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INA_o01 — Buller River - Lyell = 2807811

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Buller River-Lyell | INA_01 2807811f Conservation Park Neutral 13 11

DOC Conservation Values Report (CVR) Description

A 32.561-ha forest and scrub covered area onhdllslope within a horseshoe bend in Buller River, opposite New Creek
and adjoining Victoria Forest Parkit plays an important role locally in the connectivity across the protected areas and
contiguous indigenous forest vegetation.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Conservationpark, as ading it to the Victoria Forest Park will provide landscape continuity and
connectivity across the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
based onthe recreational values 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. |
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 fron
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present."

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources preseng(g.forestand shrubland of moderate representative and
naturalness valuewith some historic clearancegare appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiomhe
primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

(Conservation Act 1987%. 191)(a))

Conservation Park - INA_01_2807811f

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submittersnoted that the classification “Gives access to the old stock track that leads to Boundary Peak”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide site-specific details regarding the public access and

recreational features presenivhich are appropriately reflected by the notified classificatiomhey 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.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for trdassification without providing further justification, or agreed it
reflected the "information in the technical reports

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.



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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

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

1 A submission advocated for retaining the area in stewardship eclassifying it as a conservation parksuggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 A submissionsupportedconservation park statusand advocated for greater protection from "intrusive
development" such as mining and hydrschemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection
equivalent to that of National Park status".

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

1 A submission recommended thathe location “should be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate
Adaption and Resilience Project

I recommend that ths commentis not accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulgupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submitters wereconcerned thatthe conservation parkclassification did not represent the high values described in
the recommendation reports €.g.area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant
speciation thatmay be nationally atrisk, endangered, or threatened”).

1 Submissions recommended a higher level of protection due to the values pressmoggesting national park,
ecological area, wildlife management area or scenic, nature, scientific and recreation res@wvenore appropriate
options, dependent on the values present

1 A submitter suggestedthat the status does not recognise the ecological/landscape contgrtg.“land parcel lies
adjacent to land that has a higher protected status than that proposgdnd recommended classification as scenic
reserve.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My conclusionis that the natural resources preser{e.g.forest and
shrubland of moderaterepresentative and naturalness valueith a 4WD access trackare appropriately protected under the
proposed classificationand the points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionThe primary purpose of
conservation parls includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,

s. 191)(a))

1 Submitters noted that the proposed conservation parks are in close proximitydae another and “it appears to be
an inefficient way of managing land for conservatioh It was recommended to combine the proposed parks where
the values are similar as this “provides greater opportunity for large landscape scale management”.

| recommend these commentsare not accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or Conservation
General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinctonservation parls.



General(Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level girotection than that proposed without providing further justification
1 A submitter suggested that the level of protection offered by a conservation park was unclear.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed general concern about tHew protection offered by conservation parknoting that
“Conservation Parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land”.

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

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

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

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

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

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

I A submission suggested consideration be given to amalgamating the proposed areas into larger parks and
ensuring it “is the best fit for the identified value”.

| recommend these comments arpot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or Conservation
General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinctonservation parls.

General (Allowed)

w A submission 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 concessiontsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised for furtheronsideration.



Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated that helicopteflanding permissions continue to be available” through the current DOC
system, and that the current “concessions system continues to be the only system used for permissions”.

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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



INA_02 — Rahui - Buller RiverIsland — 2807816

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Rahui- Buller River Island| INA_02_2807816g | Scenic Reservéa) Neutral 10 5

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 13.269%a rare remnant of woody vegetation on the agriculturally developed Walkers El@he area supports
shrubland regenerating forest on low river terraceThis land environment within Buller Ecological District § public
conservation Bnd in indigenous forest is rare and distinctive.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Scenicreserve(a), to preserve and protect the natural environment in this area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote theonservationof the natural
resources presenfe.g.indigenous regenerating foresj.

Scenic Reserve (a) - INA_02_28078169g

Support
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

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

| recommend that ths commentis accepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need falimate mitigation. Classification as scenic reserveill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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, oexpansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2).

General (Allowed)

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

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



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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate

Adaption and Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of theatural
resources presentand as a resulgupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submissionopposedreclassification as scenic reseryenoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides adequate legal protection while allowing commercialctivities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis.

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

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the extent of land notified

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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 Stated

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing afigtovision for public access”.

| 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 tlaetivities 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 conservatiomalues presentrather than the proposed land classification

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedfor further consideration 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 concessionmsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.



INA_o03 — Buller River Island = 2807817

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation P PP
Buller River Island | INA_03_2807817h Local Purpose(River Neutral 6 12
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 5.3008ha area which is a mixture of riparian forest, gravel riverbed and active rivéhe island has moved/migrated
since it was initially surveyed and is likely to continue to change as it is in a dynamic ecosystem, and has been subjec
recent flooding. Little recreation use, except possibly the occasional fisher.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reservis considered to reflect the identified values.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describihe purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management or concession implicationd his process will provide clarity as tavhether the
proposed local purpose reserve reflecthe natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more
appropriate.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_03_2807817h

Support
General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposelassification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".

1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazardg¢Allowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate
Adaption and Resilience Project”.



1 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promoterevegetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.

1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and the “important
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appiiage.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the natifiedlassification provides 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)

9  Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchmenSubmitters suggested that ecological area, wildlife management
area or scenic reservenay be appropriate alternativesOne submitteradvocated for a government purpose
(climate mitigation) reserve It was noted that the area contains natally uncommon ecosystems.

1 A submission opposed the:lassification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reservd € Mana o te Taiao, i.e. Aotearoa New Zealand Biodiversity
Strategy) where no adjoining classifications exist

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

General(Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship

status”.

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

Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should procestiout a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with the local/regional councils.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about thgecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic
outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.

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



Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed local purpose reserve classifications as “they can have their status changed without

notification”.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public 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 appropriatény limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work



INA_o03 — Buller River Island = 2807827

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Buller River Island | INA_03 2807827i Local Purpose(River Neutral 6 12
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 2.730&ha area which is a mixture of gravel riverbed and active rivérhe island has moved/migrated since it was
initially surveyed and is likely to continue to change as it is in a dynamic ecosystem, and has been subject to recent
flooding. Little recreation use, except possibly the occasional fisher.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reservis considered to reflect the identified values.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_03_2807827i
Support

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposeldssification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".
1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as a local purpose reserve due to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.
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I recommend that these comments are accepted. | agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides
insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present
(gravel riverbed and a sedbn of active river).

1 Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchmenSubmitters suggested that ecological area, wildlife management
area or scenic reservenay be appropriate alternativesOne submitteradvocated for a government purpose
(climate mitigation) reserve

1 A submission opposed the:lassification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Waihiere no adjoining classifications exist

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

9 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote reregetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.

1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and the “important
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated for scenic reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem restoration in response to flood

events oOrcoastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

General(Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship

status”.

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

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with the local/regional councils.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about threcedent potentially set by the Panelsecommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic

outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without

notification”.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend they not accepted.

No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public 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 resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_04 - Inangahua Junction — 2807825

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
InangahuaJunction | INA_04_2807825j Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 6 22

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 103.007-ha area which is primarily podocarp/hardwood/beech forest on tilted limestone block of Tertiary agehe
area is adjacent to the northern eastern end of the Paparoa National Park, Rosemount Scenic Reserve and is adjace
Species Management Unit (SMU) for Powelliphanta ‘Buller River'.

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a)to preservethe identified flora, natural environment and landscape values.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote theonservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.podocarp/hardwood/beech forestland will align with the context of the adjoining
Rosemount Scenic Reserve.

Scenic Reserve (a) - INA_04_2807825]

Support
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing naturalesources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€Classification as scenic reserveill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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).

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.
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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 raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration.

Oppose
Access andRecreation (Allowed)

1 Submittersadvocated forclassification as national park noting that “part of the area makes up the Profanity Cave
system catchment”, and “regionally significant for recreational caving and has a&ich exploration history”.

1 Submittersnoted thepotential amenity valueof the area, describing it as “a prime area for putting into the Paparoa
National Park with a view to future opening up walking tracks for the public”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification provides for the public to have freedom of
entry and access to the reserve, subject to conditions necessary for the protection andvegtig of the reserve and the
public themselves, as peBection 19(2)(b)f the Reserves Act 197The points raised do nojustify overturning the notified
intention.

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate
Adaption and Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulgupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submittersadvocated forclassification as national parknoting that the area “contains karst and is almost certainly
linked hydrologically to Paparoa National Park” (e.g.“karst features that contribute drainage and therefore the

formation of the Profanity Cave”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although the wider area “contains karst and islikely linked
hydrologically to Paparoa NationaPark” my assessment of th&Vestern South Island Region Cave and Karst Operational
Plan (2018, pgs3)is that there are nokarst cavespresent in this conservation areand thelikelihood of hydrological
linkage to Paparoa NationaPark does not warrantreconsideration of the notified intention.

1 Submittersadvocated forclassification as national parkdue to the natural values presenmnoting that the area
contains “at risk and/or threatened species, scenery and/or ecosystems, the preservation of which is in the national
interest” (€.9.“Vegetation patterns and diversity in these areas would similarly add to the continuity and
representativeness of the national park” “contiguous with and contains similar values to Paparoa National P&k

1 Submittersadvocated for a national park classificatioto protect the rare speciespresent €.9.“one of the few
surviving habitats of the large land snail, Powelliphanta Buller Rivef‘Great spotted kiwi and South Island kaka,
both Nationally Vulnerable”, “the snail species Opacuincola permutate”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although some of the natural resourcepresent are consistent with
those in the adjoining national park, my assessment is that they armre closely aligned with the adjacent scenic reserye
and the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intentionThe CVR notes that the habitat for thé&arge land
snail, Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ is present in theWhite Cliffs Conservation Area (NaPALIS #2807842), whittas been
recommended for addition to the Papaa National Park €.9.“The forest on the lower western side of White Cliffs Bluff is
part of the type locality and one of the few surviving habitats of the large land snail, Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally
Critical)”). Under a scenic reservelassification “indigenous flora and fauna, ecological associations, and natural
environment and beauty shall as far as possible be preserved” (Reserves Act 1977,s. 192)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than thatoposed without providing further justification
(e.g.“add to Paparoa National Park”).
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| recommend that these comments are not accepted. Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submissionopposed reclassification as scenic reseryaoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides adequate legal protection while allowing commerciaictivities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis.

