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PAP_01 - Marys Creek — 2808352

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Marys Creek PAP_01 2808352n Scenic Reservéa) Neutral 14 6

DOC Conservation Values Report (CVRDescription

Two small disjunct parcels with regenerating native forest cover, part of a connected corridor of native vegetation alon
Marys Creek which links to other public conservation landNo tracks of facilities arepresent,and recreation is unlikely.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Scenic reservea), to preserve the identified flora and fauna, biological associations, and the natural
environment.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Neutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
based on the presence a&cenic natural areas, suggesting it offers sufficient protection in trentext 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 sitespecific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classificatiorwill appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presenfe.g.regenerating native fores}.

Scenic Reserve (a) - PAP_01_2808352n
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection are
particularly important 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 reserveill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, and in relation to
‘protection’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act1987s. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported thescenic reserve recommendation based on the presence“ahtionally significant
ecological systems and scenic natural areas

| recommend that this comment isaccepted | agree that the area contains scenic natural areas, and that the proposed
classification will appropriately promote the protection and preservation of the identified natural resourcd$he CVR
notes the area to contain features typical of the Foulwind Ecological Distritinder 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. 19(2)(3)
General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendations made by Metional Panelwithout providing
specific justifications.

1 Submissions agreed that the recommendation reflects the information provided in the technical reports.

1 Submissions expressed a general preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible

classification based on its “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.

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission stated that the land area in question is relatively small and already represented insignificant
quantities throughout the region, so “should be dispersed”.
1 A submission stated that the values are momaiited to conservation area

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The natural resources identified in the CVR are appropriately
protected and preserved by the proposed classification, and the material raised is not spesifidoes not warrant
overturning the notified classification.

Permissions Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed reclassification assgenic reserve on the grounds thaglthough 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 conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing
commercial activities such as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis.

As | have recommendedhese comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret 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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

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 recommendedhese comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions that did not select or state a clear opinion were concerned with ensuring that eeglassification
provides explicitly for access, sports fishingand gamebird hunting.

| 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 authorisedd.in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which
would depend on effects on theanservation values present rather than the proposed land classification



General(Allowed)

1 One submission advocated generally for all national parks, forgsarks, 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 area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.



PAP_02 — Ananui Creek — 2806955

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

Ananui Creek PAP_02_ 28069550 National Park (Paparoa) 6054 21

Ananui Creek PAP_02_2806955p Stewardship 13 52

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 12ha block adjoining Little Totara River Conservation Area and Paparoa National Pafke wider assessment area
includes a wide range of landforms, vegetation associations and ecosystdmsn recent river terracego steep and
dissected granite and gneiss, limestone bluffs and alpine credtsis almost entirely unmodified native vegetation and its
connectivity to other public conservation lands is critically important for protecting functioning ecosystems and
processesThe area includes a range of wildlife, including threatened and-ask species, and three undescribed
Powelliphanta landsnail taxa restricted to the PAP_02 assessment area.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoa
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 itsonsiderationon 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposednational 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 Paparoa National Park.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel oppad theproposed national parkreferrals, supportedoy
submissionsfrom Treaty partnerorganisations Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within
the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987)iaslienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”. The
Mana Whenua Panel have also signallellgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship areparticularly that
“Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic wellbeing and development

perspective)”.

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

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

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



Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the
natural and 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 (Paparoa) - PAP_02_28069550

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioon the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public access, ensures that unique flora and fauna is protected for the enjoyment of
present and future generations, and supports intergenerational participation in conservation.

| 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 present.

1 Submitters particularly noted that the wider area contains caves of high scientific and recreational significance

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be “caves of high scientific and recreational
significance” in the wider area my understanding, based on the Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational
Plan (2018, pg.66)s that no caves are present in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissionssuggested that suitable stewardship land should biecorporated into adjacent conservation areas to
support climate change mitigation, and that th@rotection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when theure-focused elements in the
definition of conservation are considered, including‘safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may Ii¥end in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 Submissions noted the area is part of a large contiguous block of forested land and withirpatstanding natural
landscape with high vegetation diversity, the presence of threatened species like mudfish and Powelliphanta
snail, as well as encompassing various headwaters and contributing to protection of freshwater values

i The area was noted to contain the complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining
lowlands, with important karst and limestone and granite landforms

1 Submissions stated that adding the area to the Paparoa National Park provides a buffer zone foesfising
national park and other adjacent protected areas, like the Paparoa Wilderness Area, and improves
representativeness, landscape continuity and ecological connectivity for threatened species across the larger
region.

9 In general terms, submissions advocated for higher protection for more areastg#fwardship land where the land
is adjacent to national parks or wilderness areas, arguing that in many cases the values are indistinguishable

9 The values were perceived to be comparable to the surrounding Paparoa National Park, and addiegs to the
national parkwas viewed as streamlining the management of these areas and improving broader conservation
outcomes, specifically regarding biodiversity (Te Mana o t€aiao, i.e. Aotearoa New Zealand Biodiversity
Strategy), climate and freshwater outcomes



1 Submissions noted that current land delineations are “historic and arbitrary” rather than informed by ecological
principles.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources

present The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR, although | note
that this specific conservation area does contain a greater proportion of modified areas than the wider assessment area
(including a vehicle trak). The contiguous boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention
to refer this area to the NZCA for itsecommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the legitimacy of concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Panel regarding national
parks. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and suggested that changes
to management or legislative frameworks shdd be made to better reflect the intent of Treaty principles, and to
ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, while
ensuring that natural values are preserved and protected.

1 Submissions stated that where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified ssfgecific values for the land, they
supported additions to national parks.

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

General(Allowed)

9 Submissions expressed general support foeclassification as a national parkhey “support the proposed
additions to national parks and would like to see more areas given the highest level of protectjamd advocated
for high or maximum environmental protection across all stewardship land to support native reforestation,
enhance ecological buffer zones, maintain ecological diversity, and support the creation of ecological corridors

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

9 Submissions also expressed agreement without providing further justification.

9 Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorf‘applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best
left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#l¥alk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

1 Submissions noted that noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

9 Submissions said that national parks support a nature economy, stating that this is in line with e
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theynot accepted



Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

 Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Panel, and suggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Oppose
Access andRecreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and access, suggesting that other
classifications may provide a better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural values
Restrictions on dog walking were raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast residelatssifications
suggested were conservation park, or scenic reserve or recreation reserve if additional protection is required.

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the classification purpose provides explicitly for ongoing access
for hunting and fishing, oropposed national park reclassificatioras this excludes hunting for native gamebird
species like piikeko and paradise shelduck.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural
resources described in the CVRand the points raised do not justify overturninghe notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the nativeplants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

1 Submissions suggested that the ecological values of the land are not high enough to meet the standard for
national park classification describing the land as “not so unique or scientifically important to meet the standard
set by the National Parks Ac¢t They recommended conservation parlqr suggested a scenic reserve or recreation
reserve to ensure sufficient protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as
mining.

1 Submissions described the area as highly modified (milled due to former forestry and containing several logging
roads) and therefore not meeting the standard for national parks

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although this specific conservation area does contain a greater
proportion of modified areas than the wider assessment area (including a vehicle track), my conclusion is that the natural
resources described in the CVR (including the presence of almost eaty in unmodified native vegetation) justify

referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further
supported by the contiguous boundary th adjoining Paparoa National Park

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.



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

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their opposition to adding more land to national parks or their preference for the Mana
Whenua Panel recommendation, without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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 opposed classification as a national park on the grounds that this classification is “too restrictive” or
citing the negative impacts on potential economic benefit derived from mineral resource extractidrhey
suggested that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

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

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed the view that thoughational park classificationprotects land from physical development
it does not equate to effective protection from introduced pests or predators

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
General(Allowed)

I One submission advocated generally for afiational parks,forestparks,scenic reserves andstewardship 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 for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_02_2806955p

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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that the area is highly modified due to former
forestry and still contains logging roads

1 Submissions stated that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characterigtistifying
national park statusfor various pieces of stewardship land.



1 Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although this specific conservation area does contain a greater
proportion of modified areas than the wider assessment area (including a vehicle track), my conclusion is that the natural
and historic resources described in the CVR (including almost entigeln unmodified native vegetation) justify referring

this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by
the contiguous boundary withthe adjoining Paparoa National Park

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of retaining land in stewardship did so on the grounds that adding land to national parks
would not give effect to Treaty principles, as the classification impedes Ngai Tahu’s ability to exercise their mana
whenua, kaitiakitanga, andnahinga kai rights and responsibilities and limits their involvement in decision
making processes, alienating them from their cultural and ancestral connections with the land.

1 Submissions advocated for conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area

classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective.

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

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement with the recommendation to maintain in stewardship or stated they agree
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 Submitters stated thatreclassifying land as national parlor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that lafide
potential loss of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of
mineral extraction and site rehabilitation It was suggested that a holistic view, consideringiineral prospectivity
and other economic, social, and cultural considerations, should taéen.

1 One submission specified preference for land to either be retained in stewardship or reclassified as a conservation
park.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)
 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on objections to the process or limitations of the consultation.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 Submissions stated that the values are equivalent or similar to those in the surrounding national park, and that
national park reclassificationwould improve ecological connectivity, buffer the existing park, and streamline
management to improve conservation outcomes

 Submissions noted various features such as the geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and lowlands, the
high wildlife values and vegetation representativeness, freshwater values, nationally significant ecosystems, and
that the area is within aroutstanding natural landscape



I Submissions expressed a preference foational park classification citing high conservation values and
emphasizing thatnational park classificationsupports important biodiversity and climate outcomes, and ensures
protection against activitiessuch as mining

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant the conclusion thatNational Park statusis appropriate given the natural values presenthe ecological
values identified in these submissions are consistent with those described in the CWRey are appropriately protected
and preserved by the proposedlassification. They warrant referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioss to
the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for adding the land to the national park to ensure protection of the natural
resources, but advocated fananawhenua to have free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional,
historical, and customary purposes, describing this as aligning with section 4 of the National Parks Act, and for
conservation principles to be carried out in an “established collegial co-governance mannet.

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified 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)

9 Submissions also recommended other classifications, such as scenic reserve or conservation park, rather than
retaining the land in stewardship

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)
9 Other submissions in opposition did so because they objected to the process or limitations of the consultation

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions that did not select or state a clear opinion queried whether this classification allowed for hunting
and fishing.

| 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. It 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

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 It wasrecommendedthat concernsexpressed by the Mana Whenua Panatound national parksbe addresseds
a priority, to avoid having to leave land irstewardship

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not

the subject of the notified classification proposal.
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General(Allowed)

1 One submission advocated generally for aliational parks,forest parks,scenic reserves andstewardship 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 somectivities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiontsufficient 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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PAP_02 — Northern Paparoa Range — 2808295

Recommendation | National Panel [l Ui

Protected Area D Recommendation Panel _ Support | Oppose
Recommendation

Northern Paparoa Range PAP_02_2808295d National Park (Paparoa) 6063 25

Northern Paparoa Range PAP_02_2808295r Stewardship 17 57

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A large area 11407 haadjoining the PaparoaNational Park, PaparoaVilderness Areaandthe Lower Buller Gorge Scenig
Reserve The wider assessment areiacludes a wide range of landforms, vegetation associations and ecosystefnem
recent river terraces to steep and dissected granite and gneiss, limestone bluffs and alpine cristssalmost entirely in
unmodified native vegetation and its connectivity to other public conservation lands is critically important for protecting
functioning ecosystems and processeshe area includes a range of wildlife, including threatened and-ask species,and
three undescribed Powelliphanta land snail taxa restricted to tiAP_02assessment aredl he area includes the
Buckland Peakdgrack and hut.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoa
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal,by referring this area tothe NZCA for its considerationon 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 submission§he 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 Paparoa National Park.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel oppad theproposed national parkreferrals, supportedoy
submissionsfrom Treaty partnerorganisations Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within
the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987)iaslienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”. The
Mana Whenua Panel have also signallelgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly that
“Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic wellbeing and development

perspective)”.

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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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 (Paparoa) - PAP_02_2808295q

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parbased onthe area’s high recreation valuessuggesting
that the proposed classification will guarante@ublic accessand ensurethe area isprotected for the enjoyment of
all present and future generations

w Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significarared is popular with local trampers
and campers.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features presenwhich are consistent with those described in the CVBnd warrant consideration They
hold merit under the Conservation Act as thegupport promotion ofrecreation that is not inconsistent with the
preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and thatthe protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the area to be added to the Paparoa National Basled on itsecological,
geological and landscape valug which were described asmilar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa
National Park It was suggested thateclassification as a national parkvould align land classifications more
closely with ecological principles (with current delineationsgleemed“historic and arbitrary”).

® Submissions noted that expanding th@ational park would include more of the complex geology and landforms
of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlandand that he area contains important karst landforms and caves
of high scientific significance.

® The high ecological values mentioned includedhe mostly unmodified vegetation, “abundance of native flora and
fauna specieg, “unique cave systems, historic places and lush West Coast rainforest”, that the altitudinal
sequence is intact; and that the Townson Tarn on Buckland Peak is a naturally uncommon ecosystem

® Submissions noted that the area is the westernmost recorded location of the elusive Butlers rindte¢liola
butleri) butterfly. The area is a species management unit for the brown mudfish and three large Powelliphanta
land snail taxa are present.

w Submissions supported national parkeclassificationon the grounds that it would increase habitat, enhance
ecological connectivity and landscape continuity, and provide a buffer to safeguard the borderinigderness area

13



(e.g.support native reforestation, enhance ecological buffer zones, maintain ecological diversity, and support the
creation of ecological corridors)

w A submission noted the area to b&an outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Character.

w Submissions notedthat the area is within gorominent vista from Westport making it “worthy of highest
protection”, and that there is a “view of virgin pakihi that is not very visible from the state highway, and was a
common sight 50 years agb

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR. The contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Parland Paparoa Wilderness Areéurther supports your notified
intention to refer this area to the NZCA tdor its recommendation aghe suitability of a National Park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Panel regarding national parks and wanted
to see these addressed. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legisiee frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles, and to ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and petéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments argccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationHowever, while thepossibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercisiee Motified 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)

® Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendatamd stated support for all
stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level

w Submissions agreed thathe recommendationreflected the information in the technical reports

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

w Submissionscommented that national park classificatiorfapplies a precautionary principle that these lands are
best left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise

| 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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence aittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#l¥alk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

w Submissionsstatedthat national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with tie
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

® Submissionscommented that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks
that are “necessary and have wide approval”.

0 One submission stated that a small part of the area extends over “uneconomic prospectable uranium deposits”.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that theré @argor inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

w While acknowledgingthat national park classificationwould be a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following “extensive consultation and agreement with thiocal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, but to
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt’.

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga sites,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control

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

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resengy provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Several submissiongaised concern aboutestrictions on dogaccess

1 Submissionsopposednational park reclassificationas excluding hunting for native species which are classified
as gamebirds, such asikeko and paradise shelduck.

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird hunting.

1 Submitters noted that there is alreadyaccess to thenational park via Bucklands Peak Track

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural
resources described in the CVRand the points raised do not justify overturninghe notified intention. Although under a
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ”, this is subject to restrictions“necessary
for the preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980s.

4(2)).
Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

® Submissions opposed all national parkecommendations describing the land as “not so unique or scientifically
important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommendedeclassification as a
conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient protection in areas
where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as miningy recreation reserve where aredsave high
cultural or recreational value to the public.

w Submissions noted that the area has been millgstill contains several logging road,and lacks national park
level values (e.g.“All lowland areas were extensively logged during the 1900s”.).

w One submission pecifically noted thatthe “dogleg” part of this conservation areas of low conservation value
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| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVRificluding almost entirely in unmodified native vegetation) justifyreferring this area to the NZCA

for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the contiguous
boundary with Paparoa National Parkand Paparoa Wilderness Area

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national 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)

w One submitter suggested that the area should be added to the adjacBaparoa Wilderness Areawithout
including further justification.

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition
to adding more land to national parks, without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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 UgBlot Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it wastoo restrictive”, and wouldimpact
on land use,access and mining

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiofased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w One submitterwho carries out possum controln the areasuggested this may change if left to the Department of
Conservation.

w A submitter living adjacent to the area was concerned about privacy and security issagising from a potential
national park classification

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.
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w One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 mechanismaigthorising
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 for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_02_2808295r

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)

w A submissionnoted that the areds highly modified due to former forestry and still contains several logging
roads.

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be preseniny conclusion isthe
natural and historic resources described in the CVR (almost entirely in unmodified native vegetation) justigferring this
area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the
contiguous boundary with Paparoa National Parland the Paparoa Wilderness Area

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national 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)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing
further justification.
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| recommend that these comments angot 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 UgBlot Allowed)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitationt was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardshjpr reclassification as aconservationpark,
suggesting that this would provide“more than adequate legal protectiohwhile allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resouscpresent.

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

w Submissions noted thatnsuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when thdure-focused elements in the
definition of conservation are considered, including “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, and in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act 1987.2).

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

w Several sibmissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and the comparable values to
the nearby national park (e.g.“abundance of wildlife including threatened at risk and distinct species”, “including
ecosystems untouched by humans”).

w Submissionssuggested the area should be added to the Paparoa National Parkh&sarea is the westernmost
recorded location of the elusive Butlers ringletHrebiola butler) butterfly.

w One submitter noted that tle area is considered afoutstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural
Character’ and has diverse geological features and landformacluding lowland river terraces, steep dissected
high granite and gneiss ridges, limestone bluffs and karst.
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w One submitter suggested that the area should be added to thaparoa Wilderness Arear Paparoa National
Park, without including further justification.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrantthe conclusion thatNational Park status is appropriate given the natural values presei he natural
resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the CV.Rhe area’s connection to the adjoining
Paparoa National Park and Paparoa Wilderness Area further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the
NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

@ Submissions acknowledged that Ngai Tahu opposes national parks in principle but argued for reclassification as
a national park to ensure protection of natural values, suggesting that national park classification could still allow
for customary access and rBaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns.

w Submissions expressed that where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified-sppecific cultural values for the
land, it should be reclassified as a national park to ensure protection from activities such as mining which may be
allowed on stewardship land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified 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)

w Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it asmeaningless recommendatiofi
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000ha, suggesting this could instead beeclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park

I 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.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parkand for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification or based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports

| 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 UgBot Allowed)

w One submitterquestioned whether the area shoulde used for economic purposegiven theconservationvalues
present.

