
and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, and fulfil obligations
under the Treaty of Waitangi.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | note thatthe Mana Whenua Panel haveupported theproposed
recreation reservel agree that natural resources present are appropriately protectby the proposed classification when
alsoconsidering thepublic access and recreational features present

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistfiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter supportsthe mana whenua recommendatiobut has concerns that a "change in status or disposal will
affect the existing accessand grazing that occurs on site.

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

Oppose
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 A submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land 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
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No Opinion/Position Stated

Access andRecreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 classification does 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.
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KAW _04 — Miko - Radcliffe Ridge — 2807739

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Miko - Radcliffe Ridge | KAW_04_2807739t Ecological Area Neutral 15 5

Conservation Values Report Description

A 358.4954a areaof indigenous forest on the dissected western slopes of the northern Radcliffe Ridge within the
Ngakawau Ecological District The most accessible lower slopes have been logged for rimatnile the upper slopes are
intact. The eastern side borders the Radcliffe Ecological Area and the southern end the Ngakawau Ecological. Atesae
are healthy and diverse bird populationsThere is no formed public access to the block, but the area has pigs and goat
and is likely to be used for pighunting.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Ecological area, to reflecthe identified valuesandto rationalise the boundary of the existing Radcliffe
Ecological Area ando improve landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification,
suggesting it offerssufficient protection in the context of climate change and reflects the high ecological values presen

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 classification wilbppropriately protect the conservation of the natural ang
historic resources preset(e.g. indigenous forestPowelliphanta lignaria johnstonpopulation) and provide consistency
with the adjacent ecological areas

Ecological Area - KAW_04_2807739t
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

1 Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection
are particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast
and Nelson regions.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agreethat the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification asan ecological areawill support

this outcome The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredincluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in 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
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported theproposed classification noting nearby areas which have been ecologically damaged and
stating that "it is imperative that some of those type locality forests are retained to enlarge the Radcliffe Ridge
Ecological Ared.

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification because it shares its long eastern boundary and values with the
Radcliffe EcologicalArea, noting the area "supports a diverse common forest avifauna as well as threatened
species,which includes the "endemic large land snaiRowelliphanta lignaria johnstoni.

1 A submitter supported the recommendation noting "beech and southern rata present, good numbers of bush birds
and threatened specieg.g.roroa, Powelliphantasnails, long tailed bat and red mistletoe are all present

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which are consistent with those described in the CVR.g.indigenous beech/podocarpforest, Powelliphanta lignaria
johnstoni(Nationally Endangered population). My view is that the proposed classification will appropriately promote their
protection and preservationand provide consistency with the adjacent ecological areas

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistiiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as an ecological area, noting that though it does not prohibit mining, it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a caservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing commerciattivities such
as mining to be considered on a casky-case basis.

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 aneot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed any reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was
specifically 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 Submitters queried or were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports
fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant todecisionr-making on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public
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access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present
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KAW _o05 — Frank Stream — 2807740

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Frank Stream KAW_05_2807740u | Ecological Area Neutral 14 4

Conservation Values Report Description

A 139.240%a areaof poorly drained slopes with a mosaic of low yellow silver forest and scrub on the lower eastern
slopes of Radcliffe RidgeThe area is of national and regional heritage significan¢and the sites represent two important
industries linked to the development of West Coast communities and economy: timber milling and coal mining.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Ecological area, to appropriatelyeflect the identified valuesandto rationalise the boundary of the
existing Radcliffe Ecological Areaand to improve landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification,
suggesting it offerssufficient protection in the context of climate change and reflects the high ecological values presen

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 classification wilbppropriately protect the conservation of the natural ang
historic resources preset(e.g.regenerating rimu and a diversity of forest avifaungand provide consistency with the
surrounding Radcliffe Ecological Area

Ecological Area - KAW_05_2807740u
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

1 Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection
are particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast
and Nelson regions

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification asan ecological areawill support
this outcome The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generationdin 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
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification based on the are&igh valuesincluding ecological values such
as "amazingly rich forest of birdlife, including lots of fernbirds in the headhigh umbrella fertyand historical
values associated with mining and colonial settlement.

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification stating that this classification is needed to "protect identified
scientific and ecological values and rationalise the boundary of Radcliffe Ecological Atea

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification on ecological grounds noting that "wetlands are preséhat
have populations of "fernbird, also kaka, kea and yellow crowned parakeet

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which are consistent with those described in the CVR.¢.regenerating rimuand a diversity offorestavifauna). My view is
that the proposed classification will appropriately promote their protection and preservation and provide consistency with
the surrounding Radcliffe Ecological Area

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséltese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as an ecological area, noting that though it does not prohibit mining, it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a caservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing commerciattivities such
as mining to be considered on a casky-case basis.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed any reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was
specifically 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 Submitters queried or were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports
fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public
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access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 A submitter noted that they hold coal mining permits over the area that are not accurately recorded in €¥¢Rs.

As | haverecommended these commentare not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted
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KAW _o5 — Seddonville — 2807741

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Seddonville KAW_05_2807741v | Ecological Area Neutral 15 5

Conservation Values Report Description

A 109.599+ha areaof hill country immediately adjacent to the pastures now occupying theckihinui River flats,
southwestof Seddonville It includes a portion of the State Mine Hill Species Management Unit, managed for the
longterm persistence oPowelliphantalignaria rotella. The area is of national andegional heritage significance, and the
sites representwo important industries linked to the development of West Coast communities and economy: timber
milling and coal mining.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Ecological area, to appropriatelyeflect the identified valuesand to rationalise the boundary of the
existing Radcliffe EcologicalArea, and to improve landscape continuity

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification,
suggesting it offerssufficient protection in the context of climate changgreflects the high ecological valuesand
recognisesthe historical valuespresent

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 classification wilappropriately protect the conservation of the natural ang
historic resources presen(e.g.diversity of common forest avifaunapopulation of Powelliphanta lignaria rotellg) and
provide consistency with theadjacentRadcliffe Ecological Area.

Ecological Area - KAW_05_2807741v

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

1 Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection
are particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast
and Nelson regions

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification asan ecological areawill support
this outcome The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 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” (Consevation Act 1987, s.)2

22



Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
A submitter supported the proposed classification based on the aredigh ecological values which includéamazingly rich
forest of birdlife, including lots of fernbirds in the headhighumbrella ferns’.

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification noting that this area is "the only natural ecosystem of riverflats
remaining of the Seddonville flat§, and stating that this classification is needed to "protect identified scientific and
ecological values and rationalise the boundary of Radcliffe Ecological Afea

1 A submitter supported the classification noting the flora and fauna and stating that the area "provides habitat for
the endangeredPowelliphantalignaria rotella”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which are consistent with those described in the CVR.@.diversity of common forest avifaunapopulation of Powelliphanta
lignaria rotella). My view is that the proposed classification will appropriately promote their protection and preservation
and provide consistency with theRadcliffe Ecological Area

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classificatiorecognising the historical value of this area related to coal
mining and certain colonial features, such a%a suspension bridge high above Chasm Cre&k

| recommend that these comments araccepted Classification asan ecological areawill protect heritage valuego the
extent compatible with the identifiedvalue for which it is held(Conservation Act 1987s. 2)L
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistfiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as an ecological area, noting that though it does not prohibit mining, it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a caservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing commerciattivities such
as mining to be considered on a casky-case basis

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 pinecess 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 One submission opposed any reclassification atewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was
specifically 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
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No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters queried or were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports
fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant to decisioamaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that 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 consistent with preservation of the conservation valupsesent

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 A submitter noted that they hold coal mining permits over the area that are not accurately recorded in @¥¢Rs

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter queried, “What happens to the residents by imposing a change of land status to preserve the ecology?"

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAW _o5 — Fletcher Creek — 2807743

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Fletcher Creek KAW_05_2807743w Historic Reserve Historic Reserve 19 10

Conservation Values Report Description

A 128.054%a areathat is a mosaic of beech forest, regenerating manuka forest, old pine plantation and cleared areas on
the lower eastern slopes of Radcliffe Ridge near the abandoned Charming Creek coal mine and historicthidl latter
two blocks are within the Species Management Unit for the protection Bbwelliphanta lignaria johnstoni(Nationally
Endangered) The area is of national andegional heritage significance, and the sites represetwo important industries
linked to the development of West Coast communities and esomy: timber milling and coal mining. The Charming
Creek walkway is a Local Treasure, and the Charming Creek area is a proposed Tohu Whenua site.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve, to protectaind illustrate the significance of the identified historic and archaeological
features, while preserving the indigenous flora and fauna present and providing for the existing recreational use of the
area.

Mana Whenua PanelSupports the Western South Island Nationabanel’s recommendation.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof historic reserve.

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
while noting the area to be of historic andecreationalvalue. Also accepted were commentthat supported the Mana
Whenua Panefrecommendation.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel haveupported the notified classification, supported by
Treaty partner submissions. They havsignalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area,
particularly that “this conservation area is adjacent to Ngai Tahu Forestry, an indication of Ngai Tahu presence, interest
and use of the land in this vicinity” and “Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as forestry)”. The
Mana Whenua Panel also noted that the Charming Creek area is a Tohu Whenua. site

Giventhe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, ahdonsider the classificationis not
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is that, while recognising the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, on balance the natural
resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification

Historic Reserve - KAW_05 2807743w
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the classificationreferencingthe area’s recreational opportunities and the protection the
classification would provide noting the "Charming Creek Walkway is a popular day walk and mountain biking
track. The proposed historicreserve which is surrounded by the Radcliffe Ecological Area, would encompass the
walkway and protect the regional and national heritage of the area

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree thatthe area contains recreational values whicére appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatioiUnder a historic reserve “the public shall have freedom of entry and access to
the reservegsubject to (...) such conditions and restrictions as the administering body considers to be necessary for the
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protection and general welbeing of the reserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Reserves Act 1977,
s.18(2)(b).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the classification and noted the aréaflora, fauna anchistorical values in their submission
stating that timber and coal mining are two important industries in the area and "there are five actively conserved
heritages places of these two industries all within Fletcher Cree&nd "abandoned artifacts associated with these
industries”.

1 A submitter supported theproposed classification, noting the area’s coal mining and timber milling history
"typifies the 19th and 20th economic history of the West Co&sind the protection the proposed classification
would provide "the proposed historiceserve which is surrounded by the Radcliffe Ecological Area, would
encompass the walkway and protect the regional and national heritage of the drea

1 A submitter supported the classification noting that it is a "sensible status for this popular area with its mining
heritage and interesting scenery

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposed reservstatusrecognises theecological
significance of the area while reflecting the historic resources airitage features presentThe CVR records the presence
of an arcteeological site andfive actively conserved heritage place

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The recommendation of the Mana Whenua Panel was supported on the basis that it reflects “the values, interests,
and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevantland is located”, and that adopting the
recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel would give effect to the principles of the Treaty.

| recommend that these comments araccepted The Mana Whenua Panel havaoted an interest in this area related to the
presence of Ngai Tahu forestry on adjacent land. With regard to the principles of informed decision making and active
protection, | consider the proposedhistoric reserveclassification is consistent with the identified interests in terms of not
precluding the considerationof access, as required, to the adjoining private land

1 A submitter supported the Mana Whenua Panel and the proposed classificatioating that the sites are important
“as they recognise sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai Tahu values and interests are at the forefront
of the classification alongside conservation valuesThey also stated that they wanted to see that "the detail of the

classification is developed in a manner that recognises and provides for the rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | agree that the proposed historic reservean recognise
“sites of significance to Ngai Tahu” and promote the protection and preservation of these sites, the purpose of the proposed
reserve is set and established as p8ection 18 of the Reserves Act 19Pbtential changes to management or legislative
frameworks are not the subject of the public notice.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification,
referencing the technical reports, or agreeinij reflected the “information in the technical reports

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

1 The recommendation was supporteds it “reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against degradation
of the land’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raisétgse submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter supported theproposed classification “so long as the department prioritises environmental protection

of the area in its ongoing management and plans”.
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1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as a historic reserve and recommended "further archaeological
assessment and field survey to update archaeological records, define extents and inform conservation management
strategies’.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters opposed the recommendation based on concern that historic reserve does not adequately reflect
recreation values or guarantee public access.{.“Environmental protection, public access, the hut, bridge and
track systems, and other recreational facilities are not recognised or guaranteed under this category, and they need
to be”, “this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and public access”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the public recreational access to the area is
appropriately provided for under the proposed classificatiowhen also considering the historicesources presentd.g.five
actively conservedheritage places)Under a historic reserve “the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the

reserve subject to (...) such conditions and restrictions as the administering body considers to be necessary for the
protection and general weklbeing of the reserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Reserves Act 1977,
s. 18(2)(b)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed concern that the classification allows for activities such as hydro and minargl that these
are “not appropriate for the management and protection of ecological and recreation values, nor do they, in my
opinion, suitably honour the historic interests of mana whenua and their strong connection to the l&and

1 Submitters expressed concern that historic reserve would not provide protection for natural valuegy(“I do not
believe the ecological and biodiversity values of these areas are adequately recognised, protected and mataged
“recognises historic and cultural values but does not provide strong enough legal protection for native plants,
wildlife and landscapes™).

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification and advocated for it to be included in one of the two ecological
areas adjacent, stating "this would provide better and lasting protection to the biodiversity found within that dtea

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification noting the area is in the middle of an ecological area and stating
that "although somewhat degraded still retains some very good natural values regenerating forest, wetland and
snails in particular’, and proposed this area is also classified as an ecological gf@my historic values would also
be protected by ecological areéa

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificationwhen also considering the historicgesourcesidentified in the CVR (e.g.the area
is of national andregional heritage significance, and the sites represetwo important industries linked to the development
of West Coast communities and economy: timber milling and coal miningJnder a historic reserve the natural resources
present “shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

9 A submitter stated their opposition to the use of historic reserve classification “except for small-scale, discrete and
recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildings

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classificatigmecognising the historical value of this area related to coal mining
and certaincolonial features, such a% suspension bridge high above Chasm Creek

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is that the proposed reserve status appropriately
reflects the historic resources and heritage features presefihe CVR records the presence of an archeological site and five
actively conserved heritage placesvhile noting the national and regional heritage significancef the area.
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

9 It was stated that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and mana

whenua aspirations” or their “their strong connection to the land”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The Mana Whenua Panel havaoted an interest in this area related to
the presence of Ngai Tahu forestry on adjacent land. | consider the proposed historic reserve classification is consistent
with the identified interests in terms of not precluding the consideration of access, as required, to the adjoining privatel

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the lasgale
historic reserve recommendations by the Panels “suggests a failure to search out and find the correct reserve
classification for each one”.

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 the recommendation as being too restrictive for mining and associated economic
opportunities. It was suggested that historic reserve classification would add “a great deal of cost in both time and
money relative to any extra protection givehand that a conservation park classification or retaining the land in
stewardship would provide “more than adequate legal protection” and allow commercial uses to be considered on a
caseby-case basis.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unlessi
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
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

I recommend that these comments anmeot 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 classification does ngtrohibit 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 on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Itwas stated that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and mana

whenua aspirations” or their “their strong connection to the land”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The Mana Whenua Panel havaoted an interest in this area related to
the presence of Ngai Tahu forestry on adjacent land. | consider the proposed historic reserve classification is consistent
with the identified interests in terms of not precluding the consideration of access, as required, to the adjoining privatel

General (Allowed)

1 Onesubmissionadvocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessioninsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
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resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for natural values as it “will
allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow
1 A submitter noted that they hold coal mining permits over the area that are not accurately recorded in @¢Rs

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

29



KAW _o5 — Seddonville — 2807748

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Seddonville KAW_05 2807748x Ecological Area Neutral 14 5

Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.7089ha areaconsisting of hill country on the lower eastern slopes of Radcliffe Ridge, adjacent to the pastures now
occupying the Makihinui River flats,southwestof Seddonville It includes a portion of the State Mine Hill Species
Management Unit, managed for the longterm persistence Bowelliphantalignaria rotella. The area is of national and
regional heritage significance, and the sites represetwo important industries linked to the development of West Coast
communities and economy: timber milling and coal mimg.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Ecological area, to appropriatelyeflect the identified valuesand to rationalise the boundary of the
existing Radcliffe EcologicalArea, and to improve landscape continuity

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification,
suggesting it offerssufficient protection in the context of climate change and reflects the high ecological values presen

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 in the preliminary analysis does riaetract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification wilbppropriately protect the conservation of the natural ang
historic resources preset(e.g.Powelliphantalignaria rotella population) and provide consistency with the adjacent
Radcliffe Ecological Area.

Ecological Area - KAW_05_2807748x
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposedlassification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

1 Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection
are particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast
and Nelson regions.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance wherconsidering the need for climate mitigationClassification asan ecological areawill support
this outcome The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredincluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in 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
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported theproposed classification, noting the area’s high values including ecological values such
as "amazingly rich forest of birdlife, including lots of fernbirds in the headhigh umbrella fertyand historical
values associated with mining and colonial settlement.

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification noting that this area is "the only natural ecosystem of riverflats
remaining of the Seddonville flat§, and stating that this classification is needed to "protect identified scientific and
ecological values and rationalise the boundary of Radcliffe Ecological Afea

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the naturatesources present
which are consistent with those described in the CVRly view is that the proposed classification will appropriately
promote their protection and preservation and provide consistency with thadjacentRadcliffe Ecological Area

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséltese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as an ecological area, noting that though it does not prohibit mining, it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a caservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing commerciattivities such
as mining to be considered on a casky-case basis.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based ooncerns 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 any reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was
specifically 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

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters queried or were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports
fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that the proposed classification does nptohibit public

access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (for example under a hunting
permit), where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present
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Other (Allowed)

1 A submitter queried, “What happens to the residents by imposing a change of land status to preserve the ecology?"

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that they hold coal mining permits over the area that are not accurately recorded in the CVRs.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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KAW _o5 — Seddonville Tramline — 2807750

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Seddonville Tramline KAW_05_2807750y | Disposal Neutral 4 21

Conservation Values Report Description

A 1.271-ha areaof hill country on the lower eastern slopes of Radcliffe Ridgacluding a former tramline, adjacent to the
pastures now occupying theMaokihinui River Flatssouthwestof Seddonville The Seddonville Tramline is made up of two
long narrow straightlined strips of land currently tracked or part of a baleage paddock.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Disposal should be considered as the conservation values identifiate very low.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation
U Do not proceedwith the notified proposal retaining the area in stewardship at this time.

Summary of accepted submissiongihe submissionsacceptedas holding meritopposed theproposed disposal
investigation, providing material not previously consideredregarding access and recreation values the stewardship
area(i.e. the area provides access to Seddonville Conservation Area, Radcliffe Ecological Area, and Charming Creek

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 Man@henua 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."

I note that any further work to determine an appropriate classification for this area will be undertaken in a manner
consistent with Treaty principles.

Rationale:Submitters raisedpoints regarding recreation and accesgalueswhich had not been considered in the forming
of recommendationsThe ConservationGeneral Policy(6(d)vii) states that land should not be disposed of where it
secures practical walking access to public conservation land3onsidering submissionpoints that this stewardship area
is necessary for recreational access 8eddonville Conservation Area, Radcliffe Ecological Area, and Charming Creek
my conclusionis that retention as publc conservation land is warranted.