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 limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the extent of land notified.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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 Stated

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| 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 tlaetivities if authorised, for example, in a
hunting permit. Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values presentather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration 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 concessionmsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.
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INA_04 — Lower Buller Gorge Road — 2807826

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation P PP

Lower Buller Gorge Road INA_04 2807826k | National Park 6048 22

Lower Buller Gorge Road INA_04 2807826l Stewardship 12 47

DOC Conservation ValuesReport Description

A 41.560ha area which is primarily podocarp/hardwood/beech forest on tilted limestone block of Tertiary agehe area
is adjacent to Conservation AreaWhite Cliffs and near the northern eastern end of the Paparoa National Park.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park,as an addition to the Paparoa National Park which will preserve the natural state of thes
areas as far as possible, while also supporting continuity of landscape across the wider area.

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 itg€onsiderationon 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 submissionghe submissionsacceptedas holding merit supportedthe proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, facilitate recreational accesand improve climate change mitigation
Submitters referenced specific natural resources which weameted to be of high value and similar in nature to the
adjoining national park.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referrals, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations. Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu oppose all additions to national parks within

the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made usingrmrest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - INA_04 2807826k

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter noted that due to thgyroximity to the highway, it is a “prime area for putting into the Paparoa National
Park with a view to future opening up walking tracks for the public”.

1 Submitters noted that “part of the area makes up the Profanity Cave system catchment”, describing it as “regionally
significant for recreational caving and has a rich exploration history” (e.g.“well-known caves, which adds to the
potential amenity value”).

1 Submitter supported the recommendation as it guarantees access rights for the pulifcg.“protect the outstanding
recreational, landscape and ecological values for current and future generations”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreation that is notinconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presebinder a
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the
preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980,.€1(2)(e))

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

1 Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent conservation areas to
support climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context of
climate change(e.g.“for ecosystem services, for climate stability”, “given the biodiversity and climate crisis we are
facing”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when théure-focused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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)

1 Submitters noted the ecological and karst value of the area@.“contains karst and is almost certainly linked
hydrologically to Paparoa National Park “one of the few surviving habitats for Powelliphanta, rare forest species
such as kka and kakariki and distinct geological featureg, “scenic white cliffs highly visible from the road”).

1 Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parkbased on the land holding similar or higher values to the
adjacent national parkge.g.“they include more of thecomplex geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and
its adjoining lowlands’, “adjacent to a National Park, and ecologically contiguous with it”).

1 Submittersextolled the benefits of a national park classificatiomoting comments such ashat it will “expand
ecological sequences “provide additional habitat for rare and threatened species to move through the landscape”,
“in many cases the conservation values of the land parcel and adjacent national park are indistinguishable” and
provide increased “corridors” and “connectivity”, with submissions describing current land delineationsas “historic
and arbitrary” rather than informed by ecological principles.

1 Submissions highlighted thevalue of a national park classificationwith one submitter calling it the “pinnacle of
conservation land protectiorf, noting this as appropriate for areas of such high ecological value (e.g.“to protect
intrinsic values of our Gondwana heritage”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding thenatural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.the assessment area vegetation remains entirely indigengymrt of the type locality and one of
the few surviving habitats of the large land snail, Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)), and they are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatiofhe contiguous nature of the adjoining national park

17



further supports your natified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation &s the suitability of a
national park addition.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national parks noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”, with
some noting specific support for areas where mana whenua had not identified sfeecific cultural values for the
land.

1 Submitters advocatedor changes to management olegislative frameworks toreflect 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.¢.“Mana Whenua must be assured free access and use
of National Parks for cultural, traditional, historical and customary purposes within the framework of the purpose
for which the National Park is formed”). It was suggested that Mana Whenua Panel concerns need to be “debated
on a large scale rather thathrough this reclassification exercise”.

| 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 edferr
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)

1 Severalsubmissions expressed general support for all additions to national parkéthout providing further details,
or expressed their desire for maximum protection of natural values across all stewardship land
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

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

1 A submission supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence of attractions like the Paparoa Great Walk and the Coast Road Highway has led
to investments in tourismrelated industries.

1 A submissionnoted thatnational park status protectsigainst “environmentally degrading activities such as

mining and clearing the land for further agriculture”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

9 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land hasot been recommended for réassification as national park

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that thémplementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiori.
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1 A submission sought for public conservation land to be restored and rehabilitated to maintain buffer zones and
ecological diversity.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submission stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, including helicopter
landings, sports fishing and gamebird hunting, or statedpposition as national park statu$excludes hunting for
native species which are classified as gamebirds under the Wildlife Act, and which are managed as gamebirds
(such asPikeko and Paradise Shelduck)

1 A submission expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and access (including dog walking)
suggesting thatother classifications, such as conservation parknay provide a better balance between recreational
enjoyment and protection of natural values

1 A submissionrecommended recreation reservethere areasave high cultural or recreational value to the public

| 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 CVRind the points raised do nojustify overturning the notified intention. Although under a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” and 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 1980,.s

4(2)).
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

1 A submitter advocated that the area “should be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate Adaptation and
Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulgupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions suggested that the ecological values of the land are not high enough to mbetstandard for national
park classification characterising the area as “not so unique or scientifically important to meet the standard set by
the National Parks Act”. It wassuggested that recreation reserve or scenic reserw@uld ensure sufficient
protection but are less restrictive

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The natural resources described in the CVR.Q.the assessment area
vegetationremains entirely indigenous part of the type locality and one of the few surviving habitats of the large land snail,
Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the
suitability of a national park addition This is further supported by the contiguous nature of the adjoining national park.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposethe proposed 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

1 A submitter opposed national park classificatioron the basis that it “does not allow for mana whenua of the area to
be involved in its care in the same way thatewardship land does” and “recognises Maori and mana whenua as
holding equal interest in the land as New Zealanders”. It was suggested that “classifying this land to National Park
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land goes against the Crown obligations under Te Tiriti 0 Waitangi and even under the principles of Treaty of
Waitangi”.

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 statedyeneral opposition to national park classificationand support for leaving the land in
stewardship, or expressed support for the recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Rarigout providing
further justification.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition tthe proposed national park classificatioras being “too restrictive” (e.g.“tying
even more land up in restrictive legislation”) and not in the best interests of the public as it would “have negative
impact on the potential economic benefit derived from mineral resource extractian

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated that a national park classificatioshould only be implemented “following extensive
consultation and agreement with the local Iwi, stakeholderspncessionaires, interested groups and local
residents”.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter 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

1 A submission expressedhe viewthat national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Retain in Stewardship - INA_04_28078261

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 salldw/accept recommendations.

Support
Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristigsgtfy
a national park classification

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The natural resources described in the CVR.g.the assessment area
vegetationremains entirely indigenous part of the type locality and one of the few surviving habitats of the large land
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snail, Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to
the suitability of a national park addition This is further supported by the contiguous nature of the adjoining national park.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions supported retaining land in stewardship on the basis thiie Mana Whenua Panel recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s claim and connection to their ancestral
lands (.9.“by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangf, “National Parks have stringent preservation and protection which obstruct
Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua”).

A submission suggested that the area “must remain as stewardship land pending conservation law reform to create

more appropriate forms of protected area classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective”.

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

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without
providing further details or agreed they reflected the “information in the technical repotts

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter stated thatreclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that lahide potential
loss of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral
extraction and site rehabilitation

1 A submission advocated for retaining the area in stewardship meclassifying it as a conservation parksuggesting

these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that a holistic viewgonsidering mineral prospectivityand other economic, social, and
cultural considerations, should be taken when reclassifying stewardship land

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated for national parkeclassification as the lanchas high conservation values which are
equivalent or similar to the adjacent national parkse(g.classification should be “based upon ecological and scenic
values that are similar to adjoining national parks “Vegetation patterns and diversity in these areas would
similarly add to the continuity and representativeness of the national paikand the “nationally significant
ecological systems and natural areas” present).

1 One submission highlighted that the land has “high conservation values, equivalent to those in the area included in
the park when it was formed 45 years agbhey include more of the complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa
Range and its adjoining lowlands than is currently in the park”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.the assessment area vegetatialemains entirely indigenous part of the type locality and one of
the few surviving habitats of the large land snail, Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)), and they are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatiofhe contiguous nature of the adjoining national park
further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to tkaitability of a
national park addition.

1 One submission recommendedeclassification as a conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation
reserveto ensure sufficient protectionin areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources warrant referrinthis area
to the NZCA for its recommendation ago the suitability of a national park addition The points raised to not justify
overturning the notified intention.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed “Mana Whenua’s blanket opposition to adding areas of stewardship land to National Parks”,
suggesting that “Mana Whenuamust be assured free access and use dditibnal Parks for cultural, traditional,
historical and customary purposes within the framework of the purpose for which the National Park is formed, as
set out in s4 of the National Parks Act 1980”.