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activities such as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas

w One submission noted that a small part of the area extends ovaneconomic prospectable uranium deposits

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to the National Parks Act to address the concétestified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworlkse not the subject of the public noticeAs such, | recommend
that comments advocating for such amendmeniare not accepted

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 concessionsufficient 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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PAP_o02 - Little Totara River — 2808369

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

Little Totara River | PAP_02_2808369s | National Park (Paparoa) 6053 23

Little Totara River | PAP_02_ 2808369t Stewardship 15 49

DOC Conservation Values Reporbescription

A large area (5469 ha) adjoining thBaparoa National Park andNorthern Paparoa Range Conservation Aredhe wider
assessment area is described to include a wide range of landforms, vegetation associations and ecosystemsecent
river terraces to steep and dissected granite and gneiss, limestone bldfsd alpine crestslt is almost entirely in
unmodified native vegetation and its connectivity to other public conservation lands is critically important for protecting
functioning ecosystems and processs. The area includes a range of wildlife, including threatened and-ask speciesand
three undescribed Powelliphanta land snail taxa restricted to th®AP_02assessment area.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoa
National Park, and improve landscape continuity

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 its consideration 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 submission§he 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 Paparoa National Park.

Section 4 and Treatyprinciples: The Mana Whenua Panel oppad theproposednational parkreferrals, supportedoy
submissionsfrom Treaty partnerorganisations Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within
the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987)iaslienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”. The
Mana Whenua Panel have also signalleldgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly that
“Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic wellbeing and development

perspective)”.

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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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 (Paparoa) - PAP_02_2808369s
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parbased onthe area’s high recreation valuessuggesting
that the proposed classification will guarante@ublic accessand ensurethe area isprotected for the enjoyment of
all present and future generations

w One submitter noted that the area containsaves of high scientific and recreational significance

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the CVR, and warrant consideratioey
hold merit under the Conservation Act as thegupport promotion ofrecreation that is not inconsistent with the
preservation of the natural and historic resources presefthe Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational
Plan (2018 pg.66) confirms the potential for karst formations within this conservatiorarea.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissionscommentedthat protection of these areas was especially important in the context of climate change
(e.g.“greatly assist in creating resilience against climate change effects by being a valuable carbon §ink

w A submitter advocated for stewardship land to bmcorporated into adjacent areas to support climate change
mitigation .

I recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the protection of the existing natural resourcgmesent is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when thdure-focused elements in the
definition of conservation are considered, including‘safeguarding the options of future generations” in relation to
‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, and in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act1987s. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parkstating that ecological, geological and landscape
values are high and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Paf g.“contains
uncommon habitats and rare undescribed species of Powelliphanta”).

w Submissionsexpressed support on the groundthat expanding the national park would include more of the
complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlantise area was noted as&n
outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Charactef, and containing diverse geological features
and landforms, including “lowland river terraces, steep dissected high granite and gneiss ridges, limestone bluffs
and karst'.

0 Submitters highlighted the karst landforms as “very important” and noted the “mix of granite and limestone
geology, and outstanding scenefy

w Submitters suggested thathe proposed national park additiorwould support native reforestationand increase
habitat, enhance ecological buffer zoneand corridors and landscape continuity(e.g.expanding the national park
would provide a larger buffer for the Paparoa Wilderness Argand align land classifications more closely with
ecological principles (with current delineationgdescribed as‘historic and arbitrary”).
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w national park reclassificationwas seen aprotecting indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as
mining and clearing, andasenabling critical biodiversity (Te Mana o teTaiao), climate and freshwater outcomes.
w One submitter suggested that the area should be added to tRaparoaNational Park or PaparoaVilderness
Area, without including further justification.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CVRhe contiguous
boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZG#r its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national parkaddition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Panel regarding national parks and wanted
to see these addressed. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legisiege frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles, and to ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and petéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified 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)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks and stated they “support the proposed
additions to national parks and would like to see more areas given the highest level of protection”.

w Submissions expressedgreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”.

w Submissions agreed that the recommendatioreflects the information in the technical reports

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

w Submissionsnoted that national park classificationf‘applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best
left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise

| 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)

w One submitter noted that the area was not previously included in the Paparoa National Parlsecure a supphof
quality limestone to the Cape Foulwind cement worksvhich has since closed

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#l¥alk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

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

w Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and alsostatedthat legislative “let out

clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are “necessary and have wide approval”.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following “extensive consultation and agreement with thiocal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, tout
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt’.

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged that Ngi Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga site#,excluded from national park statusshould notremain in
stewardship

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submittersnoted opposition tonational park classificationdue to impacts on adjoining landowners in the form of
restrictions for dogaccess with associated hunting implications

1 Submitterscommented that the area has goodWD road access and should have low restrictions on public
access andthat there are more recreational options for local residents if left as stewardshapd.

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resenay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast resident

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioras excluding hunting for native species which are classified
as gamebirds, such asikeko and paradise shelduck.

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(dog access4WD use,hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the
natural resources described in the CVRnd the points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention. Although
under a national park classificationfthe public shall have freedom of entry and access” this is subject to restrictions
“necessaryfor the preservation ofthe native plantsand animals or for the welfarein general of the parks” (National Parks
Act 198Q s.4(2)).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w The area was noted to be highly modified due to former forestry and still contains several logging roé&elg.
“extensively logged during the 1900s”).

w Submissions opposed all national parkecommendations describing the land as “not so unique or scientifically
important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AciThey recommendedeclassification as a
conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient protection in areas
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where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as miningy recreation reserve where aredsave high
cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR (almost entirely in unmodified native vegetation) justifseferring this area to the NZCA for its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the contiguous nature of the
boundary with adjoining Paparoa National Park

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national 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)
w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition

to adding more land to national parks, without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it wastoo restrictive” and would impact
on adjoining landowners in the form of restrictions for accessining, andexclude future extractive use

1 Submissionsopposed national parkreclassificationbased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 One submission suggested that local residenthould have a majority say in land reclassification compared to
peoplewho live outside the region

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

®w One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land unless it was purchased by the Nature Heritage
Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 concessiontsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_02_ 2808369t

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)

w Submittersexpressed support foretaining the area instewardshipbased onits benefits forrecreational aspects,
dog access and food gathering.

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w It wasnotedthat the area is highly modified due to former forestry and still contains several logging roads
w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although areas of modification may be presentny conclusion isthe
natural and historic resources described in the CVR (almost entirely in unmodified native vegetation) justi&ferring this
area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the
contiguous boundary withthe adjoining Paparoa National Park

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national 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.
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General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringiineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship oeclassification as a conservation patk
suggesting that this would provide“more than adequate legal protectichwhile allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational values of the area.
w Submissionssuggested a national park classificatiomould better secure‘access to the treasures of this land”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thatnsuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context of climate
change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing naturalesources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factorfor reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, and in relation to

‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act 1987s. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park(e.g.“increase the overall integrity of Paparoa NP.
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w It was noted that the area is consideretn outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Character”
and contains “diverse geological features and landforms from, lowland river terraces, steep dissected high granite
and gneiss ridges, limestone bluffs and karst

0 The area was noted to be of high ecological value with an “abundance of wildlife including threatened, at-risk and
distinct specieg’, including three large Powelliphanta land snail taxa.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrantthe conclusion thatNational Park status is appropriate g¢zen the natural values presentrhe natural
resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the CVRhe contiguousboundary with the
Paparoa National Park further supports your naotified intention to refer this area to the NZG#r its recommendationas to
the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

® Submissions acknowledged that Ngai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued for reclassification as
a national park to ensure protection of natural values, suggesting that national park classification could still allow
for customary access andreaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns.

w Submissions expressed that where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified-sppecific cultural values for the
land, it should be reclassified as a national park to ensure protection from activities such as mining, which may be
allowed on stewardship land

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means aaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require.

General(Allowed)

w One submitter suggested that the area should be added to tRaparoa Wilderness Arear Paparoa National
Park, without including further justification.

w Submissions opposed the “blanket veto” of national park recommendations and the recommendation to retain in
stewardship, describing it as &meaningless recommendatioi

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parkand for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justificationor based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports

® Submissionsexpressedoreference forthe National Panelrecommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on‘itégh cultural conservatior?’ values.

| 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.

w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000ha, suggesting this could instead beeclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park

| recommend that these comments angot 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)

w One submission noted that a small part of the area extends over “uneconomic prospectable uranium deposits”.
w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activities such asmining, noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed theecommendation 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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
Accessand Recreation (Allowed)

1 One submission notedthe areato have good4WD road access and suggested that accessible land such as this
should have low restrictions on public access.

| recommend that ths commentis not accepted The method of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposedwWD
use)is potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural resources described in the CY&nd the point
raised do not justify overturningthe notified intention. Although under a national park classification‘the public shall
have freedom of entry and accesshis is subject to restrictions “necessaryfor the preservation of the native plantsand
animals or for the welfaren general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980s. 4(2).

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to the National Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmerie not accepted

General (Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated generally for alhational 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 concessiontsufficient 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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PAP_03 — Doctor Bay — 2808289

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Doctor Bay PAP_03_2808289u Scenic Reservéa) Neutral 18 7

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 1thaarea of coastal cliffs and terrace with pakihi, coastal turf and regenerating coastal forest. There are critically
endangered ecosystems and nationally critical plant species, notably the locally endemic Charleston genfiduis area
has been cleared and modified in the past for gold mining but is now entirely covered in native vegetation, with some
remnants of older vegetation in gullies throughoutThis area makes an important contribution to theonnectivity of the
coastal cliffs to the forests of the Paparoa Ranges and is connected to the Charleston Scenic Reserve and a QElII
Covenant The Constant Bay walking trackand rock climbing accesstracks are presentThe area contains archaeological
remains associated with the Town Lead gold workings.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Scenic reserveda), to protect the ecological values and preserve the archaeological features, while
providing for the recreational values of the area

Mana WhenuaPanel:Neutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submission§hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing for ongoing recreational accesffering sufficient protection in the context of climate change, and
reflecting the notable natural and 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present."

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classificatiorwill appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presenfe.g.regenerating coastal forest with critically endangered ecosystems and nationally
critical plant species)and reflects the context of the adjacent scenic reserve

Scenic Reserve (a) - PAP_03_2808289u
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 It was notedthat scenic reserve appropriatelprovides for an easily accessible and unique recreational
experience andhat the area has high recreation valug®.g.“Penguin colony here and outstanding coastal
scenery High recreation values”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the C&fRl which are appropriately
reflected by the notified classificationThey hold merit under the Conservation Act as thegupport promotion of
recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.
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Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed suppofbr scenic reservereclassification as offering a high level of environmental
protection, noting that this is particularly important in the context 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 reservaill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementdn the
definition of conservationare consideredincluding “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, and in relation to
‘protection’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act 1987.2).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support stated thascenicreserve was appropriate to protect the ecological features

1 Submissions referenced various ecological values, such as karoesting in the area, nationally significant
ecological systems, critically endangered coastal turf ecosystepand significant flora and fauna

9 It was noted that the area will “make a good addition” to the adjacent Charleston Scenic Reserve and

“complement an adjacent QEII covenant area”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrantconsideration The natural resources identifiedoy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR, and they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatibime contiguous nature of the
adjoining Charleston Scenic Reserviurther supports your notified intention toclassify this area as a scenic reserve

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

® It was mentioned that the area has “high recreation and historical values”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources noted by submitters are consistent with those
described in the CVR (archaeological remains associated with the Town Lead gold workings). The proposed classification
provides for the protection of these historic resources, while alsonsidering the notable natural resources present (e.g.
regenerating coastal forest with critically endangered ecosystems and nationally critical plant species), as per Section
19(2)(d) of the Reserves Act 1977

General(Allowed)

® Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the recommendation without providing further justificatioor supported
the recommendation on the grounds that it appropriately reflects the values stated in the technical reports.

| 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 materiaéstified, these submission points
do not raise any matterdor further consideration

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w One submission opposed the recommendation, suggesting that the site “should be reviewed for community
climate adaptation and resiliencé

| recommendthat thesecomments are not accepted The submitter does not clarifywhat kind of adaptation and resilience
they refer to,and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified classificatidine current
review has already included climate change considerations, as per paragraph 16(g) of the National Rahetms of
Reference“The panels are required to actively consider the Climate Change Commission report when making
recommendations on the future land status of stewardship lahd
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

® One submission stated that the area has “extensive historical gold workings” and that the locals would like to
develop a short interpretative walkway to preserve this history, suggesting the area become “The Charleston

Goldfields Heritage Park.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The historic resources notedby submittershave beenconsidered
whendetermining the notified classification (the CVR notes archaeological remains associated with the Town Lead gold
workings). The proposed classification provides for the protection of these historic resources, while also considering the
notable natural resources preseng(g.regenerating coastal forest with critically endangered ecosystems and nationally
critical plant species), as peBection 19(2)(d)f the Reserves Act 1977.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

w One submission opposed reclassificatioas scenic reservenoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefitShe submitter suggestedthat retaining the land in
stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing
commercial activitiessuch as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis.

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

Process and Consultation (NoAllowed)

w Submissions opposed 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 theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions stated they did not opposscenic reserve classificatioras long asrock climbing access is
maintained or enhanced, but recommendecreation reserveo reflect the are& high value for climbing They
noted that“The Doctor Bay area includes the Charleston Crags which provide excellent climbiogportunities
for local and visiting climbers on good quality rock

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The recreation values of the area and thgrovision of public access
have been considered when determining the notified classificatio(e.g.the established Constant Bay walking track and
rock climbing access tracks)The proposed classificatiorprovides for the public to have freedom of entry and access to
the reserve subject to conditions necessary for the protection and wélking of the reserve and the public themselves, as
per Section 19(2)(b)of the Reserves Act 197 Further, | note that the'Charleston Crags’ rock climbing featuresthemselves
appear to beadjacent to, anchot within, the stewardshiparea in question.

w Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting

| recommend that these comments angot 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 effectsmthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification
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General(Allowed)

w Submissionsadvocated 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 concessiontsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

PAP_04 — Nile River — 2808291

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

Local Purpose(River
Conservation)Reserve
Nile River (Pasture) PAP_04 2808291d Disposal Disposal 11 31

Nile River (Riverbed) | PAP_04 2808291e Neutral 15 14

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 7-ha area of cleared river terrace and active riverbed with a small area of exotic scrub in the south west corner. Pos
skink habitat. Isolated and grazed under a concession with no known recreation use or historic value. No easy accesg
tracks or failities.

Nile River (Riverbed)

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reserveo the riverbed and riparian sections are retained in public
conservation land.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Neutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U0 Do not proceedwith the notified proposal forthe ‘riverbed’ section, retaining the area in stewardship

Summary ofaccepted submissionsThose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressedeither opposition or no
opinion in relation to the notified classification on the basis thathe purpose of the reserve is not clearly definglkaving
it uncertain how the natural resources present in this section of the stewardship area will be protected.

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

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

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

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - PAP_04_2808291e

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 One submission supported the recommendation amnabling river access, noting that they opposed any disposal
of former or current riverbed that protects actual or potential public access as the river movEsey
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recommended reclassification othe whole as local purpose resenfer river conservation, river access or
recreation access.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose
of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural
resources described, or if another classification may be more appropriatay limits on public access will be determined
as part of the future policy work

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement in general terms, without providing further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification based on its “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission in support stated that any change should not affect the existing permissions, noting that there is
a grazinglicence present, andthat this licence includes requirements for fencing to protect wetlands.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 It was suggested thatriver authority consultation” should occur.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that they assumed there would be no grazing concessions permitted in the local purpose
reserve.

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions suggested that other classifications would be more appropriate to support revegetation for carbon
sequestration or flood buffering from climate change effectd was suggested that river margins that are subject
to flooding from climate change effects should be “incorporated into a special class” to ensure they are retained in
public ownership and revegetated to contribute to emissions reduction, rathiiian classified as local purpose
reserveswhere “they can have their status changed without notification”. One submission proposedjovernment
purpose (climate mitigation) reserveas a possible classification.

| recommend that these comments aracceptedto the extentthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more apprepe.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined,
leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected

1 Submissions suggested a review of all recommendations foodal purpose (river conservation) resengeto
reclassify the land in a way which will prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the
river, and support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale

1 Concerns were raised that the lack of a clearly defined purpose would mean the area could be vested to an
authority that would not effectively manage the area to protect the natural values that would not have

conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of river conservation” and inappropriate use. More
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broadly, submissions also suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting
riverbeds and their margins, and that the reclassification process “creates an opportunity for more responsible
management’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that he purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether iappropriately ensures protection othe conservation ofthe natural resources presert.e.
areas of riparian vegetation and a section of riverbed)

1 Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and
processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowHukese includedgovernment purpose (te
mana o te wai) reserve, scenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems
and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or wildlife reserve

| recommend that these comments aracceptedto the extentthat | agreethat the purpose of the notifiedclassification
provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it provides appropriate protection of the natural resources noted by
submitters, or if another classification should be considered.

1 One submission opposed the classification based on the “limited conservation values” of the site, suggesting
disposal instead

I recommend that this comment isiot accepted While part of the larger PAP_04assessment area contains components of
low conservation value i(e.cleared of most nativevegetation for grazing) the area notified as local purpose river
conservationcontains active riverbed, and therefore hold$reshwaterconservationvalueswhich warrantretention as

public conservation land

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation as “inappropriate”, stating that it gives no greater protection than
current stewardship status.

| 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 raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual” and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occur.

1 It was stated thatother examples of local purpose reservédeld for river conservation €.g.in the RangitataRiver
in Canterbury) have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.

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

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 submission opposed theecommendationon the basis that no reclassification should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with tbeal/regional councils.