Disposal - KAW_05_2807750y
Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support disposal of stewardship land where there are no conservation vaikeesining or
agreed that the land did not hold any conservation values and was therefore suitable for disposal.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Though the areais modified, | have concludedbased on comments in
opposition to the notified intention, that the accessand recreation valuegaised by submitters mearthe stewardslip area
warrants retention as public conservation land

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed general support without providing further justification.
| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideratibave concludedbased
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on comments inopposition to the notified intention, that the access and recreation values raised by submitters mean the
stewardship area warrants retention as public conservation land.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Itwas noted that disposals only form 0.01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submittersopposed disposal of this conservation area, stating thatatovides practical accesso public
conservation land, namely Seddonville Conservation Area, Radcliffe Ecological Area, and Charming Crap#
must be retained to ensure ongoing public acce$s.g.“An important value of that tramline is that it provides
access to the DOC estate through the private land surrounding lit that tramline goes into private ownership there

will then be no access to the awesome back country to the southwest of that tramline, and no access in that area to

Chasm Creek and the Radcliffe Ecological Area”, “Cleared access along historic tramline routes provides practical
access to the conservation area beyond (recommended for reclassification as Ecological Area, where enduring
public access is assumed) for the Seddonville communityé potentially for visitors, potentially with new access to
Chasm Stream, and must be retained to provide enduring access”).

1 Submitters objected tadisposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, and expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
opportunities such as angling or hunting

9 Submitters requested that “appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is
maintained orimproved”, or recommended classification as a local purpose reserve with purposes either river
conservation, river access, or recreation accass‘ensure public access is retained in perpetuity”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details and raise new material regardingublic
accessvalues of the stewardship aredhe ConservationGeneral Policy(6(d)vii) states that landshould not be disposed of
where it secures practical walking access to public conservation lanttds my assessment that the access and recreation
valuesraised by submitterswarrant retentionof this stewardship areas public conservation land

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation anddaption (e.g. “opportunities for flood/erosion
buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes”, “areas are important for communities that they need to be
kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

1 A submitter noted that "in almost all cases thesgreas have historically been part of the riverbed, and the rivers
need this buffer to be able to move around without causing damage to infrastructure and farming assk$sa
corollary to that, the freeholding of land adjacent to riverbeds often results in additional rock protection work which
constrains the river, and the natural processes at plahis often results in unintended consequences (often erosion
at other sites).

1 Submitters also argued that modified land could be retained and restored to support carbon sequestrating. (
“Disposal will forgo future carbon sequestration and climate mitigation”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted While the access values of thetewardshiparea warrant its retention as
public conservation land,ts small size and landscape context (a narrow strip running througbastoral land) limit the
appropriateness and effectivenessf restoration for carbon sequestrationThe conservation area is not adjacent to any

waterbodies where it plays a role in flood or erosion buffering, so these comments do not raise relevant matters to consider.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed disposal, stating that the area retains regenerating bush

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that even modified areas are
likely to contain some natural values or indigenous species (juncus, carex etc), that areas near forests could easily
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revert to a natural state, or that even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and
restoration (e.g.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold conservation future options open

1 A submission recommended that waterways and wetlands would be better protected if adjacent land was retained,
grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur

1 Submissions opposed disposal of land by rivers on the grounds that so little remains in public conservation land
(e.g.“poor ecological representation in existing protected areas”).

1  Submitters opposed disposal on riverbed and floodplains unless areas are “completely modified” and can be fenced
off from waterways, or unless areas are small and landlocked and have no restoration potential

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat retaining the stewardship area as public conservation
land will support protection forany natural values remaining However, wile the access values of the area warrant its
retention as public conservation land, the area’s small size and landscape context (a narrow strip running through pastoral
land) limit the appropriateness and effectivenessf ecosystemrestoration.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submissionstated that “no stewardship land should bemade available for disposal, excepo tangata whenua
and only then with the need to maintain thélock’s cultural, conservation & mahikeai valuesin their entirety”.

| recommend that these comments aracceptedto the extentthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition to the
notified intention that the access and recreation values of the angsstify retention as public conservation land

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, argued that public
conservation land is best retained for future generations or future conservation purposes, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection, or supporteda cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown
ownership.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition to the
notified intention that the access and recreation values of the area justiBtention as public conservation land.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended consideration of potential productivity and whether the land could be used 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

1 It was noted that “proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where disposal boundaries might be”,
making it difficult for submitters to comment

It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservasilue, as
per the ConservationGeneral Policy6(c) and the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for future generations
It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold land
for future conservation requirements

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership

1 A submitter stated “The National Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposal, but has recommended up to an
additional 1000 hectares of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation areas
(subject to survey)This is not explained or justified.

9 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation values”.

35



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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed frustration thatlevelopment or clearing had been enabled on DOC land, creating a
situation where the person or company “responsible for destroying the ecological and historic value of that land is
then to be likely rewarded by being the most suitable person (or compang)lie in a position to buy that land

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for restoration or carbon sequestration,
and that riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention, with no grazing permitted

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted While the access values of the stewardship area warrant its retention as
public conservation land, the area’s small size and landscape context (a narrow strip running throughastoral land limit

the appropriateness and effectiveness for restoration and carbon sequestratibne conservation area is not adjacent to any
waterbodies where it plays a role in flood or erosion buffering, so these comments do not raise relevant matters to consider.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted thatisposal of land will be subject to the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Notification Process for Disposal of Crowrowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended theseommentsare not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAW _06 — Lyell Range - Radiant Range (Central) — 2807731

Protected Area Recommendation 1D Netions! Panel- Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Lyell Range- Radiant | KAW_06_2807731p | National Park 6033 16

Range (Central) (Kahurangi)

Lyell Range- Radiant | KAW_06_2807731q Stewardship 12 39

Range (Central)

Conservation Values Report Description

A 15836.558ha areaconsisting of three parcels that are primarily covered in regenerating indigenous vegetation
recovering from logging. The geology is predominantly Tertiary sediment and coal measureghe area is on the
northwestfacing hill slopes ofMount Glasgowin North Westland Ecological District It includes the mid reaches of Coal
Creek with the upper Chasm Creek forming its southern boundarys long eastern boundary is Kahurangi National
Park Coal Creek is a highly diverse freshwater system for freshwater fish, important for thregence ofNationally
Vulnerable species as well as for whitebait diversitiMount Glasgowwas used as part of a wilderness race in 2020 and
used largely by West Coast tramperdhese parcels are likely to have historical and archaeological values associated
with coal mining. There is a beehive site oMount GlasgowRoad.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National Park (Kahurangi), to reflecthe identified values, rationalise the boundary of the Kahurangi
National Park and improve landscape continuity.

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 by referring this area to the NZCA for itonsiderationon the suitability of 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 submissiongihe submissions accepted as holding merit supported the proposed national park|
addition to protect the area’s natural values, improve climate change mitigation, and ensure ongoing public recreational
accessSubmitters referenced specific natural resources which were noted to be of high value and similar in nature to
adjoining national park.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel oppa=d theproposed national parkreferrals, supportedoy
submissionsfrom Treaty partnerorganisations Te Riinanga 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)iaslienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”. The
Mana Whenua Panel have also signalled spific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that “this conservation area is adjacent to Ngai Tahu Forestry”, “Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land
(such as forestry)”, “further assessment of the values and opportunities of this conservation area for Ngai Tahu is

required”.

| 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.

" This figure includes 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
those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent
national park, and warrant poceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking
reasonable steps to actively protect the identified Treatyartner interests, but this obligation is not absolute and
unqualified, as this would be inconsistent wh 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 presen
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 ofititeoduction to this
Summary of Submissions Report.

National Park (Kahurangi) - KAW_06_2807731p

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification tguaranteeaccess to the Wangapeka Track and noted access
has "often been compromised in the past

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification agasonable and stated that theris a historic track that could
"make an excellent side route from the Old Ghost Rdad

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presémder 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 1980s. 4(2fe)).

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submitters stated their support for the highest level of protection “in light of the impacts of climate change” (e.g.
“for ecosystem services, for climate stability” and “given the biodiversity and climate crisis we are facing”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance wherconsidering the need for climate mitigationClassification as national park will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when theure-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare consideredincluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 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 expansid(Conservation Act 1987, s)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 There was support for adding close or adjoining conservation areas to the Kahurangi National Park on the grounds
that these areas hold similar ecological, geographical and landscape values and would rationalise the Kahurangi
National Park boundaries or enlance connectivity or buffer the existing National Parke(g.“based on ecological
and scenic values that are similar to adjoining national parks”, “shares complimentary high conservation and
scientific values”, “provide additional habitat for rare and threatened species to move through the landscapeand
the current land classification delineations were described as “historic and arbitrary” and “not informed by
ecological and landscape principles”.

1 Submitters supported the proposed classification on the basis of its “high ecological value” with one pushing for
decision makers to insist that “any stewardship parcel where ecological values have been identified as high enough
for inclusion into national park’ has that high protection tgamong other things "retain true wildernesses, for
ecosystem services, for climate stability

1 A submitter supported additions to national parks and stated that “National Parks represent the pinnacle of
conservation land protection and guarantee access rights for the public, protection of indigenous fauna and flora
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and protect against environmentally degrading activities such as mining and clearing the land for further
agriculture”.

1 A submitter supported the recommendation to add this area to the Kahurangi National Park and noted the area is
important for two endemic insects, theButler'’s ringlet (Erebiola butleri) butterfly population” and "Janita’s tussock
ringlet (Argyrophenga janitag”.

1 A submitter supported the classification because ekhe area’s high ecological and landscape valuesvhile pointing
out the recreational opportunites not mentioned by the national panel and stating that "the addition of this to
Kahurangi National Park would enhance the landscape connectivity and continuity

1 Submitters supported the proposed classification “to appropriately protect the outstanding recreational, landscape
and ecological valued or because othe area’s values that are “consistent with adjacent national park values” (e.g.
"there are clearly National Park values in this conservation area”, "greater protect stewardship land that retains high
natural values}.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.primarily covered in regenerating indigenous vegetation recovering from loggingand the longeastern boundary is
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.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national parks acknowledged mana whenua opposition to them and noted a desire to
“see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as
paramount and suggested that changes to management or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty
principles and to ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, triahial, historical, and customary
purposes, while ensuring that natural values are preserved and protette

1 Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where mana whenua had not identified-sjiecific
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 reclagsittion 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 the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, “based on the values assessment”, or without providing further justification.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

1 Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks, or for maximum protection across all
stewardship land €.9.“want to see these areas given the highest level of protection”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identified, these submission points do not
raise any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with TreWhanaketanga
Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

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

9 Submissionsexpressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national par§.(
“much of the land under review is on par with the values of existing National Parks, if not higher”).

1 A submitter queried the lack of “terms of reference for Mana Whenua and its method of decision-making”, raising
concern “that commercial concerns could take precedence over protecting the natural values”. They suggested that

“Mana Whenua concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the reclassification project”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiorf.

1 A submitter advocated for all national parks and proposed that "public conservation land should be rehabilitated to
help deal with native reforestation, enhance ecological buffer zones and maintain ecological diversity

1 A submitter supported the recommendation, stating "we support the protection of the surrounding area of the
historic Lyell dray road, as well as the historiklokihinui pack track”, but noted they had concernsegarding
mountain biking in the area and the activities taken to build the associated mountain biking amenities.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and access, suggesting that other
classifications, such as conservation parkecreation reserve, or scenic reserve, may provide a better balance
between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural valueRestrictions on dog walking were raised
specifically by a West Coast resident.

1 Submissions stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, including helicopter
landings, sports fishing and gamebird hunting, or stated opposition as National Park status “excludes hunting for
native species which arelassified as gamebirds under the Wildlife Act, and which are managed as gamebirds
(such as Pukeko and Paradise Sheldugk)

1 A submitter opposed reclassifying the land stating these areas "are for the people to enjoy and use for recreation
purposes and to get outdoors

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 intentiddthough 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 ative 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 opposed all recommended reclassification as a national park, describing the land as “not so unique or
scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AciThey recommended reclassification as
a conservation park, or suggestedscenic reserve or recreation reserve, to ensure sufficigmbtection in areas
where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources described in the C\ERy(
primarily covered in regenerating indigenous vegetation recovering from loggingand its long eastern boundary is
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.
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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, obstruckaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decisionrmaking processes, and is
less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana”.

1 Submissions opposed reclassifying this area as national park with concerns it goes against crown obligations under
Te Tiriti o Waitangi, the Treaty of Waitangi stating that "to not recognise th&lana Whenua Panel
Recommendatiors is to ignore Te Tiriti o0 Waitangi, the Treaty of Waitandiand that "National Park land does not
recognise Maori, particularly here Ngai Tahu, as holding a special and unique interest in the lahd

1 A submitter also stated, "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 doés

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 its consideration on 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 general opposition to national park classification, stated support for leaving the land in
stewardship or expressed support for the recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Pawéhout providing
further justification.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 the proposed national park classification as being “too restrictive” (€.9.“tying
even more land up in restrictive legislation”), or negatively affecting potential economic benefits derived from
mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification and was concerned that "change in status or disposal will affect
the existing concessionéfor beehives in the area.

1 A submitter opposel the proposed reclassificationnoting there is "estimated to be 1.3 Million tonnes of coal within
this area that would be sterilised by inclusion in the National Park if the proposal were to procéed

1 A submitter opposal adding land to national parksnoting there is coal mining permits for the assessment area
that are not recorded in theCVRs.

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 A submitter opposed the proposed classification with concerns that the process being followed would "outpace
statutory mechanisms leading to "accentuating significant uncertainty and risk for the legitimacy of The Old
GhostRoad” (specifically relating to mountain biking). The submitter "considers this to be imprudent sequencing
and recommends the underlying statutory matters be resolved fitst

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

1 A submitter 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 expressed the view that national park classification does not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predatorsd.g.“national parks are badly run and full of cats, rats, stoats, possums, goats and

deer so no protection there”).

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated they wanted to seeonsideration given to the impacts "multiple National Park additions will
have on the options for local dog owners and the unforeseen impacts this may have on shorebirds, as more people
are driven to beaches and coastal aréas

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(e.g.dog access) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural resources described in the CVR,
and the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intentionAlthough under a national park classification “the
public shall have freedonmof entry and access”, this is subject to restrictions “necessary for the preservation of the native
plants and animals or forthe welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980s. 4(2fe)).

General (Allowed)

1 One submitter advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiongsufficient 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.

Retain in Stewardship - KAW_06_2807731q

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
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for no reclassification based on concern thatchange in status could restrict or prevent
public access.

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted The concerns raised are addressed by the proposed classification
Under 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 1980s.

4(2)e)).
Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that their recommendations reflect the
rights and interests ofmana whenua, and recognisBgai 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”).

9  Submitters stated that national park classification would “obstruct Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral
relationships with thewhenua, obstruckaitiaki rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of
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Ngai Tahu in decisionmaking processes, and is less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to
sustaining tribal identity and mana”, and suggested that areas “must remain as stewardship land pending
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 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 Submitters stated support for the proposedlassification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without
providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that coal mining permits and exploration permits are helfbr the assessment areand stated
support for retaining the land in stewardslp as coal mining options would be “sterilised” by inclusion in the
national park.

1 A submitter stated support for theMana Whenua Panel Recommendatiobased on concern that change in status
would affect the existing permssions, notingthe presence of beehive site

1 Submitters stated that reclassifying land as national park, or other classifications which fall under Schedule 4, could
have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on thatd. The potential loss
of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction
and site rehabilitation It was argued that the assessment should consider “minerals prospectivity and other
economic, social, and cultural consideratioris

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters stated preference for national park classificatiahd for “protection of the surrounding area of the
historic Lyell dray road (as well as the historitickihinui pack track” though noting concern about any further
development of mountain biking trails and suggesting recreation values should only be fosternedofar asthey are
consistent with the preservation of natural and historic resources.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources preséhtder 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 1980s. 4(2fe)).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters advocated for reclassification as a national park based on the area’s landscape values, and connection
and similarity to the existing national parki.e."connected by continuous indigenous forest cover to Kahurangi
National Park to the south and ea&t“provides a buffer between the National Park and developed farmlantits
inclusion would rationalise the boundaries of Kahurangi National Park and improve landscape contindity
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9 Submitters also cited the area’s highecological values as justification for inclusion in Kahurangi National Park (e.g.
“nationally significant ecological systems”, “The presence ofNationally Vulnerable and threatened species and its
high species diversity make this a high value ecological arga

1 Submitters specifically noted that_yell Range isimportant asthe northernmost locality of theButler’s ringlet
butterfly and the northwesternmostknown locality of theJanita’s tussock ringlet that it containsthe Powelliphanta
land snail,and that Coal Creek haa “highly diverse range of native aquatic life”.

1 One submitterwho advocated for national park classificatiosuggested that the grazed portiof the conservation
areacould be disposed of.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.primarily covered in regenerating indigenous vegetation recovering from loggingand its long eastern boundary is
Kahurangi National Park) The contiguous boundary with Kahurangi National Park further supports your notified intention
to refer this area to the NZA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition, éhuding the “grazed
portion” described by a submitter.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submittersin opposition to retaining land in stewardship noted that the justification is based dhigai Tahu future
aspirations for the land (such as forestry), stating that these economic aspirations "are often in direct contrast to the
conservation values the land was supposed to be assesseti@rthat they are concernedabout the weight given to
these aspiratiors in area “that clearly has National Park values to protect”.

1 Submissions 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 NationaParks Act, and for conservation principles to be carried out in an
“established collegial co-governance mannet. One submitter stated that “National Park status does not as it
stands, prevent customary relationship of an iwi with the whenua wh the current review of GP reflects (...)

Statutory acknowledgements anghohoangasites can be excluded from National Park status but should not remain
as stewardship.

1 A submission argued that “an area with high conservation values should be reclassified to reflect that value” and
that the Mana Whenua Panel Recommendatiofyoes beyond the obligation to give effect to the Treaty of
Waitangi”.

I One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where the area had not been identified as holding
site-specific values 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 futurechanges 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. mb#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 Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

I Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as a national park and for “maximum protection” without
providing further justification, or due to the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is identified, these submission points do not
raise any matters for further consideration.

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommenddtion
1 One submission suggested reclassification as either scenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to retaining
the land in stewardship
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| recommend that these comments aneot 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 Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with TfeeWhanaketanga
Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

1 Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as
mining or being swapped out of the conservation estate.q.“without rigorous protection from the environmental
impacts of those industries”).

1 A submitter stated that some areas that “have no adequate protections awarded to are in key mineral mining areas.
They include access to the West Coast coal and gold deposits and are already subject to prospecting permits

1 It was suggested that the land instead be “disposed of or become incorporated into one of the park categories”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter commented that the recommendation lacks a “credible explanation as to how stewardship status could
be in the public interest.

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

1 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter recommended that the grazed portion be disposed of and "a premium should be sought from the
neighbouring landowner illegally grazing it

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters were concerned with ensuring that free public access, hunting and fishing can continue

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 classification does ngtrohibit 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.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters recommended that potential amendments to the National Parks Act be resolved as a priority "so that
there is no need for a recommendation of Stewardship Area in the meantime

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 requi.

General (Allowed)

I One submission advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be

protected from development
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does notprovide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsulfficient 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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KAW _o07 — Miko Foreshore — 2807742

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Miko Foreshore KAW_07_2807742a | Recreation Reserve Neutral 7 8

Conservation Values Report Description

An 8.5856ha areawhich is a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetatio
pasture and buildings on the foreshoraorth of the Ngakawau River mouth betwee8H6 and the seaThere are no
current permissions, but there are signs of unauthorised activitiarts of the area appear to be used as private yards an
pasture to the north is integrated into the adjacent farming operatiofihe area is subject to coastal erosion, and the
beach has extended inlandCobbled skink have beendund here in the past, but the erosion has taken away most of the
suitable habitat There have been proposals to put a seawall alosgctions of this coastline, includinghis area The area
is used by locals accessing the beach, including for fishing and gathering mussels tracks or facilities managed by
DOC.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Recreation reserve, to proted¢he identified ecological values whilgproviding for recreational use of the
area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof recreation reserve.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
asappropriately reflecting the natural resources present and offering 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. |
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 riaetract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present."