1 A submitter suggested that the proposal to retain the area in stewardship “goes beyond the obligation to give effect
to the Treaty of Waitangi”, advocating that “an area with high conservation values should be reclassified to reflect

that value”.

| 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 edferr
of the area to the NZCA for itxonsiderationon 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)

1 Submissions stated general opposition to thelassification without providing further justification, expressed
preference forreclassification as a national parklue to factors such as the “high protection” provided, or suggested
reclassification aseither scenic reserve or conservation paiik preferable to retaining the land in stewardship

1 A submission sought the “highest possible classification” due to the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

1 A submission opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submission noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

1 A submitter advocated for a national park classificatioto prevent the “creation of mines that will devastate the
local areas.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

9 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land hasot been recommended for réassification as national park
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1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the quantity of land notified
1 A submission queried the extent of land in South Westland not included in the reclassification process

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the naturaland historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsiderafitime notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for tlaetivities if authorised, for example, in a
hunting permit. Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values presentather than the proposed land classification.

General(Allowed)

1 A submissionadvocated 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 areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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INA_04 — White Cliffs — 2807842

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

White Cliffs INA_04_2807842m National Park 6050 22

White Cliffs INA_ 04 2807842n Stewardship 12 49

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 442.7614a areaof podocarp/hardwood/beech forest on tilted limestone block of Tertiary age, with bare talus and sef
vegetation on landslips from the Murchison and Inangahua earthquakes still visible under the highest points of the
western facing escarpmentHeavily forested eastern slopeshe area bounds the northern eastern end of the Paparoa
National Park.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National park, as an addition to the Paparoa National Park which will preserve the natural state of theg
areas as far as possible, while also supporting continuity of landscape across the wider area.

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

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal by referring this area to the NZCA for it€onsiderationon 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 submissionghe submissionsacceptedas holding merit supportedthe proposed national park
investigation to protect the area’s natural values, facilitate recreational access,and improve climate change mitigation
Submitters referenced specific natural resources which were noted to be of high value and similar in nature to the
adjoining national park.

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

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park (Paparoa) - INA_04 2807842m

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter noted that due to thgyroximity to the highway, it is a “prime area for putting into the Paparoa National
Park with a view to future opening up walking tracks for the public”.

1 Submittersnoted that “part of the area makes up the Profanity Cave system catchment”, describing it as “regionally
significant for recreational caving and has a rich exploration history” (e.g.“well-known caves, which adds to the
potential amenity value”).

1 Submitter supported the recommendation as it guarantees access rights for the publiq(“protect the outstanding
recreational, landscape and ecological values for current and future generations”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under th€onservation Act as they support
promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources preséhider a
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the

preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980,.€1(2)(e))

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

9 Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent conservation areas to
support climate change mitigation, and thathe protection of the area was especially importarit the contextof
climate change(e.g.“with climate change starting to bitepur indigenous forests and wetlands are vital carbon

» o«

sinks”, “for ecosystem services, for climate stability”, “given the biodiversity and climate crisis we are facing”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing naturalesources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification as national parkwill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when théure-focused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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)

1 Submitters noted theecological andkarstvalue of the areaé.g.“contains karst and is almost certainly linked
hydrologically to Paparoa National Park”, “given the scale of the limestone cliffs and karst terrain’, “a significant
landscape feature and doubtless of geological and ecological significance as yéHtabitat for the critically
endangered Powelliphantd “scenic white cliffs highly visible from the road”).

1 Submissions supportedeclassification as a national parkased on the land holding similar or higher values to the
adjacent national parks €.g.“they include more of the complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and
its adjoining lowlands’, “adjacent to a National Park, and ecologically contiguous with it”, “will provide for the
natural landscape sequence from the main highway to the National Park beyond”).

1 Submitters extolledthe benefits of a national park classificatiomoting comments such as that it will “expand
ecological sequences “provide additional habitat for rare and threatened species to move through the landscape”,
“in many cases the conservation values of the land parcel and adjacent national park are indistinguishable” and
provide increased “corridors” and “connectivity”, with submissions describing current land delineationsas “historic
and arbitrary” rather than informed by ecological principles (e.9.“a link between areas of the national park that are
currently isolated”).

1 Submissions highlighted thevalue of a national park classificationwith one submitter calling it the “pinnacle of
conservation land protection”, noting this as appropriate for areas of such high ecological value (e.9.“to protect
intrinsic values of our Gondwana heritage”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrantconsideration My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.the assessment area vegetatialemains entirely indigenous part of the type locality and one of
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the few surviving habitats of the large land snail, Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)), and they are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatiofhe contiguous nature of the adjoining national park
further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation &s the suitability of a
national park addition.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national parks noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”, with
some noting specific support for areas where mana whenua had not identified sfeecific cultural values for the
land.

1 Submitters advocatedor changes to management olegislative frameworks toreflect 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.¢.“Mana Whenua must be assured free access and use
of National Parks for cultural, traditional, historical and customary purposes within the framework of the purpose
for which the National Park is formed”). It was suggested thatMana Whenua Panel concerns need to be “debated
on a large scale rather thathrough this reclassification exercise”.

| 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 edferr
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)

1 Severalsubmissions expressed general support for all additions to national parkéthout providing further details,
or expressed their desire for maximum protection of natural values across all stewardship land
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

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

1 A submission supported the expansion of the Paparoa National Park based on anticipated benefits for tourism in
the area, noting that the presence of attractions like the Paparoa Great Walk and the Coast Road Highway has led
to investments in tourismrelated industries (e.g.“there is little doubt that the park has bought considerable
economic benefits to the West Coast”).

1 A submissionnoted thatnational park status protectsigainst “environmentally degrading activities such as
mining and clearing the land for further agriculture”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land hasot been recommended for reassification as national park

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submission sought for public conservation land to be restored and rehabilitated to maintain buffer zones and
ecological diversity.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submission stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, including helicopter
landings, sports fishing and gamebird hunting, or statedpposition as national park statu$excludes hunting for
native species which are classified as gamebirds under the Wildlife Act, and which are managed as gamebirds
(such asPikeko and Paradise Shelduck)

1 A submission expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and access (including dog walking)
suggesting thatother classifications, such as conservation parknay provide a better balance between recreational
enjoyment and protection of natural values

1 A submissionrecommended recreation reserverthere areaave high cultural or recreational value to the public.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed
(dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting apdeserving the natural
resources described in the CVRand the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intentiorAlthough under a
national park classification“the public shall have freedom of entry and access ” this is subject to restrictions “necessary for
the preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980,.¢(2)).

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

1 A submitter advocated that the area “should be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate Adaptation and

Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulgupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions suggested that the ecological values of the land are igh enough to meetthe standard for national
park classification characterising the area as “not so unique or scientifically important to meet the standard set by
the National ParksAct”. It was suggested that recreation reserve or scenic reserw@uld ensure sufficient
protection but are less restrictive

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The natural resourceslescribed in the CVR €.g.the assessment area
vegetation remains entirely indigenous part of the type locality and one of the few surviving habitats of the large land snail,
Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the
suitability of a national park addition This is further supported by the contiguous nature of the adjoining national park.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Several submissions opposethe proposed 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

1 A submitter opposed national park classificatioron the basis that it “does not allow for mana whenua of the area to
be involved in its care in the same way that Stewardship land does” and “recognises Maori and mana whenua as
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holding equal interest in the land as New Zealanders”. It was suggested that “classifying this land to National Park
land, goes against the Crown obligations under Te Tiriti 0 Waitangi and even under the principles of Treaty of
Waitangi”.

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

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions statedyeneral opposition to national park classification support for leaving the land in stewardship,
or expressed support for the recommendations 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 areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of thetified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition tthe proposed national park classificatioras being “too restrictive” (€.9.“tying
even more land up in restrictive legislation”) and not in the best interests of the public as it would “have negative
impact on the potential economic benefit derived from mineral resource extractian

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated that a national park classificatioshould only be implemented “following extensive
consultation and agreement with the local lwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested groups and local
residents”.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter 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

1 A submission expressedhe viewthat national park classificationdoes not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predators

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Retain in Stewardship - INA_04_2807842n

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 andLandscape(Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that there was insufficient evidence of the conservation value and characteristigagtfy
a national park classification

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The natural resourceslescribed in the CVR €.g.the assessment area
vegetationremains entirely indigenous part of the type locality and one of the few surviving habitats of the large land snail,

28



Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)) justify referring this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the
suitability of a national park addition This is further supported by the contiguous nature of the adjoining national park.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions supported retaining land in stewardship on the basis that the Mana WherRenel recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s claim and connection to their ancestral
lands (.9.“by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangf, “National Parks have stringent preservation and protection which obstruct
Ngai Tahu from maintaining ancestral relationships with the whenua”).

A submission suggested that the area “must remain as stewardship land pending conservation law reform to create

more appropriate forms of protected area classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective”.

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

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without
providing further details or agreed they reflected the “information in the technical repotts

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

Permissions,Economic Factors and Land Us@\ot Allowed)

1 A submitter statedthat reclassifying land as national parkor other classifications which fall under Schedule 4,
could have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that lahide potential
loss of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral
extraction and site rehabilitation

1 A submission advocated for retaining the area in stewardship meclassifying it as a conservation parksuggesting

these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that a holistic viewgonsidering mineral prospectivityand other economic, social, and
cultural considerations, should be taken when reclassifying stewardship land

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissionsadvocated for national parkeclassification as the lanchas high conservation values which are
equivalent or similar to the adjacent national parkse(g.classification should be“based upon ecological and scenic
values that are similar to adjoining national parks “Vegetation patterns and diversity in these areas would
similarly add to the continuity and representativeness of the national paikand the “nationally significant
ecological systems and natural areas” present).