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

No Opinion/ Position Not Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting

| 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
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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 othe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions commented that information regarding the purpose of the river conservation needed to be clearer,
(i.e.for ecological reasons or for flood protection and warned that bcal purpose (river conservation) resense

had been “misused” in Canterbury and consideration was therefore needed when assigning this classification.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the purpose of the notified classificatioprovides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present (areas of
riparian vegetation and a section of riverbed).
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Nile River (Pasture)

Panel Recommendations
National Panel:Disposal, as the conservation area consists almost entirely of developed pasture, with limited
conservation or cultural value

Mana WhenuaPanel:Disposal, as the pastoral components are highly modified and should not form part of public
conservation land

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalfor the ‘pasture’ section of the areareferring the area to theDepartmentto
investigate the suitability of disposal

Summary of accepted submission§ghose submissionsaccepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation based on the low conservation values presentoting that the land has been converted to pasturlso
accepted were comments notinghat this outcome issupportedby the Mana Whenua Paneband reflects the perspectives
of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panesupportedthe proposeddisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations, as the pasto@mponents are highly modified

Rationale:Although parts of the widerstewardshipareaare unlikely to meet the Conservation General Policg(d) and
Conservation Act (s26)tests for disposal the pastoral components of this stewardship area hditlle conservation value
and warrant further consideration as to the suitability of disposal.

Disposal - PAP_04_2808291d

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

Submissions expressd support for disposal of stewardshipland thathas ro conservation value or natural values
remaining, such as land that is fully converted to pasture

I recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the area holds low conservation values and thaethighly
modified nature of the pastoral components of this stewardship aread.cleared of most native vegetation for grazing)
justify referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposdlnote that any parts of the area
identified to have substantive natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal
tests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel as reflecting the values, interests, and
perspectives of Ngai Tahu, and fulfilling obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi.

| recommend that these comments should baccepted | note the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified
disposal proposalThe highly modified nature of the pastoral components of this stewardship area (e.g. cleared of most
native vegetation for grazing) justify referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed general agreement with the Panels’ recommendations without providing 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, thalsmission points do
not raise any matters
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Other (Not Allowed)
9 It was noted that disposals only form 0.01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

I Submissions opposed disposal, arguing that many river terraces support access to the backcountry which would
be lost if the land is privatised

I Submissions raised concerns that marginal strips do not guarantee access, particularly if the river changes

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The area is separated from the nearby road by private land, ahe t
CVR notes thatthere isno easy access to the area atidat it likely receives little recreational use. Any potential disposal
arising from the Departmental investigationwill trigger the formation of marginal strips, which will secure ongoing public
access along the riparian corridor.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

I  Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if modified/pasture, offers
potential for climate change mitigation(i.e. opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration, as well as for
flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for natural river processéslt was suggested thatthe freeholding of
land adjacent to riverbeds often results in additional rock protection work which constrains the river, and the
natural processes at play and that thiscan lead to ergion elsewhere

1 Submissions argued that disposing of public conservation land compromises future sustainability and climate
mitigation options, noting that climate change is heightening pressure on ecosystems.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The area’s highly modified state (cleared of most native vegetation
for grazing), and its landscape context gituated within farmland and not connected to other public conservation land)
limit the appropriatenessand effectivenesf retaining it for ecosystem restoratiorand carbon sequestration note that
any potential disposal arising from theDepartmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for
qualifying waterbodies, which willbe retained and protected as public conservation land.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 Submissions opposed disposastating that widespread vegetation clearangevulnerable ecosystemand New
Zealand’s seriously declining biodiversity make retaining all conservation land essential, especially to reatte
goals of Te Mana o td aiao.

 Submissionsopposed disposal ofowland river terraceson the groundsthat little remains in public conservation
land, and thatthere is potential for restoration with minimal intervention through the natural gorse to native
succession processparticularly given the high rainfall on the West Coasand the proximity of nearby forests and
seed sources

I Submissions noted thamodified pasture isstill likely to retain indigenous speciedike juncus and carex

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The area’s highly modified state (cleared of most native vegetation
for grazing), and its landscape context (situated within farmland and not connected to other public conservation land)
limit the appropriateness and effectiveness of retaining it for restoratiohnote that any potential disposal arising from
the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal stripsfor qualifying waterbodies which will be
retained and protectedas public conservation land.

General(Allowed)

9 Submissions frequently opposed disposal in general terms, arguing that public conservation land is best retained
for future generations or future conservation purposes

| 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 recommended that the potential productivity of the land should be considered as timay assist
New Zealand in dealing with food security issues.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionssuggestedthat the existing reclassification framework shouldhave a flexible classification for
holding land in a conservation bank for future optionsand a precautionary policy should be adopted hold land
for potential future conservation use

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Itwas suggested that “in many cases a land exchange with the adjacent landownerwould result in better
outcomes for conservation and for farm managemeit

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

No Opinion/ Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

One submission recommended that riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained or that any land with potential
for carbonsequestration should be retained.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The area’s small size (less than sevenha),highly modified nature
(cleared of most native vegetation for grazing and its landscape context (situated within farmland and not connected to
other public conservation land)imit the appropriateness of retaining it for ecosystem restoration and carbon
sequestration | note that any potential disposal arising from thé&epartmental investigation will trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbalies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land.

Other (Not Allowed)

9 One submission noted thastewardshipland proposed for disposal is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonganatification process fordisposal of Crownownedland, noting thatHeritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taongamay recommend heritage protection measures as part of this dispopabcess.

i It was suggestedhat any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted
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PAP_o05 - Deep Creek — 2806767

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Deep Creek PAP_05_2806767v Scenic Reservéa) Neutral 20 9

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 63-ha area containing predominantly flat terrace and gully vegetation, with Schedule 2 wetlands. Adjointhg Four
Mile Scenic Reserve and Four Mile River Conservation Area, it is an important connecting piece linking protected
coastal and marine terrace with inland areas of the ecological district.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Scenic reservea), to protect the ecological and archaeological values, while providing for the
recreational values of the area.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Neutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reservea).

Summary of acceptedsubmissions Those submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel havsignalled Ngai Tahu interestsassociated with this
stewardship area, particularly that “Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic

wellbeing and development perspective)”.
Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notifiethssification, therefore | consider the classification is not
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is that, while recognising the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, the natural resources
present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. This is supported by the context of the adjacent
scenic reserve.

Scenic Reserve (a) - PAP_o05_2806767v
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions expressedupport for scenic reservaeclassificationas offering a high level of environmental
protection, noting that this is particularly important in the context 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 reserveill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live",and in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion"

(Conservation Act 1987 .2).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission supporedthe recommendationon the basis that the area contains “high ecological values very
similar to the existing national parks”.

| recommend that this comment isacceptedto the extentthat | agree the natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatiotHowever, my conclusion is thatle natural values present are more closely
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aligned with those in the adjacent scenic reserve than the Paparoa National Park, which is not in the immediate vicinity
Although predominantly dominated by native vegetationthe CVR also notes areas of modification where land was
previously cleared for mining, and the presence of exotic weeds

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed agreement with tHéational Panelrecommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on‘ftégh cultural conservation valué.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the recommendation without providing further justificatioor supported
the recommendation on the grounds that it appropriately reflects the values stated in the technical reports.

| 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.

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions in opposition soughteclassification as a national parko appropriately recognisethe area’s
landscape context and featuresind its ecological values

w Submissionsdescribedits position in relation to the existing national parkand connection to other stewardship
areas recommended for inclusioim the national park, suggesting it would be rational for this area to align with
neighbouring areas Other features nentioned were its high naturalness, its habitat for aquatic and terrestrial
species, its uniqueness as the only coastal areantgtamorphic rock in the Punakaiki Ecological District, and its
“distinct and iconic” landscape features.

w A submission also suggested the area should be given “the same classification as the adjacent Ballarat Terrace”.

| recommend that tresecomments arenot accepted The natural values present are more closely aligned with those in the
adjacent scenic reserve than the Paparoa National Park, which is not in the immediate vicirdighough predominantly
dominated by native vegetation, the CVR also notegeas ofmodification where land was previously cleared for mining
and the presence of exotic weedsnote that thenearby‘Ballarat Terrace’ which isreferenced isheld in a mixture of
stewardshipand scenic reserve

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

W A submission advocated for the creation of a “Charleston Goldfields Heritage Park”.

| recommend that ths commentis not accepted The historic resourcegresenthave been considered when determining
the notified classification (the CVR notes archaeological remains associated witbld mining infrastructure). The

proposed classification provides for the protection of these historic resources, while also considering the notable natural
resources presentd.g.flat terrace and gully vegetation, with Schedule 2 wetlangsas perSection 19(2)(d)of the Reserves
Act 1977.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

w One wubmission opposed reclassificatioras scenic reservenoting that thoughthis classification does not
prohibit mining , it adds extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining
the land in stewardship or reclassifying as conservation park provides adequate legal protectishile allowing
commercial activitiessuch asmining,to be considered on a casky-case basis.

® One submission stated that any change should not affect the existing permissions

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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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Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting

| 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 permi). Authorisation of such activities involves a separateecision-making process, the outcome
of which would depend on effects othe conservation values presentather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

w Submissionsadvocated 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 concessiontsufficient 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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PAP_o05 - Four Mile River — 2808365

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Four Mile River PAP_05_2808365w Scenic Reservéa) Neutral 19 9

DOC Conservation Values Reporbescription

A 200-ha area with a coastal boundary containing predominantly flat terrace and gully vegetation, with Schedule 2
wetlands Adjoining Deep Creek Conservation Area, it is an important connecting piece linking protected coastal and
marine terrace with inland areas of the ecological district.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Scenic reservea), to protect the ecological and archaeological values, while providing for the
recreational values.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Neutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submission§hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
asoffering sufficient protection in the context of climate changgand beingappropriate in terms of managng the area for
recreationand protecting the natural values present

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel havsignalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this
stewardship area, particularly that “Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic
wellbeing and development perspective)”.

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrtherefore consider the classification is not
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is that, while recognising the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, the natural resources
presentare appropriately protected under the proposed classification. This is supported by the context of the adjacent
scenic reserve.

Scenic Reserve (a) - PAP_05_2808365w

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

I Submissions in support discussed the Kawati@oastal Trail (under development), with one in support stating
that the recommendation provides foappropriate management of the area for recreatigimcluding the cycle
trail, and the other recommending that provision should be made for it.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the CViie proposed classification
provides for the public to have freedom of entry and access to the reserve, subject to conditions necessary for the
protection and weltbeing of the reserve and the public themselves, as @&ction 19(2)(b)of the Reserves Act 1977.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed suppofbr scenic reserve reclassificatioms offering a high level of environmental
protection, noting that this is particularly important in the context 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 reservaill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
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definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to
‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, and in relation to

‘protection’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion"
(Conservation Act 1987.2).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissionssupported scenic reservasappropriately protectng the natural values

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposed classification will appropriately promote the
protection and preservation of thedentified natural resources identified in the CVRpredominantly flat terrace and gully
vegetation, with Schedule 2 wetlandsiand they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed agreement with tHéational Panelrecommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on‘ftégh cultural conservation valué.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the recommendation without providing further justificatioorsupported
the recommendation on the grounds that it appropriately reflects the values stated in the technical reports.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification iprovided 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.

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions in opposition soughteclassification as a national parko appropriately recogniseits landscape
context and features and its ecological values

1 Submissions referenced its positioin relation to the existing national park and connection to other stewardship
areas recommended for inclusion in theational park, suggesting it would be rational for this area to align with
neighbouring areas Other features mentioned were its high naturalness, its habitat for aquatic and terrestrial
species, its uniqueness as the only coastal areantétamorphicrock in the Punakaiki Ecological District, and its
“distinct and iconic” landscape features.

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The natural values present are more closely aligned with those in the
adjacent scenic reserve than the Paparoa National Park, which is not in the immediate vicirdighough predominantly
dominated by native vegetationthe CVR also notes areas of modification where land was previously cleared for mining,
and the presence of exotic weeds.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w A submission advocated for the creation of a “Charleston Goldfields Heritage Park”.

| recommend that ths commentis not accepted The historic resources present have been considered when determining
the notified classification (the CVR notes archaeological remains associated with gold mining infrastructuréje

proposed classification provides for the protection of these historic resources, while also considering the notable natural
resources presentd.g.flat terrace and gully vegetation, with Schedule 2 wetlands), as [gection 19(2)(d)f the Reserves
Act 1977.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

w One aubmission opposed reclassificatioras scenic reservenoting that thoughthis classification 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 conservation park provides adequate legal protection while
allowing commercial activities such as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis.

w One submission stated that any change should not affect the existing permissions

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

w Submissions opposed 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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions were concerned with ensuring that amgclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting

| 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 effectsmthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

w Submissionsadvocated 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 bacceptable 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 for further consideration.
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PAP_ 06 - Basin Road — 2808292

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

Basin Road PAP_06_2808292x National Park (Paparoa) 6058 26

Basin Road PAP_06_ 2808292y Stewardship 16 51

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 75ha highly connected area which contains a variety of niches, ecosystems and habitats part of a wider area which
is important for karst, caves andimestone, with predominantly regenerating indigenous forest

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoal
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 tathe NZCA for its considerationon 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 submission§he 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 Paparoa 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 signallelgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly that
“Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic wellbeing and development
perspective)”.

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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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 (Paparoa) - PAP_06_2808292x

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioon the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public access, ensures that unique flora and fauna is protected for the enjoyment of
present and future generations, and supports intergenerational participation in conservation

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

w Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significar(eeg.“caves that are nationally and
» o«

internationally significant”, “cavers use Te Tahi cave and Hole in Hill cave, tramping tracks and commercial

rainforest train railway, rafting and caving”). Several other “popular recreational caves” were mentioned

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be “caves of high scientific and recreational
significance” in the wider area, myunderstanding based on th&Vestern South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational
Plan (2018, pg.66) is thaio cavesare present in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissionssuggested that suitable stewardship land should hiecorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that theprotection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationisin 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 Act1987s. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high and similar or indistinguishable to the Paparoa National Park

w Submissions in support noted that expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and
landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlandsd that the area is included irfan outstanding
natural landscapewith High to Outstanding Natural Character.

w Submittersdescribedthe ecological value of the areae(g.“supports a diversity for flora and fauna including rare,
threatened and atrisk species”, “Short-range troglobitic cave species”, “Large areas of wetlands”).

w Submitters supportedreclassification as national parlon the grounds that it wouldincrease habitat, enhance
ecological connectivity and landscape continuityprovide a larger buffer for the Paparoa Wilderness Area
streamline the management of these areamnd align land classifications more closely with ecological principles
(with current delineations deemed "historic and arbitrary!')t was also suggested that it wouldnable critical
biodiversity (Te Mana o teTaiao), climate and freshwater outcomes
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the CV.g.highly diverse
area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and habita®)pporting your notified intention to refer this area to the
NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

w Submissions highlighted features such as important karst landforms and caves of high scientific significance
which had been largely unexplored when the park was formegld.“a distinctive broad inland basin of complex
karst topography, and hydrology, with many caves, tomos and limestone arch, deep gorges and terrace systems
“rare and beautiful speleothems”, noted in the Paparoa National Park Management Plan as “having significant

cave systems”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may becaves of scientificsignificance in the wider
area, myunderstanding based orthe Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational PIg2018, pg.66) is that
no cavesare present in this conservation area.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

® Submitters noted the heritage values present (e.g. “historic gold mining is evident in the area (Argyles Dam) and

» o«

water races”, “gold mining relics”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources noted by submitters are consistent with those
described in the CVR (e.g. archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining history). Historic resources are
protected as “Sites and objects of archaeological and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (s4 (2)(c)
National Parks Act 1980)further supporting your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation
as to the suitability of a natioml park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Panel regarding national parks and wanted
to see these addressed. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legisiee frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles, and to ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and petéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA for iteonsiderationon the suitability of a national parkclassification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require.

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks and stated they “support the proposed
additions to national parks and would like to see more areas given the highest level of protection”.

® Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”, or that this
reflected the information in the technical reports

® Submissions expressed agreement for th¢ational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

« Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorf‘applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best
left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise
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| 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)

w Submittersnoted that the area was not previously included in the Paparoa National Park to secure a supply
guality limestone to the Cape Foulwind cement works, which has since closed

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gre®alk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

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

w Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny(e.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are

“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thical iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, but to
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise and rating

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions noted that the Paparoa National Park Management Plan includes a milestone filational Park
investigation to be initiated by 2019.

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga sites,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

® Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 It was noted that the Kawatiri Coastal Trail will pass through the area and should be facilitated by the Panels’
recommendations A historic reservewas proposed

1 Submittersmentioned variousrecreational benefits of classifying the areas a historic reservde.g.“the
Limestone escarpment has significangold workings, water races and tunnels that the locals and other interested
historians suggest could provide for a superb interpretive walkway

49



| recommend that these comments angot accepted The proposeddevelopment of new trails in the area is not prohibited
by a potentialnational park classification the appropriateness of which would bdeterminedin a revised national park
management planprocess

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resanay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 It was suggested that the recreational use of the area would be impactedahyational park classification(e.g.

“The 4 Mile Rd is an important recreational asset for access into the Nile River for recreation, biking, 4WD use
and dog walking and hunting with dogs”). Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a
West Coast resident

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioras excluding hunting for native species which are classified
as gamebirds, such asikeko and paradise shelduck.

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(dog access4WD use,hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the
natural resources described in the CVRand the points raised do not justify overturninghe notified intention. Although
under a national park classification‘the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions
“necessaryfor the preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks
Act 1980 s. 4(2)(9)

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions opposed all recommended reclassification asi@ional park, describing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetvensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirg,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.highly diverse area with a wide variety of nichegcosystemsand habitatg justify referring this
area to the NZCA for its recommendatioras to the suitability of a national park addition

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w Submitters proposedclassifying the area as a ‘Charleston Goldfields Heritage Parkor as a historicreservedue to
the historic features presente.g.“nationally significant historic Charleston Goldfield’, “the goldfield is one large
archaeological ared, “a maze of water races, tunnels, old hotel and house sites that represents a treasure trove of
archaeological remnantg).

w The area is noted to include aeven kilometresection ofancient pounamu trail with this specific sectiorknown
as the‘Tauhinu Pakihi which would be better protecteds a historic reserve

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although the historic resources notedy submittersare consistent
with those described in the CVRg.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining historythe points raised
do notjustify overturning the notified intention. Under a national park classificatior‘Sites and objects of archaeological
and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National Parks Act 1980, s. 4(2)(0) The identified natural and
historic resourceswarrantreferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park
addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition
to adding more land to national parks, 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 Submitters outlined the potential economic benefits of classifying the ares a historic reservewith associated
development opportunitieswhich would be impacted bya national park classification(e.g.“to put this region into
National Park will provide protection such that will make these sought after projects incredibly difficult”).