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock|
outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately protected by the proposed
classification, whilealso reflecting the public access and recreational features present.

Recreation Reserve - KAW _ 07 _2807742a
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification as recreation reserve will support
this outcome, to the extent compatible with the identified primary purpos&he relevance of this factor for reclassification
decisions is evident when the futurdocused elements in the definition of conservation are considerdd¢cluding,

o«

“safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any
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plant or animal livesor may live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its
augmentation, enhancement, or expansidifConservation Act 1987, s)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed recommendatigmoting the decline of the flora and fauna thashould be
traditionally found in the areaincluding little blue penguins,and stating the positive effects that the extra
protection could have on certain native species and tlaeaas a whole

| recommend that these comments araccepted My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are
consistent with those described in the CVIge.g.a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified
native vegetation, pasture and building¥ and they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification. Under the proposed classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other
scientific features or indigenous flora or fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora orafaun
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compble with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(b)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the “information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistfiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, stating theyanted the site reviewed for its "climatadaptation
and resilience.

1 A submitter opposed the recommendation and advocated for a governmgnirpose reserve classification, noting
that the area holds “opportunities for ecosystem restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification and advocated for the area to remain as stewardship land noting
the area is "currently being affected by increased incidence of storm surges natural hazards" and stating that
"classification as recreationaleserve is not compatible with land that will be lost to the sea within the current
planning horizon”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources presento the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reseryand as a result support

the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify overturning the notified intention. The fact that the
areais affected bysea level rise andtoastal erosiondoes not preclude thaise of the area for recreatiotunder the proposed
classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other scientific features or indigenous flora or
fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and prdtecte
to the extent comptible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(H)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the classification and advocated for a government purpose reserve classification noting the

area contains naturally uncommon ecosystems “including dunes and wetlands”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is thatthe natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune,
coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately
protected by the proposed classification, whilalso reflecting the public access and recreational features preserite points
raiseddo not warrantoverturning the notified classification.
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed conservation park classification andagin favour of retaining in stewardship They
expressed concern that reclassification would make it more difficult to develop new renewable electricity
generation distribution, and for the government to meet emissions targets and renewable energy gdalsas
noted that the proposed classification “will be incompatible with adaptation works required to protect SH67 as
foreshore retreat occurs in response to rising levels" and it may impact the “economic, social and cultural benefits
of the local West Coast community;

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 A submitter advocated for the proposedlassification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation va)a¢so stating
that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls must be made by
accountable politicians, not by the Panél

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 classification does 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 on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.
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KAW _07 — SH67 - Hector — 2807752

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
SH67- Hector KAW_07_2807752b Recreation Reserve Neutral 7 8

Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.3433ha areawhich is a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation
and buildings, on the foreshorenearthe Ngakawau River mouth betwee8H6 and the seaThere are no current
permissions, but there are signs of unauthorised activity with parts of the area appegrto be used as private yardghe
area is subject to coastal erosion, and the beach has extended inl@uabbled skink have been found here in the past, by
the erosion has taken away most of their suitable hi¢dt. There have been proposals to put a seawall alosgctions of
this coastline, includingthis area The area is used by locals accessing the beach, including for fishing and gathering
mussels No tracks or facilities managed by DOC.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Recreation reserve, to proteche identified ecological values whileproviding for recreational use of the
area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof recreation reserve.

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
as appropriately reflecting the natural resources present and offering 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 conclusionis that the natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock|
outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately protected by the proposed
classification, whilealso reflecting the public access and recreational features present.

Recreation Reserve - KAW 07 _2807752b

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of timapacts of
climate change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as recreation reserve will support
this outcome, to the extent compatible with the identified primary purpos&he relevance of this factor for reclassification
decisions is evident when the futurédocused elements in the definition of conservation are consideredcluding,
“safeguarding the options d future generations in relation to ‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any
plant or animal livesor may live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its

augmentation, enhancement, or expansigrfConservation Act 1987, s)2
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed recommendation, noting the decline of the flora and fauna that should be
traditionally found in the area, including little blue penguins, and stating the positive effects that the extra
protection could have on certain ntive species and the area as a whole.

| recommend that these comments araccepted My view is that the natural resources identified in theseomments are
consistent with those described in the CVIge.g.a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified
native vegetation, pasture and buildings)and they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification. Under the proposed classification‘where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other
scientific features or indigenous flora or fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora orafaun
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(b)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship areand no new material is raisedhese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, stating theyanted the site reviewed for its "climate adaation
and resilience.

1 A submitter opposed the recommendation and advocated for a government purpose reserve classificatioting
the area holds “opportunities for ecosystem restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion”.

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification and advocated for the area to remain as stewardship, laotihg
the area is "currently being affected by increased incidence of storm surges natural hazards" and stating that
"classification as recreational reserve is not compatible with land that will be lost to the sea within the current
planning horizon”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve, and as a result support
the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention. The fact that the
area is affected by sea level rise and coastal erosion does not preclude the use of the area for recradtider the proposed
classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other scidiut features or indigenous flora or
fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protecte
to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(H)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposedthe proposed classification, noting korora nest in or very close to these areas, and that the
conservation report states sea and shore birds likely use this aréhe submitter proposed the area be classified as
a "Local Purpose Esplanade Reserve, Wildlife Management Area or Government Purpose Reserve for Wildlife
Management to give wildlife and recreational values equal priorityas the proposed classification values
recreational values higher than wildlife values.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is thatthe natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune,
coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture anddings) are appropriately
protected by the proposed classification, whilalso reflecting the public access and recreational features presente points
raiseddo not warrantoverturning the notified classification.
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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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation ande values are not conservation values”, also stating
that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls must be made by
accountable politicians, not by the Panél

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it prashased
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
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 classification does 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 classificatio
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KAW_07 — Ngakawau River Mouth - Hector — 2807753

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

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Ngakawau River Mouth - | KAW_07_2807753c | Recreation Reserve Neutral 7 9
Hector

Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.126%a areawhich is a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation
the foreshorenearthe Ngakawau River mouthbetweenSH6 and the seaThere are no current permissions, but there are
signs of unauthorised activity The area is subject to coastal erosion, and the beach has extended inl@uwbbled skink
have been found here in the past, but the erosion has taken away most of their suitable hafitegre have been
proposals to put a seawall alongections of this coastline, includingthis area The area is used by locals accessing the
beach, including for fishing and gathering musseld\o tracks or facilities managed by DOC.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Recreation reserve, to proteche identified ecological values whileproviding for recreational use of the
area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof recreation reserve.

Summary of acceptedsubmissions:Those submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
as appropriately reflecting the natural resources present and offering 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 conclusionis that the natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock|
outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately protected by the proposed
classification, whilealso reflecting the public access and recreational features present.

Recreation Reserve - KAW_ 07 2807753c

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as recreation reserve will support
this outcome, to the extent compatible with the identified primary purpos&he relevance of this factor for reclassification
decisions is evident when the futurédocused elements in the definition of conservation are consideredcluding,
“safeguarding the options d future generations in relation to ‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any
plant or animal livesor may live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its

augmentation, enhancement, or expansigrfConservation Act 1987, s)2
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed recommendation, noting the decline of the flora and fauna that should be
traditionally found in the area, including little blue penguins, and stating the positive effects that the extra
protection could have on certain nive species and the area as a whole.

| recommend that these comments araccepted My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are
consistent withthose described in the CVRe.g.a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified
native vegetation, pasture and buildings), and they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification. Under the proposed classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other
scientific features or indigenous flora or fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora orafaun
wildlife shall be managed and protecté to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(b)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistfiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, stating theyanted the site reviewed for its "climate adaption and
resilience’.

1 A submitter opposed the recommendation and advocated for a governmgnirpose reserve classification, noting
that the area holds “opportunities for ecosystem restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification and advocated for the area to remain as stewardship, Etating
the area is close to a bridge approach on SH67 ahét work will be needed to protect the approach from erosion
They alsonoted that"Recreational access to the area is not incompatible with the current classification or likely
future use of the piecé

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources presento the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reseryand as a result support

the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention. The fact that the

area is affected by sea level rise and coastal erosion does not preclude the use of the area for recradtider the proposed
classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other scientific features or indigenous flora or
fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected
to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(H)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposedthe proposed classification, noting korora nest in orvery close to these areas, aritlat the
conservation report states sea and shore birds likely use this aréhe submitter proposed the area be classified as
a "Local Purpose Esplanade Reserve, Wildlife Management Area or Government Purpose Reserve for Wildlife
Management to give wildlife and recreational values equaltiority”, as the proposed classification values
recreational values higher than wildlife values.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is thatthe natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune,
coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately
protected by the proposed classification, whilalso reflecting the public access and recreational features presefte points
raiseddo not warrantoverturning the notified classification.
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed conservation park classification andag in favour of retaining in stewardshipThey
expressed concern that reclassification would make it more difficult to develop new renewable electricity
generation distribution, and for the government to meet emissions targets and renewable energy gdalsas
noted that the proposed classification “will be incompatible with adaptation works required to protect SH67 as
foreshore retreat occurs in response to rising levels" and it may impact the “economic, social and cultural benefits
of the local West Coast community;

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 proeesssl to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation ange values are not conservation values”, also stating
that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls must be made by
accountable politicians, not by the Panél

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 classification does 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 classificatio
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KAW _07 — SH67 - Hector — 2807754

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
SH67- Hector KAW_07_2807754d Recreation Reserve Neutral 7 9

Conservation Values Reporbescription

A 0.0826ha areawhich is a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation
and buildings on the foreshorenearthe Ngakawau River mouth betwee8BH6 and the seaThere are no current
permissions, but there are signs of unauthorised activity with parts of the area appear to be used as private yahds
area is subject to coastal erosion, and the beach has extended inl@uabbled skink have been found here in the past, by
the erosion has taken away most of theduitable habitat There have been proposals to put a seawall alosgctions of
this coastline, includingthis conservation areaThe area is used by locals accessing the beach, including for fishing ang
gathering musselsNo tracks orfacilities managed by DOC.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Recreation reserve, to proteche identified ecological values whileproviding for recreational use of the
area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of recreation reserve.

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
as appropriately reflecting the natural resources present and offering 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 conclusionis that the natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock|
outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately protected by the proposed
classification, whilealso reflecting the public access and recreational features present.

Recreation Reserve - KAW_07_2807754d

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposeclassification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as recreation reserve will support
this outcome, to the extent compatible with the identified primary purpos&he relevance of this factor for reclassification
decisions is evident when the futurédocused elements in the definition of conservation are consideredcluding,
“safeguarding the options d future generations in relation to ‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any
plant or animal livesor may live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its

augmentation, enhancement, or expansigrfConservation Act 1987, s)2
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed recommendation, noting the decline of the flora and fauna that should be
traditionally found in the area, including little blue penguins, and stating the positive effects that the extra
protection could have on certain ntive species and the area as a whole.

| recommend that these comments araccepted My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are
consistent with those described in the CVRe(g.a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified
native vegetation, pasture and buildings), and they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification. Under the proposed classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other
scientific features or indigenous bra or fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(b)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistfiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, stating theyanted the site reviewed for its "climate adaption and
resilience’.

1 A submitter opposed the recommendation and advocated for a governmgnirpose reserve classification, noting
that the area holds “opportunities for ecosystem restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources presento the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reseryand as a result support

the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention. The fact that the

area is affected by sea level rise and coastal erosion does not preclude the use of the area for recradtider the proposed
classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other scientific features or indigenous flora or
fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protecte
to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(H)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classificatigmoting korora nest in or very close to these areas, and that the
conservation report states sea and shore birds likely use this ar€he submitter proposed the area be classified as
a "Local Purpose Esplanade Reserve, Wildlife Management Area or Government Purpose Reserve for Wildlife
Management to give wildlife and recreational values equaltiority”, as the proposed classification values
recreational values higher than wildlife values.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is thatthe natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune,
coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately
protected by the proposed classification, whilalso reflecting the public access and recreational features presemte points
raiseddo not warrantoverturning the notified classification.

General (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed theproposed classification and stated they preferred the area to remain stewardship land.
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| recommend that these comments aneot 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 opposed the classificatiomoting that important infrastructure may need to be installed under this area
soonwith the submitter also stating that “recreational access to the area is not incompatible with the current
classification or likely futureuse of the land”, and that “stewardship classification should remairi.

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 useedassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultation

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation ange values are not conservation values”, also stating
that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls must be made by
accountable politicians, not by the Panél

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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)

I Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does 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 on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.
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KAW_07 — SH67 - Hector — 2807755

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
SH67- Hector KAW_07_2807755e Recreation Reserve Neutral 7 9

Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.114%ha areawhich is a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation
pasture and buildingsnearthe foreshore of the Ngakawau River mouth betwe&H6 and the seaThere are no current
permissions, but there are signs of unauthorised activity and parts of the area appear to be used as private yends
area is subject to coastal erosion, and the beach has extended inl@uabbled skink have been found here in the past, by
the erosion has taken away most of their suitablebitat. There have been proposals to put a seawall aloegctions of
this coastline, includingthese conservation areas’he areas are used by locals accessing the beach, including for fishirn
and gathering musselsNo tracks or facilities managed by DOC.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Recreation reserve, to proteche identified ecological values whileproviding for recreational use of the
area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof recreation reserve.

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the notified classification
as appropriately reflecting the natural resources present and offering 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
acknowledgestatements 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 cofirm that site-specific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources present (e.g. a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock|
outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately protected by the proposed
classification, whilealso reflecting the public access and recreational features present.

Recreation Reserve - KAW_ 07 2807755e

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering th@eed for climate mitigation Classification as recreation reserve will support
this outcome, to the extent compatible with the identified primary purpos&he relevance of this factor for reclassification
decisions is evident when the futurédocused elements in the definition of conservation are consideredcluding,
“safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any
plant or animal livesor may live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its

augmentation, enhancement, or expansigrfConservation Act 1987, s)2
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed recommendation, noting the decline of the flora and fauna that should be
traditionally found in the area, including little blue penguins, and stating the positive effects that the extra
protection could have on certain ntive species and the area as a whole.

| recommend that these comments araccepted My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are
consistent with those described in the CVRe(g.a mixture of dune, coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified
native vegetation, pasture and buildings), and they aeppropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification. Under the proposed classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other
scientific features or indigenous flora or fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora orafaun
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compble with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(b)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports”, or without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourcef the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistfiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, stating theyanted the site reviewed for its "climate adaption and
resilience’.

1 A submitter opposed the recommendation and advocated for a governmgnirpose reserve classification, noting
that the area holds “opportunities for ecosystem restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources presento the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reseryand as a result support

the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention. The fact that the

area is affected by sea level rise and coastal erosion does not preclude the use of the areacfeation Under the proposed
classification, “where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other scientific features or indigenous flora or
fauna or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protecte
to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1978, 17(2)(H)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposedthe proposed classification, noting korora nest in or very close to these areas, and that the
conservation report states sea and shore birds likely use this ar€he submitter proposed the area be classified as
a "Local Purpose Esplanade Reserve, Wildlife Management Area or Government Purpose Reserve for Wildlife
Management to give wildlife and recreational values equaltiority”, as the proposed classification values
recreational values higher than wildlife values.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is thatthe naturalresources present (e.g. a mixture of dune,
coastal terrace and coastal rock outcrops, with modified native vegetation, pasture and buildings) are appropriately
protected by the proposed classification, whilalso reflecting the public access and recreational features presemte points
raiseddo not warrantoverturning the notified classification.

General (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification and stated they preferred the area to remain stewardship land.
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the classification noting that important infrastructure may need to be installed under this area
soon with the submitter also stating that “recreational access to the area is not incompatible with the current
classification or likely future use of the land”, and that “stewardship classification should remairi.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed theecommendation 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, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation ange values are not conservation values”, also stating
that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls must be made by
accountable politicians, not by the Panél

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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)

9 Submissions were concerned whether the proposed classification allows for hunting, fishing and “provision for
public access”, and stated that any classification should explicitly provide for these activities.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which suppgedsnsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does 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 on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.
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KAW _08 — Stockton — 2807744

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Stockton KAW_08_2807744f Conservation Park 13 25

Stockton KAW_08 2807744g Stewardship 7 25

Conservation Values Report Description

A 345.7944ha areaof mostly regenerating native forest on the true left of Ngakawau River, encompassing most of the
catchment of Mine Creek between the site of the historic coalmining towns of Stockton and Millerton in the headwater|
of Mine Creek A small part of the area is cleared for mining infrastructure and Millerton Roa@ihe area includes the
steepsided gully of the Mine Creek catchment, draining thaorthwesttip of Stockton Plateau into Ngakawau Rivemhe
Stockton-Ngakawau coal cableway runs through the areldillerton was the largest underground mine in New Zealand,
and there are recorded associated archaeological sit€here are no tracks or facilites managed HyOC, but Millerton
residents hadpartly clearedand compiled descriptions of the tracks to historic features in Millerton Parkhere is an
access easement.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Waimangaroa) to reflect the identified values, protecting natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the areBhe extent of this conservation park reflects the
archaeological landscape associated with mining on Stockton Plateau.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain as stewardship land as the area is adjacent to land being considered for mine remediatig
by government agencies led by the Treasury, and therefore reclassification should not occur at this time.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionSthose submissions accepted dsolding merit supported the notified classification,
noting the high ecological and landscape values of the conservation area and the heritage values present.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panebpposed the proposed classificationsupported by
submissions fromTreaty partner organisationsas the area is “adjacent to land being considered for mine remediation by
government agencies led by the Treasury, and therefore reclassification should not occur at this time”.

Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposaly assessmentconsidering those
submissions acceptedis that the natural and historic resources presemtarrant proceeding withthe notified proposal

Regarding the specific concerns identified by the Mana Whenua Panel (mine rehabilitation), | note that conservation
legislation contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising such
activities through the granting of concessions. The proposed classification may still allow for certain mine rehabilitatior
activities (for example)through this mechanism, which would be administered in a manner that gives effect to Treaty
principles.

Rationale:My conclusion is that the natural resources present (e.g. a varied vegetation and fauna patterns which are
representative of the Ngakawau Ecological District, moderately high level of naturalness, &walvelliphanta lignaria
johnstoni(Nationally Endangered)), are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatimhen also considering
the historic resources present (e.g. sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the MillertStockton area, two
recorded archaeological sites)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural
and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).
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Conservation Park - KAW 08 2807744f

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as protecting the higandscape and ecological values presenbting the
high levels ofnaturalness varied vegetation and pesence ofendangered faunasuch asPowelliphanta lignaria
johnstoni(e.q.“The assessment area is a natural/ historic landscape of high ecological value. It provides continuity
and connectivity with adjacent Ngakawau Ecological Area and neighbouring conservation land into a much larger
conservation landscapég).

1 A submitter outlined the high ecological value of the areand supported the “additional layer of protectiort the
conservation park classification would provide

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide site specific 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.indigenous podocarp/beechkamahi forest, variation in vegetation pattens and fauna habitats
which are representative of thélgakawauEcological District, moderately high level of naturalnessynd they are
appropriately protected through clasification as a conservation parklhe primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1){a)

submitter who supporte e proposed classification advocated tor “an ecological area overlay in recognition o
1 A submitter who supported the proposed classificat d ted for “ logical lay gnit f

the biodiversity”.

| recommend thatthis commentis not accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources presenig(g.a varied
vegetation and fauna patterns which areepresentative of the Ngakawau Ecological District, moderately high level of
naturalness,and Powelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered) are appropriately protected under the proposed
classification when also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the
Millerton -Stockton area) The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and

historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(d)note thatthe submitter hasrecommended the

addition of an ecological overlay, however, any such addition is not within the scope of what was notified for this
reclassification process.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported theclassification as providing “an additional layer of protection” for the high heritage
values present “associated with coal mining around Millerton and Stockton and included several archaeological
sites”.