1 One submission highlighted that the land has “high conservation values, equivalent to those in the area included in
the park when it was formed 45 years agbhey include more of the complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa
Range and its adjoining lowlands than is currently in the park”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that thenatural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.the assessment area vegetatialemains entirely indigenous part of the type locality and one of
the few surviving habitats of the large land snail, Powelliphanta ‘Buller River’ (Nationally Critical)), and they are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatiofhe contiguous nature of the adjoining national park
further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA foits recommendation ago the suitability of a
national park addition.

1 One submission recommendedeclassification as a conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation
reserveto ensure sufficient protectionin areas where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources warrant referrinthis area
to the NZCA for its recommendation ago the suitability of a national park addition The points raised to not justify
overturning the notified intention.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed “Mana Whenua’s blanket opposition to adding areas aftewardship land to National Parks”,
suggesting that “Mana Whenuamust be assured free access and use dditibnal Parks for cultural, traditional,
historical and customary purposes within the framework of the purpose for which the National Park is formed, as
set out in s 4 of the National Parks Act 1980”.

1 A submitter suggested that the proposal to retain the area in stewardship “goes beyond the obligation to give effect
to the Treaty of Waitangi”, advocating that “an area with high conservation values should be reclassified to reflect

that value”.

| 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 edferr
of the area to the NZCA for itxonsiderationon 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)

1 Submissions stated general opposition to the classification without providing further justification, expressed
preference for reclassification as a national park due to factors such as the “high protection” provided, or suggested
reclassification as eitherscenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to retaining the land in stewardship.

1 A submission sought the “highest possible classification” due to the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

1 A submission opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation”.

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 which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submission noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the
Whanaketanga Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050

1 A submitter advocated for a national park classificatioto prevent the “creation of mines that will devastate the
local areas.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

9 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land hasot been recommended for réassification as national park
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1 Submissions opposed theecommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the quantity of land notified
1 A submission queried the extent of land in South Westland not included in the reclassification process

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

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

General(Allowed)

1 A submissionadvocated 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 areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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INA_o05 — Inangahua Junction — 2807819

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Inangahua Junction | INA_05 28078190 Disposal Disposal 9 31

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1.545%ha areacontaining mainly pasture, with some indigenous riparian vegetation on a river terrace, although mostl
highly modified farmland with limited diversity in a backcountryremote zone.

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Disposal, aghis area consists almost entirely of developed pastuM/hile there is narrow strip of
indigenous riparian vegetation, it has insufficient ecological value to warrant ongoing management by the Department

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal As the conservation area contains pastoral land it should nfarm part of public
conservation land.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaining, and noted that thare low recreational valuesAlso
acceptedwere comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspecti
of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported the proposetisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisationson the grounds that the area contains pastoral land.

Rationale:My assessments that the stewardship area is of low conservation vaand warrants further investigationas
to the suitability of disposal

Disposal - INA_05_28078190
Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)
1 A submitter stated they did not oppose dispad as there is “no likely recreational or climbing value”.

| recommendthat these comments ar@ccepted | agree that his highly modified pastoral land does not hold any reported
recreational value or provide public access to the rivesupportingadisposal investigation.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

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

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree thatthe land holds low conservation valuesas it consists primarily
of highly modified pasture,supporting a disposal investigation| note that any parts of the area identified to have
substantive natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations

recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands and reflect their rights and interestsand fulfil
obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi
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| recommend that these commentare accepted | agree that tie highly modified nature of the pastoral components of this
stewardship areaé.g.cleared of most native vegetation for grazing) justify referring this area to the Department to
investigate the suitability of disposal.

1 A submitter suggested, “gift it to the local iwi”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana Whenua
Panel, and any potentiatlisposal of relevant land arisingrom the Departmental investigation will besubject to the rights of
first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.

General(Allowed)

1

Submissions expressed general support for disposal or agreement with the recommendation without providing

further justification.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they arat accepted

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

il

Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access, expressed opposition
to any disposal which means a loss of recreation opportunities such as angling or huntjegrequested that
“appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is maintained or improved”. It was

noted that “riparian access via new Marginal Strips is not guaranteed.

A submitter opposed disposal for "patches of river edges that are valued for recredtiemmenting that “some

are just good to look at or to enjoy a roadside picriic

Local purpose reserve was suggested an alternative classificationwith various purposes suggested such aiser
conservation, river access, or recreation access

| recommend these comments argot accepted The stewardshipareadoes not providepractical accessto the river from
road or publicconservation land and there are no reported recreational usésny potential disposal arising from the
Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal stripswhich will secure ongoing public access along the
riparian corridor.

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards(Allowed)

1

Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaptiore(g.“areas are so important for
communities that they need to be kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

Submissions argued that disposal compromises future sustainability and climate mitigation optiofe.g.
opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration as well as for flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for
natural river processe

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

Alternative classifications suggested includedsPR (river floodplain), scenic reserve or ecological reserve

A submitter noted that the area “provides a buffer to erosion by river”.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The small size of the areats highly modified nature, and its landscape
context (bordering unformed legal roadalongside private farmlandnot connected to otheipublic conservation land limit
the appropriateness and effectiveness of retaining it for ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestratiante that any
potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying
waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation lafthis will protect the riparian vegetation
present, supporting flood/erosion buffering.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submittersrecommended local purpose (river conservation) resenéor ecological reasons”, noting that “the block
in question is adjacent to and sits on a bend of the Inangahua river; it contains a strip of indigenous forest, has
potential for carbon capture through regrowth, has value for river protection and should not be disposed Biiey
also stated that the “adjacent landowner has encroached on PCL”.

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that there are likely to be
natural values remaining, that even modified areas are likely to contain some indigenous species (juncus, ¢arex
etc), that areas near forests could easily revert to a natural state, or that even highly modified land holds
opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and restoratiore(.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration
and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was recommended t0 hold conservation future options open

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

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

1 Submissions raised concerns that disposing of stewardship land would then allow extractive activitidsch have a
negative impact on natural values

| recommend that these commentare not accepted The area’s small size, highly modified nature (predominantly pasture),
and its landscape contex{bordering unformed legal road alongside private farmlandiot connected to other public
conservation land) limit the appropriatenessand effectiveness ofretaining the area forrestoration. | note that any potential
disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying
waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

9  One submission stated no stewardship land should be disposed of, except to tangata whenua, “and only then with

the need to maintain the block’s cultural, conservation & mahika-kai values”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Paneland any potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will mubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is

unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values”.

General(Allowed)

I Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, argued that public
conservation land is best retained for future generations or future conservation purposes, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection(and protection from mining andextractive activities) or supported “a
cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown ownership.

1 A submitter suggested adding the area to Paparoa National Park.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted
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Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

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

9 It was noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to anydisposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted
Other (Not Allowed)
1 Disposals were opposed unlessonditions such as fencing, planting and setbacks were put in place

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted Any conditions on disposal are not the subject of
the public notice.

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted As the area is small andhot connected to othelpublic conservation
land, it has limited potential for restoration | note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation
will trigger the formation of marginal stripsfor qualifying waterbodies which will be retained and protected as public
conservation land which will protect the riparian vegetation present and support flood buffering

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material isaised.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they arat accepted
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INA_06 — Dee Creek — 2807822

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Dee Creek INA_06_2807822p Conservation Park Neutral 12 12

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 72.6825a areaof forestcovered low hillslope and fanThe area plays an important role in connecting the surrounding
public lands and buffering from thepresence of pest plants in adjacent agricultural land@here is an unmarked track in
one of the INA_06 areas giving access to a community hut in Victoria Forest Pagkher than this, hunting is the other
possible recreation use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park as an addition to Victoria Forest Park will provide landscape continuéyd
protection for the forests and rare and aisk flora and fauna.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
based onthe recreational values present

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources preseng(g.mature forestand regenerating forestwith limited
pasture)are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiomhe primary purpose of conservation parks
includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)(a))

Conservation Park - INA_06_2807822p
Support

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submission noted that the classification mpvides the “only legal public access to the informal route to Mt Curtis
Hut from SH6".

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide site-specific details regarding the public access and
recreational features present which are appropriately reflected by the notifiethssification. They 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

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for treassification without providing further justification, or agreed it
reflected the "information in the technical reports

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

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

1 A submission advocated for retaining the area in stewardship eclassifying it as a conservation parksuggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 A submissionsupportedconservation park statusand advocated for greater protection from "intrusive
development" such as mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection
equivalent to that of National Park status".

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate
Adaption and Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulgupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do notvarrant
overturning the notified intention.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submitters wereconcerned that the conservation parklassification did not represent the high values described in
the recommendation reports €.g.area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant
speciation thatmay be nationally atrisk, endangered, or threatened”).

1 Submissions recommended a higher level of protection due to the values pressmoggesting national park,
ecological area, wildlife management area or scenic, nature, scientific and recreation res@wvenore appropriate
options, dependent on the values present

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preser{e.g.mature forest
and regenerating forest with limited pasturgare appropriately protected under the proposed classification and the points
raised do not warrant overturning thenotified intention. The contiguous boundary with the Victoria Forest Park further
supports this recommendationThe primary purpose oftonservation park includes to be managed so “that its natural and
historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987s. 191)(a))

1 Submitters noted that the proposed conservation parks are in close proximitydae another and “it appears to be
an inefficient way of managing land for conservatioh It was recommended to combine the proposed parks where
the values are similar as this “provides greater opportunity for large landscape scale management”.

| recommend these comments areot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or Conservation
General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinctonservation parls.

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification
1 A submitter suggested that the level of protection offered by a conservation park was unclear.
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| recommend that these comments are not accepted. Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed general concern about tHew protection offered by conservation parknoting that
“Conservation Parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land”.