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiotbased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 It was suggested thatlocal residents should have a majority say in proposed lagthssification” as opposed to
individuals from outside the region.

1 It was proposed that classification should not occur untdonversationshave occurred with the local population
around the around developing potential infrastructured.g.tracks and huts).

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submitters suggested that there is already enough national park land around Charleston.

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 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 concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_06_2808292y

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)

w Submittersexpressed support for retaining the area in stewardship based on recreational aspextsh asfood
gathering, biking, 4WD use, dog walking and hunting with dogs

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The methods ofappreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(4WD use,dog access, food gathering) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural resources
described in the CVR and the points raised do not justify overturninghe notified intention. Although under a national

park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor the
preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980(s.

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

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRh{ghly diverse area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and habifats
justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Retaining these areas in stewardship without further investigation
when there are natural resources present of a similar nature to thearby national park would be inconsistent with
promoting the conservation of those resource3he proposed national park statusequires referral to the NZCA for its
recommendation, which provides a further opportunity to explorsite-specific Treatypartner interests and aspirations,
and what Treaty principles may require

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land uctéssifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, I recommend that comments advocating for such amendmeratie not accepted

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without 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 area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship oeclassification as a conservation patrk
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection” while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access andRecreation (Allowed)

w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources for present and future generations, and to reflect the recreational values of the area
The recreation values present were noted to be better protectander a national park classification(e.g.“cavers
use Te Tahi cave and Hole in Hill cave, tramping tracks and commercial rainforest train railway, rafting and

caving”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

® It was noted that the Kawatiri Coastal Trail will pass through the area and should be facilitated by the Panels’
recommendations A historic reservewas proposed.

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The proposed development of new trails in the area is not prohibited
by a potentialnational park classification the appropriateness of which would be determined in a revised national park
management plan process.

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parkdescribing the area with its 40n gneiss
wall beside the sea as a “perfect recreation site for rock climbers” and detailing their connection to the site as a
place for learning and teaching.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be large gneiss sea cliffs in the wider area, my
understanding is that none are present in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thaensuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factorfor reclassification decisions isevident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin relation to
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‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or.on which any plant or animal lives or may liveand in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act 198ys. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systemsare natural featuresthreatened andat-risk
species andcomparable values to the surroundingational park.

« Submissionshighlighted the landscape values of tharea €.g.“distinctive broad inland basin of complex karst
topography, and hydrology, with many caves, tomos and limestone arch, deep gorges and terrace systems”,
“banded gneiss rock wal). The area was noted a%&n outstanding natural landscapewith High to Outstanding
Natural Character’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR (e.g.highly diverse area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and habitats), supporting your notified intention
to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w Submitterssuggestedthat the “rich history of historic gold mining is evident in the aredis more appropriately
protectedunder a national park classification

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources notedy submittersare consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining history), supporting your notified
intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

w Submitters proposedclassifying the area as a ‘Charleston Goldfields Heritage Park’ or as a historic reservelue to
the historic features presente.g.“nationally significant historic Charleston Goldfield’, “the goldfield is one large
archaeological ared “a maze of water races, tunnels, old hotel and house sites that represents a treasure trove of
archaeological remnanty).

w The areawas noted to include sseven kilometresection of ancient pounamu trail, with this specific section
known as the ‘Tauhinu Pakihi’ considered to bebetter protectedas a historic reserve

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although the historic resources notedy submittersare consistent
with those described in the CVRd.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining history), the points raised
do not justify overturning the notified intention. Under a national park classificatior‘Sites and objectsof archaeological
and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National Parks Act 1980, S. 4(2)(g) The identified natural and
historic resources warranteferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park
addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but arguefibr reclassification as
a national parkto ensure protection of natural valuesuggesting that national park classificatiorcould still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlementsr that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns.

W Submitters expressed support for legislative changes to “National Park structure including and not limited to,
actual cogovernance, and widespread reinstatement of indigenous place narfies

w Submissions expressed thawhere the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified sigpecific cultural values for the
land, it should bereclassified as a national parko ensure protection from activitiessuch asmining which may be
allowed on stewardship land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agreethe natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their considerationrHowever, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclagsition exercise. Thenotified proposalincludes
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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)

® Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha, suggesting this could instead be reclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park.

| 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.

w Submissions expressed preference for reclassification asational park and for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification or based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports”.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation values.

| 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)

w A submission in support of ahistoric reservesuggested that it “would have a major positive impact on tourism
growth at Charlestor.

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activitiessuch as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

® A submissionnoted opposition toNational Park status due to restrictions on dog access which impacts on
hunting.

| recommend that ths commentis not accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed (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 overturninghe notified intention. Although under a national

park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor the
preservation of the native plantsaand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions recommendedhat amendments to theNational Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime

Potential changes tananagement or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propoged
such, I recommend that comments advocating for such amendmerat® not accepted
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General(Allowed)
w Submissionsadvocated 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 concessionsnsufficient 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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PAP_06 - Nile River — 2808366

National Panel M G

Protected Area | Recommendation ID . Panel Support | Oppose
Recommendation .
Recommendation

Nile River PAP_06_2808366a | National Park(Paparoa) 6058 23
Nile River PAP_06_2808366b Stewardship 14 53

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 187ha highly connectedarea which contains a variety of niches, ecosystems and habitdtt$s part of a wider area
which is important for karst, caves and limestone, with predominantly regenerating indigenous forest.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified valuesto increase the overall integrity of the
Paparoa National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 its consideration 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 submission§he 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 naturailesources which were noted to be of high value and similar in nature to th
adjoining Paparoa 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 signalledgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly that
“Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic wellbeing and development
perspective)”.

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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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 (Paparoa) - PAP_06_2808366a
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioon the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public access, ensures that unique flora and faaregprotected for the enjoyment of
present and future generations, and supports intergenerational participation in conservation.

1 Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significaneeg(“caves that are nationally and

internationally significant”, “cavers use Te Tahi cave and Hole in Hill cave, tramping tracks and commercial

rainforest train railway, rafting and caving”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the CViey hold merit under the
Conservation Act as theysupport promotion ofrecreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and
historic resources presenfThe Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational P1§2018, pg.66) confirms the
potential for karst formations withinthis conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissionssuggested that suitable stewardship land should hiecorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that theprotection of the area was especially important in the context of climate
change(e.g.“will assist in NZ reaching zero carbon target3.

| 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsih 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 Act1987s. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions in support noted that expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and
landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlands

w Submissionshighlighted important karst landforms and caves of high scientific significance which had been
largely unexplored when the park was formefk.g.“a distinctive broad inland basin of complex karst topography,
and hydrology, with many caves, tomos and limestone arch, deep gorges and terrace systémse and beautiful
speleothems, “Nile River area caving system in a karst landscape™), andnoting that the area ismentionedin the
Paparoa National Park Management Plan as “having significant cave systems”.

w The area was noted to be “an outstanding natural landscapewith High to Outstanding Natural Character”, with
one submitter describing the area as “one of the most scenic valleys I have visited”.

w Submitterscited the ecological value of the areae(g.“supports a diversity for flora and fauna including rare,
threatened and atrisk specieg, “Short-range troglobitic cave specie¥ “Large areas of wetlands, swamps and
pakihi”, “nationally endangered avifauna such as whio and roroa”).

w Submissions expressed support farational park reclassificationon the grounds that ecological, geological and
landscape values are high and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Park, that it would
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increase habitat, enhance ecological connectivity and landscape continuity, streamline the management of these
areas, and align land classifications more closely with ecological principles (with current delineations deemed
"historic and arbitrary") It was also suggested that it would enable critical biodiversity (Te Mana oTaiao),

climate and freshwater outcomes, and woufttovide a larger buffer for the Paparoa Wilderness Area

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR g.complex karst
topography, highly diverse area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and habitat$le contiguousboundary with
Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZG#r its recommendationas to
the suitability of a national park addition

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w Submitters noted the heritage values presené(g.“historic gold mining is evident in the area(Argyles Dam) and
water races).

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources notedy submittersare consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.archaeological remains associated with a riopoldmining history). Historic resources are
protected as‘Sites and objects of archaeological and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National
Parks Act 1980s.4 (2)(q) further supporting your notifiedintention to refer this area to the NZCAfor its recommendation
as to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Parghlrding national parks and wanted
to see these addressetiowever, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legislative frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles,andto ensure free accesand use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and pctéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissionssupported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel mad identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means aaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require.

General(Allowed)

0 Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks and stated they “support the proposed
additions to national parks and would like to see more areas given the highest level of protection”.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for all
stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level, or that this reflected the information in the
technical reports.

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification .

w Submissions noted that national park classification “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best
left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise”.

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

w Submittersnoted that the area was not previously included in the Paparoa National Park to secure a supply
guality limestone to the Cape Foulwind cement works, which has since closed

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the areastating that the presence ofittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#ltalk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

w Submissionscommentedthat national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with tie
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

w Submissionsnoted thatnational park classificationprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny é.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thiocal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, tout
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt’.

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions noted that the Paparoa National Park Management Plan includes a milestone fiadional Park
investigation to be initiated by 2019.

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga sites,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 It was noted that the Kawatiri Coastal Trail will pass through the area and should be facilitated by the Panels’
recommendations A historic reservewas proposed

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed development of new trails in the area is not prohibited
by a potentialnational park classification the appropriateness of which would be determined inravised national park
management plan process.

1 The area was noted as havingood 4WD road accessand it wassuggested that accessible land such as this
should have low restrictions on public acced®.g.“this is one area that has a historical tram track as acc&ss
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1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resenay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Concerns about dog walking and restrictions on hunting with dogs were raised specifically

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioras excluding hunting for native species which are classified
as gamebirds, such asiikeko and paradise shelduckoropposed any reclassification unless the reclassified
purpose provides explicitly for access (including helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments angot 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 CVRand the points raised do not justify overturninghe notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the native plantsaand animals or for thewelfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980s.

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

w Submissions opposed all recommendegtclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meetthe standard set by the National Parks AttThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirgy,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although areas of modification may be presentny conclusion isthe
natural resources described in the CVRe(g.complex karst topographyhighly diverse area with a wide variety of niches,
ecosystems, and habitats) justifyeferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatio@s to the suitability of a national
park addition. This is further supported by the land context of the adjoining Paparoa National Park.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w Submitters proposedclassifying the area as a ‘Charleston Goldfields Heritage Park’ or as a historic reservelue to
the historic features presente.g.“nationally significant historic Charleston Goldfield’, “the goldfield is one large
archaeological ared “a maze of water races, tunnels, old hotel and house sites that represents a treasure trove of
archaeological remnanty).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although the historic resources notedy submittersare consistent
with those described in the CVRd.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining history), the points raised
do not justify overturning the notified intention. Under a national park classification‘Sites and objects of archaeological
and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National Parks Act 1980, S. 4(2)(g) The identified natural and
historic resources warranteferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park
addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Several submissions opposed theroposed national park investigationwhilst supporting the proposal to retain
the area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decisionrmaking processes, and is
less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mé&na

w Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General(Allowed)

w Submissions suggested there waalreadyenough land in national parks around Charlestan
w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition
to adding more land to national parks, without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments anaot 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiofbased onthe negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should naffect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Itwas suggested that “local residents should have a majority say in proposed land classificatfas opposed to
individuals from outside the region.

1 It was proposed that classification should not occur until conversations have occurred with the local population
around developing potential infrastructure €.g.tracks and huts)

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 theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted
No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated generally for all national parks, forest parkscenic 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 concessiontnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_06_2808366b

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

w Submitters expressed support for retaining the area in stewardship “based on recreational aspects, dog access and
food gathering’.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(dog access, food gathering) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural resources described
in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturninthe notified intention. Although under a national park
classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor the
preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.complex karst topographyhighly diverse area with a wide variety of niches,
ecosystems, and habitajgustify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatio@s to the suitability of a national
park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing
further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§ he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.
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w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship @eclassification as a conservation park
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection" while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w The recreation values were noted to be better protectedder a national park classification(e.g.“cavers use Te
Tahi cave and Hole in Hill cave, tramping tracks and commercial rainforest train railway, rafting and caving”).

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

w It was noted that the Kawatiri Coastal Trail will pass through the area and should be facilitated by the Panels’
recommendations A historic reservewas proposed

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed development of new trails in the area is not prohibited
by a potentialnational park classification the appropriateness of which would be determined in a revised national park
management plan process.

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parkdescribing the area with its 40n gneiss
wall beside the sea as a “perfect recreation site for rock climbers” and detailing their connection to the site as a
place for learning and teaching.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be large gneiss sea cliffs in the wider area, my
understanding is that none are present in this conservation area

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thatnsuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may I&end in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and the comparable values to
the surrounding national park.

w Submitterscited the rare speciegpresent(e.g.“the assessment supports a diversity for flora and fauna including
rare, threatened andt-risk specie$, “nationally endangered avifauna such as whio and roroa”).
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w Submissions noted the landscape values of the aread.“distinctive broad inland basin of complex karst
topography, and hydrology, with many caves, tomos and limestone arch, deep gorges and terrace systems
“banded gneiss rock wall”).

w The area was noted a&n outstanding natural landscapewith High to Outstanding Natural Character’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR g.complex karst
topography, highly diverse area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and habitaisg¢ contiguousboundary with
Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZGdr their recommendation on
the suitability of aNational Park addition.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

® Submitters noted that the “rich history of historic gold mining is evident in the are&which was more
appropriately protectedunder a national park classification

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources notedy submittersare consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining historyjflistoric resources are
protected as‘Sites and objects of archaeological and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National
Parks Act 1980, €(2)(c)) further supportingyour notified intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendation
as to the suitability of a national park addition

w Submitters proposedclassifying the area as a ‘Charleston Goldfields Heritage Park’ or as a historic reservelue to
the historic features presente.g.“nationally significant historic Charleston Goldfield’).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although the historic resources notedy submittersare consistent
with those described in the CVRd.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining history), the points raised
do not justify overturning the notified intention. Under a national park classification‘Sites and objects of archaeological
and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National Parks Act 1980, s. 4(2)(cY)he identified natural and
historic resources warranteferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national prk
addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued faeclassification as
a national parkto ensure protection of natural valuesuggesting that national parkclassification could still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns

w Submissions expressed thawhere the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified sHgpecific cultural values for the
land, it should bereclassified as a national parko ensure protection from activitiessuch asmining which may be
allowed on stewardship land

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha, suggesting this could instead be reclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park.

| 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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w Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as a national park and for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification or based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports”.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no furthgustification 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)

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activities such as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submissionnoted opposition toNational Park statusdue to restrictions on dog access which impacts on
hunting.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural
resources described in the CVRand the points raised do not justify overturninghe notified intention. Although 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 nativeplants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to thi¢ational Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmeriise not accepted

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 concessionfnsufficient 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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PAP_06 - Charleston — 2808367

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

Charleston PAP_06_2808367c National Park (Paparoa) 6060 25

Charleston PAP_06_2808367d Stewardship 15 55

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 360%ha highly connected area which contains a variety of niches, ecosystems and habitais part of a wider area
which is important for karst, caves and limestone, with predominantly regeneratimggigenous forest.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of Paparoa
National Park and to improve landscape continuity

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal,by referring this area to the NZCA for its consideratioon 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
addition to protect thearea’s natural values and historic resources, improvelimate change mitigation, and ensure
ongoing public recreational accessSubmitters referenced specifimatural and historic resourceswhich were rotedto be
of high value.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel oppad theproposed national parkreferrals, supportedoy
submissionsfrom Treaty partnerorganisations Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within
the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987)iaslienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”. The
Mana Whenua Panel have also signallelgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly that
“Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as from an economic wellbeing and development

perspective)”.

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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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 (Paparoa) - PAP_06_2808367c
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissionssupported the national park recommendation the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public access, ensures that unique flora and fauna is protected for the enjoyment of
present and future generations, and supports intergenerational participation in conservation

w Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significaneeg(“caves that are nationally and
internationally significant”, “cavers use Te Tahi cave and Hole in Hill cave, tramping tracks and commercial

rainforest train railway, rafting and caving”).

I recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the CVR, and warrant consideratioey
hold merit under the Conservation Act as thegupport promotion ofrecreation that is not inconsistent with the
preservation of the natural and historic resources presefthe Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational
Plan (2018, pg.66) confirms the potential for karst formations within this conservatianea.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should ineorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in thentext 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may If;@nd in relation to
‘protection’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high, and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Parkhe area was noted to be “an
outstanding natural landscapewith High to Outstanding Natural Character’.

w Submissionsstatedthat expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and landforms
of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlands

w Submittersnoted it contains important karst landforms and caves of high scientific significance which had been
largely unexplored when the park was formedg.g.“a distinctive broad inland basin of complex karst topography,
and hydrology, with many caves, tomos and limestone arch, deep gorges and terrace systémse and beautiful
speleothems”), and is noted in the Paparoa National Park Management Plan as “having significant cave systems”.

w Submitterscommented onthe ecological value of the areae(g.“supports a diversity for flora and fauna including
rare, threatened and at risk speci&s‘Short-range troglobitic cave specie’ “Large areas of wetlands (swamps and
pakihi)”).

w Submissions stated thateclassification as a national parkvould increase habitat, enhance ecological
connectivity and landscape continuity, streamline the management of these areas, provide a larger buffer for the
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Paparoa Wilderness Areaglign land classifications more closely with ecological principlesafith current
delineations deemed"historic and arbitrary") and that the area “provides continuity and linkage for a small
national park land parcel to the north and the main park to the southt was also suggested that it would enable
critical biodiversity (Te Mana o teTaiao), climate and freshwater outcomes.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR (e.g.complex karst topography, highly diverse area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and habifat®
contiguous boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA
for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w Submitters noted the heritage values presene(g.“historic gold mining is evident in the area”).
® Submitters emphasised the heritage values of the Argyle water system, noted to be “nationally important for its
size and intactnes’

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources notedy submittersare consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining historistoric resources are
protected as‘Sites and objects of archaeological and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National
Parks Act 1980, s. 4(2){¢Xurther supporting your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendation
as to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Paeghlrding national parks and wanted
to see these addressetlowever, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legislative frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles,andto ensure free accesand use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and petéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissionssupported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel mad identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks and for more stewardship land to be
reclassified at the highest possible level.

w Submissions expressed agreement with tHeational Panelrecommendationasreflecting the information in the
technical reports

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification .

w Submissions noted that national park classification “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best

left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise”.