I recommend that these comments araccepted | agree thatthe proposedclassification ofconservation park appropriately
protects thehistoric values presentasdescribedby the submitter andCVR (e.g.sites which relate to the historic coal
mining in the Millerton -Stockton area, two recorded archaeological sife$he primary purpose of conservation parks
includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1){a)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raisétgse submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development” such as
mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection equivalent to that of
National Park status:'

1 A submitter expressed “trust that Conservation Park status will provide full protection from any future mining
applications in these areas

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiori.

As | have recommended theseommentsare not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated forclassification asscenic reserve or ecological areas ther preferred options with
conservation parkas the final choice describedthe area asaving “plenty of recreational opportunities” and noted
“The amazing thing about these places is that they already have old tracks, with steps and concrete and cuttings”.
They described the area a% botanists and geologists dream with easily visited unusual plants and landforms”.

The “Stockton ared was noted to include “the very old mine at Ngakawau where you find the colored sands that for
a long time were a hobby for the people to collect and make sand picture bottles tith

1 A submitter who advocated for the areto remain in stewardshipsuggestedthe proposed classificatioris

inappropriate because “recreational values should not be enhanced in particular areas”, while also suggesting that

it “is not necessary to ensure the protection of recreational values because recreational values will be protected”.

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted It is my view that therecreational values present as described in the
CVR (e.g.no DOC managedtracks or facilities occasional visits bylocals and visitor§ and noted by submitters, will be
appropriately protected by thke proposed classification and the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified
intention. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural and historic resources presen€pnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for the areto remain in stewardshipsuggested that the proposed classification “may
create a barrier to realising both the Governments emissions reduction targets”.

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, citing “concern that site should be reviewed for Community
climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppelie area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggested that the proposed conservation park did not reflect the highd “unique” ecological values
of the area(e.g.“the Panel has not properly considered the nationally important ecological values that exist in these
places”), which warrant a higher level of protection such as ecological areag.the areamay have “the last
remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or

threatened’, “ecological values that appear similar to those on other nearby land with a higher protected status”, “a
suite of rare and distinct fauna, including?owelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered”, “the
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Nationally Critical Powelliphantaaugustaand numerous other threatened speci&sthe StocktonMillerton area
qualifies for high ecological significance through all the criteria of representativeness, diversity and pattern, rarity
and distinctiveness, and ecological conteXt The importance of the area as a “rare plateau landscape” was noted.

9 Submitters advocated that “integrating its management with the existing Ecological Area would lead to landscape
scale consistent management”, (“added to the Ngakawau Ecological Area and be managed in a more coherent and
ecologically robust manner than would occur in a Conservation Park”), noting “high ecological values for
threatened species” and the land context of the adjoining Ngakawau Ecological Area. Submitters also noted that
the values match those of theearby Orikaka Ecological Area

1 It was suggested that the proposed classification fsnconsistent with the requirement that the recommended
classification should be according to the identified conservation values”, and that conservation park provides
“pretty much the same protection as that of Stewardship Land”.

1 Submitters opposed the entire proposal toreate the conservation parkWaimangaroa) due to concerns the status
would not protect the values presente(g.“the Nationally Critical Powelliphantaaugustaand numerous other
threatened species... These parcels should be added to the Ngakawau Ecological Area and be managed in a more
coherent and ecologically robust manner than would occur in a Conservation Park”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although | acknowledge the high value nature of the natural resources
present(e.g.varied vegetation and fauna patterns which are representative of the Ngakawau Ecological District, moderately
high level of naturalnessand Powelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered), my assessment is that thegre
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiowhen also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites

which relate to the hisoric coal mining in the Millerton-Stockton area)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1){a)

1 A submitter noted “factual inaccuracies” in the information provided to the Panels, suggesting that it “over-states
the natural heritage significance of the area”. It was suggested that the land should remain held in stewardship “for

at least the period of mining and subsequent rehabilitation”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although areas ofmodification may be present, my conclusiors that
the natural resources preserds described in the CVR justifghe proposed classification €.g.indigenous
podocarp/beech/kamahi forest, variation in vegetation patterns and fauna habitats which are representative of the
NgakawauEcological District, moderately high level of naturalnegsand the points raised do not warrant overturning the
notified intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for the recommendation of the Mana Whenua Panel, on the basis that it “reflects

the values, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions acceptedhat the natural resources present (e.g.
indigenous podocarp/beech/kamahi forest, variation in vegetation patterns and fauna habitats which are representative of
the Ngakawau Ecological District, moderately high level of naturalness) are appropriatelsofected under the proposed
classification when also considering théistoric resources present (e.g. sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the
Millerton -Stockton area).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection thahat proposed, without providing furtherjustification.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 Submitters noted the presence of permissions “to enable activities associated with mining” on adjoining private
land, including that the aerial ropeway passes through the assessment aggal that its associated concession is
not described in theCVR.

1 Itwas identified that adjoining land is “being considered by Treasury for management solutions for historic Crown
liability of acid mine drainage” (€.g9.“access to the road will be required indefinitely for operation of the SPHS (or
for any other alternative rehabilitation option adopted by the Crown) and to provide public access to the
hinterland”). It was suggested that the proposed classification would negatively impact on these activities, and that
the land should remain held in stewardship “for at least the period of mining and subsequent rehabilitation”.

1 A submitter who expressedeneral concern about the lovevel protection offered by conservation parke(.g.
“conservation parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land), noted support for that
classification for areas “potentially containing crown minerals”.

1 Submittersadvocated for a classification thatvould prevent future mining in the area€.g.a classification that
recognises its unigueness angrotects it from future mining”). A sdentific reservewas proposedwith a submitter
suggesting that“alternatively the conservation park status should be accompanied by addition to schedule 4 of the
Crown Minerals Act”.

9 A submitter who advocated for the areg remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “does
not appropriately reflect the current or future values of thiand”, and may create a barrier to realising “the
economic, social and cultural benefits of the local West Coast community”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation vélues

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel”.

9 A submitter noted the “absence of any information about possible economic activities that may occur” and that
they could therefore not be confident about the appropriateness of the proposed classification.

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 One submission opposed all reclassification aftewardship 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 commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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 consistent wittpreservation of the conservation values present

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatedyenerally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves, and stewardship land to be
protected from development.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsulfficient 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 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better
biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

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

Retain in Stewardship - KAW_08_28077449g

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
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters who advocated for retaining the area in stewardship until existing permissions are concluded and
rehabilitation completed, suggested that the actual recreational use of the area is lower than that described by the
National Panel or that the rights being exercised by the miner are not consistent with uncontrolled public access
They referenced an “independent visitor intercept survey”, noting that “the majority of visitors do not go beyond
the Denniston brakehead, which is outside the area of hnnder review”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted It is my view that the recreational values present as described in the
CVR (e.g.no DOC managed tracks or facilities, occasional visits by locals and visitors) will be appropriately protected by
the proposed classification and the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentiofhe proposed
conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural
and historic resources presen(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)xb)

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that “the recommendations of the MWP
reflect the values, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located,
and recogniseNgai 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 WaitarigiMana whenua, here
made up ofNgai Tahu and PoutiniNgai Tahu, have the longest ath strongest claim to this land and their interests
should be upheld as per their recommendation”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, myassessmentconsidering those submissions accepteis, that the natural resourcepresent(e.g.
indigenous podocarp/beechkamahi forest, variation in vegetation patterns and fauna habitats which are representative of
the NgakawauEcological District, moderately high level of naturalnessjre appropriately protected under the proposed
classification when also considering thehistoric resources presentd.g.sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the
Millerton -Stockton area)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions statedsupport for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without
providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation psuggesting
these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 Retaining the land in stewardship was supported on the basis that reclassification may “create a barrier to realising
both the Governments emissions reduction targets and REG goals as well as the economic, social and cultural
benefits of the local West Cost community”.

1 Submitters stated that reclassification would impact the rehabilitation of acid mine drainage, and suggested the
area be retained in stewardship until after rehabilitation has been completed.

1 A submitter noted that Bathurst holds authorisations "to enable the mining activity in the Stockton mine itsedind
that the aerial ropeway passes through this area but is not described in the CVR.

1 Submitters supported the recommendation on the grounds that retaining land in stewardship will enable various
land uses to continue, noting that mining and access authorisations are held in the assessment,apd that the
land is adjacent to areas requiring acid mine drainage solutionBhey recommended that the land should remain in
stewardship until mining and rehabilitation activities are concludedOne submitter qualified their comment by
suggesting that areas adjacent to or including active mining stuld be left as stewardship land “until the
conclusion/expiry of their access right$ but that the “areas of escarpment and of undisturbed land could be Conservation
Park This may mean splitting this area to accommodate these differences

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters who advocated for reclassification as scenic reserve or conservation park noted the mining heritage and
historic sites (e.g. “contains a number of historic sites with physical remains present that are important for tourism
and recreation in the area”, “Koronui Incline and old town, Millerton Incline and the Britannia Track”.

1 A submitter wanted this classification revisited and adequate protections given that are based on the conservation
value of the land, noting that'The fundamental purpose should thus be the protection of the conservation value of
the land and the guarantee of public access

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classificationf conservation parkwill support
ongoing public access to the areand that the historic values present are approgately protectedthrough classification as a
conservation park The proposed conservation park will benanaged “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject
to the protection of the natural and historic resources preser€@nservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)Xb)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated opposition based on concern that the site “should be reviewed for Community climate
adaptation and resiliencé.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppolik area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters objected to retaining the land as stewardship land and advocated for an ecological ataessification
“where their ecological values are high”, or stating “more suitable classification of Ecological Area”, without
providing an explanation.

1 A submitter noted the ecological value of the area and expressed support "that the assessment area be classified as
part of a larger heritage/ecological park

1 A submitter opposed retaining the area in stewardship and stated they "do not support the destruction of native
environments to mine coal.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the area warrants a higher level of protection
than that provided by stewardshipMy assessment is that the natural resources preseetd.a varied vegetation and fauna
patterns which are representative of the Ngakawau Ecological Distrioboderately high level of naturalness, and
Powelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification
when also considering the histac resources presentd.g.sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the Millerton
Stockton area)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic

resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

1 Submitters advocated for a higher classification on the basis that this does not reflect tigh ecological values
present(i.e.uncommon ecosystem types and various rare specjeSpecifically, the area was noted to support
various threatened flora and fauna and provide habitat fepecies such agiwi, native geckos, the threatened long
tailed bat, Powelliphanta lignaria johnstoniand Powelliphantaaugusta (Nationally Critical) (e.g.“This is habitat for
the Nationally EndangeredPowelliphanta lignaria phnstoni with ecological and altitudinal gradients linking the
coastal Scenic Reserve to the Ngakawau Ecological Area with which it should be jofn&grerwhelmingly natural
and largely intact’). Various suggestions were made as to appropriate alternative classifications, including
ecological area, scenic reserve, national park, or scientific reserve, or some combination of those

1 Submitters stated that the area holds valuesomparable to those of the nearby Orikaka Ecological Area and plays
an important role in connectivity €.9.“important for connectivity between the coastal and lowland forest, and the
inland mountain forests of the Ngakawau Ecological Area”,"provides continuity and connectivity with adjacent
Ngakawau Ecological Area and neighbouring conservation land into a much larger conservation landscgpe

“surrounded by important conservation areas”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources preseetd.a varied
vegetation and fauna patterns which are representative of the Ngakawau Ecological Distmegderately high level of
naturalness, andPowelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered) are appropriately protected under the proposed
classificationwhen also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the
Millerton -Stockton area)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and

historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the historical value of the area and expressed support "that the assessment area be classified as
part of a larger heritage/ecological park

I recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that thehistoric valuespresentwarranta higher leved of protection
than that provided by stewardship andny conclusion is that theproposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects thesevalues The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship without providing further justification, describing it as a
"meaningless recommendatioh Some submitters expressed a preference for a different classification such as a
conservation park, scenic reserve, or an ecological area.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they support a higher level of protection and the
proposed classificationof conservation park However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raisétese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as
mining or being swapped out of the conservation estatl was suggested that reclassification should consider the
“likely potential incursion by commercial or industrial groups”.
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I One submitter suggested that “It appears to me that this recommendation is an undercover ploy to open
conservation lands with notable conservation values to environmentally abusive extractive commercial activities
and other inappropriate developments in th interests of private financial rewards

1 Submitters opposed retaining thearea as stewardship land andommented that the justification for retaining land
in stewardship is based on the area’s adjacency to land being considered for mine remediation, with some stating
that "mine remediation should occur on the land that already has been impacted by mirinthe submitters also
stated that according to communication with a DOC staff member, “none of the current or probable future activity
(regarding coal mining) is incompatible with the area becomigpa Conservation Parkor "under Conservation park
general rules there is still opportunity for recreation and commercial enterprise

1 Submitters noted the area is "ecologically unique and precious" and expressed their support for the highest level of
protection "against future degradation by mining.

1 Submitters recommended adding this area to the adjoining Ngakawau Ecological Area on the basis that the site
has "nationally important ecological values" that are rare and specific to this sfie."Buller Coal Plateau area is a
rare landscape and geological sitd. They noted the area containsNationally Critical Powelliphantaaugustaand
numerous other threatened speci€while also providing for landscape continuity "these areas provide habitat
continuity between surrounding coastal and higkaltitude public conservation land.

1 Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as
mining or being swapped out of the conservation estatl was suggested that reclassification should consider the
“likely potential incursion by commercial or industrial groups”.

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.

1 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high valueconservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters wereconcerned with ensuring that free public access, hunting and fishing can continue

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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 consistent withpreservation of the conservation values present

General (Allowed)

1 Submitters advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and providesmachanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient 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.

1 A submitter was unsure of the reasons for the recommendation.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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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KAW _o08 — Millerton — 2807745

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Millerton KAW_08_2807745h | Conservation Park 15 24

Millerton KAW_08_2807745i Stewardship 6 27

Conservation Values Report Description

A 57.2705%a areaof mostly regenerating native forest on the true left of Ngakawau River, encompassing some of the
catchment of Mine Creek between the site of the historic coalmining towns of Stockton and Millerton in the headwater|
of Mine Creek A small part of the area is cleared for Millerton Roadhe area includes the steegided gully of the Mine
Creek catchment, draining thenorthwesttip of Stockton Plateau into Ngakawau RiveMillerton was the largest
underground mine in New Zealand, and there are recorded asided archaeological sitesThere are no tracks or facilites
managed byDOC, but Millerton residents hadpartly clearedand compiled descriptions of the tracks to historic features
in Millerton Park. There is an access easement.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Waimangaroa)to reflect the identified values, protecting natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the areBhe extent of this conservation park reflects the
archaeological landscape associated with mining on Stockton Plateau.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain as stewardship land as the area is adjacent to land being considered for mine remediatig
by government agencies led by the Treasury, and therefore reclassification should not occur at this time.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissions accepted as holding merit supported the notified classification
noting the high ecological,landscape and heritage values present.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panebpposed the proposed classificationrsupported by
submissions fromTreaty partner organisationsas the area is “adjacent to land being considered for mine remediation by

government agencies led by the Treasury, and therefore reclassification should not occur at this time”.

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 warrant proceeding with the notified proposa

Regarding the specific concerns identified by the Mana Whenua Panel (mine rehabilitation), | note that conservation
legislation contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising such
activities through the granting of concessions. The proposed classification may still allow for certain mine rehabilitatior
activities (for example) through this mechanism, which would be administered in a manner that gives effect to Treaty
principles.

Rationale:My conclusion is that the natural resources present (e.g. a varied vegetation and fauna patterns which are
representative of the Ngakawau Ecological District, moderately high level of naturalness, &walvelliphanta lignaria
johnstoni(Nationally Endangered)) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiamen also considering
the historic resources present (e.g. sites related to the historic coal mining in the Millert&tockton area)The primary
purpose of conservation parks ineldes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).
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Conservation Park - KAW 08 2807745h

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “as a minimum level of protection”, noting interest by the local
community in “existing and new tracks in this area and securing access over the plateau as the mining operation is
wound up”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are appropriately reflected by the notified classificateomd supported by the CVR
(e.g.-Millerton residents hadpartly clearedand compied descriptions ofthe tracks to historic features in the Millerton Park)
They hold merit underthe Conservation Act as they support promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the
preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submittersexpressed supporbased on the ecological and heritage vals®f the area

1 A submitter advocatedfor the assessment areto be classified as part of a larger “heritage/ecological park”.

1 A submitter in support of the proposed classification outlined the high ecological value of the aregaalifying their
support by noting that “an additional layer of protection needs to be provided”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they support the proposed classification as protecting the
natural values presentMy assessment is that the natural resources presestd.a varied vegetation and fauna patterns
which are representative of the Ngakawau Ecological Districhoderately high level of naturalness, anBowelliphanta
lignaria johnstoni (Nationally Endangered) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiomhen also
considering the historicresourcespresent €.g.sites related to the historic coal mining in the MillertorStockton ared. The
primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)\a)

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the high heritage values present “associated with coal mining around Millerton and Stockton
and included several archaeological sites”, qualifying their support by noting that “an additional layer of protection

needs to be provided”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the submitter and C\&Rg(the sites within the assessment area
represent the beginnings of commercial mining at Millerton and the rise of the dominance of coal in the Buller economy)
The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

(Conservation Act 1987, 49(1)(a).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséltese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development” such as
mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection equivalent to that of
National Park status:
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1 A submitter expressed “trust that Conservation Park status will provide full protection from any future mining
applications in these areas

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocatedto be made aware of any future miningesource consent applications in the area
1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiorf.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for classification as scenic reserve or ecological ardacribed the area as “a botanists
and geologists dream with easily visited unusual plants and landforms”.

1 A submitter who advocated for the land to be retained in stewardshimpted that“recreational access to the piece is
not incompatible with the current classification or likely future use of the land”.

1 A submitter who advocated for the areto remain in stewardshipsuggested the proposed classification is
inappropriate because “recreational values should not be enhanced in particular areas”, while also suggesting that

it “is not necessary to ensure the protection of recreational values because recreational values will be protected.

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedIt is my view that the recreational values preseng(g.no DOC

managed tracks or facilitiesbut Millerton residents have cleared ad compiled descriptions of the tracks of historic features
in Millerton Park) will be appropriately protected by the proposed classificatigand the points raised do not warrant
overturning the notified intention. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and
enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1))b)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for the areg remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “may
create a barrier to realising both the Governments emissions reduction targets”.
1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, citing “concern that site should be reviewed for Community

climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppolik area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggested that the proposed conservation park did not reflect the high ecological values of the éeeg
“the Panel has not properly considered the nationally important ecological values that exist in these places”), which
warrant a higher level of protection such as ecological are@.§.the area may have “the last remnants of a range of
insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened”, “ecological
values that appear similar to those onther nearby land with a higher protected status”, “a suite of rare and distinct
fauna, including Powelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered”, “the Nationally Critical Powelliphanta
augustaand numerous other threatened species”, and“the StocktonrMillerton area qualifies for high ecological
significance through all the criteria of representativeness, diversity and pattern, rarity adistinctiveness, and
ecological context®).