1 A submission suggested classification as agcological areato provide stronger protection as the “Victoria Forest
Park has a coal mine in it”.

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

Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

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

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

9 Submitters advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation véalues

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassificationf stewardship land unlesst 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 Stated
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| 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 tlaetivities if authorised, for example, in a
hunting permit. Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservationvalues presentrather than the proposed land classification.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 A submission suggested consideration be given to amalgamating the proposed areas into larger parks and
ensuring it “is the best fit for the identified value”.

I recommend these comments argot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or Conservation
General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinctonservation parls.

General(Allowed)

w A submission advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, sceréserves 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 concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised for further consideration
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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INA_06 — Ram Creek — 2807823

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Ram Creek INA_06_2807823q Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 5

DOC Conservation ValuesReport Description

A 3.217éa areaof forestcovered low hillslope and fanSome areas of cleared forest are being used by a neighbouring
farm (there are no permissionsecorded). The assessment area plays an important role in connecting the surrounding
public lands and buffering from the presence of pest plants in adjacent agricultural larfichere is an unmarked track in
one of the INA_06 areas giving access to a community hut in Victoria Forest Patkher than this, hunting is the other
possible recreation use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (ayvill improve continuity of landscape across the wider area and provide protection of
the natural and endangered species present.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.forest and regenerating forest with a limited area of shrubland and pastjire

Scenic Reserve (a) - INA_06_2807823q

Support
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasingimportance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification as scenic reserveill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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,estbansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports" omwithout providing further justification.

40



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

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazardg¢Allowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate

Adaption and Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will supportthe protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulsupport the areds climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submissionopposedreclassification as scenic reseryenoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides adequate legal protection while allowing commercialctivities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis.

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 limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the extent of land notified

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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 theyremeaccepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)
1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing afistovision for public access”.

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

General(All owed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedfor further consideration 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 concessionmsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the

notified classification.
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INA_06 — Ram Creek — 2807824

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Ram Creek INA_06_2807824r Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 5

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 12.815ha areaof forestcovered low hillslope and fanSome areas of cleared forest are being used by a neighbouring
farm (there are no permissions The area plays an important role in connecting the surrounding public lands and
buffering from the presence of pest plants in adjacent agricultural lan@ihere is an unmarked track in one of the INA_06
areas giving access to a community hut in Victoria Forest Pai®ther than this, hunting is the other possible recreation
use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (ayvill improve continuity of landscape across the wider area and provide protection of
the natural and endangered species present.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.forest-covered low hillslope)

Scenic Reserve (a)- INA_06_2807824r

Support
Climate Change and NaturaHazards(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserveill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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).

General (Allowed)

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

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazardg¢Allowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate

Adaption and Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulgupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submissionopposedreclassification as scenic reseryenoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides adequate legal protection while allowing commercialctivities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis.

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 limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the extent of land notified

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

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

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedfor further consideration 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 concessionmsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the

notified classification.
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INA_07 — Upper Buller Gorge Road — 2807820

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Upper Buller Gorge Road| INA_07_2807820s | Scenic Reserve (a) | Neutral 10 5

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.5298ha areaof seemingly old growth indigenous forest near the confluence of Inangahua and Buller rivers, adjace
to the main street in Inangahua JunctionThe topographic map shows a small waterway that is intercepted by a railway
and state highway, so there are likely to be culverts or other instream structures that could impede fish passage.

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reserve (g)toimprove landscape continuity, protect townscape values, and support the
preservation of the rare flora and avifauna potentially present.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.old growth indigenous forest)

Scenic Reserve (a) - INA_07_2807820s

Support
Climate Change and NaturaHazards(Allowed)

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

| recommend that ths commentis accepted | agree that the protection of the existing naturalesources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserveill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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).

General (Allowed)

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

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommend that these comments areccepted However, because no furthgustification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raisledse submission points do not raise
any mattersfor further consideration

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazardg¢Allowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate
Adaption and Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulsupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submissionopposedreclassification as scenic reservenoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides adequate legal protection while allowing commercialctivities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis.

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 limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the extent of land notified

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| 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 tlaetivities if authorised, for example, in a
hunting permit. Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values presentather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration 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 concessionmsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.
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INA_07 — Inangahua - Lancaster Street — 2807821

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

Inangahua- INA_07_2807821t Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 5

Lancaster Street

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 2.831&ha areaof seemingly old growth indigenous forest near the confluence of Inangahua and Buller rivers, adjace
to a side road in Inangahua Junction.

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reserve (g)toimprove landscape continuity, protect townscape values, and support the
preservation of the rare flora and avifauna potentially present.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding meritsupportedthe notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.old growth indigenous forest)

Scenic Reserve (a) - INA_07_2807821t

Support
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserveill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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).

General (Allowed)

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

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommend that these comments areccepted However, because no furthgustification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raisledse submission points do not raise
any mattersfor further consideration

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazardg¢Allowed)

1 A submission recommended that the locatiofishould be considered as part of the larger Westport Climate
Adaption and Resilience Project”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will support theprotection of the natural
resources presentand as a resulsupport the area’s climate mitigation potential. The points raised do nofustify
overturning the notified intention.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submissionopposedreclassification as scenic reservenoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides adequate legal protection while allowing commercialctivities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis.

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 limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the extent of land notified

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| 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 tlaetivities if authorised, for example, in a
hunting permit. Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values presentather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration 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 concessionmsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.
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INA_o08 — Berlins Bluff — 2807829

Protected Area Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Berlins Bluff INA_08_2807829u Ecological Area Neutral 8 19

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 2512.482ha forested area with multiple small waterways in broken hill country between Inangahua and Ohikanui
rivers. It contains tributaries of these rivers, and also present are several slips in varying stages of regeneration and
bluffs. It is surrounded by a mix of other public conservation landVith no easy walking access or direct road access, it
likely to receive little recreation use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Ecologicalarea, to protect the identified ecological values, to reflect the diversity of the area, and to
provide landscape continuity with the existing adjacent Berlins Bluff Ecological Area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

Section 4 andTreaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriatel\protect the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presenand will add to theecological areas in the Inangahua Place which protect representative
examples of a range of, mainly lowland, vegetation types

Ecological Area - INA_08_2807829u

Support
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

9 Submissions expressed support for high environmental protection “in light of the impacts of climate change such
asthe flooding in Nelson and West Coast regioris

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

General (Allowed)

1 Submitters expressed general agreement with the recommendation without providing further justification, or
expressed their preference for maximum protection
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1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submitters advocated foaddition to the Paparoa National Park, noting that “the area has high wilderness qualities
from a recreation perspectivé

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification. The natified classification does not prohibit public access for the proposed activities, where
consistent with preservation of the conservation values present

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions in oppositionadvocated for the area to be added to the Paparoa National Pbased on itsandscape
context, i.e. contiguous with thePaparoaNational Parkand other protected areasand part of an Outstanding
Natural Landscape(e.g.“It is an enclave of conservation land completely surrounded by high valiRublic
Conservation Land, Paparoa Wilderness AreBlackwaterEcological Areg Paparoa National Park disjunct outlier;
Berlins Bluff Ecological Area; Fletcher Creek Wildlife Management Area; and Lower Buller Scenic Resgrve

1 Submitters suggested that the natural values are similar to those in the Paparoa National Ratg.“These areas
have high conservation values, equivalent to those in the area included in the park when it was formed 45 years
ago. They include more of the complex geology and landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlands
than is currently in the park, and have high wildlife value¥egetation patterns and diversity in these areas would
similarly add to the continuity and representativeness of theational park. For management purposes it would
make sense to manage all these areas under one management regime and administration, especially when there is
a formal process of public involvement via the Park Boafd

1 Submitters recommendingnational park classification cited various ecological valuese(g.that it is “a wild forested
catchment without roads or tracks” that could be added to the Paparoa Wilderness Arg@ompletely intact
indigenous forest except oberal communities on slip faces with multiple waterways, lowland valley to ridge broken
hill country. The area has varied geology, granite (Hawks Crag breccia), limestone, sandstone and mud&ttate
risk and/or threatened species; scenery and/@cosystems whichis in the national interest”).

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My conclusion is that thenatural resources present arepgropriately
protected under the proposed ecological aredassification (e.g.a large undevelopedndigenous forested area surrounded
by high value conservation land including national park, ecological area and wilderness greendthe points raised do not
justify overturning the notified intention. Classification as anecological area requires the lando be managed so “as to
protect the value for which it is held” (Section 21 of the Conservation Act 198The gazetted purpose of the existing Berlins
Bluff Ecological Area, to which this area is proposed for addition, is “to protect forest ecosystems on the most extensive
inland area of limestone in the North Westland Ecological Region”. It is my view that this purpose appropriatelyreflectsthe
natural resources present, an@s with otherecological areas in the Inangahua Place will protect representative examples
of a range of, mainly lowland, vegetation type¥he West Coast Te Tai Poutini Conservation Management Strated2010
2020, pg. 219 notes that“these ecological areas and the other public conservation lands located between them form ‘wildlife
corridors’, providing links that facilitate movement of fauna between the Paparoa Range and Victoria Forest Park”.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissionsrecommended adding the area to the Paparoa National Park without providing further justification

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised for further consideration.
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 Submissionsobjected to the recommendation amiting resource extraction with consequent negative ecomic
impacts. One submitter noted that though ecological areaclassification does not prohibit mining, it adds extra
restrictions, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship geclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides
adequate legal protection while allowing commercialctivities such asmining to be considered on a casby-case
basis.