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

w

Submitters statedthat the area was not previously included in the Paparoa National Park to secure a supply
quality limestone to the Cape Foulwind cement works, which has since clogedy.“Left out because of the now
defunct limestone plant at Westport”).

Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gre®alk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

Submissionscommentedthat national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with tie
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny €.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing). They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w

w

Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park

While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thical iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, thut
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt.

Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w

w

w

Submissions noted that the Paparoa National Park Management Plan includes a milestone filational Park
investigation to be initiated by 2019.

Noting that many West Coast residents were concerned about the effects of SNAs on their property rights, the
submitter considered that this area provided an ideal opportunity to protect a large parcel of land and mitigate
global warming.

Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga siteg,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

|l

It was noted that the Kawatiri Coastal Trail will pass through the area and should be facilitated by the Panels’
recommendations A historic reservewas proposed

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The proposed development of new trails in the area is not prohibited
by a potentialnational park classification the appropriateness of which would be determined in a revised national park
management plan process.
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1 Submittersexpressedopposition to national park classificationdue torecreationalrestrictions such asdog
walking or hunting with dogs. The area was described as havirgpod 4WD road access and wassuggested that
accessible land such as this should have low restrictions on public accésg).“The 4 Mile Rd is an important
recreational asset for access into the Nile River for recreation, bikidyVD use and dog walking and hunting with
dogs”).

1 Submissions suggested that other classificationsuch as conservation park or, where higher protection is
warranted, scenic or recreation reseryenay provide a better balance between recreational enjoyment and
protection of natural resources.

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioras excluding hunting for native species which are classified
as gamebirds, such asiikeko and paradise shelduckoropposed any reclassification unless the reclassified
purpose provides explicitly for access (including helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird hunting.

| recommend that these comments angot 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 overturnitig notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the rative plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions opposed all recommendegtclassification as a national parkdescribing the land agnot so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minimay,recreation reserve where
areashave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.complex karst topographyhighly diverse area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and
habitats) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park addition

This is further supported by the land context of the adjoining Paparoa National Park.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w Submitters proposedclassifying the area ashe ‘Charleston Goldfields Heritage Park’ or as a historic reservelue
to the historic features presente.g.“nationally significant historic Charleston Goldfield’, “the goldfield is one
large archaeological areg “a maze of water races, tunnels, old hotel and house sites that represents a treasure
trove of archaeological remnanty.

w The area is noted to include geven kilometresection of ancient pounamu trail, with this specific section known
as the ‘Tauhinu Pakihi which would be better protected as a historic reserve

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although the historic resources notedy submittersare consistent
with those described in the CVRd.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining history), the points raised
do not justify overturning the notified intention. Under a national park classificatior‘Sites and objects of archaeological
and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National Parks Act 1980, s. 4(2)(c))he identified natural
resources warranteferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed thgroposed national park investigationwhilst supporting the proposal to retain
the area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decision-making processes, and is
less enabling of customary pactices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and maria
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1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General(Allowed)

w Submissions suggested there wagnough” land in national parks around Charlestoralready.
w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Maithenua Panel or general opposition
to adding more land to national parks, 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)

1 Submitters outlined the potential economic benefits of classifying the ares a historic reservénstead, citing
development opportunities which would beestricted by a national park classification

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiotbased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 It was suggested that “local residents should have a majority say in proposed land classificatfas opposed to
individuals from outside the region.

1 It was proposed that classification should not occur until conversations have occurred with the local population
regarding the development opotential infrastructure (e.g.tracks and huts)

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

General (Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves ataardship 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
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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 for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_06_2808367d

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)

w Submitters expressed support for retaining the area in stewardship based on recreational aspsatsh asfood
gathering, recreation, biking,4WD use and dog walking and hunting with dogs

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(e.g.dog access, food gathering) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural resources
described in the CVRand the points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention. Although under a national
park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor the
preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.complex karst topographyhighly diverse area with a wide variety of niches,
ecosystems, and habitajgustify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatio@s to the suitability of a national
park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to besaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national 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)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing
further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship eeclassification as a conservation patrk
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection” while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land retional parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational values of the area
w The recreation values wereonsideredto be better protectedunder a national parkclassification (e.g.“cavers use

Te Tahi cave and Hole in Hill cave, tramping tracks and commercial rainforest train railway, rafting and caving”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

w It was noted that the Kawatiri Coastal Trail will pass through the area and should be facilitated by the Panels’
recommendations A historic reservewas proposed

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed development of new trails in the area is not prohibited
by a potentialnational park classification the appropriateness of which would be determined inravised national park
management plan process.

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parkdescribing the area with its 40n gneiss
wall beside the sea as a “perfect recreation site for rock climbers”, and detailing their connection to the site as a
place for learning and teaching.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be large gneiss sea cliffs in the wider area, my
understanding is that none are present in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thaensuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context of climate
change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing naturalesources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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 Act1987, s.)2
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park

w Various landscape and geographical features were highlightdd.g.“distinctive broad inland basin of complex
karst topography, and hydrology, with many caves, tomos and limestone arch, deep gorges and terrace systems
“banded gneiss rock wall”).

® The areawas noted as “an outstanding natural landscapewith High to Outstanding Natural Character’.

w Submitters preferredthe higher level of protectionoffered bya national park classificationfor rare features and
species (e.g.“the assessment supports a diversity for flora and fauna including rare, threatened atwsk
species”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR .g.complex karst
topography, highly diverse area with a wide variety of niches, ecosystems, and habitats), supporting your notified
intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w Submitterscommented thatthe “rich history of historic gold mining” evident in the areais appropriately
protectedunder a national parkclassification.

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources notedy submittersare consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining histojyHistoric resources are
protected as‘Sites and objects of archaeological and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National
Parks Act 1980, €(2)(c)) further supporting your notified intention to refer this area to the NZC/Aor its recommendation
as to the suitability of a national park addition

w Submitters proposedclassifying the area as a ‘Charleston Goldfields Heritage Park’ or as a historic reservelue to
the historic features presente.g.“nationally significant historic Charleston Goldfield’, “the goldfield is one large
archaeological ared “a maze of water races, tunnels, old hotel and house sites that represents a treasure trove of
archaeological remnanty).

w The area is noted to include aeven kilometresection of ancient pounamu trail, with this specific section known
as the ‘Tauhinu Pakihi which would be better protected as a historic reserve

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although the historic resources notedy submittersare consistent
with those described in the CVRd.g.archaeological remains associated with a rich goldmining history), the points raised
do not justify overturning the notified intention. Under a national park classification‘Sites and objects of archaeological
and historical interest shall as far as possible be preserved” (National Parks Act 1980, s. 4(2)(cY)he identified natural
resources warranteferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued foeclassification as
a national parkto ensure protection of natural valuesuggesting that national park classificatiorcould still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns

w Submissions expressed thavhere the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified sigpecific cultural values for the
land, it should bereclassified as a national parko ensure protection from activitiessuch as miningwhich may be
allowed on stewardship land

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
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further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to
what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w A submission advocated for the area to be added to tA¢bara-Nile Ecological Area

® Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.

w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha, suggesting this could instead be reclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park.

| 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.

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

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation values.

| 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)

® Submission in support of a historic reserve suggested that it “would have a major positive impact on tourism
growth at Charlestor.

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activitiessuch as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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 theyraotaccepted

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions expressedpposition to National Park statusdue to restrictions on dog access which impacts on
hunting, andnoted the area to have goodWD road access and suggested that accessible land such as this should
have low restrictions on public access.

| recommend that these comments angot 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
Although under a national park classification‘the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to
restrictions “necessaryfor the preservation of the native plantand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks”
(National Parks Act 1980, €(2)(e).

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

® Submissions recommended that amendments to the National Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, I recommend that comments advocating for such amendmeratie not accepted
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General(Allowed)
w Submissionsadvocated 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 bacceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiontsufficient 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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PAP_07 - White Horse Creek — 2806939

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

White Horse Creek | PAP_07_2806939% National Park (Paparoa) 6053 22

White Horse Creek | PAP_07_2806939f Stewardship 14 498

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 2.6ha coastal area connected to other stewardship land areas which are collectively surrounded by Paparoa Nation
Park, containing diverse systems and flora and fauna

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect theidentified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoa
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 itxonsiderationon 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 submission§he 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 Paparoa National Park.

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - PAP_07-2806939e

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioon the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public accege.g.“including ongoing climbing access), ensures that unique flora and
fauna is protected for the enjoyment of present and future generations, and supports intergenerational
participation in conservation.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

w Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significance

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may becaves othigh recreational significanc in the
wider area, myunderstanding based orthe Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational PI§2018, pg.66) is
that there are no cavespresent in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin 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)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high, and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Parkhe areawas noted as‘an
outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Character” and “a visually impressive section of scenic
landscape visible along State Highway’6

w Submissions in support noted that expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and
landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowland@eatures mentioned included important karst
landforms and caves of high scientific significance which had been largely unexplored when the park was formed
(e.9.“Ultramylonite rock within White Horse Creek conservation area is of national scientific and educational
importance’, “precious and pristine areas”).

w Submissionshighlighted ecological values €.g.that the area is‘one of four areas forming an important
connection from the alpinetops to the coast, with “korora known to nest in the coastal areas and “is slowly
reverting to its original lowland podocarp/beech forested state”).

w Submissions expressed thatational park reclassificationwould increase habitat, enhance ecological connectivity
and landscape continuity, streamline the management of these areavide a larger buffer for the Paparoa
Wilderness Area, and align land classifications more closely with ecological principles (noting that current
delineations are"historic and arbitrary") It was also suggested that it would enable critical biodiversity (Te Mana
o te Taiao), climate and freshwater outcomes.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR @.a variety of
geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faunaThe contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park further
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supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national
park addition.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

w One submitter supportedaddition to the national park to protect a cave of historic significancée.g.“There is also
a significant sea cave, formed during a Pleistocene period of raised sea level which is of historical significdnce

| recommend that these comments araccepted The historic resources notedy submittersare consistent with those
described in the CVRe.g.river and stream mouths at which there may be evidence of previously unrecorded Maori
occupation), supporting your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendationas to the suitability
of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Paeghrding national parks and wanted
to see these addresse#iowever, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legislative frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles,andto ensure free accesand use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and pctéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissionssupported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel hmexd identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means aaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks and for more areas of stewardship land
to be added to national parks.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation value, or that this
reflected the information in thetechnical reports.

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification .

w Submissions noted that national park classification “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best

left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise”.

| 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)

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gredalk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

w Submissionscommentedthat national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with tie
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

w Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny €.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
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and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thiocal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, tout
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt’.

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga sites,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resengy provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast resident

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird huntingConcern was raisedhat a national park classificatiorexcluded
hunting for native species which are classified as gamebirds, suchpaseko and paradise shelduck

| recommend that these comments angot 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 overturnitig notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the native plantsaand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

® Submissions opposed all recommendegclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirg,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faupgustify referring this area to
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the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the land
context of the adjoining Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itconsiderationon the suitability of a national 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)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition

to adding more land to national parks, 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposednational park reclassificationbased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 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 concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_07_2806939f

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)

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resourcesdescribed in the CVR €.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauhaustify
referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further
supported by the contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship @eclassification as a conservation park
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection" whadowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.
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w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions advocated foreclassification to Paparoa National Park ensure “ongoing climbing access.
w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational values of the area

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thaensuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park

w Submitters emphasised the ecological vals®of the area €.9.“very diverse with coastal systems, creeks, pakihi
and mature indigenous forest “support rich diversity of flora and fauna”).

w The areawas noted as “an outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Charactet, and the
“Ultramylonite rock within White Horse Creekconservation area is of national scientific and educational
importance”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR. The contiguousboundary with the adjoining Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer
this area to the NZCAfor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued foeclassification as
a national parkto ensure protection of natural valuesuggesting that national park classificatiorcould still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns

w Submissions expressed thawhere the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified sigpecific cultural values for the
land, it should bereclassified as a national parko ensure protection from activitiessuch asmining which may be
allowed on stewardship land
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level.

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

conservation value reports”.

| 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.

® Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha, suggesting this could instead be reclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park.

| 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 Us@ot Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activitiessuch as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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 theyraotaccepted

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to the National Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssal
such, I recommend that comments advocating for such amendmerate not accepted

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 concessionfnsufficient 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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PAP_07 - Four Mile River — 2808370

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport OppoSe
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Four Mile River PAP_07_2808370g | Scenic Reservéa) Neutral 19 8

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 4.6ha areaconnectedto a scenic reserveand other stewardship landgontaining diverse systems and flora and fauna.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Scenic reservea), to protect the identified ecological values while providing for recreational use of the
area

Mana WhenuaPanel:Neutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalscenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submission§hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change, and reflecting the notable natural 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classificatiorwill appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faunand reflects the
context of the adjacent scenic reserve.

Scenic Reserve (a) - PAP_07_2808370g

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed suppofor scenic reservereclassificationas offering a high level of environmental
protection, noting that this is particularly important in the context 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 reservaill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may li%end in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support noted that there is a “rich diversity of flora and fauna”, including korora nesting in the
coastal area

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiecby submittersare consistent with those described in the CV{.g.a variety of
geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faunaand they are appropriately protected and preserved by the
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proposed classification The contiguousboundary with the adjoining scenic reserve further supports your notified
intention to classify this area as acenic reserve.

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed agreement with theational Panelrecommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possiblevel.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the recommendation without providing further justificatioor supported
the recommendation on the grounds that it appropriately reflects the values stated in the technical reports.

| 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.

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for the land to be added to Paparoa National Rahler thanreclassifiedas
a scenic reserveReasons included that land adjacent time national parkhas high conservation values equivalent
to those in the existing parkthe presence ohationally important species such as roroa and korora, vegetation
patterns and diversity in these areas that would add to the continuity and representativeness of the national park,
that they include more of the complex geology and landfms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlands,
and that adding these areas would provide for “greater protection of a diverse range of land environments from
the mountains to the seé

1 Adding adjacentareas to the national parkvas viewed aslogical” and as streamlining the management of these
areas and improving broader conservation outcomesgvith submissionsstating that current land delineations are
historic rather thanbased on ecological principles.

| recommend that these comments anaot accepted Although the natural resources notedby submittersare consistent
with those described in the CVRe.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauhahe points raised
do notjustify overturning the notified intention. Under a scenic reserve classificatiofindigenous flora and fauna,
ecologicalassociations, and natural environment and beauty shall as far as possible be preserg@dserves Act 1977, s.
19(2)(a). I note that thisarea does not border the Paparddational Parkbut is contiguous with the Four Mile Scenic
Reserve further supporting your notified intention to classify this area as a scenic reserve

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

w One submissionopposed reclassificatioras scenic reserve 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 aconservationpark provides adequate legal protection while allowing commercial activities
such as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting

| 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

General(Allowed)

w Submissionsadvocated 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 concessionsufficient 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)

w A submission stated that any change should not affect the existing permissions

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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PAP_07 - Four Mile River — 2808371

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

Four Mile River PAP_07_2808371h National Park (Paparoa) 6052 23

Four Mile River PAP_07_2808371i Stewardship 14 48

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 257ha areasituated betweendisjunct areas ofPaparoa National Park¢ontaining diverse systems and flora and fauna
and ecologicallyconnecting the alpine tops to thecoastline.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoa
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 its consideration 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
addition to protect thearea’s natural values, improveclimate change mitigation, and ensur@ngoing public recreational
accessSubmitters referenced specifinatural resourceswhich were rotedto be of high value

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - PAP_07-2808371h

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioimn the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public accegs.g.“including ongoing climbing access”), ensures that unique flora and
fauna is protected for the enjoyment of present and future generations, and supports intergenerational
participation in conservation.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

w Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significance

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be caves of high recreational significande the
wider area, myunderstanding based onthe Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational PIg2018, pg.66) is
that there are no cavespresent in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin 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 Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Parnd thatthis would include
more of the complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlafd® area was noted
as “anoutstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Character, and to be “a visually impressive
section of scenic landscape visible along State Highway.6

w Submissions cited theémportant karst landforms and caves of high scientific significance which had been largely
unexplored when the park was formete.g.“Ultramylonite rock within White Horse Creekconservation area is of
national scientific and educational importance”).

w Submitters emphasised the ecological value of the aread.“diverse coastal ecosystems”, “southern limit of the
endangered Charleston Tree Daisy“precious and pristine areas”, “remnants of unmodified blocks of indigenous
forest’, “korora known to nest in the coastal areas”).

w Submissions supported the recommendation on the groundsat it would increase habitat, enhance ecological
connectivity and landscape continuityprovide a larger buffer for the Paparoa Wilderness Arestreamline the
management of these areasnd align land classifications more closely with ecological principles (noting that
current delineations are "historic and arbitrary )t was also suggested that it would enable critical biodiversity
(Te Mana o teTaiao), climate andfreshwater outcomes.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR .g.a variety of
geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauna)
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Panel regarding national parks and wanted
to see these addressed. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legisiege frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles, and to ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and petéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks, stated they “support the proposed
additions to national parks and would like to see more areas given thighest level of protectiort, and
particularly for all stewardship land adjacent to national parks or wilderness areas® given national park
classification.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”, or that this
reflected the information in the technical reports

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation, or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

w Submissionsnoted that national park classificationf‘applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best
left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise

| 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)

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gredtalk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

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

w Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny é.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.
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w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thiecal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, tout
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt.

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, busuggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga sites,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resenay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast resident

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird huntingConcern was raisedhat a national park classificatiorexcluded
hunting for native species which are classified as gamebirds, suchpikeko and paradise shelduck.

| 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 overturnitiig notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the rative plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

4(2)(e))
Ecology and Landscapd€Allowed)

w Submissions opposed all recommendegtclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirgy,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faupgustify referring this area to
the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition
to adding more land to national parks, without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiofased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submission expressedhe classification as national parkshould only happen following extensive consultation
and agreement with thdocal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested groups and local residents” to consider
“such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise and rating”.

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted
No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 concessiontnsufficient 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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Retain in Stewardship - PAP_07_2808371i

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)

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, theatural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauhgustify
referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further
supported by the contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing
further justification.