1 Submitters advocated that “integrating its management with the existing Ecological Area would lead to landscape
scale consistent management” (€.9.“should be added to the Ngakawau Ecological Area and be managed in a more
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coherent and ecologically robust manner than would occur in a Conservation Park”), noting “high ecological values
for threatened species” and the land context of the adjoining Ngakawau Ecological Area.

1 It was suggested that the proposed classification is “inconsistent with the requirement that the recommended
classification should be according to the identified conservation values”, and that conservation park provides
“pretty much the same protection as that of Stewardship Land”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | acknowledge the high value nature of the natural resources
present(e.g.a varied vegetation and fauna patterns which are representative of the Ngakawau Ecological District,
moderately high level of naturalness, anBowelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered), my assessment is that
they are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiomhen also considering the historiegesources presentd.g.
sites which relate to the tdtoric coalmining in the Millerton -Stockton area, two recorded archaeological sije$he primary
purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

1 A submitter noted “factual inaccuracies” in the information provided to the Panels, suggesting that it “over-states
the natural heritage significance of the area”. It was suggested that the land should remain held in stewardship “for

at least the period of mining and subsequent rehabilitation”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although areas ofmodification may be present, my conclusiois that
the natural resources present as described in the CVR justify the proposed classificatiig.fndigenous vegetations which
is representative of the Ngakwau Ecological District, moderately high level of naturalne$s&nd the points raised do not
warrant overturning the notified intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its
natural and historic resurces are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for the recommendation of the Mana Whenua Panel, on the basis that it “reflects

the values,interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural resources present (e.g. a
varied vegetation and fauna patterns which are representative of the Ngakau Ecological District, moderately high level of
naturalness, andPowelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered))are appropriately protected under the proposed
classification when also consideng the historic resources present (e.g. sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the
Millerton -Stockton area).

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection thahat proposed, without providing furtherjustification.

| recommend that these comments anmeot 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 Submittersnoted the presence of permissions “to enable activities associated with mining” on adjoining private
land (e.g.a submitter noted that the aerial ropeway passes through this assessment area and that its associated
concession is not described in th€VR).

1 Submitters advocated for the area to be retained in stewardship as the reclassification of these conservation areas

would impact the rehabilitation of acid mine drainage through the establishment of hydro schem@sg.“Miller
Stream and Mine Creek both pass through this piece and are currently the main drainage paths for AMDhe
SPHS proposes capture of AMD from the headwaters of these streaftess through the piece will be required to
build an AMD diversion”). It was also identified that adjoining lad is “being considered by Treasury for
management solutions for historic Crown liability of acid mine drainage”.

1 A submitter who expressedjeneral concern about the lovlevel protection offered by conservation parkg.g.

» o«

“conservation parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land”, “needs to be given a
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classification that recognises its uniqueness angkrotects it from future mining”), noted support for that
classification for areas “potentially containing crown minerals”.

1 Submitters opposed the recommendation on the grounds that it provides insufficient protection agaimgrtain
activities (e.g.“conservation Parks allow future mining, logging, and grazing”). It was suggested the classification
as ecological arear scientific reserve wasnore appropriate with a submitter suggesting that “alternatively the
conservation park status should be accompanied by addition to schedule 4 of the Crown Minerals Act”.

1 A submitter who advocated for the are& remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “does
not appropriately reflect the current or future values of theand”, and may create a barrier to realising “the
economic, social and cultural benefits of the local West Coast community”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel”.

1 A submitter noted the “absence of any information about possible economic activities that may occur” and that
they could therefore not be confident about the appropriateness of the proposed classification.

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, stating that “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 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 to a national park.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)
9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The submission does not identify howhe potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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 consistent with preservation of the conservation values present

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolutprotection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient 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.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who did not express an opinion on the proposed classification, noted that they do not support “any sale
of land for mining or any other use at Millerton above Granity north of Westport”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better
biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

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

Retain in Stewardship - KAW_08_2807745i

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
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for retaining the area in stewardship mentionedid mine drainageand possible future
pipelines through the areabut noted that "recreational access to the piece is not incompatible with the current
classification or likely future use of the lant

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted It is my view that the recreational values preseras described in the
CVR and noted by submitterge.g.no DOC managed tracks or facilities, occasional visits by locals and visitoksill be
appropriately protected by the proposed classification and the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified
intention. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural and fistoric resources presentQonservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)xb)

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

9 Submitters supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that “the recommendations of the MWP
reflect thevalues, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Rinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located,
and recogniseNgai 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”, “Mana whenua, here
made up ofNgai Tahu and PoutiniNgai Tahu, have the longest and strongest claim to this land and their interests

should be upheld as per their recommendation”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural resources present (e.g. a
varied vegetation and fauna patterns which are representative of the Ngakau Ecological District, moderately high level of
naturalness, andPowelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered))are appropriately protected under the proposed
classification when also consideng the historic resources present (e.g. sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the
Millerton -Stockton area).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without
providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 Retaining the land instewardship was supported on the basis that reclassification may “create a barrier to realising
both the Governments emissions reduction targets and REG goals as well as the economic, social and cultural
benefits of the local West Coast community

1 Submitters stated that reclassification would impact the rehabilitation of acid mine drainage, and suggested the
area be retained in stewardship until after rehabilitation has been completed.
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1 A submitter noted that Bathurst holds authorisations "to enable the mining activity in the Stockton mine itsgtind
that the aerial ropeway passes through this area but is not described in the CVR.

1 Submitters supported the recommendation on the grounds that retaining land in stewardship will enable various
land uses to continue, noting that mining and access authorisations are held in the assessment,apd that the
land is adjacent to areas requiring acid mine drainage solutionehey recommended that the land should remain in
stewardship until mining and rehabilitation activities are concludedOne submitter qualified their comment by
suggesting that areas adjacent to or including active mining stuld be left as stewardship land “until the
conclusion/expiry of their access rights, but that the “areas of escarpment and of undisturbed land could be
Conservation Park This may mean splitting this area to accommodate these differences

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted this classification revisited and adequate protections given that are based on the conservation
value of the land, noting that The fundamental purpose should thus be the protection of the conservation value of
the land and the guarantee of public access

1 Submitters who advocated for reclassification as scenic reserve or conservation park noted the mining heritage and
historic sites (e.g. “contains a number of historic sites with physical remains present that are important for tourism
and recreation in the area”, “Koronui Incline and old town, Millerton Incline and the Britannia Track”.

1  Submitters supported reclassification as a conservation park “as a minimum” and noted that the local community is
interested "in existing and new tracks in this area and securing access over the plateau as the mining operation is
wound up’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classificationf conservation parkwill support
ongoing public access to the ared’he proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and
enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)xb)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 A submitter stated opposition based on concern that the site “should be reviewed for Community climate
adaptation and resiliencé.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppelike area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters objected to retaining the land as stewardship land and advocated for an ecological atassification
“where their ecological values are high”, or stated “more suitable classification of Ecological Area”, without
providing an explanation.

1 A submitter noted the ecological value of the area and expressed support "that the assessment area be classified as
part of a larger heritage/ecological park

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the area warrants a higher level of protection
than that provided by stewardshipMy assessment is that the natural resources presgetg.moderately high naturalness
and dominated by native vegetation, threatened large land sn&bwelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered,
diversity of forest avifauna and rare and distinct species) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification
when also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites which relate to the historic coal mining in the Millerton
Stockton area two recorded archaeological sitesyhe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so
“that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

1 Submitters advocated for a higher classification on the basis thitdoes not reflect thehigh ecological values
present i.e.uncommon ecosystem types and various rare species, and the largely natural and intact character of the
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area Specifically, the area was noted to contain tracts of unmodified forest, support various threatened flora and
fauna and provide habitat for kiwi, native geckos, the threatened lomgjled bat, andPowelliphantaaugusta
(Nationally Critical) and Powelliphanta lignaria johnstoni(Nationally Endangered, (.9.“This is habitat for the
Nationally EndangeredPowelliphanta lignaria johnstonj with ecological and altitudinal gradients linking the
coastal Scenic Reserve to the Ngakawau Ecological Area with which it should be jofh&aerwhelmingly natural
and largely intact’). Various suggestions were made as to appropriate alternative classifications, including
ecological area, scenic reserve, national park, or scientific reserve, or some combination of those.

1 Submitters stated that the area holds values comparable to those of the nearby Orikaka Ecological Area and plays
an important role in connectivity €.g9.“important for connectivity between the coastal and lowland forest, and the
inland mountain forests of the Ngakawau Ecological Aréa‘provides continuity and connectivity with adjacent
Ngakawau Ecological Area and neighbouring conservation land into a much larger conservation landscape
“surrounded by important conservation areas”).

1 Submitters recommended adding this area to the adjoining Ngakawau Ecological Area on the basis that the site
has "nationally important ecological values" that are rare and specific to this sit."Buller Coal Plateau area is a
rare landscape and geological siteThey noted the area containsNationally Critical Powelliphantaaugustaand
numerous other threatened speciésvhile also providing for landscape continuity "these areas provide habitat
continuity between surrounding coastal and higkaltitude public conservation land..

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources presgetg.moderately
high naturalness and dominated by native vegetation, threatened large land sradwelliphanta lignaria johnstoni
(Nationally Endangered, diversity of forest avifauna and rare and distinct species) are appropriately protected under the
proposed classificatiorwhen also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites which represent the beginnings of
commercial mining at Millerton, two recorded archaeological sitesyhe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the historical value of the area and expressed support "that the assessment area be classified as
part of a larger heritage/ecological park

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the historic values preser(e.g.the sites within the assessment
area represent théeginnings of commercial mining at Millerton and the rise of the dominance of coal in the Buller
economy). warrant a higher level of protection than that provided by stewardship and my conclusion is that the proposed
classification of conservation park appropriately protects these valueghe primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1){a)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship without providing further justification, describing it as a
"meaningless recommendatioh

1 Some submitters expressed a preference for a different classification such as a conservation park, scenic reserve, or
an ecological area.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they support a higher level of protection and th
proposed classification as conservation parklowever, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséltese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as
mining or being swapped out of the conservation estatk was suggested that reclassification should consider the
“likely potential incursion by commercial or industrial groups”.
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1 One submitter suggested that “It appears to me that this recommendation is an undercover ploy to open
conservation lands with notable conservation values to environmentally abusive extractive commercial activities
and other inappropriate developments in th interests of private financial rewards

1 Submitters opposed retaining thearea as stewardship land andommented that the justification for retaining land
in stewardship is based on the area’s adjacency to land being considered for mine remediation, with some stating
that "mine remediation should occur on the land that already has been impacted by mirinthe submitters also
stated that according to communication with a DOC staff member, “none of the current or probable future activity
(regarding coal mining) is incompatible with the area becomigpa Conservation Parkor "under Conservation park
general rules there is still opportunity for recreation and commercial enterprise

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

1 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters were concerned with ensuring that free public access, hunting and fishing can continue

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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 consistent with preservation of the conservation values present

General (Allowed)

1 Submitters advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development

9 A submitter commented that “Land should be reclassified to reflect and manage natural and heritage values
appropriately”.

1 A submitter stated they didn’t want any land sold "for mining or any other use at Millerton above Granity north of
Westport”.

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and providemachanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiongsufficient 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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KAW_08 — Hector - Greenfield Street — 2807759

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Hector - Greenfield Street | KAW_08 2807759t | Conservation Park Neutral 10 18

(Forested Area)

Hector - Greenfield Street| KAW_08_2807759u | Disposal Disposal 9 25

(Pasture)

Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.4006ha areaof mostly regenerating native forest north of Ngakawau River on the opposite side to the other areas
KAW_08, it is near the town of HectarPart of this area looks to be incorporated into the neighbouring properties.

Hector - Greenfield Street (Forested Area)

National Panel:Conservation park (Waimangaroa) to reflect the identified values, protecting natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the areBhe extent of this conservation park reflects the
archaeological landscape associated with mining on Stockton Plateau.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U0 Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation parkfor the forested area’.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissions accepted as holding mergupported the notified classification,
noting the ecological values of the conservation 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 thenatural resources presentd.g.regenerating native forest) are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatioThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that
its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Conservation Park - KAW_08 2807759t

Support

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 A submitter expressed support for the assessment area be classified as part of a ldtgeitage/ecological park”,

noting the ecological and historic value of the area.

| recommend that these comments araccepted The natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with
those described in the CVR andhy view isthey are appropriately protected through classification as a conservation park

The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural

and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséitgse submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development” such as

mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection equivalent to that of
National Park status"

1 A submitter expressed “trust that Conservation Park status will provide full protection from any future mining
applications in these areas

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it asamservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiorf.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for the aretb remain in stewardshipsuggested the proposed classification is
inappropriate because “recreational values should not be enhanced in particular areas”, while also suggesting that

it “is not necessary to ensure the protection of recreational values because recreational values will be protected.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted |t is my view that the recreational value of the area will be
appropriately protected by the proposed classification and the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified
intention. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural and historic resources present€pnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)

Climate Change andNatural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for the areg remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “may
create a barrier to realising both the Governments emissions reduction targets”.
1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, citing “concern that site should be reviewed for Community

climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppelike area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nojustify
overturning the notified intention. Comments regarding adaptation do not specify what type of adaptation they mean or
why this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggested that the proposed conservation park did not reflect the high ecological values of the area,
which warrant a higher level of protection such ascological area €.g.the area may have “the last remnants of a
range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatefed
suite of rare and distinct fauna, including?owelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered”).

1 A submitter noted thatthe “land parcel has ecological values that appear similar to those on other nearby land with
a higher protected status”.

1 A submitter advocated for ecological area or an addition to the Ngakawau Scenic reserve, suggesting that the area

“has ecological, scenic and recreation values that warrant higher status than Conservation Park”.

81



)l

A submitter suggested the area should be “included into the local purpose river reserve and remediated with native
plantings of the area”, noting the area’s modified nature andits locations “within the riparian margin of the
Ngakawau river”.

Concern was raised that conservation park provides “pretty much the same protection as that of Stewardship
Land”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources presertd.regenerating
native forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiorhe primary purpose of conservation parks
includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

il

A submitter noted “factual inaccuracies” in the information provided to the Panels, suggesting that it “over-states
the natural heritage significance of the area”. It was suggested that the land should remain held in stewardship “for

at least the period of mining and subsequent rehabilitation”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My conclusion is that the natural resources present as described in the
CVR justify the proposed classification€.g.regenerating nativeforest) and the points raised do not warrant overturning the
notified intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1

Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection thahat proposed, without providing furtherjustification.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 noted the presence of permissions “to enable activities associated with mining” on adjoining private

land (e.g.a submitter noted that the aerial ropeway passes through this assessment area and that its associated
concession is not described in th€VR).

Submitters advocated for the area to be retained in stewardship as the reclassification of these conservation areas
would impact the rehabilitation of acid mine drainage through the establishment of hydro schemé#svas also
identified that adjoining land is “being considered by Treasury for management solutions for historic Crown
liability of acid mine drainage”.

A submitter who expressedjeneral concern about the lovevel protection offered by conservation parkg.g.
“conservation parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land), noted support for that
classification for areas “potentially containing crown minerals”.

A submitter who advocated for the aree remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “does
not appropriately reflect the current or future values of theand”, and may create a barrier to realising “the

economic, social and cultural benefits of the local West Coast community”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

|l

A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation védlues

A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel”.

A submitter noted the “absence of any information about possible economic activities that may occur” and that

they could therefore not be confident about the appropriateness of the proposed classification.

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 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
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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 consistent withpreservation of the conservation values present

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient 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 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better
biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

As | have recommended these commentge not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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Hector - Greenfield Street (Pasture)
National Panel:Disposal should be considered for the modified components of the conservation area.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, ashe conservation area is highly modified and should not form part of public
conservation land.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Those submissions accepted as holding merit supported the proposed disposal investigation where there are no
conservation values remainingAlso accepted were comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana
Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported the proposetiassification, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisationson the grounds that the area is highly modified.
Rationale:My assessments that the ‘pasture’ section of the stewardship area is of low conservation value and warrants

further investigation as to the suitability of disposal. | note that any parts of the area identified to have substantive
natural values are unlikely to pass the Conseniah General Policy and legislative disposal tests.

Disposal - KAW_08_2807759u
Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support disposal of stewardship land where there are no conservation values remaining, or
agreed that the land did not hold any conservation values and was therefore suitable for disposal

| recommend that these comments araccepted The land recommended for disposal is modifielawn) 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 ConservaticBeneral Policyand legislative disposal tests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that they reflect the rights
and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, and fulfil obligations
under the Treaty of Waitangi.

I recommend that these comments araccepted | note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported tpeoposed 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 expressed general support without providing further justification

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raisétgse submission points do not raise
any mattersfor further consideration

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was noted that disposals only form 0.01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassificatiooess
1 A submitter suggested that the area should be assessedsite to ensure that remaining ecological and
hydrological values are adequately buffered and linked, and thatand swapshould be considered

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

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, and expressgaposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
opportunities such as angling or hunting

1  Submitters requested that “appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is
maintained orimproved”, or recommended classification as a local purpose reserve with purposes either river
conservation, river access, or recreation access‘ensure public access is retained in perpetuity”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the aresecommended for disposalwhichis
small and consists of modified lawnis unlikely to hold recreational valueand does not provide practical access to public
conservation land

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed disposal, statinghat the "site should be reviewed for community climate adaptation and
resilience’.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation anddaption (e.g. “opportunities for flood/erosion
buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes”, “areas are important for communities that they need to be
kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

1 A submitter noted that "in almost allcases these areas have historically been part of the riverbed, and the rivers
need this buffer to be able to move around without causing damage to infrastructure and farming asskssa
corollary to that, the freeholding of land adjacent to riverbeds often results in additional rock protection work which
constrains the river and the natural processes at playhis often results in unintended consequences (often erosion
at other sitesy.

1 Submitters also argued that modified land could be retained amdstored to support carbon sequestratiore(g.

“Disposal will forgo future carbon sequestration and climate mitigation®).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The small size of the area and its modified nature limit the
appropriateness and effectivenessf retaining it for ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestratiomote 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 la@bmments regarding adaptation do not
specify what type of adaptation they meanravhy this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to
consider them further.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submittersopposed disposal noting that the area isadjacentto conservationland with higher protection.

1 Submitters stated that the land should be added tbe adjacent areand left to regenerateOne submitter noted
that the area iSmportant for “climate resilience and wetland retention”.

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that even modified areas are
likely to contain some natural values or indigenous species (juncus, carex etc), that areas near forests could easily
revert to a natural stateor that even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and
restoration (e.9.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold conservation future options am.

1 A submission recommended that waterways and wetlands would be better protected if adjacent land was retained,
grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur

1 Submissions opposed disposal of land by rivers on the grounds that so little remains in public conservation land
(e.g.“poor ecological representation in existing protected areas™).

1  Submitters opposed disposal on riverbed and floodplains unless areas are “completely modified” and can be fenced
off from waterways, or unless areas are small and landlocked and have no restoration potential
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| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The low conservation values of this areavhich consists of modified
lawn,justify referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposalhe small size of the areats
modified nature, and landscape context (bordering private lanénd public conservation land limit the appropriateness and
effectivenessof retaining it for restoration. It is my view that, though it shares a boundary with public conservation land, the
small size of the areaneans retention would not materially improve thaatural functioning or integrity of the adjacent
natural resoures. | 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 statedhat “no stewardship land should benade available for disposal, excepb tangata whenua
and only then with the need to maintain thélock’s cultural, conservation & mahikékai valuesin their entirety”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Pane] andany potential disposal of landarising from the Departmental investigation will besubject 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 landyeneral terms, argued that public
conservation land is best retained for future generations or future conservation purposes, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection, or supported “a cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown
ownership.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient 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.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions regarding the broader KAW_08 assessment area opposed any reclassification at this time, suggesting
that this might impact various activities and permissions being carried oun the assessment area submitter
noted that access via Burma Road is required for both public access and access for various land use activities,
stating that stewardship classification should be retained.