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

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process useedassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the land notified

1 A submitter stated“Ecological Area (Conservation Act) is an area of land protected primarily for its particular
scientific ecological value The scientific value for which each ecological area is held is to be specified when it is
declared | do not have information of the specified value for which Berlins Ecological area was classified

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraoeaccepted| note that thegazetted
purpose of the existing Berlins Bluff Ecological Area is “To protect forest ecosystems on the most extensive inland area of
limestone in the North Westland Ecological Region”.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter 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 amt allowed, | recommend they araot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows gamebird hunting and sports fishing, and
suggested provision should be made to ensure it can continue

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new materiabised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for tlaetivities 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 conservatiomalues presentather than the proposed land classification
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INA_09 — Brown Creek — 2807828

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

Brown Creek INA_09_2807828v Local Purpose(River Neutral 6 12
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 37.448%ha narrow area along Brown Creek in the lower Inangahua Valley, witttive creek bed and riparian margins
of both exotic and indigenous forestt is surrounded largely by developed farmland until the upper reaches above the
Brown Creek bridgeA grazing licence is in placeLikely to receive little recreation use other than fishing.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reservis considered to appropriately reflect the identified values.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_09_2807828v
Support (Allowed)

General

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposeldssification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".
1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material isaised for further consideration

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote reregetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.
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1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in-climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and the “important
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose (river floodplain) reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appiiage.

Ecology and Landscap€All owed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

1  Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchmenBubmitters suggested that ecological area, wildlife management
area or scenic reservenay be appropriate alternativesOne submitteradvocated for a government purpose
(climate mitigation) reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources presewtiye creekbed
and riparian river marging.

1 A submissionopposed the classification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Waihere no adjoining classifications exist

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

General(Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship
status”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence overan area.

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

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with tbeal/regional councils.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about thgecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic

outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without

notification”.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public 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 resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_10 — Inangahua River — 2807840

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

Inangahua River INA_10 2807840a | Disposal Disposal 9 32

(Pasture)

Inangahua River INA_10_2807840b | Local Purpose(River Neutral 10 12

(Riverbed) Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 17.2403a highly developed area surrounded by freehol@d farms. It contains farmland with beech forest, river
terrace andactive riverbed, and supports the riverbed gravels and river channel, pasture, and indigenous riparian and
secondary forest vegetatiorLittle recreation use other than angling. Access is via Inangahua River, and a grazing liceng
is in place.

Inangahua River (Pasture)

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Disposal The presence of small areas of riverbed and riparian vegetation was not considered sufficien
to warrant retainment of this area as a whole by the Department.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, aghe pastoral components are highly modified and should not form part of public
conservation land.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

0 Proceedwith the notified proposalfor the ‘pasture’ section of this stewardship areareferring the area to the
Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

Summary of accepted submissionSthose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaining, and noted that there are low recreational valies
acceptedwere comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspecti
of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported the proposetisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisation®n the grounds that the pastoral components are highly modified.

Rationale:Although parts of the wider stewardship area are unlikely to meet the Conservation General Policy (6d) and
Conservation Act(s. 26 tests for disposal, the pastoral components hold little conservation value and warrant further
consideration as to the suitability of disposal.

Disposal - INA_10_2807840a
Support

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter noted that “the map seems to indicate a drop off or even a potential rocky outcrop behind this area,
which this piece of land might provide access to, but there is no likely recreational value on this piece of fand

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the area is likely to hold low recreational value, being recorded
in the CVR as likely to receive little recreation use, supporting a disposal investigatidrhe area recommended for disposal
contains modified pasture and | note that the area does not provide practical accesghe river from road or public
conservation land.
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Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted The area recommended for disposal consists of modified pasture and holds
low conservation values, supporting a disposal investigatiohnote that any parts of the area identified to have substantive
natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations
recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands and reflect their rights and interestsand fulfil
obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi

| recommend that these comments araccepted The Mana Whenua Panel has supported the proposed disposal
investigation. It is my assessmenthat the highly modified nature of the pastoral components of this stewardship area.d.
cleared of most native vegetation for grazingjustify referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of
disposal.

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for disposal or agreement with the recommendation without providing
further justification.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access, expressed opposition
to any disposal which means a loss of recreation opportunities such as angling or huntiogrequested that
“appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is maintained or improved”. It was
noted that access is not guaranteed via Marginal Strips

1 A submitter opposed disposal for "patches of river edges that are valued for recredtjiocommenting that "some are
just good to look at or to enjoy a roadside picric

1 Local purpose reserve was suggestes analternative to ensure public accessvith the purpose either river
conservation, river access or recreation access

| recommend these comments arpot accepted The areadoes not provide practical acces® the river from road or public
conservation land Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbodieswhich will secure ongoing public access along the riparian corridaf the river
and enable any recreational angling to continue

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards(Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaptiore(g.“areas are so important for
communities that they need to be kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).
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1 Submissions argued that disposal compromises future sustainability and climate mitigatiaptions (e.g.
opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration as well as for flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for
natural river processes)

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

1 Alternative classifications weresuggested such asGPR (river floodplain)or “Scenic Reserve or Ecological
Reservé.

1 It was noted that the recommendation “will not assist with reduction in emissions from agriculturé.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The modified nature of thepastoral arearecommended for disposalits
small size, and itslandscape context joundedby legal road within broaderfarmland, with no links to othermpublic
conservation land) limit the effectiveness of restoration fatarbon sequestrationl note that any potential disposal arising
from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be
retained and protected as public conservation land

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submittersrecommended local purpose (river conservation) reservéor ecological reasons”, noting that “the block
in question is adjacent to and sits on a bend of the Inangahtiger; it contains a strip of indigenous forest, has
potential for carbon capture through regrowth, has value for river protection and should not be disposed of

1 A submitter stated “land in report acutely threatened habitat”.

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that there are likely to be
natural values remaining, that even modified areas are likely to contain some indigenous species (juncaeex,
etc), that areas near forests could easily revert to a natural state, or that even highly modified land holds
opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and restoratiore(g.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration
and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was recommended t0 hold conservation future options open

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

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

1 Submissions raised concerns that disposing stewardship land would then allow extractive activities which have a
negative impact on natural values

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The pastoral components of the area are highly modifiedndits size
and landscape contexi{bound by legal road withinbroader farmland, with no links to other public conservation lanfilimit
the appropriateness and effectiveness oéstoration. | note that any parts of the area identified to have substantive natural
values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal testsy potential disposal arising
from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be
retained and protected as public conseation land.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submission statecho stewardship land should be disposed of, except to tangata wherfaad only then with
the need to maintain the block’s cultural, conservation & mahika-kai values”.

| recommend these comments arpot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana Whenua
Panel, andany potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will ksubject to the rights of
first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. | note that any parts of the area identified to
have substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values” are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative
disposal tests
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General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, noting that a
licence is held for grazing of land adjacent to the Inangahua River.

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

As these 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 limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

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

1 It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservation
value (as per theConservation General Policy 6(cand the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for
future generations) It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation
use” designation to hold land for future conservation requirements.

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they arat accepted
Other (Not Allowed)
9 Disposals were opposed unlessonditions such as fencing were put in place

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted Any conditions on disposal are not the subject of
the public notice.

No Opinion/ Position Stated
Climate Change andNatural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted As the area is small and not connected to other public conservation
land, it has limited potential for restoratiorfor carbon sequestrationl note thatany potential disposal arising from the
Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained
and protected as public conservation landvhich will protect the riparian vegetation present and support flood buffering

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised.
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Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouh&a®ngaNotification
Process for Disposal of Crowsowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should gottee Nature Heritage Fund

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

58



Inangahua River (Riverbed)

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reserve give consideration to the presence of riverbed and ripariar
sections.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

i Do not proceedwith the naotified proposalof local purpose (river conservation) reservéor the ‘riverbed’ section
of the stewardship area.

Summary of acceptedsubmissions:Those submissionsacceptedasholding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present."

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential managementor concession implications This process will provide clarity as tavhether the
proposed local purpose reserve reflectie natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more
appropriate.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_10_2807840b
Support

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed reserve, notinthat the area “provides or protects actual or potential public
access as the river mow& and that the area is of “angler interest”.

| 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 resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropriatény limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposelassification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".
1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote reregetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.
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1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in-climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and the “important
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose (river floodplain) reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

1  Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchmenBubmitters suggested that ecological area, wildlife management
area or scenic reservenay be appropriate alternativesOne submitteradvocated for a government purpose
(climate mitigation) reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present (gravel riverbed
and a section of active river)

1 A submission opposed the classification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Waihere no adjoining classifications exist.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

General(Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship
status”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence overan area

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

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Departmentpartnership with the local/regional councils.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about thgecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic
outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend they are not accepted.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without
notification”.

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

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.
1 A submitter who holds a concession over the area noted that if the land is disposed of, they are “the only ones who

can have access to the land”.

| 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 resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_11 - Winding Creek — 2807595

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Winding Creek INA_11 2807595w Conservation Park Conservation Park 15 11

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 285.660a areain two disjunct blocks on hillside in the Coal Creek catchment, supporting indigenous forest adjoinin
Victoria Forest Parkand likely supporting a suite of forest bird specieJ here isaccess, but no tracks or facilities, and th¢
only likely recreation use is occasional huntingrhere may be goldmining history.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Conservationpark is considered to reflect the identified ecological values, and improve landscape
continuity with adjacent Victoria Forest Park.

Mana Whenua PanelSupports the recommendation of the Western South Island National Panel

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary ofaccepted submissionsThose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed general support for the
notified classification. Also acceptedwere comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Pane
and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported the proposed classificatiGupported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations.

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

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources preseng(g.indigenous forest with high level of predicted
naturalness are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohhe areais surrounded byVictoria Forest
Park apart froma northern boundary with private land The addition of the area to the Victoria Forest Park will provide
consistent protection for the forested areas and landscape continuifyhe primary purpose of conservation parks
includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)(a)).