I 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and otlagtivities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§ he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship eeclassification as a conservation park
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection" while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

0 Submissions advocated for reclassification to Paparoa National Park to ensure “ongoing climbing access”.
w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational values of the area

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thaensuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 falimate mitigation. Classification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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 expansioh

(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submitters emphasised the ecological value of the aread.“very diverse with coastal systems, creeks, pakihi and
mature indigenous forest, “support rich diversity of flora and fauna®).

w The areawas noted as “an outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Charactef'.

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CV.Rhe contiguous
boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZG#r its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

® Submissions acknowledged that Ngai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued for reclassification as
a national park to ensure protection of natural values, suggesting that national park classification could still allow
for customary access andreaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns.

w Submissions expressed that where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified-sjpecific cultural values for the
land, it should be reclassified as a national park to ensure protection from activities such as mining which may be
allowed on stewardship land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
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further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to
what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommenddtion
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000ha, suggesting this could instead beeclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park

| recommend that these comments angot 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.

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parland for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification or based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation values

| 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 UgBlot Allowed)
w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activitiessuch as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted
Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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 theyraotaccepted

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to the National Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssal
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmerate not accepted

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 concessionfnsufficient 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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PAP_07 - Red Jacket Creek — 2808372

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

Red Jacket Creek PAP_07_2808372j National Park (Paparoa) 6047 23

Red Jacket Creek PAP_07_2808372k Stewardship 14 44

DOC Conservation ValuesReport Description

A 7.4haareaconnected to Paparoa National Park, containing diverse systems and flora and fauna.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoa
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal,by referring this area to the NZCA for its consideratioon 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
addition to protect thearea’s natural values, improveclimate change mitigation, and ensur@ngoing public recreational
accessSubmitters referenced specifimatural resourceswhich were rotedto be of high value

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - PAP_07-2808372j

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioimn the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public accegs.g.“including ongoing climbing access”), ensures that unique flora and
fauna is protected for the enjoyment of present and future generations, and supports intergenerational
participation in conservation.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

w Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significance

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be caves of high recreational significande the
wider area, myunderstanding of the Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational PI§2018, pg.66) is that
there areno cavespresent in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin 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 Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high, and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Park, and that this addition would
include more of the complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjggribwlands The area
was noted as‘an outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Character, and to be “a visually
impressive section of scenic landscape visible along State Highway: 6

w Submissionscited important karst landforms and caves of high scientific significance which had been largely
unexplored when the park was formede(g.“Ultramylonite rock within White Horse Creekconservation area is of
national scientific and educational importance”).

w Submitters emphasised the ecological value of the aread.“diverse coastal ecosystems”, “southern limit of the
endangered Charleston Tree Daisy“precious and pristine areas”, “korora known to nest in the coastal areas”).

w Submissions in support noted that expanding the national park woulgtovide a larger buffer for the Paparoa
Wilderness Area, increase habitat, enhance ecological connectivity and landscape continuity, streamline the
management of these areagnd align land classifications more closely with ecological principles (noting that
current delineations are "historic and arbitrary'Jt was also suggested that it would enable critical biodiversity
(Te Mana o teTaiao), climate and freshwater outcomes.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR @.a variety of
geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faunayhe contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park further
supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendationsas to the suitability of a national
park addition.
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Paeghrding national parks and wanted
to see these addressetiowever, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legislative frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles,andto ensure free accesand use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and proteatader a national park
classification.

w Submissionssupported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel hmad identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general "support for all additions to national parks and for more stewardship areas to be
given the highest level of protection”.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”, or that this
reflected the information in te technical reports.

w Submissions expressed agreement for thiéational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

» Submissions noted that national park classification “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best

left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise”.

| 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)

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#Yalk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

w Submissionscommentedthat national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with tie
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

® Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny €.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thical iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
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groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, tout
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise and rating

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga siteg,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resanay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast resident

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for acggsduding
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird huntingConcern was raisedhat a national park classificatiorexcluded
hunting for native species which are classified as gamebirds, suchpagkeko and paradise shelduck.

| 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 overturnitig notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the rative plantsand animals orfor the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions opposed all recommendegtclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirgg,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faufgustify referring this area to
the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the land
context of the adjoining Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed thgroposed national park investigationwhilst supporting the proposal to retain
the area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decisionrmaking processes, and is
less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mé&na
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1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition
to adding more land to national parks, 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiofased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submission expressed thelassification as National ParkK'should only happen following extensive consultation
and agreement with thdocal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested groups and local residents” to consider
“such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise and rating”.

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 concessionsufficient 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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Retain in Stewardship - PAP_o07_2808372k

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)

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauna) justify
referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further
supported by the contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction aotther activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§ he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship eeclassification as a conservation park
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection" while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

0 Submissions advocated for reclassification to Paparoa National Park to ensure “ongoing climbing access”.
w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational values of the area.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thaensuring high protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 falimate mitigation. Classification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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 expansioh

(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park

w Submitters emphasised the ecological value of the aread.“very diverse with coastal systems, creeks, pakihi and
mature indigenous forest, “support rich diversity of flora and fauna®).

w The areawas noted as “an outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Charactet'.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CV.Rhe contiguous
boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZG#r its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued faeclassification as
a national parkto ensure protection of natural valuesuggesting that national park classificatiorcould still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns

w Submissions expressed thawhere the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified sigpecific cultural values for the
land, it should bereclassified as a national parko ensure protection from activitiessuch as miningwhich may be
allowed on stewardship land

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA for iteonsiderationon the suitability of a national parkclassification, which provides a
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further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to
what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

0 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha, suggesting this could instead be reclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park.

| recommend that these comments anaot 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.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation values”.

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

conservation value reports”.

| 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 UgBlot Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activities such as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits isome areas.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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 theyraotaccepted

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to th¢ational Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notifidaksification proposal As
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmerate not accepted

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 concessionfnsufficient 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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PAP_07 - Red Jacket Creek — 2808373

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

Red Jacket Creek | PAP_07_2808373| National Park (Paparoa) 6050 22

Red Jacket Creek | PAP_07_2808373m Stewardship 14 45

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 182-haareaconnecting Paparoa National Parko the coastcontaining diverse systems and flora and fauna.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, increase the overall integrity of the Paparoal
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal,by referring this area to the NZCA for its consideratioon 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
addition to protect thearea’s natural values, improveclimate change mitigation, and ensur@ngoing public recreational
accessSubmitters referenced specifimatural resourceswvhich were rotedto be of high value

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - PAP_07- 2808373l

Support
Access andRecreation (Allowed)

w Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioimn the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public accegs.g.“including ongoing climbing access”), ensures that unique flora and
fauna isprotected for the enjoyment of present and future generations, and supports intergenerational
participation in conservation.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.
w Submissions noted the area contains caves of high recreational significance

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although there may be caves of high recreational significande the
wider area myunderstanding, based orthe Western South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational P(@2018, pg.66)s
that no cavesare present in this conservation area.

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin relation to

‘natural resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may Ii¥@nd in relation to
‘protection’ of a resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Parkhe area was noted as “an
outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Character, and to be “a visually impressive section of
scenic landscape visible along State Highway’6

w Submissions noted that expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and landforms
of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlandsfing important karst landforms and caves of high scientific
significance which had been largely unexplored when the park was formgg.“Ultramylonite rock within White
Horse Creekconservation area is of national scientific and educational importance”).

w Submitters emphasised the ecological value of the aread.“diverse coastal ecosystems, “southern limit of the
endangered Charleston Tree Daisy“precious and pristine areas”, “korora known to nest in the coastal areas”).

w Submissions noted that expanding the national park wouidcrease habitat, enhance ecological connectivity and
landscape continuity, streamline the management of these arepspvide a larger buffer for the Paparoa
Wilderness Area, and align land classifications more closely with ecological principles (nhoting that current
delineations are "historic and arbitrary")t was also suggested that it would enable critical biodiversity (Te Mana
o te Taiao), climate and freshwater outcomes.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR @.a variety of
geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and faunayhe contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park further
supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCAor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national
park addition.
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Panel regarding national parks and wanted
to see these addressed. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legisiege frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles, and to ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and petéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks and for more stewardship land to be
classified as national parks

w Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”, or that this
reflected the information in the technical reports

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

w Submissionsnoted thatnational park classification“applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best
left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise

| 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)

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#Yalk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

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

® Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny €.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that thee€‘'major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thical iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
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groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, tout
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise and rating

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga siteg,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding fgpest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resanay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast resident

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird huntingConcern was raisedhat a national park classificatiorexcluded

hunting for native species which are classified as gamebirds, such as ptikeko and paradise shelduck.

| 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 overturnitig notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions opposed all recommendegtclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirgg,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauhgustify referring this area to
the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the land
context of the adjoining Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed the proposed national park investigation whilst supporting the proposal to retain
the area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decisionrmaking processes, and is
less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana”.
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1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition

to adding more land to national parks, 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 identified, these submission points
do not raise any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiotased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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
suchactivities, through the grant of concessiongnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_07_2808373m

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

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauna) justify
referring this area to the NZCA for its consideratioms to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further
supported by the contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing
further justification.

I 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§ he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship eeclassification as a conservation park
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection" while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissions advocated foreclassification to Paparoa National Park to ensure “ongoing climbing access”.
w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect threcreational values of the area

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thaensuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context of climate
change.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that theprotection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submitters emphasised the ecological value of the aread.“very diverse with coastal systems, creeks, pakihi and
mature indigenous forest, “support rich diversity of flora and fauna”).

w The areawas noted as “an outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Natural Charactef'.

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR. The contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to
the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but arguefbr reclassification as
a national parkto ensure protection of natural values, suggesting that national park classificatioould still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlementer that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns.

w Submissions expressed that where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified-specific cultural values for the
land, it should be reclassified as a national park to ensure protection from activities such as mining which may be
allowed on stewardship land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA for iteonsiderationon the suitability of a national parkclassification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation
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w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha suggesting this could instead beeclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park

| recommend that these comments angot 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.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation values

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parland for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification or based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports.

| 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 UgBlot Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activitiessuch as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to thi¢ational Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmeriise not accepted

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated generally for all national parks, foregiarks, 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 concessionsufficient 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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PAP_08 - Woodpecker Bay — 2808374

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP

Woodpecker Bay | PAP_08 _2808374n | National Park(Paparoa) 6061 22

Woodpecker Bay | PAP_08 28083740 Stewardship 15 53

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 25ha areacomprised of limestone terraces containing bluffs and steep hillslopgeining Paparoa National Parkand
linking with QEII covenantsto the south, together providing connectivity between the sea anitie national park.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified valuesrationalising the boundary ofthe Paparoa
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal,by referring this area to the NZCA for its consideratioon 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
addition to protect thearea’s natural values, improveclimate change mitigation, and ensur@ngoing public recreational
accessSubmitters referenced specifimatural resourceswhich were rotedto be of high value

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

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - PAP_082808374n

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submissionssupported the national parkkecommendationon the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public accegg.g.“including ongoing climbing access”), ensures that unique flora and
fauna is protected for the enjoyment of present and futugenerations, and supports intergenerational
participation in conservation.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin 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 Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submittersin support described the area a¥ault uplifted karst scarp, with unmodified indigenous forest”, part of
a “karst landscape” and “fitting in with the surrounding landscapes of limestone escarpment ecosystems”. It was
suggested that expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and landforms of the
Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowland%he area was noted as “an outstanding natural landscapewith
Outstanding Coastal Natural Charactet.

w Submitters stressed the ecological value of the aread.“part of Western Paparoa Biodiversity Priority Site
category A forgreat spotted kiwt, “nationally important plant and animal species, including the Westland
petrel”).

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Park, that it would increase habitat,
enhance ecological connectivity and landscape continuity, streamline the managementhese areasand would
enable critical biodiversity (Te Mana o télaiao), climate and freshwater outcomes.

w Submissions stated thateclassification as a national parkvould align land classifications more closely with
ecological principles (noting that current delineations are "historic and arbitrary")

w Submissions noted that expanding the national park woulgrovide a larger buffer for the Paparoa Wilderness
Area

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiecby submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR.@.high
representativeness and naturalnesspastal limestone cliffs which provide a range of habitats and nichgdhe contiguous
boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZG#r its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Panel regarding national parks and wanted
to see these addressed. However, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legisiee frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
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Treaty principles, and to ensure free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical;, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and protected under a national park
classification.

w Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks, and for more stewardship areas to be
reclassified as a national park

w Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation value, or that this
reflected the information in thetechnical reports

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

w Submissionsnoted thatnational park classification“applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best
left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise

| 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)

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @ittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#Yalk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

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

® Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny €.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are

“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thical iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, thut
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt’.
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w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga siteg,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pesontrol.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resanay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast resident

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird huntingConcern was raisedhat a national park classificatiorexcluded
hunting for native species which are classified as gamebirds, suchpagkeko and paradise shelduck.

| 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 overturnitig notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions opposed all recommendegtclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirgg,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauhgustify referring this area to
the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the land
context of the adjoining Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas temain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.
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Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, |
recommend that comments advocating for such amendments amet accepted The notified proposal includes referral of
the area to the NZCA for itsconsiderationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further
opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require
General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition

to adding more land to national parks, without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiofased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

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

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may bacceptable 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 for further consideration.
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Retain in Stewardship - PAP__08_28083740

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)

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.high representativeness and naturalness, coastal limestone cliffs which
provide a range of habitats and niches) justifgeferring this area to the NZCA for its recommendatioms to the suitability
of a national park addition This is further supported by the contiguousoundary with Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§ he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship eeclassification as a conservation park
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legptotection" while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thatnsuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin 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 Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park

w Submitters stressed the ecological value of the aread.“part of Western Paparoa Biodiversity Priority Site
category A forgreat spottedkiwi”, “nationally important plant and animal species, including the Westland
petrel”).

® The area was noted as “an outstanding natural landscapewith Outstanding Coastal Natural Charactet.

w Submitters described the area as containing “limestone escarpment ecosystems” with “specialised flora” and “mid
Tertiary fossils of national scientific and educational importance

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR. The contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to
the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

W Submissions acknowledged that Ngai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued for reclassification as
a national parkto ensure protection of natural valuesuggesting that national park classificatiorcould still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns

w Submissions expressed thawhere the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified sigpecific cultural values for the
land, it should bereclassified as a national parko ensure protection from activitiessuch as miningwhich may be
allowed on stewardship land

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
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interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA for iteonsiderationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to
what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

» Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000ha, suggesting this could instead beeclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park

| recommend that these comments anaot 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.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation values.

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

conservation value reports”.

| 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)

w A submitter expressedhat the area should not béused in any way to generate income, or to give precedence of
access or right of use to any specific group of New Zealandérs

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activitiessuch as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed 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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to thi¢ational Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmeratiee not accepted

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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 concessiontnsufficient 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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PAP_09 — Fox River — 2808375

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

Fox River PAP_09 2808375p | National Park (Paparoa) 6058 21

Fox River PAP_09 2808375q Stewardship 13 52

DOC Conservation Values Reporbescription

A 2.7haareajoining the Paparoa National Parkadjacent to a large ecological management unit which extends over
much of the national park with similar vegetation cover

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified valueswhich are complementary to the adjacent
Paparoa National Parkrationalising the boundaryof the national park andmproving landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 its consideration 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, improve climate change mitigation, and ensure ongoing public
recreational accessSubmitters referenced specific naturalesourceswhich were noted to be of high valudt was
suggested that the Paparoa National Park Management Plan 2017 exhibits the principle of partnership and will suppo
mana whenua to maintain kaitiaki status over this area

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

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - PAP_09_ 2808375p

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

@ The area was noted as “a packrafting treasure” which has“easy whitewater set in spectacular karst

w Submissionssupported the national park recommendatioon the grounds thatthis reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public accegs.g.“including ongoing climbing access”), ensures that unique flora and
fauna is protected for the enjoyment of present and future generations, and supports intergenerational
participation in conservation.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the CVR, and warrant consideratimy
hold merit under the Conservation Act as thegupport promotion ofrecreation that is not inconsistent with the
preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context 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€Classification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”

(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parknoting that ecological, geological and landscape values
are high and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Park, that it would increase habitat,
enhance ecological connectivity and landscape continuitprovide a larger buffer for the Paparoa Wilderness
Area, streamline the management of these areas, and align land classifications more closely with ecological
principles (describing current delineationsas"historic and arbitrary").

w Submissions in support noted that expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and
landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlandswas also suggested that it would enable critical
biodiversity (Te Mana o teTaiao), climate and freshwater outcomes.

w Several submitters noted the ecological value of tterea €.9.“giant rata tower above the Fox River”, “high level
of naturalness, “complex ecosystem with podocarp, broadleaf and beech forest”, “provides habitat for nationally
important species such as the roroa”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identifiedoy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR (e.g.a high level of representativeness and naturalnesan extension of the Paparoa National Pgtkhe contiguous
boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZG#r its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submitter recognised “the concerns of the Mana Whenua Panel” and “their aspirations to maintain kaitiaki
status over this ared suggesting that the Paparoa National Park Management Plan 20tveates such a
partnership”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted | agreethat the Paparoa National Park Management Plan 20gj%es
effect tothe Treaty principle of partnership and supports the expression of kaitiakitangde.g.“the partnership between the
Department and Ngai Tahu in managing Paparoa National Park occurs directly with both Te Rinanga o Ngati Waewae as
the representative body of the mana whenua, and Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu as the Treaty partner”, Paparoa National Park
Management Plan 201p. 13.

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Paeghrding national parks and wanted
to see these addressetiowever, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legislative frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles,andto ensure free accesand use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and petéel under a national park
classification.

w Submissionssupported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel hmad identified
site-specific cultural values for the land

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA for iteonsiderationon the suitability of a national parkclassification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks and for more stewardship areas to be
reclassified as national park.

w Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation value”, or that this
reflected the information in te technical reports.

w Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification.