1 Submissions recommendedonsideration of potential productivity and whether the land could be used to support
future food security.

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 It was noted that “proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where disposal boundaries might be”,
making it difficult for submitters to comment

It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservaesilue, as
per the ConservationGeneral Policy6(c) and the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for future generations
It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold land
for future conservation requirements

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership

1 A submitter stated that “The National Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposal, but has recommended up to
an additional 1000 hectares of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation
areas (subject to survey)This is not explained or justified.

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter commented that “once again there has been stealth of our public lands by private people subsuming
that land into theirs (...) The property owners adjacent to that site should withdraw from that site and be made to
rehabilitate it”.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for restoration or cartsmguestration,
and that riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention, with no grazing permitted

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted The small size of the area and its modified nature limit the
appropriateness and effectivenessf retaining it for ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestratiomote 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 advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves, and stewardship land to be
protected from development.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient 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 submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Notification Process for Disposal of Crowrowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentsre not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAW _08 — Stockton — 2807781

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Stockton KAW_08_2807781j Conservation Park 12 23

Stockton KAW_08 2807781k Disposal 4 33

Conservation Values Report Description

A 2.0081ha areaof mostly regenerating native forest next to Burma Road near Stockt@nsmall part of the area is used
for Burma Road.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Waimangaroa) to reflect the identified values, protecting natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the areBhe extent of this conservation park reflects the
archaeological landscape associated with mining on Stockton Plateau.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, aghe conservation area is modified and is considered to contain no or very low
conservation values andmay be suitable for providing an area for relocated housing from nearby coastal areas, under
pressure from climate change impacts (sea level rise and flooding events)

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the proposed classification
noting the high ecological and landscape values of the conservation area and teereationalvalues present

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panehave opposed the notified classification, supported by
submissions by Treaty partneorganisations, instead advocating fodisposal of the areaas it is “modified and is
considered to contain no or very low conservation values” and “may be suitable for providing an area for relocated
housing from nearby coastal areas, under pressure from climate change impacts”. It was further recommendedhat
consideration be given to “planning for climate resilience and responding to extreme weather events, as recommended in
the He Pou a Rangi Climate Change Commission Climate Change Report: Inaia tonu nei: a low emissions future for

Aotearoa”.

Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering tho
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources presesatrrant proceeding with the notified proposal
Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonable steps to actively protect the identifiegaty partner
interests but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this would be inconsistent with DOC’s other statutory
responsibilities.

Rationale:My conclusion is the natural resources preser(e.g. regenerating native forest@re appropriately protected
under the proposed classificationThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural
and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1){a)

Conservation Park - KAW_08_2807781]j
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “as a minimum level of protection”, noting interest by the local
community in “existing and new tracks in this area and securing access over the plateau as the mining operation is

wound up”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide site-specific details regarding public acceswhich add to my
understanding ofthe recreationalvaluespresentand the activities referred tocan be consideredinder the proposed
classification. The conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural and historic resources presenCpnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)xb)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter described that area as “highly unique” in support of the proposed classifying, noting that “biodiversity
comes from the underlying geology”.

1 A submitter expressed support for the assessment area be classified as part of a larger “heritage/ecological park”,
noting the ecological and historic value of the area.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide site specific details regarding the natural resourcgsesent
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.regenerating native forest), and they are appropriately protected through classification as a
conservation park The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséltese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development” such as
mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection equivalent to that of
National Park status:'

1 A submitter expressed “trust that Conservation Park status will provide full protection from any future mining
applications in these areas

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiorf.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for classification as scenic reserve or ecological area, described the area as “a botanists
and geologists dream with easily visited unusual plants and landforms”. Further, “Stockton area” was noted to
include “the very old mine at Ngakawau where you find the coloured sands that for a long time were a hobby for the
people to collect and make sand picture bottles with”.

1 A submitter who advocated for the areto remain in stewardshipsuggested the proposed classification is
inappropriate because “recreational values should not be enhanced in particular areas”, while also suggesting that

it “is not necessary to ensure the protection of recreational values because recreational values will be protected.

89



| recommend that these comments aneot accepted |t is my view that the recreational values present as described in the
CVR (e.g.no DOC managed tracks or facilitiesysed by locals andhe occasional visitor)and noted by submitters, will be
appropriately protected by tle proposed classificationand the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified
intention. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural aml historic resources present@onservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)fb)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for the ares remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “may
create a barrier to realising both the Governments emissions reduction targets”.
1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, citing “concern that site should be reviewed for Community

climate adaptation and resilience”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppelie area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do notvarrant
overturning the notified intention. Comments regarding adaptation do not specify what type of adaptation they mean or
why this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitted advocated forclassification as scenic reserve, citing the aré&aland context(e.g.“a small outlier that is
adjacent to the road near Stockton and Stockton Scenic Reserve”).

1 Submitters suggested that the proposedonservation park did not reflect the high ecological values of the aréa.g.
“the Panel has not properly considered the nationally important ecological values that exist in these places”), which
warrant a higher level of protection such as ecological are@.§.the area may have “the last remnants of a range of
insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened”, “ecological
values that appear similar to those on other nearby land with a higher protedt&atus”, “a suite of rare and distinct
fauna, including Powelliphanta lignaria johnstoniNationally Endangered” “it has a beautiful Phormium
cookianiumwetland near the road, semiircled with forest on the slopes above”, “including the Nationally Critical
Powelliphantaaugustaand numerous other threatened species”, “the StocktorrMillerton area qualifies for high
ecological significance through all the criteria of representativeness, diversity and pattern, rarity and
distinctiveness, and ecological corext”).

1 Submitters advocated that “integrating its management with the existing Ecological Area would lead to landscape
scale consistent management” (€.9.“added to the Ngakawau Ecological Area and be managed in a more coherent
and ecologically robust manner than would occur in a Conservation Park”), noting “high ecological values for
threatened species” and the land context of the adjoining Ngakawau Ecological Area.

1 It was suggested that the proposed classification is “inconsistent with the requirement that the recommended
classification should be according to the identified conservation values”, and that conservation park provides
“pretty much the same protection as that of Stewardship Land.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources preseetd.a 2ha area of
regenerating native fores} are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioand the points raised do not
warrant overturning the notified intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its
natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 A submitter noted “factual inaccuracies” in the information provided to the Panels, suggesting that it “over-states
the natural heritage significance of the area”. It was suggested that the land should remain held in stewardship “for
at least the period of mining and subsequent rehabilitatich

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although areas of modification may be present mgssessments that
the natural resources present as described in the CVR justify the proposed classificatiig.fegenerating native forest)

and the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentiorThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for the recommendation of the Mana Whenua Panel, on the basis that it “reflects

the values, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Rinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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. regenerating native forestyvarrant proceeding with the notified proposal.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection thahat proposed, without providing furtherjustification.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 noted the presence of permissions “to enable activities associated with mining” on adjoining private
land (e.g.a submitter noted that the aerial ropeway passes through this assessment area and that its associated
concession is not described in th€VR).

1 Submitters advocated for the area to be retained in stewardship as the reclassification of these conservation areas
would impact the rehabilitation of acid mine drainage through the establishment of hydro schemésvas also
identified that adjoining land is “being considered by Treasury for management solutions for historic Crown
liability of acid mine drainage”.

1 A submitter who expressedjeneral concern about the lowevel protection offered by conservation parke(.g.
“conservation parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land), noted support for that
classification for areas “potentially containing crown minerals”.

1 A submitter who advocated for the are& remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “does
not appropriately reflect the current or future values of theand”, and may create a barrier to realising “the

economic, social and cultural benefits of the local West Coast community”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation véalues

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel”.

1 A submitter noted the “absence of any information about possible economic activities that may occur” and that
they could therefore not be confident about the appropriateness of the proposed classification.

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 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 commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.
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| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does notdentify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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 consistent with preservation of the conservation values present

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsulfficient 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 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better
biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

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

Disposal - KAW_08_2807781k
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 stated they suppordisposal of stewardship land where there are no conservation values remaining, or
agreed that the land did not hold any conservation values and was therefore suitable for disposal

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although the stewardshiparea contains modified elementsg.g.aroad
runs through it), my assessment is that the natural resources described in the C¥Ryfmostly regenerating native forest)
represent sufficiently high conservation values to justify the notified classification @onservation park | note this area is
unlikely to pass the ConservatiorGeneral Policy6(c) test for disposal of holding “no, or very low, conservation values”.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panalthe basis that theyeflect the rights
and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, and fulfil obligations
under the Treaty of Waitangi.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted| recommend that these comments aneot 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 presdptg. regenerating native forestyvarrant proceeding with the
notified proposal.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed general support without providing further justification

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was noted that disposals only form 0.01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process

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

Oppose
Access andRecreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated opposition to disposalcommenting that “there is interest by members of the Millerton and
Granity community in existing and new tracks in this area and securing access over the plateau as the mining
operation is wound ug.

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, and expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
opportunities such as angling othunting.

1 Submitters requested that “appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is
maintained orimproved”, or recommended classification as a local purpose reserve with purposes either river
conservation, river access, or recreation accass‘ensure public access is retained in perpetuity”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat retaining the land in the proposed classification of
conservation park will support community use and public accesEhe conservation park will be managed “to facilitate

public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act

1987, s. 19(1){b)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1  Submitters in opposition to disposal argued that modified land could be retained and restored to support carbon
sequestration €.9.“Disposal will forgo future carbon sequestration and climate mitigation”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futdi@cused elements within
the definition of conservation Though the area is small, it comprises regenerating forest and contributes to the integrity of
the surrounding forested areaClassification asconservation parkwill support this outcome

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation anddaption (e.g. “opportunities for flood/erosion
buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes”, “areas are important for communities that they need to be
kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

1 A submitter noted that "in almost all cases these areas have historically been part of the riverbed, and the rivers
need this buffer to be able to move around without causing damage to infrastructure and farming asskssa
corollary to that, the freeholding of land adjacent to riverbeds often results in additional rock protection work which
constrains the river, and the naturgbrocesses at playThis often results in unintended consequences (often erosion
at other sites).

1 A submitter opposed disposal, stating that the "site should be reviewed for community climate adaptation and
resilience’.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The stewardshiparea is not adjacent to any waterbodies where it plays
arole in flood or erosion buffering, so these comments do not raise relevant matters to consi@emments regarding
adaptation do not specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this conservation area, so
| am unable to consider them further

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters in oppositionstated that the land should be retainednd protectedbased on is ecological values and
landscape contexti.e.adjacent to theNgakawau Ecological Area

1 Submitters noted that the area holds various forest avifauna and contributeshabitat continuity between
surrounding coastal and highaltitude public conservation land
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9 A submitter stated that “disposing of any remaining coal measure landscape at this stage is not a great idea. Simply
too much of it has been lost and it is unique this area of landscépe

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal stewardship land on the grounds that even modified areas are
likely to contain some natural values or indigenous species (juncus, carex etc), that areas near forests could easily
revert to a natural state, or that even highly modified land holds opportuigs for ecosystem regeneration and
restoration (e.g.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold conservation future options open

1 A submission recommended that waterways and wetlands would be better protected if adjacent land was retained,
grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur

1 Submissions opposed disposal of land by rivers on the grounds that so little remains in public conservation land
(e.g.“poor ecological representation in existing protected areas”).

1  Submitters opposed disposal on riverbed and floodplains unless areas are “completely modified” and can be fenced
off from waterways, or unless areas are small and landlocked and haveestoration potential.

| recommend that these comments aracceptedas they promote the protection of the natural resources preseetd.
regenerating forestconnected tothe adjacentNgakawau Ecological Are Classification asconservation parkwill support
this outcome.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1  One submission stated, “no stewardship land should be made available for disposal, except to tangata whenua; and

only then with the need to maintain the block’s cultural, conservation & mahika-kai values in their entirety”.

| recommend this comments accepted to the extenthat it does not support a disposal outcomalthough | acknowledge

the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is
that the natural and historic resources presere.g. regenerating native forestyvarrant proceeding with the notified

proposal.

1 A submitter in opposition to disposal stated, "transfer ownership to local iwi”.

I recommend this comment isnot accepted | have concluded based on comments in opposition that the natural resources
present(e.g. regenerating native forestyvarrant proceeding with the notified proposal

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressegreference for theNational Panel ecommendation statedopposition to disposal of any
stewardship land in general terms, argued that public conservation land is best retained for future generations or
future conservation purposespr expressed a desire for maximuranvironmental protection, or supporteda

cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown ownership.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resource®f the specific stewardship area and no new material is raistfiese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions regarding the broader KAW_08 assessment area opposed any reclassification at this time, suggesting
that this might impact various activities and permissions being carried out in the assessment area

1 Submissions recommended consideration of potential productivity and whether the land could be used to support
future food security.

As | haverecommended these commentare 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 It was noted that “proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where disposal boundaries might be”,
making it difficult for submitters to comment.
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It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservadilie, as
per the ConservationGeneral Policy6(c) and the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for future generations
It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold land

for future conservation requirements

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership

1 A submitter stated that “The National Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposal, but has recommended up to
an additional 1000 hectares of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation
areas (subject to survey)rhis is not explained or justified.

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “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 aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there itential for restoration or carbon sequestration,
and that riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention, with no grazing permitted

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futdi@cused elements within
the definition of conservation Though the area is small, it comprises regenerating forest and contributes to the integrity of
the surrounding forested areaClassification asconservation parkwill support this outcome

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanismaiathorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient 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 submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Notification Process for Disposal of Crowrowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land so&hould go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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KAW _o09 — Millerton Township — 2807757

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Millerton Township KAW_09 28077571 Conservation Park 19 19

Millerton Township KAW_09 2807757m Disposal 6 34

Conservation Values Report Description

A 15.7888 area consisting of a number of small, town parcels in araind Millerton township. There are formed roads,
as well as occupied and developed sites between the various aradth regenerating native forestDOC maintains the
historic elements associated with coalmining at the Millerton Mines, which became the most extensive underground
workings in the country. There are no DOGmanaged tracks or facilities, but the locals maintain Millerton Bathhouse
Track - the bath house is historically and architecturally significant.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Waimangaroa) to reflect the identified values, protecting natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the areBhe extent of this conservation park reflects the
archaeological landscape associated with mining on Stockton Plateau.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, aghe conservation area is partly modified and is considered to contain no or very low
conservation valuesit may be suitable for providing an area for relocated housing from nearby coastal areas, under
pressure from climate change impacts (sea level rise and flooding events).

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionSthose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the proposed classification
noting the ecological recreational and communityalues of the conservation arealongside thehigh historic values
present

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panehave opposed the notified classification, supported by
submissions byTreaty partner organisations instead advocating fodisposal of the areaas it is “partly modified and is
considered to contain no or very low conservation values”, and “may be suitable for providing an area for relocated
housing from nearby coastal areas, under pressure from climate change impdatscommending that consideration be
given to “planning for climate resilience and responding to extreme weather events, as recommended in the He Pou a

Rangi Climate Change Commission Climate Change Report: Inaia tonu nei: a low emissions future for Aotearoa”.

Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering tho
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources presestrrant proceeding with the notified proposal
Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonable steps to actively protect the identifiegtaty partner
interests but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this would be inconsistent with DOC’s other statutory
responsibilities.

Rationale:My conclusion is the natural and historic resources presefg.g. regenerating native foregtare appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatioThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that
its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park - KAW_09 28077571

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter expressedsupport for the proposed classification, ndhg that the area includes “includes access to
mining heritage and Millerton Bath House Track”.
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9 A submitter in support of the proposed classification described the area as “a place of exploration and discovery for
the more adventurous and curious visitor”, noting a large array of tracks and recreation features.

| recommend that these comments araccepted The comments provide sitespecific details regarding public access and
recreational use which reflect those described in the CB.g.the Millerton Bathhouse Track) The conservation park will
be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources

present Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)xb)

Community (Allowed)

1 A submitter in support of the proposeclassification noted that “the land adjacent to the Millerton Hall, this is
currently used as parking and barbecue area, for the hall which is our Chéfence assembly point for the lower
lying regions already'.

| recommend that these comments araccepted The activities described are constent with the proposedclassification and
reflect the setting and values described in the CVRThe conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation
and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)b)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 A submitter described the area as “a rare example of an historically degraded ecosystem recovering under its own
steam, and the full spectrum of the regenerative succession is represented”, suggesting that “the proposed
Waimangaroa Conversation Park woulénsure the continuation of this situatiori (e.g. the proposed classification
will ensure “the protection of the regenerating forest of Millerton”).

9  Submitters supported the proposed classification “based on the ecological, historical and recreational values
available here”, noting that theareaprovides habitatand “breeding areas for the native Morepork, Kiwi, Tuli,
endangered Skink” (e.g.“the area has significantly regenerated into native bushland and wildlife habitat since
underground coal mining stopped”, “most of the parcels have very healthy, regenerating indigenous forest well on

its way to having a substantial mature canopy”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide site specific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.regenerating native forest), and they are appropriately protected through classification as a
conservation park The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)ja)

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submittersin support of the proposed classification noted the “Industrial and Cultural Heritage” present (e.g.
“Millerton township has a living history of human occupation and industrial heritage dating back to the late 1800s”,
“one of the stewardship blocks encompasses the old town bowling green, a significant historical feature”, “the
Millerton Bathhouse should remain as a tourist historic site and a memorial to the underground miners as it was
the only bathhouse of its type in the Southern Hemisphere”).

1 A submitter noted the highheritage values present, noting the area to be “as historically equal as Denniston is in

this regard, and deserves to be preserved and protected”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects thehigh historic values present as described by the submitter and CVRd.The Millerton Bathhouse collective
sites which make up the Millerton heritage area including mine sites, topeads, dams, bins, portions of the main incline
and the township itself) The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are proteed” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)a)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséitgse submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development” such as
mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection equivalent to that of
National Park status"

1 A submitter expressed “trust that Conservation Park status will provide full protection from any future mining
applications in these areas

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that a section of the area covers “the southern end of Rodney St”, noting that “while this road has
never been formalised, it has been here for a century or more and is an important accessway for various
economic/recreational purposes”. It was suggested that alongside the proposed conservation park classification,
the section of Rodney Street should be reclassified as a road reserve.

1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiorf.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that “recreational access to the piece is not incompatible with the current classification”,
suggesting that the current classification “should remain in the medium term”.

1 A submitter who advocated for the areto remain in stewardshipsuggested the proposed classification is
inappropriate because “recreational values should not be enhanced in particular areas”, while also suggesting that

it “is not necessary to ensure the protection of recreational values because recreational values will be protected..

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted It is my view that the recreational values present as described in the
CVR (e.g.community-maintained access track to the Millerton Bathhouse) will be appropriately protected by the proposed
classification and the points raised do not warrardverturning the notified intention. The proposed conservation park will
be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources
present Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)fb)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for the areg remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “may
create a barrier to realising both the Governments emissions reduction targets”.

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, citing “concern that site should be reviewed for Community
climate adaptation and resilience”.