Conservation Park - INA_11 2807595w

Support
Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests oNgai Tahu and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands (e.9.“by
adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the Treaty
of Waitangi”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted My assessment is that the natural resources present (indigenous forest
with high level of predicted naturalness) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatibnote that the Mana
Whenua Panel has supported the notified intention.

62



General (Allowed)

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

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

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

1 A submission advocated for retaining the area in stewardship eclassifying it as a conservation parksuggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

1 A submissionsupportedconservation park statusand advocated for greater protection from "intrusive
development" such as mining and hydro schemes, stating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection
equivalent to that of National Park status”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for classification as wildlife management areaas the area contains “at risk and/or
threatenedspecies” and “has ecological values that appear similar to those on other nearby land with a higher
protected status”.

1 Submitters wereconcerned that the conservation parklassification did not represent the high values described in
the recommendation reports €.g.area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant
speciation thatmay be nationally atrisk, endangered, or threatened”).

1 Submissions recommended a higher level of protection due to the values pressnggesting national park,
ecological area, wildlife management area or scenic, nature, scientific and recreation res@wvenore appropriate
options, dependent on the values present

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My conclusion is that the natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatiofe.g.indigenous forestwith high level of predicted naturalnes$ and the points
raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionThe addition of the area to thé&/ictoria Forest Park will provide
consistent protection for the forested areas and landscape continuifyhe primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)(a)).

9 Submitters noted that the proposed conservation parks are in close proximity to one another and “it appears to be
an inefficient way of managing land for conservatioh It was recommended to combine the proposed parks where
the values are similar as this “provides greater opportunity for large landscape scale management”.

| recommend these comments areot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or Conservation
General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinctonservation parls.

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification
63



1 A submitter suggested that the level of protection offered by a conservation park was unclear.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 Submissionsexpressed general concern about tHew protection offered by conservation parkand the potential for
mining to occur (e.g.“Conservation Parks do not protect against the establishment of mines on conservation land”).
suggesting a higherlevel of protection is needed.

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

Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

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

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

9 Submitters advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are not conservation véalues

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission opposed all reclassificationf stewardship land unlesdt 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

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of thespecific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for tlaetivities 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 conservatiomalues presentrather than the proposed land classification.

Ecology and Landscapd&Allowed)

1 A submission suggested consideration be given to amalgamating the proposed areas into larger parks and
ensuring it “is the best fit for the identified value”.

| recommend these comments areot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or Conservation
General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinctonservation parls.

General(Allowed)

w A submission 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 areand no new material is raised for furthexonsideration.
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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INA_12 - Inangahua Riverbed — 2807872

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Inangahua Riverbed| INA_12 2807872x Disposal Disposal 9 32

DOC Conservation ValuesReport Description

A 6.2068ha areain and adjacent to Inangahua Riverbed argely pasture with some native forest, regenerating forest, an
exotic shrubland with grazing concessions in plac®iversity and pattern are low, and rarity is moderat®©ccasional
fishing is the only likely recreation use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Disposal, aghe natural values are considered lowhe conservation area consists almost entirely of
developed pasture, with limited conservation or cultural value.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, aghe area contains pastorakdnd which should not form part of public conservation
land.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaining, and noted that there are low recreational vakiss
acceptedwere comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspecti
of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported the proposetisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisationson the grounds that the area contains pastoral land.

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

Disposal - INA_12_2807872x
Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter stated they did not oppose disposal as there is “no recreational use”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted This highly modified pastoral land does not hold any reported recreational
value or provide practical public access to the river, supporting a disposal investigation

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

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

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted The land consists primarily of highly modified pasture and holds low
conservation values, supporting a disposal investigation

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations

recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands and reflect their rights and interests, and fulfil
obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi
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| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the highlymodified 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.

1 A submitter stated, “gift it to the local iwi”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana Whenua
Panel, and any potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will ®ebject to the rights of

first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.
General(Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed general support for disposal without providing further justification

| 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 raisledse submission points do not raise
any matters

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Oppose

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access, expressed opposition

to any disposal which means a loss of recreation opportunities such as angling or huntiogrequested that
“appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is maintained or improved”. It was
noted that “riparian access via new Marginal Strips is not guaranteed”.

1 A submitter opposed disposal for "patches of river edges that are valued for recreatieammenting that “some
are just good to look at or to enjoy a roadside picriic

1 Local purpose reserve was suggeste an alternative classification, with various purposes suggested suchrizer
conservation, river access, or recreation access

| recommend these comments areot accepted The areadoes not provide practical accest the river from road or public
conservation land, and there are no reported recreational uses other tlzncess foroccasional fishing Any potential

disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips which will secure ongoing
public access along the riparian corridoand enable any recreational angling to continue.

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards(Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaptiore(g.“areas are so important for
communities that they need to be kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

1 Submissions argued that disposal compromises future sustainability and climate mitigatiaptions (e.g.
opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration as well as for flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for
natural river processes)

1 A submitter noted that "In almost all cases these areas have historically been part of the riverbed, and the rivers
need this buffer to be able to move around without causing damage to infrastructure and farming asskssa
corollary to that, the freeholding of land adjacent to riverbeds often results in additional rock protection work which
constrains the river, and the natural processes at playhis often results in unintended consequences (often erosion
at other sites). Another submitted commented thathe “disposal area is within the river floodplain”, and suggested
it should be retained “given the propensity for increased flooding with climate chande

1 Alternative classifications suggested includedPR (river floodplain) local purpose reserve (river conservation),
scenic reserve or ecological reserve.

9 It was noted that disposal “will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.
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| recommend these comments areot accepted The small size of the area, its modified naturéafgely pasture), and
landscape context (not connected to other public conservation lapghd situated within farmland) limit the appropriateness
and effectivenessf retaining it for ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestratiomote that any potential disposal
arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which
will be retained and proteted as public conservation landThis will protect the riparian vegetation present, supporting
flood/erosion buffering.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submittersrecommended local purpose (river conservation) resenéor ecological reasons”, noting that “the block
in question is adjacent to and sits on a bend of the Inangahua river; it contains a strip of indigenous forest, has
potential for carbon capture through regrowth, has value for river protection and should not be disposed Biiey
also stated that the “adjacent landowner has encroached on PCL”.

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

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

9 A submitter opposed all disposal of stewardship land adjacent to rivers, stating, “despite the lack of use in this area
of the river, the general practice of grazing and the subsequent degradation of the waterway will have wide
reaching impacts that can d&ct downstream areas of the riveThe Inangahua River is a major tributary of the
Buller River, therefore effluent runoff from grazing could impact the quality of the Buller RiveAnother submitter
suggested the area is “better left as riparian strip, preventing erosion and pollution from intensive farming, and
citing examples where volunteer efforts have restored wetlands, which “could only have happened if the land had
been kept in DOC ownership not disposed &f

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

I Submissions raised concerns that disposing of stewardship land would then allow extractive activities which have a
negative impact on natural values

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The pastoral components of the area are highly modifiednd its small
size and landscape contextadjacent tofarmland not connected to other public conservation land) limit the appropriateness
and effectiveness of restoratiorl note that any parts of the area identified to have substantive natural values are unlikely to
pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal testsirther, any potential disposal arising from the
Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained
and protected as public conservation land.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 One submission statecho stewardship land should be disposed of, except to tangata wherfiaad only then with
the need to maintain theblock’s cultural, conservation & mahikéakai values”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Panejand any potential disposal of relevant land arisingrom the Departmental investigation will besubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is
unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, argued that public
conservation land is best retained for future generations or future conservation purposes, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection, orsupported “a cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown
ownership.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification'is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area, and no new material is raised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter in opposition expressed “concern that change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”,
noting that there is a grazing licence for part of the bed of Inangahua River and a grazing licence for land adjacent
to Inangahua River.

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

As these 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 limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

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

1 It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservation
value (as per theConservation General Policy 6(cand the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for
future generations) It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation
use” designation to hold land for future conservation requirements.

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Disposals were opposed unlessonditions such as fencing, setbackand planting were put in placeand a
submitter suggested riparian areas should be protected by covenant

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they arat accepted Conditions of disposal are not the subject of public
notice.

No Opinion/ Position Stated

Climate Change andNatural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted As the area is small and notonnected to other public conservation
land, it has limited potential for restoration for carbon sequestratiohnote thatany potential disposal arising from the
Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained
and protected as public conservation landwhich will protect the riparian vegetation present and support flood buffering

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no newmaterial is raised.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that this area is grazed under leases from two separate land holders and requested that in the
process of sale the current lease holders are recognised and offered the land in the first instance.
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As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouh&a®ngaNotification
Process for Disposal of Crowsowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted
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INA_12 - Inangahua River — 2807885

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Inangahua River INA_12 2807885y Disposal Disposal 9 33

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 20.276%a areain and adjacent to InangahudRiver. Largely pasture with some native forest, regenerating forest, and
exotic shrubland with grazing concessions in plac®iversity and pattern are low, and rarity is moderat®©ccasional
fishing is the only likely recreation use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Disposal, aghe natural values are considered lowhe conservation area consists almost entirely of
developed pasture, with limited conservation or cultural value.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, aghe area contains pastoraldnd which should not form part of public conservation
land.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongihose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaining, and noted that there are low recreational vakiss
acceptedwere comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspecti
of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported the proposetisposal investigation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisationson the grounds that the area contains pastoral land.