» Submissions noted that national park classification “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best

left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise”.

| 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)

w One submitter sought “a specific proviso prohibiting exploitation of the area through mining; and helicopter
flights over, and landings in, the area for tourist purposés

w Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence aittractions such as the Paparoa Gre#l¥alk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries.

w Submissionsstatedthat national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with tie
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

® Submissionsnoted that national park classificatiorprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny é.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

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

» Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park

w While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thiecal iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, tout
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise and rating

w Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga sites,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resenay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast resident

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird huntingConcern was raisedhat a national park classificatiorexcluded
hunting for native species which are classified as gamebirds, suchpikeko and paradise shelduck.

| 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 overturnitiig notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the rative plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions opposed all recommendegclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcThey recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirgg,recreation reserve where
areashave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.a high level of representativeness and naturalness) justifgferring this area to the NZCA for its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the land context of the
adjoining Paparoa National Park.
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or gerog@bsition
to adding more land to national parks, without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiotbased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

1 Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions.

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

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated 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
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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 for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_09_2808375q

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)

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.despite historic grazing the area has high representativeness and
naturalness; the geosyncline is a unique feature nationdljustify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation
as to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the contiguoudoundary with Paparoa
National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions considered reclassification as a national park to be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel, without providing
further justification.

| recommend that these comments angot 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thi§ he potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship oeclassification as a conservation park
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection" wha#owing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w One submissionproposeda national park classificationbased on the area “recreation properties”.
w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational values of the area

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thaensuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationsin 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’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park

W The area was described as a “rare geological feature and provides habitat for nationally important species such as
the rorod’.

® Submitters noted the area to have “high levels of naturalness”, with giant rata that “tower above the Fox River”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedoy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR (e.g.a high level of representativeness and naturalness; an extension of the Paparoa National PaHe contiguous
boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZGér its
recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

w Submissions acknowledged that Ngai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued for reclassification as
a national park to ensure protection of natural values, suggesting that national park classification could still allow
for customary access and Treaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes sharddro
to address these concerns.

w Submissions expressed that where the Mana Whenua Panel had not identified-specific cultural values for the
land, it should be reclassified as a national park to ensure protection from activities such as mining which may be
allowed on stewardship land.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
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legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the aea 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 Treatyprinciples may require

General (Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommenddtion
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha suggesting this could instead beeclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park

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

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its high cultural conservation values

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parland for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification or based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports

| 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, tisedenission points
do not raise any matters for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activitiessuch as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w Submissions opposed theecommendation 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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to the National Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmeriise not accepted

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated generally for alational 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 concessionsufficient 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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PAP_10 - Bullock Creek Farm — 2808377

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

Bullock Creek Farm PAP_10_2808377r National Park (Paparoa) 6073 21

Bullock Creek Farm PAP_10 2808377s Stewardship 14 67

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 420ha basinhistorically cleared for farming, surrounded by Paparoa National Pargitting within a nationally unique
geosyncline, it contains aunique karst feature (a polje) and a wetland under restoratioFhe rest of the sitas currently
managed for restoration under a Jobs for Natunerogramme. Walking tracks, including the Cave Creek Memorial Track,
are within this conservation area

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park investigation to reflect the identified values, rationalising the boundary of the Paparoa
National Park, and to improve landscape continuity.

Mana WhenuaPanel:Retain 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 its consideration 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 submission§he submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, improve climate change mitigation, and ensure ongoing public
recreational accessSubmitters referenced specific naturalesourceswhich were noted to be of high valudt was
suggested that the Paparoa National Park Management Plan 2017 exhibits the principle of partnership and will suppo
mana whenua to maintain kaitiaki status over this age

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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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 (Paparoa) - PAP_10_2808377r
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submittersnoted that the area contain€ave Creek, the “site of the tragic 1995 collapse of a platform”, suggesting
that “national park would be appropriate recognition for the victims and their loved ones” and “should be
protected in acknowledgement of the families and all who wish to visit and respect the memorial’site

® The area is noted to have “a number of walking and tramping track$and many caves (e.g.“Mt Bovis Track, Cave
Stream track and Inland Pack Track

w Submitters notedthe area to contain “an underground network of submerged caves that cave divers have only
just begun to exploré, one of the “longest and most complex underwater systems in the country”.

w The area was noted to be “surrounded by soaring limestone cliffs important to the rock climbing community”.

w Submissionssupported the national park recommendatiommn the grounds that this reflects the high recreation
values, ensures ongoing public accegnsures that unique flora and fauna is protected for thenjoyment of
present and future generations, and supports intergenerational participation in conservation.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the CViey hold merit under the
Conservation Act as theysupport promotion ofrecreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and
historic resources present

w Submissions noted that the area was originally cleared for farming but is now “part of a multi million dollar Jobs
for Nature planting restoration” led by Conservation Volunteers NZ, suggesting that this effort will be
appreciated by future generations “if this area gets the protection of National Park stattls

w A submitter involved with a Jobs for Nature project in the area supportealnational park classificationonly if it
does not limit future conservation projectsd.g.“It would be a shame and waste if no other projects would be able
to use the area through a new classificatidn

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

® A national park classificationwas consideredto “help to restrict global warming without restricting anyone’s
freedom to visit the area and move through it on natuleterms’.

w Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should Imeorporated into adjacent areas to support
climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context 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 national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generatiorisin 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’ ofa resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion”
(Conservation Act 1987s. 2.

130



Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parkstating that ecological, geological and landscape
values are high and similar or indistinguishable to the adjoining Paparoa National Patkat the area is
“completely surrounded by National Park”, and noted that he West Coastconservation management strategy
suggests the area “contains National Park Values and could be considered as an addition to Paparoa National
Park’ (e.g.“investigating adding Bullock Creek Farm to Paparoa National Park is ailestone in the park plan for
initiating by 2019”).

w Submissionsstatedthat expanding the national park would include more of the complex geology and landforms
of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlands was notedthat “Bullock Creek is New Zealand only example
of a polje’ a unique karst feature whicthas beerfrecognised as a site of international significance“as well as a
national wonder'.

® Submitters stressed the ecological value of the area, “scarlet mistletoe and varied podocarp forest with rimu, miro
and kahikatea” providing habitat for “geckos, lesser short tailed bats”, that the area has previously been
nominated as aRamsarwetland, and that it has‘species habitat that is indistinguishable from what is within the
park’.

w Submissions supported national parklassification on the grounds that it wouldincrease habitat, enhance
ecological connectivity and landscape continuity, streamline the management of these areas, “provide for
landscape integrity, continuity, and connectivity within the Park and rationalise its boundariggnd align land
classifications more closely with ecological principles (describing current delineations as "historic and arbitrary™)
It was also suggested that it would enable critical biodiversity (Te Mana oTaiao), climate and freshwater
outcomes.

w Submissions expressed general support for all stewardship land adjacent to national parks or wilderness areas to
be given national park classification noting that in many cases the values are indistinguishable, and that this
would support native reforestation, enhance ecological buffer zones, maintain ecological diversity, and support
the creation of ecological corridors.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources
present The natural resources identifiecby submittersare consistent with those described in the CVR (g.despite
historic grazing the areahas high representativeness and naturalnesthe geosyncline is a unique feature nationallyThe
contiguous boundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA
for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submitter recognised “the concerns of the Mana Whenua Panel” and “their aspirations to maintain kaitiaki
status over this ared suggesting that the Paparoa National Park Management Plan 2017 “creates such a
partnership”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that thePaparoa National Park Management Plan 2017 gives
effect to the Treaty principle of partnership andgupports the expression of kaitiakitang#e.g.“the partnership between the
Department and Ngai Tahu in managing Paparoa National Park occurs directly with both Te Rinanga o Ngati Waewae as
the representative body of the mana whenua, and Te Riinanga o Ngai Tahu as the Treaty partner”, Paparoa National Park
Management Plan 201p. 13.

1 Submissions acknowledged the concerns raised by the Mana Whenua Paeghlrding national parks and wanted
to see these addressetiowever, they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount and
suggested that changes to management or legislative frameworks should be made to better reflect the intent of
Treaty principles,andto ensure free accesand use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and
customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values were preserved and proteaiader a national park
classification.

w Submissionssupported additions to adjacent national parks where the Mana Whenua Panel hmed identified
site-specific cultural values for the land.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w

w

Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks, stated they “support the proposed

additions to national parks and would like to see more areas given the highest level of protection”.

Submissions expressed agreement with the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation” value, or that this

reflected the information in he technical reports.

Submissions expressed agreement for thdational Panels recommendation or for additions to the national park,
without providing further justification .

Submissions noted that national park classification “applies a precautionary principle that these lands are best

left in a natural state unless there is a good case otherwise”.

| 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)

w

w

One submitter sought “a specific proviso prohibiting exploitation of the area through mining; and helicopter
flights over, and landings in, the area for tourist purposés

Submissions supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence @atttractions such as the Paparoa Gre#¥alk and the Coast Road Highway has
led to investments in tourismrelated industries It was suggested thahational parks support a nature economy,
and that this is in line with theTe Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050
Submissionsnoted that national park classificationprevents mining and means development proposals are
subject to higher scrutiny €.g.will protect indigenous flora and fauna from damaging activities such as mining
and clearing) They also noted that legislative “let out clauses” exist to enable things in national parks that are
“necessary and have wide approval”.

A submitter expressed a desire “to preserve the area for future generations to visit and cherish, rather than

allowing it to be exploited for commercial profit.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w

Submissions expressed concerns about the reclassification process, stating that there are “major inconsistencies
and contradictions” where high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as a
national park.

While acknowledgingthat national park classification wouldbe a suitable reflection of the values of the area,
submissions recommended that this change, given the consequent heightened restrictions, should only occur
following "extensive consultation and agreement with thical iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested
groups and local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, thut
such things as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise andmgt’.

Submissions raised concerns about there being no terms of reference for the Mana Whenua Pandlsuggested
that Mana Whenua Panel concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the
reclassification project.

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

®w One submission noted that “it is exciting that a Ngai Tahu/Kati Waewae perspective of the waters of the Paparoa
and the unusual and magic nature of this place, and any historical cultural insights, might be shared with all, in
the now under construction N@ti Waewae Visitor Centre”.

w Submissions acknowledged thalNgai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but suggested that land under
statutory acknowledgements or nohoanga sites,excluded from national park statusshould not remain in
stewardship.

w Submissions advocated for more funding for pest control.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and suggested that other classifications,
such as conservation park or, where higher protection is warranted, scenic or recreation resenay provide a
better balance between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural resources.

1 Restrictions on dog walkingwere raised specifically as a concern by a West Coast residemhile another
described the various recreation uses they were concerned may be affecteddtjonal park classification(e.g.
“the farm tracks are currently used by walkers, E-bikes and 4WD vehicles”). It was proposed the area should
“become a Recreation Reserve with camping areas”.

1 Submissions opposed any reclassification unless the reclassified purpose provides explicitly for access (including
helicopter), sports fishing and gamebird huntingConcern was raisedhat a national park classificatiorexcluded
hunting for native species which are classified as gamebirds, suchpagkeko and paradise shelduck.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The methods ofappreciation 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 overturnitimg notified intention. Although undera
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions“necessaryfor
the preservation of the native plantsand animals or for the welfare in general of the phg” (National Parks Act 1980, s.

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

w Submissions opposed all recommendegtclassification as a national parkdescribing the land as “not so unique
or scientifically important to meet the standard set by thdlational Parks Act. They recommended
reclassification as aconservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation resetwensure sufficient
protection in areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as minirg,recreation reserve
where areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural resources
described in the CVR €.g.a variety of geologies and a rich diversity of native flora and fauhgustify referring this area to
the NZCA for its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the land
context of the adjoining Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed thgroposed national park investigationwhilst supporting the proposal to retain
the area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decisionrmaking processes, and is
less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mé&na
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1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned withTreaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General(Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for theecommendation made by the Mana Whenua Panel or general opposition
to adding more land to national parks, 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 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatioron the grounds that it was "too restrictive

1 Submissionsopposed national park reclassificatiofased on the negative impacts on potential economic benefit
derived from mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

w Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

w Submitters suggested the area should be classified to facilitate restoration as a totara forest to be used by future
generations €.g.“the open fertile flat areas should be planted in sustainable production forests of native species
such as totara for future generations to harvest and use for building”).

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

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 comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed theiew that national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators.

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

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated
General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated generally for all national parkdprest 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 concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new materiakised for further consideration.

Retain in Stewardship - PAP_10_2808377s

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

w Submissions suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristics
justifying national park status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although areas of modification may be present, the natural and
historic resources described in the CVRe(g.despite historic grazing the area has high representativeness and
naturalness; the geosyncline is a unique feature nationalljustify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation
as to the suitability of a national park additionThis is further supported by the contiguousdoundary with Paparoa
National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposed theroposed national park investigationwhilst supporting the proposal to retain
the area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area
classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective. This follows a Ngai Tahu tribal position that a national park
classification “obstructs Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua, obstructs kaitiaki
rights and responsibilities, limits the meaningful involvement of Ngai Tahu in decisiornrmaking processes, and is
less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mé&na

1 Submissions consideredeclassification as a national parko be misaligned with Treaty obligations, and
advocated for these areas to remain as stewardship land until classifications that more appropriately reflect
Treaty principles are established.

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

General (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed support for the recommendation made by 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)

w Submissions argued thateclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land, and that the
natural values of the land may not warrant thighe potential loss of opportunities resulting from these
restrictions was seen adamaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction and site rehabilitatiorit was
suggested that a holistic view, consideringnineral prospectivity and other economic, social, and cultural
considerations, should be taken.

w Submissions supported either retaining all land in stewardship oeclassification as a conservation patrk
suggesting that this would provide "more than adequate legal protection" while allowing activities to be assessed
on a caseby-case basis.

® Submissions stated that any change should not affect existing permissions

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

Other (Not Allowed)

w Submissions expressed doubt that reclassifying stewardship land as national parks would have a positive impact
on conservation, citing DOC funding and resource limitations.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submittersstated their preference fom national park classificationas a “fitting memorial to those who lost their
lives in the Cave Creek tragedy” (e.g.“a very good way of commemorating the 14 TPP students and staff who lost
their lives in the 1995 Cave Creek Disastgr

w Submitters noted the area contains th&Vit Bovis Track, Cave Stream Track and Inland Pack Track” which are
“popular with recreational trampers, suggestinga national park classification

w The areawas described aStowered by large limestone cliffs” which are “meaningful to the rock climbing
community and are the definition of adventure climbing.

@ Submittersexpressed concern that any classification status lower than national park would be “a conduit for
people wanting to carry out activities not normally allowed imational parks(e.g.bringing in dogs, all terrain
vehicles’).

w Submissions advocated foreclassification as a national parko ensure ongoing access and enjoyment of the
protected natural resources, and to reflect the recreational valuesiué area(e.g.a national park would protect
“our only known easily accessible poljg.

® Submitters noted that a “project supported by conservation volunteers NZ has seen thousands of trees planted”,
expressing support fora national park classificationonly “if it does not limit further opportunity for conservation
projects’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the CVR, and warrant consideratimy
hold merit under the Conservation Act as thegupport promotion ofrecreation that is not inconsistent with the
preservation of the natural and historic resources present.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

w Submissions noted thatnsuring high protection of these areas was especially important in the context 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 mitigatio€lassification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevanceof this factor for reclassification decisions isvident whenthe future-focused elementsn the
definition of conservationare considered including, “safeguarding the options of future generationisin 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 Act1987, s.)2

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parko reflect the high ecological and
landscape values with nationally significant ecological systems and natural areas, and ¢benparable values to
the surrounding national park(e.g.“surrounded by National Park with species habitat that is indistinguishable
from what is within the park”).

w Submitters noted that the West Coastonservation management strategguggests the area “contains National
Park Values and could be considered as an addition to Paparoa National Park

0 The area was noted to contain “landscape, natural features and ecological processes of such distinctive quality
and significance thatthey are of national interest with the limestone geosyncline being “a unique feature
nationally and a special feature of Punakaiki Ecological Distritt

w One submitter expressedhat a national park classificationwould “provide for landscape integrity, continuity, and
connectivity within the Park and rationalise its boundaries

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identifiedby submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR (e.g.despite historic grazing the area has high representativeness and naturalness; the geosyncline is a unique
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feature nationally). The contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer
this area to the NZCAfor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

® Submissions acknowledged that Ngai Tahu opposes national parks in principle, but argued for reclassification as
a national park to ensure protection of natural values, suggesting that national park classification could still allow
for customary access andreaty settlements, or that legislative or management framework changes should occur
to address these concerns.

® One submitter who advocated for national park noted that “Mana Whenua needs to be able to engage with legally
protected land in ways that legislation disallows”.

w Submissionsexpressed thawvhere mana whenua had not identified sitepecific cultural values for the landit
should be reclassified as a national park to ensure protection from activities such as mining which may be
allowed on stewardship land, and thats “no such site-specific mana whenua cultural values have been
identified”, the “assessment of conservation values should form the basis for the reclassification deci&ion

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat they agree the natural and historic resources present
warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration. However, while the possibility of future changes to management or
legislative frameworks is identified by submitters as a potential means afaonciling that purpose with Treaty partner
interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes
referral of the area to the NZCA foits considerationon the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a
further opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to

what giving effect to Treaty principles may require

General(Allowed)

w Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as@meaningless recommendatioh
w Submissions queried the extent of the recommendations to retain land in stewardship, noting this was nearly
8,000 ha suggesting this could instead beeclassified as a scenic reserve or conservation park

I 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.

w Submissions expressed preference for the National Panel recommendation, stating their support for stewardship
land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on its “high cultural conservation” values.

w Submissions expressed preference foeclassification as a national parland for high protection for more
stewardship land, either without providing further justification or based on the “reasons outlined in the
conservation value reports

| 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)

w Submissions opposed retaining the area in stewardship on the grounds that this would not protect the land from
damaging activities such as mining noting the existence of prospecting permits in some areas.g.“this block of
limestone and river flats needgreserving for future generations of all Kiwis, and not left as stewardship lat)d

w Submitters expressed preference fa national park classification suggesting the areahould not“be used in any
way to generate income, or to give precedence of access or right of use to any specific group of New Zealdnders

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

W Submissions opposed 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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Other (Not Allowed)

® One submitter hoped that “there may be Ngati Waewae-led interpretation within the Paparoa National Park in the
new visitor centre, to help bridge any cultural knowledge gé&p

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

w Submitters roted the karst value of the area and high recreation value for caving.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as theypport
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present.
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

w Submitters noteda history of farming and industrial use of the areand that itcontains the country’s only polje
feature.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identifiedoy submittersare consistent with those described in the
CVR (e.g.despite historic grazing the area has high representativeness and naturalness; the geosyncline is a unique
feature nationally). The contiguousboundary with Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer
this area to the NZCAfor its recommendationas to the suitability of a national park addition

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended that amendments to the National Parks Act to address the concerns identified by the
Mana Whenua Panel are resolved as a priority so there is no need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime.