1  Submitters advocated for the area to remain held in stewardship, noting the area “as potentially important in a
staged retreat from the coastline due to rising sea levél&.g. “They could be leased out for some of the country’s
financial refugees and offered for housing relocation for those affected by climate change impacts within the region
(flooding, sea level rise)”, “Climate change is already adversely affecting coastal private property at Granity. Retreat
to Millerton may be a preferred solution”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppelie area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nojustify
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overturning the notified intention. Comments regarding adaptation do not specify what type of adaptation they mean or
why this should be considered for this conservation area, so | am unable to consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 Submitters suggested that the proposed conservation park did not reflect the high ecological values of the éeeg

“the Panel has not properly considered the nationally important ecological values that exist in these places”), which
warrant a higher level of protection such as ecological area @.the area may have “the last remnants of a range of
insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened”, “the Nationally
Critical Powelliphantaaugustaand numerous other threatened species®).

1 A submitter who noted thatthey would “prefer that these areasvere left alone”, outlined the high ecological values
present €.g.“coal measure areas often support unusual vegetation communities, and flora and fauna not found
elsewhere”, “there is a still unnamed Powelliphantalignaria subspecies on the Millerton Plateau which was first
found in 2003 by a resident of Millerton”).

9 Concern was raised that conservation park provides “pretty much the same protection as that of Stewardship
Land”.

1 A submitter advocatedthat “integrating its management with the existingecological area wouldead to landscape
scale consistent managemerit(e.g.“added to the Ngakawau Ecological Area and be managed in a more coherent
and ecologically robust manner than would occur in a Conservation Park”), noting “high ecological values for
threatened species” and the land context of the adjoining Ngakawau Ecological Area.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources presentd.g.parcels of
regenerating native forest) areappropriately protected under the proposed classificatiowhen also considering the historic
values present €.g.The Millerton Bathhouse, collective sites which make up the Millerton heritage area including mine
sites, toperoads, dams, bins, portions of the main incline and the township it9elfhe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

9 Submissions expressed preference for the recommendation of the Mana Whenua Panel, on the basis that it “reflects

the values, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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. regenerating native forestvarrant proceeding with the notified proposal.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection thahat proposed, without providing furtherjustification
(e.g.“Should be Historic Reserva.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 that“the consented SPHS Granity Tunnel does not currently pass beneath this piece but may do
so in final design”, suggesting that reclassification should be deferred“at least until the Crown makes decisions on
the rehabilitation of Stockton Mine and how retreat from coastal erosion can be managed”.

1 A submitter who expressedjeneral concern about the lovlevel protection offered by conservation parkg.g.
“conservation parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land), noted support for that
classification for areas “potentially containing crown minerals”.

1 A submitter who advocated for the are@ remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “does
not appropriately reflect the current or future values of thiand”, and may create a barrier to realising “the
economic, social and cultural benefits of the local West Coast community”.

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 the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation vélues

1 Submitters advocated for the area to be retained in stewardship as the reclassification of these conservation areas
would impact the rehabilitation of acid mine drainage through the establishment of hydro schemes.

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel”.

1 A submitter noted the “absence of any information about possible economic activities that may occur” and that
they could therefore not be confident about the appropriateness of the proposed classification.

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 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 A submitter raised concern about potential population increases in the aréag.“I dont think it is wise to increase
the population of these fragile landscapes”), noting that they would “prefer that these areas were left alone”.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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), whereconsistent with preservation of the conservation values present

Community (Allowed)

1 A submitter who did notstatean opinion on the proposeclassification noted a range of community uses of the
area associated witiMillerton Hall.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthe activities described are consistent with the proposed
classification andcommunity use can be considered under the proposed classificatidine conservation park will be

managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources
present Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)xb)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 A submitter who did notstatean opinion on the proposed classificatiomoted that the area is “becoming a young
but established indigenous forest again to house the evetcreasing bird life we enjoy here”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that thee are ecological values present which warrant protection
and my view is that they are appropriately protected through classification as a conservation parke primary purpose of
conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,

s. 19(1)(3)
Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter who did notstatean opinion on the proposed classification, noted the presence of “a lot of historic
buildings and places within the land that is being reclassified” (e.g.“the bowling green, the 100 steps, the old bath
house and the pubs urinal”).
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| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that there are a number of high value heritage features present and
my view is thatclassification as aconservation park appropriatelywill appropriately protect these valuesThe primary

purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessioninsufficient 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.

Permissions,Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter who did not express an opinion on the proposed classification, noted that they do not support “any sale
of land for mining or any other use at Millerton above Granity north of Westport”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better
biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

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

Disposal - KAW_09_2807757m
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 stated they support disposal of stewardship land where there are no conservation values remaining, or
agreed that the land did not hold angonservation values and was therefore suitable for disposal

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although the stewardship area contains modified elemente.g.
formed roads), my assessment is that the natural resources described in the C¥Ryfegenerating native forest) represent
sufficiently high conservation values to justify the notified classification ofonservation park | note this area is unlikely to
pass the ConservatiorGeneral Policy6(c) test for disposal of holding “no, or very low, conservation values”.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panalthe basis that theyreflect the rights
and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, and fulfil obligations
under the Treaty of Waitangi

| recommend that these comments aneot 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. regenerating native forestvarrant proceeding with the notified proposal.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general suppdidr disposalwithout providing further justification .
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| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1  Submitters in support commentedhat “although there are conservation values in the sections, we believe the
mana whenua panel are correct in identifying this area as potentially important in a staged retreat from the
coastline due to rising sea levels

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was noted that disposals only form 0.01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process

As | have recommended theseommentsare not allowed, | recommend they angot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters in opposition to disposahoted that theareais important for access, particularly to thélillerton Bath
House Track(e.g.“MAPPS is concerned about losing access to the walk to the cell tower if the Stewardship Land
that Rodney St crosses is disposed.dhis is a very popular scenic walk among Millerton residents and visitors
alike. MAPPS is concerned about losing access to the Bathhouse and Escarpment Track if the Stewardship Land
that Napier St crosses is disposed ofhese are very popular historic and scenic attractions among Millerton
residents and visitors aliké).

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, and expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
opportunities such as angling othunting.

1 Submitters requested that “appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is
maintained orimproved”, or recommended classification as a local purpose reserve with purposes either river
conservation, river access, or recreation access‘ensure public access is retained in perpetuity”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted Commentsprovide site-specific detailsregarding recreation and access
valuesassociated withthis stewardshiparea whichwarrant retention as public conservation landrhe proposed
conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural
and historic resources presentGonservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)xb)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that theregenerating bush protects the community from scrub fires
1 Submitters also argued that modified land could be retained and restored to support carbon sequestratiog. (
“Disposal will forgo future carbon sequestration and climate mitigation”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futdi@cused elements within
the definition of conservation Though these areas are small, they comprise regenerating forest and contribute to the
integrity of the surrounding forested areaClassification as conservation park will support this outcome

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation anddaption (e.g. “opportunities for flood/erosion
buffering, or allowing room for natural river processes”, “areas are important for communities that they need to be
kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

1 A submitter noted that "in almost all cases these areas have historically been part of the riverbed, and the rivers
need this buffer to be able to movaround without causing damage to infrastructure and farming assetss a
corollary to that, the freeholding of land adjacent to riverbeds often results in additional rock protection work which
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constrains the river, and the natural processes at plaihis often results in unintended consequences (often erosion
at other sites).

A submitter opposed disposal, stating that the "site should be reviewed for community climate adaptation and
resilience’.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The stewardship area is not adjacent to any waterbodies where it plays

a role in flood or erosion buffering, so these comments do not raise relevant matters to consi@emments regarding
adaptation do not specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this conservation area, so
| am unable to consider them further

Community (Allowed)

ll

Submitters in opposition to disposal noted various community uses for parts of the stewardship afea.“the hall
would lose the land that isurrently accommodating the barbeque area, septic tank, picnic table, water tank, garden
shed and the 5% parking spots that have been developed over the yealfsthis land was instead added to the Halls
parcel of land so future boards could plan towards using the land for such things as parking, public toilets, picnic
area or information boards of history and local walks in Millerton and the surrounding plateathis will encourage
visitors to take their time here and appreciate the flora and fauna inamnquil and serene setting, “currently used

as parking and barbecue area, for the hall which is our Civil Defense assembly point for the lower lying regions
already’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat there are variousvaluesassociated with communityuse
and recreationwhich should be consideredThe proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation
and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1))b)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

Submitters opposed disposal, stating that the lancbmprises regenerating bushprovides habitat for various native
birds, and supports landscape connectivityandemphasisingthe community’s involvement in supporting native
restoration (e.9.“We have cared for the regenerating bush and birdlife in the adjoining blocks to our home at 37

Kane St and our kainga is now a peaceful whanau refuge visited often by our children and mokopufighe

qualities of the regenerating bush help to minimize fire hazard, and provide breeding areas for the native
Morepork, Kiwi, Tui, endangered Skink and many specialized species due to the extreme climate and high altitude
There are current Kiwi monibring operations in this area due to the breeding pairs preséntthe Millerton

township blocks of stewardship land are a rare example of various stages of succession in a previously degraded
ecology, and contain numerous habits, homes for at risk aeddangered species as well as providing an important
carbon store and corridors of ecological connectivity between the surrounding Ngakawau Scenic Reserve, the
MAPPS Reserve and the higher Coal Measures Plategux

Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that even modified areas are
likely to contain some natural values or indigenous species (juncus, carex etc), that areas near forests could easily
revert to a natural stateor that even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and
restoration (e.g.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold conservation future options am.

| recommend that these comments araccepted Comments provide sitespecific detailsregarding the natural values of the
stewardship areahat warrant retention as public conservation landMy assessment is that the natural resources described
in the CVR .g.regenerating nativeforest) represent sufficiently high conservation values to justify the notified
classification of conservation park

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

|l

Submitters opposed disposal based on the heritage significance of the area and its contribution to the unique
character of the town, particularly the old bath house.Q.“We notice there is a lot of historic buildings and places
within the land that is being reclassified such as the bowling green, the 100 steps, the old bath house and the pubs
urinal. These places hold historical and cultural significance for our region as many started their life as New
Zealanders in the region as coal miners and that histy deserves to be preserved and protected for us and our
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future generations to appreciatg “They exist within an area with greater than 120 years of continuous habitation,
contain a plethora of industrial archaeological sites, and present a wide range of recreational opportunities for the
adventurous visitor. The presence of these stewardship blocks within the surrounding township of Millerton are
integral to the unique character of the aréa“lt is on the internet on many sites as area of historical interest and
world wide it has followers who come and uploatieir visits to the websiteslt is as historically equal as Denniston
is in this regard, and deserves to be preserved and protected”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted Comments provide sitespecific details regarding thehistoric values of the
stewardship area that warrant retention as public conservation larithe proposed conservation park will be so managed
that its natural and historic resources are protectedpnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed disposal and commented that “The Mana Whenua recommendation to dispose of the land for
sale because they believe there is no evidenceN§ai Tahu historic sites has not taken into account the fate of its
own living and breathing iwi, who are the present guardians of this larid/e invite the Mana Whenua to visit and
walk around our rohe in the Millerton Township, view the land in question, speak to the residents, and review the
decision to dispose of the land, and instead decide to maaim for the future the taonga which are present hete

1 One submissionstated that “no stewardship land should bemade available for disposal, excepo tangata whenua
and only then with the need to maintain thélock’s cultural, conservation & mahikéai valuesin their entirety”.

| recommend these comments araccepted to the extenthat they donot support a disposal outcomeAlthough |

acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions
accepted, is that the natural and historic resources presdptg. regenerating native forestyvarrant proceeding with the
notified proposal.

1 A submitter in opposition to disposal stated, "transfer ownership to local iwi”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted | have concluded based on comments in opposition that the natural resources
present(e.g. regenerating native forestyvarrant proceeding with the notified proposal

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terexpressed preferencéor
the National Panel ecommendation argued that public conservation land is best retained for future generations or
future conservation purposes, expressed a desire for maximemvironmental protection, or supporteda
cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown ownership.

I recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raisétese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitterswho opposed disposal addressed the justificatidhat the land could be usedo support managed
retreat from nearby coastal settlementstating that it would not be suitable for thisuse They cited various reasons
for this, including the lack of infrastructure to support new housinelectricity, water and sewerageoading), and
the suitability of the various land parcelsi(e.steep, prone to slips or erosign

1 A submitter commented that “many of the stewardship blocks are crossed by existing public roads, driveways and
access paths, as well as the old historic bowling, Bathhouse and surrounding infrastructure, which we assume would
need to be excluded from the disposed sectiorkhis would result in many of the remaining areas of stewardship
land being too small for redevelopmerit It was also noted thatthere is no government process currently in place
to support managed retregtmeaning that there is no guaratee that land for disposal would be used for this
purpose’.

1 Conversely, other submitters opposed disposhut suggestedthat the land should be held in stewardship for
potential future relocation

1 Submitters opposed any reclassification until acid mine drainage rehabilitation had been completed
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I Submissions recommended consideration of potential productivity and whether the land could be used to support
future food security.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters who opposed disposal pointed out a mapping discrepancy regarding part of Rodney Street, which is
within the conservation area and provides access to residences, the scenic walk to the cell tower, and nares (
“To sum up, while this road has never been formalised, it has been here for a century or more and is an important
accessway for various economic/recreational purposes”). They stated that any sale of the land would need to
involve a survey and reclassification to legalise the road

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

1 It was noted that “proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where disposal boundaries might be”,
making it difficult for submitters to comment.

It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservasilue, as
per the ConservationGeneral Policy6(c) and the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for future generations
It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation use” designation to hold land
for future conservation requirements

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership

1 A submitter stated that “The National Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposal, but has recommended up to
an additional 1000 hectares of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation
areas (subject to survey)rhis is not explained or justified.

9 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “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 aneot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for restoration or carbon sequestration,
and that riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention, with no grazing permitted

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futdi@cused elements within
the definition of conservation Though these areas are small, they comprise regenerating forest and contribute to the
integrity of the surrounding forested areaClassification as conservation park will support this outcome

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated generally for all nationgdarks, forest parks, scenic reserves, and stewardship land to be
protected from development.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates thatsome activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient 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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Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Notification Process for Disposal ofcrown-owned Land

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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KAW_10 — Waimangaroa - Granity — 2807805

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Waimangaroa- Granity | KAW_10_2807805n | Conservation Park 13 44

Waimangaroa- Granity | KAW_10 28078050 Stewardship 8 38

Conservation Values Reporbescription

A 3764.274%ha areawhich covers most of the western slopes of the Stockton Plateau and includes all or part of two
Recommended Areas for Protection in the Ngakawau Ecological District, as well as part of Buller Coal Plateau
Biodiversity Priority Site. It is also part of the high value Deep Stream/Waimangaroa Ecosystem Management Unit ang
adjacent to the Species Management Unit fdtowelliphantaaugusta. It has a long history of both coal and gold mining
during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and issed by visitors to historic mining sites as well as by hunters and
trampers. DOC manages the Britannia Track and a Recreational Gold Fossicking Area in Britannia StreRarapenting
occasionally occurs from the platealrhere are threeactive permissions for open cast coal mining.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Waimangaroa) to reflect the identified values, protecting natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the areBhe extent of this conservation park reflects the
archaeological landscape associated with mining on Stockton Plateau.

Mana Whenua PanelRetain as stewardship land as the area is adjacent to land being considered for mine remediatig
by government agencies led by the Treasury, and therefore reclassification should not occur at this time.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissions accepted as holding mesupported the proposed
classification, noting the high ecological values of the area and the heritage values and recreation present.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panebpposed the proposed classificationrsupported by
submissions from Treaty partne organisations as the area is “adjacent to land being considered for mine remediation by

government agencies led by the Treasury, and therefore reclassification should not occur at this time”.

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 warrant proceeding with the notified proposa

Regarding the specific concerns identified by the Mana Whenua Panel (mine rehabilitation), | note that conservation
legislation contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising such
activities through the granting of concessions. The proposed classification may still allow for certain mine rehabilitatior
activities (for example) through this mechanism, which would be administered in a manner that gives effect to Treaty
principles.

Rationale:My conclusion is that the natural resources present (e.g. the largest remainnedptively intact block of
characteristic Stockton Plateau pavement, full altitudinal sequence of podocarp broadleaf to subalpine beech forest,
habitat for Powelliphantaspecies) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiaimen also considering
the historic resources present (e.g. sites and places that represent the long history of coal and gold mining during the
nineteenth and twentieth century)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its

natural and higoric resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).
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Conservation Park - KAW 10 2807805n

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “as a minimum?”, noting that the area “includes Britannia Track
and access to mining heritage”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted The values described are consistent with those identified in the C(R.g.
the Britannia Track) and my view is thatthey will be appropriately protected by the proposed classificatiafThe proposed
conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural
and historic resources presentGonservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter in support of the proposed classification outlined the high ecological value of the argag.“It plays an
important role providing connectivity between coastal and lowland forest to the west with inland mountainous
forest of the Ngakawau Ecological AredMany threatened and at risk flora, fauna and functioning ecosystems exist
here”. The submitter qualified their support by noting that “Further protection layers need to be added including
into schedule 4 of the Conservation Act to protect thenique ecosystems present here or it should be reclassified
as a Scientific Reserve Aréa

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree the natural values described are protected by the
proposed classificationMy assessment is that the natural resources presestd.largest remainingrelatively intact block of
characteristic Stockton Plateau pavemenfull altitudinal sequence of podocarp broadleaf to subalpine beech forest,
essential role maintaining connectivity) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiatnen also
considering the historicresources presentd.g.Britannia Track, recreational gold fossickingrea, multiple historic mining
sites). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are
protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter in support of the proposed classification commented that the assessment area has heritage values
relating to coal and gold mining noting that “there are five archaeological sites including coal and gold mines,

alluvial digs, and tramway”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the submitter aigigntified in the CVR (e.g.Britannia Mine and track,
five recordedarchaeological site$. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural
and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raisétese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the presence gbermissions elating to mining activities, suggesting that they “would not
impact on the area being classified as a conservation park”.
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I Submissions in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development” such as
mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection equivalent to that of
National Park status"

1 A submitter expressed “trust that Conservation Park status will provide full protection from any future mining
applications in these areas

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiorf.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitter advocated for an addition to thenearby Denniston Scenic Reservepting that “a number of historic sites
with physical remains present that are important for tourism and recreation in the area” (e.9.“Koronui Incline and
old town, Millerton Incline and the Britannia TracK).

1 A submitter noted that “the Waimangaroa River has been paddled by kayak and packraft and is challenging and
accessiblé.

1 A submitter who advocated for the areto remain in stewardshipsuggested the proposed classification is
inappropriate because “recreational values should not be enhanced in particular areas”, while also suggesting that

it “is not necessary to ensure the protection of recreational values because recreational values will be protected.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted It is my view that the recreational values present as described in the
CVR (e.g.Britannia Track recreational gold fossicking area, multiple historic mining sitgsand noted by submitters will be
appropriately allowed for andprotected by the proposed classification and the points raised do not warrant overturning the
notified intention . The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject

to the protectionof the natural and historic resources presenCpnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 A submitter who advocated for the are@ remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “may
create a barrier to realising both the Governments emissions reduction targets”.

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification, citing “concern that site should be reviewed for Community
climate adaptation and resilience”.

1 A submitter noted opposition to the proposealassification as “it does not adequately take climate change
considerations into account and does not rule out mining opportunities”.

9 A submitter suggested that the area “deserves protection from further mining”, referencing “Climate Commission

recommendation re emissions, mining and carbon”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification wilsupport the protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result suppolik area’s climate mitigation potential. Commentsregarding adaptation do not
specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this conservation aseal am unable to
consider them further.

Community (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated for national park classification to prevent mining, raised concern about community
health impacts arising from further coal mining in the area, noting that one of the Department’s outcomes is
“thriving communities” (e.g.Mining this area would further contaminate the Waimangaroa water supply catchment
with coal dust, “our community already has the highest rate of respiratory disease in New Zealand”).
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the granting of concessions and authorisations

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggested that the proposed conservation padioesnot reflect the“very high indigenous value” of the
area €.9.“The very nature of the DOC description high ecological values and overwhelmingly natural and largely
intact brings into question the weak recommended classification of Conservation Pgrfdoesnot provide
appropriate protection commensurate with ecological significance, particularly for the increasingly rare coal
measures and the last fragment of habitat for highly endangered specie

91 Classification as ecological areanature reservescenic reserveor scientific reservewas proposed

1 Submitters advocated foraddition to the Denniston Scenic Reserv® reflect thearea’s natural and scenic values
noting it as the “backdrop to the SH6 coast road” (€.9.“The area contains large patches of unmodified forest. It
shares similar values with the nearby Denniston Scenic Reserve”).

1 Another submitter advocated for the creatiorof “a small National Park that would capture the unique and
internationally significant ecosystems of the area”. This was suggested to also includ&ll other conservation land
within the Ngakawau Ecological District”, and to achieve the CMSoutcome that“a representative sample of viable
coal measures ecosystems and landscapes on the Buller Plateaux priority site is legally protected”.

1 Submitters raised concern that conservation park provides “pretty much the same protection as that of Stewardship
Land”.

1 Submitters referenced the high natural values preseas warranting a higher level of protectiorfe.g.“high
ecological values and is overwhelmingly natural and largely intatt‘including the last habitat fragment of the
threatened large land snaiPowelliphantaaugusta (Nationally Critical )”, “The coal measures ecosystems of the
Buller Plateaux are internationally significant, as they occur nowhere else in the world”).

1 Several submitters recommended protection for specific areascluding Stockton Plateau sandstone pavement
and theUpper Deep Stream/Whirlwind Streamareas

1 Submitters recommendedscientific reserve or ecological area to refleche area’s high natural values €.9.“The
Deep Stream part of this parcel iparticularly important from an ecological perspective, because it contains largely
unmodified coal measures and associated ecosystéhigontains a suite of rare and distinct flora and fauna,
including the last habitat fragment of the threatened large land sndowelliphantaaugusta (Nationally Critical),
while also supporting the land snaiPowelliphantapatrickensis(Nationally Endangered”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although | acknowledge the high value nature of the natural resources
present(e.g.largestremaining relatively intact block of characteristic Stockton Plateau pavement; full altitudinal sequence
of podocarp broadleaf to subalpine beech forest, essential role maintaining connectivity)y assessment is that thegre
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiowhen also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites

and places that represent the long history of coal and gold mining during the nineteenth and twentieth centuridg)e
primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)\a)

9 A submitter noted “factual inaccuracies” in the information provided to the Panels, suggesting that it “over-states
the natural heritage significance of the area”. It was suggested that the land should remain held in stewardship “for
at least the period of mining and subsequent rehabilitation”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be preser(e.g.land adjacent to
Stockton Mine has been damged by rockfalland weed incursionsimy conclusion is that the natural resources present as
described in the CVR justify the proposed classificatiore(g.the area is still overwhelminglynatural and largely intac) and
the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the area to be classified as an ecological area, along withMloeint Rochfort
Conservation Area(Kaw_17), stating that “extensive, sensitive and culturally aware management status and
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practices [are] required for this whole area”. This was supported by a narrative outlining the submitter’s whakapapa
connection to the arege.g.“Raronga is one of the cultural tupuna to the area known by us as Te Papakauegaro
Ranginui me Te Papakau&inga 6 Papatuanuku”.

1 Submissionsexpressed preference for the recommendation of the Mana Whenua Panel, on the basis that it “reflects

the values, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Rinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural resources present (e.g. the
largest remaining relatively intact block of characteristic Stockton Bteau pavement, full altitudinal sequence of podocarp
broadleaf to subalpine beech forest, habitat f(towelliphantaspecies) are appropriately protected under the proposed
classification when also considéng the historic resources present (e.g. sites and places that represent the long history of
coal and gold mining during the nineteenth and twentieth century).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection thahat proposed, without providing furtherjustification.

| recommend that these comments anmeot 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 opposed the recommendation on the grounds that it provides insufficient protection against activities
such as coal mining which would cause the special ecology of the area to be “vastly degraded for centuries to
come”. It was suggested that “coal can be sourced from so many alternative sources of lesser ecological
significance”, and that classification as ecological area is more appropriate (€.9.“A conservation status that allows
underground or open cast mining is completely inconsistent with #reviews purpose of assigning the appropriate
protective conservation status for areas with high conservation valugScoal measures ecosystems of the Buller
Plateau have been greatly reduced in extent and intactness through past and current mining activities
“Conservation and economic interests are in direct conflict in this arg&needs to be given a classification that
recognises its unigueness angrotects it from future mining, such as scientific reserve”).

1 A submitter who advocated for the areg remain in stewardship, suggested that the proposed classification “does
not appropriately reflect the current or future values of theand”, and may create a barrier to realising “the
economic, social and cultural benefits of the local West Coast community”.

1 A submitter who expressedjeneral concern about the lovevel protection offered by conservation parkg.g.
“conservation parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land), noted support for that
classification for areas “potentially containing crown minerals”.

1 A submitter advocated for national park classification to prevent the use of the area for coal mining, suggesting
that “it would be of economic benefit to local people when coal mining ends”.

1 Submitters noted the area borders land where the Stockton Mine is located, outlining the economic value of
associated exportslt was suggested that “there are a number of instances where authorisations are in place on
adjacent Stewardship land to enable activities associated with mining”. It was suggestedhat these could be
impacted by the proposed classificationand that the area should be retained in stewardsHifor at least the period
of mining and subsequent rehabilitation”.

1  Submittersnoted that “this land is adjacent to areas being considered by Treasury for management solutions for
historic Crown liability of acid mine drainage”, advocating for the area to be retained in stewardship as the
reclassification of ths areawould impact rehabilitation activities (e.g.“reclassification at this time may further
complicate or restrict options for solutions to this issug“consideration of reclassification should be deferred until
the cessation of mining and determination of théong-term management of AMD?”).

1 A submitter suggested the proposed classificatiois not in the best interest of the public andwould have negative
impact on the potential economic benefit derived from mineral resource extraction”.

1 A submitter opposed the recommendatiorffor the existing mining areas” stating “we would need to retain our
existing access road to the mine over this land under existing use right¥hey wanted clarificationas soon as
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possible on the land classificatiorfor business planning purposesand queried whether there would be
compensation for affected parties

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposedlassification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation véalues

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel”.

1 A submitter noted the “absence of any information about possible economic activities that may occur” and that
they could therefore not be confident about the appropriateness of the proposed classification.

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 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)

9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
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 noted that 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 consistent with preservation of the conservation values present

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient 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 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better
biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

As | have recommended these commentse not allowed, | recommend they aneot accepted
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Retain in Stewardship - KAW_10 28078050

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

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 A submitter in support of the recommendation noted the area’s low value for recreation, commenting, “The land is
steep, slippery, and unstable and is subject to frequent rockfalls and slips; the last major slip occurring above
Granity this year. The topography is unsuited for recreation, other than for experienced climbefe terrain is
such that security fencing has not been required along the western boundary of Stockton Mine to keep the public
safe from mining activities”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted It is my view that therecreational values present as described in the
CVR (e.g.Britannia Track, recreational gold fossicking area, multiple historic mining sites) will be appropriately allowed for
and protected by the proposed classification and the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentidhe
proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the
natural and historic resources presenfJonservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)Xb)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter in support of retaining this land in stewardshigstated that the technical reportontains inaccuracies or
omissions regarding the landscape contexnd its importance for habitat connectivitycommenting that “the
report should also note that the land to the West is predominantly privately owned and to the East the land is
bordered by the Stockton Mine and Crown Land administered by LINZ where Bathurst has significant mining
interests”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources and landscape context as
described in the CVR are appropriately represented and will be protected under the proposed classificafibe primary
purpose of conservation parks includes to beanaged so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1  Submitters stated that national park classification would “obstruct Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral
relationships with thewhenua, obstruckaitiaki rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of
Ngai Tahu in decisionmaking processes, and is less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to
sustaining tribal identity and mana”, and suggested that areas “must remain as stewardship land pending
conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area clégstions from a Ngai Tahu

perspective”.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendments aie accepted

9 Submitters supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that “the recommendations of the MWP
reflect the values, interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located,
and recogniseNgai 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 WaitarigiMana whenua, here
made up ofNgai Tahu and PoutiniNgai Tahu, have the longest ath strongest claim to this land and their interests
should be upheld as per their recommendation”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural resources present (e.g. the
largest remaining relatively intact block of characteristic Stockton Bteau pavement, full altitudinal sequence of podocarp
broadleaf to subalpine beech forest, habitat fé(towelliphantaspecies) are appropriately protected under the proposed
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classification when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. sites and places that represent the long history of
coal and gold mining during the nineteenth and twentieth century).

General (Allowed)

ll

Submitters stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without
providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments anmeot 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)

il

Submitters supported the recommendation on the grounds thagtaining land in stewardship willenable various

land usesto continue, noting that mining and accessauthorisations are held in the assessment areand that the

land is adjacent to areas requiring acid mine drainage solutionehey recommended that the land should remain in
stewardship until mining and rehabilitation activities are concludedOne submitter qualified their comment by
suggesting that areas adjacent to or including active mining should be left as stewardship land “until the
conclusion/expiry of their access right$ but that the “areas of escarpment and of undisturbed land could be
Conservation Park This may mean splitting this area to accommodate these differences

One submitter notedthat the permissions summaries in each of the technical documents are inaccurate and do not
reflect the extent of use or significance of these to Bathurst’s Stockton operations.

A submitter in support of the recommendatiomoted that this area contains the proposed Granity tunnel and
underground Granity power station as wellthe “derelict Millerton incline which could be a viable pipeline route as

an alternative to the Granity tunnel. They statedthat the catchments within the piece above Granity provide
potable water supplies for the community and Granity Schaahnd that access should be restricted

Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

Retaining the land in stewardship was supported on the basis that reclassification may “create a barrier to realising
both the Governments emissions reduction targets and REG goals as well as the economic, social and cultural
benefits of the local West Cost community”.

Submitters stated that reclassification would impact the rehabilitation of acid mine drainage, asdggested the

area be retained in stewardship until after rehabilitation has been completed.

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

Oppose

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

il

Submitters who recommended scenic reserve or conservation park noted the area’s recreational values associated

with the Britannia Track and access to heritage sites

Submitters who advocated for reclassification as scenic reserve or conservation park noted the mining heritage and
historic sites(e.g.“contains a number of historic sites with physical remains present that are important for tourism

and recreation in the aredoronui Incline and old town, Millerton Incline and the Britannia Track

A submitter wanted this classification revisited and adequate protections given that are based on the conservation
value of the land, noting that The fundamental purpose should thus be the protection of the conservation value of
the land and the guarantee of public access

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they support the proposed classification of conservation
park. The values described are consistent with those identified in the CVR and my view is that they will be appropriately
protected by theclassification. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and
enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)\b)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 A submitter stated opposition based on concern that the site “should be reviewed for Community climate

adaptation and resiliencé.
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9 Submitters suggested thathe proposed classification woulchot assist witha reduction in emissions

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classificatiorof conservation parkwill support the
protection of the natural resources present, and as a result suppr area’s climate mitigation potential. Comments
regarding adaptation do not specify what type of adaptation they mean or why this should be considered for this

conservation area, so | am unable to consider them further.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship without providing further justification, describing it as a
"meaningless recommendatioh

1 Some submitters expressed a preference for a different classification such as a conservation park, scenic reserve, or
an ecological area.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the area warrants a higher level of protection
than that provided by stewardshipMy assessment is that the natural resources preseetd.largestremaining relatively
intact block of characteristic Stockton Plateau pavemepull altitudinal sequence of podocarp broadleaf to subalpine beech
forest, essential role maintaining connectivity)ustify the proposed classification of conservation parwhen also

considering the historicresources presentd.g.sites and places that represent the long history of coal and gold mining
during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries).

1 Submittersadvocated for a higherclassification on the basis that this does not reflect thecological valuesij.e.
uncommon ecosystem types and various rare specjesdthe largely natural and intactcharacter of the area
Specifically, he area was notetb contain tracts of unmodified forestsupport various threatened flora and fauna
and provide habitat for kiwi, native geckos, the threatened lontgiled bat,Powelliphantaaugusta (Nationally
Critical) and Powelliphantapatrickensis(Nationally Endangered), (e.g.“contains the last fragment of natural
habitat of Powelliphantaaugusta’, “overwhelmingly natural and largely intact containing the lasfragment of
habitat for this highly endangered species “contains extensive, internationally significant coal measures
ecosystems, “the PNAP report states that there is no alternative available to represent [these] associations and
stonescapeof the upper Stockton Plateal “a priority site for biodiversity management in the West Coast Te Tai o
Poutini Conservation Management Strategy). Various suggestions were made as to appropriate alternative
classifications, including ecological area, scenic reserveational park, or scientific reserve, or some combination of
those.

1 The areawas also notedhs an example of “amazing Gondwana heritage (...) stretching back to the Paleozoic. It has
taken 400o0dd million years for these special ecosystems to have evolv@g.the endemic forked fern,

Tmesipterig, and mining considerations based on decades and shtetm profit could destroy it forthwith”.

1 Submitters statedthat the area holds values comparable tihose of the nearby Orikaka Ecological Area or the
nearby Denniston Scenic Reservand plays an important role in connectivity €.9.“important for connectivity
between the coastal and lowland forest, and the inland mountain forests of the Ngakawau Ecological Area
“surrounded by important conservation ared3. It was also noted to bénatural and scenic”, a “backdrop to the SH6
coast road and to hold “scenery and/or ecosystems, the preservation of which is in the national interest (national
park quality)”.

1 The high ecological value of the Deep Stream/Waimangaroa Ecosystem Management Unit was emphasised, with
submitters recommending this area as a scientific reserve (along with theoiht Rochfort area) and a scenic
reserve for the remainder of the area

1 Submittersemphasisedthe plight of the Powelliphantaaugustasnail, impacted due to previous mining activity
(“the main habitat of our very endangered carnivorous snail, Powelliphantaaugusta, was completely destroyed by
the Stockton Mine operations, with rehabilitation efforts failing (...) This is an indictment on us, having let this
happen to a unique taonga species in Aotearta

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessmenits that the natural resources preser{e.g.largest
remaining relatively intact block of characteristic Stockton Plateau pavemeritll altitudinal sequence of podocarp
broadleaf to subalpine beech forest, essential role maintaining connectivifystify the proposed classification of
conservation parkwhen also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites andplaces that represent the long history
of coal and gold mining during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries)
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submitters who advocated for reclassification as scenic reserve or conservation park notednir@ng heritage and
historic sites (e.g. “contains a number of historic sites with physical remains present that are important for tourism

and recreation in the area”, “Koronui Incline and old town, Millerton Incline and the Britannia Track”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that thearea warrants digher level of protection than that
provided by stewardship and my conclusion is that thproposed classification of conservation park appropriately protects
the historic values present as described by the submitter and identified in the CV&d.Britannia Mine and track, five
recorded archaeological sites, the Waimangaroa River has historical significance as one of the first two West Coast gold
diggings). The primary purpose @ conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are
protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the area to be classified as an ecological area, along withMloeint Rochfort
Conservation Area(Kaw_17), stating that “extensive, sensitive and culturally aware management status and
practices [are] required for this whole area”. This was supported by a narrative outlining the submitter’s whakapapa
connection to the areaand thedeepcultural significance of the arege.g.“the tragedy and mana associated with
this whakapapa korero to P Herengawairua is such that the tapu idIsti place to these modern timesCultural
advice was given to modersday mining operators that the waters of P Herengawairua were not to be interfered
with for any reason.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that th@atural resources presentd.g.largest

remaining relatively intact block of characteristic Stockton Plateau pavement; full altitudinal sequence of podocarp
broadleaf to subalpine beech forest, essential role maintaining connectivity) are appropriately protected under the proposed
classificationwhen also considering the historicesources presentd.g.sites and places that represent the long history of

coal and gold mining during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries).

1 A submission argued that “an area with high conservation values should be reclassified to reflect that value” and
that the Mana Whenua Panel Recommendatiofiyoes beyond the obligation to give effect to the Treaty of
Waitangi”.

1 One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where the area had not been identified as holding
site-specific values to Ngai Tahu.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they support a higher level of protection for the land than
that provided by stewardshipMy view is that thenatural and historic values presentvill be appropriately protected by the
proposed classificationof conservation park The conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and
enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1))b)

General (Allowed)

1  Submitters expressed preference for maximum protection, or the highest possible classification based on the area’s

“high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resourceof the specific stewardship area and no new material is raiséltese submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submittersin opposition to retaining the land in stewardship were concerned that this would enabféning in the
conservation areaand argued that the mining value did not outweigh the natural values of the argag.“though
coal is necessary for steel production, it is not a scarce resoufcgThe argument that the coal in this area is high
grade coking quality is of little account, given that (a) it is only partly true (not all of the coal is higjrade), and (b)
you can still make steel with lowegrade coking coallf the coal was to be exploited, this would extend mining (and
the putative socieeconomic benefits) for only a few decades at the most, whereas the special ecology of the area

would be vastly degraded for centuries to come”).
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Submitters were concerned that miningnd economic interests represented a conflict of interest.§.“The-area
probably has some mining potential and no doubt this has influenced Mana Whenua’s decision to recommend it
remain as stewardship landThere is also Bathurst’s aim for a haul road along the ridge to the back of Denniston to
connect with Stockton mine so that Bathurst’s mines on the Denniston Plateau can haul coal to Stocktons coal-
washing facilities rather than set up a separate cleanirgcility at Denniston. This would require an easement
through the conservation estateThere is also land with mining potential in the vicinity owned by Ngati Waewae. |
consider the recommendation comes with an undemocrationflict of interest’, “It appears to me that this
recommendation is an undercover ploy to open conservation lands with notable conservation values to
environmentally abusive extractive commercial activities and other inappropriate developments in the interests of
private financial rewards.

Submitters were critical of the proposed classification as allowing coal mining to continue in an ecologically
important area, commenting that “there can be insufficient justificationfor the permanent destruction of such
ecologically and scenically special areas when coal can be sourced from so many alternative sources of lesser
ecological significance’.

A submitter stated that “A conservation status that allows underground or open cast mining is completely
inconsistent with the review’s purpose of assigning the appropriate protective conservation status for areas with
high conservation values.

A submitter commented that the justification for retaining land in stewardship is based on the=a’s adjacency to
land being considered for mine remediationbut stated thataccording to communication with a DOC staff member,
.
Conservation Park.

A submitter stated preference for reclassification as a national park, commenting that

benefit to local people when coal mining ends

Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as
mining or being swapped out of the conservation estatl was suggested that reclassification should consider the
“likely potential incursion by commercial or industrial groups”.

Submitters opposed retaining thearea as stewardship land andommented that the justification for retaining land
in stewardship is based on the area’s adjacency to land being considered for mine remediation, with some stating
that "mine remediation should occur on the land that already has been impacted by mirinthe submitters also
stated that according to communication with a DOC staff member, “none of the current or probable future activity
(regarding coal mining) is incompatible with the area becoming a Conservation Pdrér "under Conservation park
general rues there is still opportunity for recreation and commercial enterprise

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

Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

il

Submitters were concerned with ensuring thdtee public access, hunting and fishing can continue

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no nematerial is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that 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 consistent with preservation of the conservation values present
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