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified classification propdssl
such, | recommend that comments advocating for such amendmerie not accepted

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 for further consideration.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was suggested the area should be classified to facilitate restoration as a totara forest to be used by future
generations.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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PAP 11 — Punakaiki Coast Road — 2806888

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Punakaiki Coast PAP_11 2806888t Local Purpose Local Purpose 22 29
Road (Punangairi Ngai Tahu) | (Punangairi Ngai Tahu)
Reserve Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 167halargely forestedareaat Dolomite Point/Punakaiki which containsthe current Paparoa National Park Visitor
Centre and wastewater treatment planThis is a high usage area that is popular with visitors, receiving over 500,000
visitors per annum A new Visitor Experience Centrewned by Te Riinanga o Ngati Waewae is currently under
development The site is of significance for Ngai Tahu and the redevelopment is a key step in the reestablishment of
their cultural footprint and mana within Paparoa

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Local Purpose(Punangairi Ngai Tahu) Reserveto reflect the area’s historic and contemporary
significance to Ngai Tahu and support the reestablishing of a cultural footprint in the Punakaiki aregand to facilitate

Ngai Tahu aspirations for the site and the new visitor centre.

Mana Whenua PanelLocal Purpose (Punangairi Ngai Tahu) Reserve to give effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi, enable Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands and provide for the mana and rangatiratanga of

Ngai Tahu as well as reserve purposes.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Do not proceedwith the notified proposal the notified classification of LocaPurpose (Punangairi Ngai Tahu)
Reserve retaining the area in stewardship

Summary of accepted submission§hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis thathe purpose of the reserve is not clearly defingkbaving it uncertain how the natural
resources present will be protected.

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

The Mana Whenua Panel havsignalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associatedvith this stewardship areae.g‘the
Punakaiki area is of historic and contemporary importance for Ngai Tahu”, “Paparoa is where Ngai Tahu finally defeated
the resident Ngati Wairangi, establishing Ngai Tahu as mana whenua of Te Tai Poutini”, “the rugged coastline between
Mawhera/Greymouth and Kawatiri/Wesport wadraditionally a key pathway for pounamu trading and mahinga kai
especially inshore fishing, “the new Visitors Experience Centre proposed for this conservation area in collaboration with
the Department of Conservation is to be owned by Ngati Waewae It is an important step in reestablishing a cultural
footprint for mana whenua in the Punakaiki aréa

I recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. While such a local purpose
reserve could provide for the primary purpose of management and protection of Ngai Tahu values alongside the
conservation values that are present, and might be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consigent with Treaty principles, my assessment is that more work is requireddiarify and describethe purpose of the
proposed reserve

Rationale:My assessment is thatdrther policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the
proposed reserve and to identifiany potential management implicationsThis will provide clarity as to whetherthe
proposed local purpose reservis appropriate, or if another classification should be considered.
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Local Purpose (Punangairi Ngai Tahu) Reserve - PAP_11_2806888t

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1  Submissionsin support noted that the land at Dolomite Point had a long history of modificatiofor human
purposes

It wassuggested that as the land sits between the Pancak®cks National Park promontory and the main
Paparoa National Park to the east, thmurpose of the reservgwhen clarified further)should keep conservation
values as a high prioritywith as much indigenous vegetation and wildlife habitat as possible to remain
undisturbed.

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

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

9 Submissions supported the recommendation on the grounds that it acknowledges the relationship betweeiNg
Tahu and their ancestral lands, enables Ng Tahu whanui to reconnect with their lands, and supports the future
economic wellbeing and aspirations of Ngi Tahu in relation to their takiwa, therefore giving effect to the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.

9 Submitters viewed the recommendation as recognising sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensuring Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificat®ubmitters noted the value of
the area as the “site of the new visitor centre to be owned by Te Rinanga o Ngati Waewae”.

 Submissions viewed the recommendation as appropriate considering the new visitor centre is owned\igyti
Waewae and supported them managing the surrounding land

1 Submissions suggested the purpose and further detail of the classification must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai, as well as
provide a role for Ngai Tahu in management and decisionmaking, and the option of vesting

I Submissions supportedeclassification as a local purpose resenan the basis ofidentified cultural and historical
values, noting their support for the Mana Whenua Panel recommendations where there has been identification of
specific cultural and historical values.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural
significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, | have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of the notified
classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it both actively protects the identified Ngai Tahu values
and interests, and promotes the conservation oféhidentified natural and historic resourcepresent.

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions stated support for the recommendation without providing further justification
 Submissions expressed a general preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible
level to reflect land of such “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments angot 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.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsexpressed support for the recommendatioand suggestedthat consideration be given toallowing a
new community centreon the sitefor the whole community to uselt was noted that in 2019 Ngati Waewae wrote
a letter of support for a stanehlone community facility at Dolomite Point, seeing it as complementary to the new
visitor centre.
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 One submissionsought a specific provisgorohibiting commercial flights over and landings in the Dolomite Point
Area.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

A submissionadvocating forscenic reservgas providing higher protection) noted that the‘iconic” limestone
cliffs are viewed by thousands of visitors to Dolomite Point.

 Submissionsadvocated forreclassification as national parkreferendng the high recreation value of the area as a
scenic drawcard for visitors, the new short walk being developed, and that the area is “required as an essential
public utility space to support visitors to the national park

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethe purpose of the notified classification
provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it provides for the recreational access as descril#gty limits on
public access or the appropriateness of an alternative classificatiowjll be determined as part oany future policy work.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

I Concerns were raised thathe proposed local purpose reservmay not prioritise conservation of natural values
and that there is insufficient information provided regarding the purpose of the reserve.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classificatioprovides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present

9 Submissiors expressed preference faaddition to the national parkto ensure high protection for the natural
values of the areaReasons given includedhat the area isan enclave within the Paparoa National Parkplds
similarly high ecological valuesto the national park and that adding the area tdhe national parkwould allow
integrated ecological management of this as a “priority biodiversity site”.

9 Submitters cited itssignificant landscapevaluessuch askarst features sinkholesand complex hydrologyjts
outstanding nikau coastal forestand that it is part of the outstanding sceneryf Punakaiki

 Submissions advocating fomational park reclassificationsuggestedthat the new visitor centre could be
accommodated within thisclassification or could bein an amenity areawithin this, and that a potential new
community centre (as proposed by the local community) could be within an amen#yea while the rest of the
area would be protected from inappropriate development.

Some opposed the recommendation in part, noting that the area is comprised of two parcels

o They suggestedthat the larger parcel holds similar valueto the national park and thataddition to the park
would protect the area appropriatelyand support ecological connectivity

o Submissions described the larger parcels less modified, with a taller canopy height and likely higher
species diversity, with ferns, mosses, liverwortnd nikau habitat which is important for blackbacked and
red-billed gulls, as well as limestone rock outcrops

o It was alsocsuggested the smaller area could be reclassified a local purpose reserve, withe purpose
being amenity or visitor centre

9 Other submissions suggeste@ scenic reserve classificatioor simply “higher protection”) based on the area’s
ecological importanceand outstanding scenery

1 Submissions citedfeatures such asts inclusion in the Paparoa limestone syncline, karst featureassociations
with Cassie’s Cave, the limestone cliffs, and the hydrological linkages with Paparoa National Par®ne submitter
wanted to ensure that no further clearance of indigenous vegetation is permitted.

1 Submitters noted that this area is 16Hiawith the majority of it unmodified, and thatlocal purpose reserve
classification isgenerally used for small and modified areas

9 Submitters were concerned that the classification woul@ssentially prioritise land use over conservation” or
enable additional infrastructure development or commercial buildings in this “highly sensitive, much valued

area” which would degrade the natural values.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree thatthe purpose of the natified classification
provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it providesppropriate protection of the natural resources notelly
submitters, or if another classification should be considered.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

I The area was described as having significant heritage and cultural value to New Zealanders, with examples
including generations of visitors to Pancake Rocks, the site of “the original hotel”, and goldmining trails, with
submissions suggesting that this warrantedeclassification as a national park

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
historic resources described, or if another classification may be more appropriate.

General(Allowed)

9 Scenicreserveclassification was recommended without any further justification

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

9 One submission put forth the view that there was a conflict of interest regarding this land parcel‘tee Panel
stands to gairf.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions suggested a studghould be undertakerto understand the relationship between the karst, caves and
hydrology before the classification is finalised

9 It wassuggested that only the visitor centre should be divested to allow integrated ecological management with
the broader areathough the submitter statedthey support camanagement)

It was queried how anylassification would factor in the management adhe water source that thevisitor centre
and other infrastructure rely on.

I Submissions requested more information owesting and how protection of species would be ensuréftthe land is
vested

I The area was noted to be part of@mmunity trapping and education programme.

1 It was suggested the land might be needed for rerouting of SH6 in the future

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access andRecreation (Allowed)

9 Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides fargoing public access as well as
hunting and fishing.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose
of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural
resources described, or if another classification may be more apprigpe. Any limits on public access will be determined
as part of any future policy work.
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 One submissionhighlighted the karst values of the coast road area.

| recommend that ths commentis not accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition théte purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether #ppropriately protects the natural
resources described, or if another classification may be more appropriate
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PAP_12 — Punakaiki River (River Mouth) — 2806889

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Punakaiki River | PAP_12 2806889y Local Purpose(Punangairi | Local PurposePunangairi | 23 13
Awa Ngai Tahu) Reserve | Awa Ngai Tahu) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A very small assessment area on the coast side of SH6 just north of the Punakaiki RiMes area has a small amount of
mixed and native vegetation but is largely an unpaved carpark used by the adjacgding stables. The site also provides
beach access for swimmers, walkers and whitebaiteBsue penguin could use the area to moult or breetihere are no
DOC-managed tracks or facilitiesThis area is used for mahinga kai.

Panel Recommendations
National Panel Local purpose(Punangairi Awa Ngai Tahu) Reserve is considered to appropriately reflect the identified

values while recognising the significance of this area to Ngai Tahu.

Mana Whenua Panellocal purpose (Punangairi Awa Ngai Tahu) Reserveto give effect to the principles of the Treaty
of Waitangi, enable Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands and provide for the mana and rangatiratanga

of Ngai Tahu as well as reserve purposes.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U0 Do not proceedwith the notified proposal the notified classification of Local purpose (Punangairi Awa Ngai
Tahu), retaining the area in stewardship.

Summary of accepted submission§hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis thathe purpose of the reserve is not clearly defingkkaving it uncertain how the natural
resources present will be protected.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panesupported the proposed classification, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations.

The Mana Whenua Panel havsignalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associatedvith this stewardship areae.g.“the
Punakaiki area is of historic and contemporary importance for Ngai Tahu”, “Paparoa is where Ngai Tahu finally defeatead
the resident Ngati Wairangi, establishing Ngai Tah as mana whenua of Te Tai Poutini”, “the coastline wagart of the ara
tawhito that provided access along Te Tai Poutini and facilitated the trade of pounattthe Paparoa area was highly
valued for the abundance of food andtber natural resources available and thBunakaiki River mouth was traditionally
used for mahinga kai and up to the present day”.

I recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. While such a local purpose
reserve could provide for the primary purpose of management and protection of Ngai Tahu values alongside the
conservation values that a¢ present, and might be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consistent with Treaty principles, my assessment is that more work is required to clarify and describe the purpose of tl
proposed reserve.

Rationale:My assessment is thatdrther policy work by the Department is required to describie purpose of the
proposed reserve and to identifiany potential management implicationsThis will provide clarity as to whetherthe
proposed local purpose reservis appropriate, or if another classification should be considered.
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Local Purpose (Punangairi Awa Ngai Tahu) Reserve- PAP_12_2806889u

Support
Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions viewed the recommendation as recognising sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensuring “Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatidimey noted that the area is a
mahinga kai site.

1 Submissions supported the recommendation on the grounds that it acknowledges the relationship between Ngai
Tahu and their ancestral lands, enables Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect with their lands and supports the future
economic wellbeing and aspirations oNgai Tahu in relation to their takiwa, and therefore gives effect to the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.

 Submissions expressed support for proposed local purpose reserves “where cultural and historical values have
been identified”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural
significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, | have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of the notified
classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it both actively protects the identified Ngai Tahu values
and interests, and promotes the conservation ofghidentified natural and historic resourcepresent

General(Allowed)

9 Submissions noted support for the recommendation without providing further justificatian
9 Submissions expressed a general preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible
level to reflect land of such “high cultural conservation value”.

| 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.

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter, whoadvocated for national parknoted that the Punakaiki areds “an ideal place for a school camp or
day trip as there are many things to do and study in a small ateand that “this land is required as an essential
public utility space to support visitors to the National Park

I Submissions stated that “cultural and recreational values are significant here” and advocated for classification as
conservation park“to protect all values including high cultural, biodiversity, and recreation values”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat the purpose of the notified classification provides
insufficient detail to comment on whether it provides for the recreational access as describ&dy limits on public access,
or the appropriateness of an alternative classification, will be determined as part of the future policy work

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposed the recommendation on the groundbat there is no clearly identified purpose of the
reserve and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected if they were
incompatible with the primary purpose €.9.“Local purpose reserve needs explaining about the intention for the
level of environmental protection and restoration it will get”).

1 Submitters expressed concern thahe proposed local purpose reservenay not prioritise nature conservation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the naotified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present

1 A submission advocatedor scenic reserve or national parks the area “has high natural values including
threatened species and is part of the outstanding sceneryRifinakaiki”.
1 Submissions advocated for the area to be addedth® national park as it is being actively restored.
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1 A submission advocated for classifications conservation park as “wildlife values need to be acknowledged and
protected’. It was noted that the area “provides habitat for coastal avifauna and assists river stability” and that

korora are present.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat the purpose of the notified classification provides
insufficient detail to comment on whether it providesppropriate protection of the natural resources noted by submitters,
or if another classification should be considered.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for national parknoting that “under a living Treaty partnership, nohoanga sites &
mahinga kai and National Parks need not be mutually exclusitdt was suggested that the Paparoa National Park

Management Plan Appendix 1 is “inclusive of historical/cultural entitlements of Nohoanga sites”.

| recommend that these comments aracceptedto the extentthat | recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural
significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. However| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it both actively protects the identified Ngai
Tahu values and interests, and promotes the conservation bétidentified natural and historic resourcepresent

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for the land to texlassified as a national parkwithout 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.

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 comments am®t allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides for ongoing public access, as well as
hunting and fishing.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted | have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose
of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural
resources described, or if another classification may be more appriagpe. Any limits on public access will be determined
as part of any future policy work.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)
T It was noted that this area of land is likely to be affected by sea level rise

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although climate change considerationsare a valid factor to account
for in the reclassification processsupported by the futurefocused elements within the definition of conservatiorthe
purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it adequately provides for this
factor, or if another classification should be considered
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PAP 13 — Punakaiki River — 2806890v

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

Punakaiki River | PAP_13 2806890v Local Purpose Local Purpose 23 10
(Punangairi Nohoanga (Punangairi Nohoanga
Ngai Tahu) Reserve Ngai Tahu) Reserve

DOC ConservationValues Report Description

The area comprises two primary parcels adjacettt, and part ofthe Punakaiki River The western aredosts a One
Billion Trees project, through the Provincial Growth Fund, to enhance whitebait habitat, restore the area’s wetland
ecosystems, and enhance the location of the only known breeding colony of the Westland peTite¢ project has already
begun with earthworks and plantingThere are Ngai Tahu ancestral caves present in the wider areaand the western
parcel includes a nohoanga sitaVhitebaiters use this area to access the water, and there is a picnic table and carpark
day visitors and freedomcampers.

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Local purpose(Punangairi Nohoanga Ngai Tahu) Reserve is considered to appropriately reflect the
identified values while recognising the significance of this area to Ngai Tahu.

Mana Whenua PanellLocal purpose (Punangairi Nohoanga Ngai Tahu) Reserve, to give effect to the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi, enable Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands and provide for the mana and

rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu as well as reserve purposes.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U0 Do not proceedwith the notified proposal the notified classification of Local purposeéP(inangairi Nohoanga
Ngai Tahu), retaining the area in stewardship.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsaccepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis thathe purpose of the reserve is not clearly defingkkaving it uncertain how the natural
resources presentand public recreational accessyill be protected.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panesupported the proposed classification, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations.

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, e.9.“the
Punakaikiand wider Paparoarea is of historic and contemporary importance for Ngai Tahu”, “the coastline wagart of
the ara tawhito that provided access along Te Tai Poutini and facilitated the trade of poundhfthe western unit of this

» «

conservation area contains a nohoanga site”, “ancestral caves are also located in the vicinity of the conservation area”.

I recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. While such a local purpose
reserve could provide for the primary purpose of management and protection of Ngai Tahu values alongside the
conservation values that are present, and might be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consistent with Treaty principles, my assessment is that more work is required to clarify and describe the purpose of tl
proposed reserve.

Rationale:My assessment is thatdrther policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the
proposed reserve and to identifiany potential management implicationsThis will provide clarity as to whether the
proposed local purpose reserve is appropriate, or if another classification should be considered.
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Local Purpose (Punangairi Nohoanga Ngai Tahu) Reserve -

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

A submitter expressed support for the proposed classification, but quedie
access and restoration will be protectéd
| recommend that these comments angot accepted | have concluded based on comments in opposition thtite purpose
of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it provides for the recreational access as
described. Any limits on public access, or the appropriateness of an alternative classification, will be determineplaasof
the future policy work

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)
)l

near future’.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted | have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose
of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural and
historic resources described, or if another classification mag lmore appropriate

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

I Submissions expressed support for proposed local purpose reserves “where cultural and historical values have
been identified’.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted | have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose
of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural and
historic resources described, or if another classification mag lmore appropriate

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 - » and notedthe
proposed local purpose reserve

1

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification

1
economic wellbeing and aspirations of
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.
| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although | recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural

classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it bot
and interests, and promotes the conservation of the identified natural and historic resourgessent.

General (Allowed)

9 Submissions noted support for the recommendation without providing further justificatian
9 Submissions expressed a general preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible

| 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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