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

Disposal - INA_12_2807885y
Support

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter stated they did not oppose disposal akere is “no recreational use”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted This highly modified pastoral landis unlikely to hold recreational value
and does notprovide practical public access to the river, supporting a disposal investigation

Ecology and Landscapd&Allowed)

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

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

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

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations

recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands and reflect their rights and interestsand fulfil
obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi
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| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the highlymodified nature of the pastoral components of this
stewardship aregustifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

1 A submitter suggested, “gift it to the local iwi”.

| recommend this comment isnot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana Whenua
Panel, ancany potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will keubject to the rights of
first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for disposal without providing further justification.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submittersobjected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access, expressed opposition to
any disposal which means a loss of recreation opportunities such as angling or huntingrequested that
“appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is maintained or improtdtwas
noted that “riparian access via new Marginal Strips is not guaranteed”.

1 A submitter opposed disposal for "patches of river edges that are valued for recreatieammenting that “some
are just good to look at or to enjoy a roadside picriic

1 Local purpose reserve was suggestes an alternative classification, with various purposes suggested suchriagr
conservation, river access, or recreation access

I recommend these comments argot accepted The areadoes not provide practical accest the river from road or public
conservation land Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbodieswhich will secure ongoing public access along the riparian corridor of the river

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards(Allowed)

1 Submittersopposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaptiore(g.“areas are so important for
communities that they need to be kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

1 A submitter noted, “disposal likely means clearance and more farming, more emissions. Can this area be
covenanted to protect the land from further clearance and allow regeneration to continue?”

1 Submissions argued that disposal compromises future sustainability and climate mitigatiaptions (e.qg.
opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration as well as for flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for
natural river processes)

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

1 Alternative classifications suggested includedG PR (river floodplain), scenic reserve or ecological reserve

1 It was noted that disposal “will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The area’s highly modified nature and landscape context (adjacent to
pasturewithin broader farmland with no links to other conservation landlimit the appropriateness and effectiveness of
retaining it for ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestrationnote that any potential disposal arising from the
Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained
and protected as public conservation land his will protect the riparian vegetation present, supporting flood/ession
buffering.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submittersrecommended local purpose (river conservation) resenéor ecological reasons”, noting that “the block
in question is adjacent to and sits on a bend of the Inangahua river; it contains a strip of indigenous forest, has
potential for carbon capture through regrowth, has value for river protection and should not be disposed Biiey
also stated that the “adjacent landowner has encroached on PCL”.

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that there are likely to be
natural values remaining, that even modified areas are likely to contain some indigenous species (juncasx,
etc), that areas near forests could easily revert to a natural state, or that even highly modified land holds
opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and restoratiore(.“disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration
and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was recommended t0 hold conservation future options open

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

1 A submitter opposed all disposal of stewardship land adjacent to rivers, statifigespite the lack of use in this area
of the river, the general practice of grazing and the subsequent degradation of the waterwayheille wide
reaching impacts that can affect downstream areas of the riv&he Inangahua River is a major tributary of the
Buller River, therefore effluent runoff from grazing could impact the quality of the Buller RiveAnother submitter
suggested the area is “better left as riparian strip, preventing erosion and pollution from intensive farming”, and
citing examples wherevolunteer efforts have restored wetlandswhich“could only have happened if the land had
been kept in DOC ownership not disposedft

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

1 Submissions raised concerns that disposing of stewardship land would then allow extractive activities which have a

negative impact on natural values

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The area’s highly modified nature and landscape context (adjacent to
pasture within broader farmland, with no links to other conservation land) limit the appropriateness and effectivenegs
retaining the area for restorationl note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger
the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation
land.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 One submission statecho stewardship land should be disposed of, except to tangata wheraad only then with
the need to maintain theblock’s cultural, conservation & mahikéai values”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The proposed disposal investigation wasupported by the Mana
Whenua Pane]and any potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will bgubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is
unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’.

General(Allowed)

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter in opposition expressed “concern that change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”,
noting that there is a grazing licence for part of the bed of Inangahua Rivand a gazing licence for land adjacent
to Inangahua River

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

As these 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 limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

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

1 It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservation
value (as per theConservation General Policy 6(cand the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for
future generations) It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation
use” designation to hold land for future conservation requirements.

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Disposals were opposed unlessonditions such as fencing, setbackand planting were put in placevhile another
suggested riparian areas should be protected by covenant.

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they arat accepted Any conditions on disposal are not thesubject of
the public notice.

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change andNatural Hazards(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted As the area is small and not connected to other public conservation
land, it has limited potential for restoration for carborsequestration| note thatany potential disposal arising from the

Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained
and protected as public conservation landwhich will protect the riparian vegetation present and support flood buffering

General(Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that this area is grazed under leases from two separate land holders and requested that in the
process of sale the current lease holders are recognised and offered the land in the first instance.
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As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouh&a®ngaNotification
Process for Disposal of Crowsowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land so&hould go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted
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INA_12 — Inangahua River — 2807886

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

Inangahua River | INA_12 2807886a Local Purpose(River Neutral 6 13
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 8.9946ha areain and adjacent to Inangahua River subdivided by power lindsargely pasture with some native forest,
regenerating forest, and exotic shrubland with grazing concessions in plagversity and pattern are low, and rarity is
moderate Occasional fishing is the only likely recreation use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reservis considered to appropriately reflect the identified values

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedasholding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly definkegyving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_12_2807886a

Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed reservior the whole areanoting thatit “provides or protects actual or
potential public access as the river move” and that the area is of “angler interest”.

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The purpose of the notified classification
provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately provides for the public recreational access described.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposeldssification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".
1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised for further consideration
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Oppose
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

9 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote reregetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.

1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and tfénportant
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose (river floodplain) reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem

restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriage.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

9  Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchmenSubmitters suggested that ecological area, wildlife management
area or scenic reservenay be appropriate alternatives

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present (riverbed and
margins including pasture with some native forest and regenerating forgst

1 A submission opposed the classification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Wailpere no adjoining classifications exist
One submitteradvocated for a government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

General(Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship
status”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed concern about the use of the area for grazing “when this can have huge implications on the
waterways”, noting general opposition to “disposal of stewardship land adjacent to waterways into supposed
grazing pasture” (e.g.“effluent runoff from grazing could impact the quality of the Buller River”).

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence overan area.

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

!

A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with the local/regional councils.
Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

One submission expressed concern about thgecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic
outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

ll

Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without
notification”.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1

il

A submitter advocated forthat the area be “retained for the future”, describing “examples of patches of river edges
that are valued for recreation some are just good to look at or to enjoy a roadside picwigile others may provide
valuable habitat or be allowed to revert to natural flora or forest over tirhe

Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public 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 appropriatény limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_13 — Swamp Creek Road - Rotokohu — 2807873

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

Swamp Creek Road | INA_13 2807873c Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 13 5

Rotokohu

Swamp Creek Road | INA_13 2807873d Disposal Disposal 9 28

Rotokohu (Pasture)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 20.9856ha patch of lowland forest shrulgind pasture on alluvial flats The area is largely forested with areas of exotic
forest and pasture (under grazing concessionjhis area is part of a larger forest ecosystem to the south, but to the nort
is modified farmland with channelised and diverted waterways.

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reserve (g)o improve continuity of landscape with the adjoining forest ecosystem.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a)

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissionsacceptedas holding meritsupportedthe notified classification
suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification wilappropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resourcespresent(e.g.lowland forest shrubland)

Scenic Reserve (a) - INA_13_2807873c

Support
Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reservaiill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfceused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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).

General (Allowed)

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

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

Oppose
Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence overan area.

1 A submissionopposedreclassification as scenic reseryenoting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds
extra restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation parkrovides adequate legal protection while allowing commerciaictivities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis.

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

Process and Consultation{Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about pinecess used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the extent of land notified

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A 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

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

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

| 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 tlaetivities if authorised, for example, in a
hunting permit. Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values presentather than the proposed lanalassification.

Climate change and Natural Hazard¢Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that the “area has a substantial enough area of native bush to be protected for carbon

sequestering and allowing regeneration of natural values”, advocating for protection from grazing.

| 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 reservaiill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfceused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of futuregenerations”, 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).
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General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration 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 concessionmsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and
historic resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the
notified classification.
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Swamp Creek Road Rotokohu (Pasture)
Panel Recommendations

National Panet Disposal of the pastoral component within the assessment area.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, aghe pastoral components are highly modified and should not form part of public
conservation land

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

0 Proceedwith the notified proposalfor the ‘pasture’ section of this stewardship areareferring the area to the
Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaining, and noted that there aoélow recreational valuesAlso
acceptedwere comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspecti
of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel has supportettie proposed disposal investigationsupported
by submissions from Treaty partner organisations, on the grounds that the pastoral components are highly modified.

Rationale:Although parts of the wider stewardship area are unlikely to meet the Conservation General Policy (6d) and
Conservation Act(s. 26 tests for disposal, the pastoral components hold little conservation value and warrant further
consideration as to the suitability of disposal.

Disposal - INA_13_2807873d
Support
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 A submitter stated they do not oppose disposal as there is “no likely recreational or climbing value”.
I recommend that these comments araccepted This highly modified pastoral components of the stewardship area do not
hold any reported recreational value, supporting a disposal investigation.
Ecology and Landscapd€Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted The area recommended for disposal consists of modified pasture and holds
low conservation values, supporting a disposal investigation

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supporéd the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations
recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands and reflect their rights and interests, and fulfil
obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi.
| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the highlymodified nature of the pastoral components of this
stewardship area justies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed general support for disposal without providing further justification

| 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 raisleelse submission points do not raise
any matters
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter recommended that it should bénvestigated for a landswap, while another submitter suggested that
the area “should be assessed on-site to ensure that remainingecological and hydrological values are adequately
buffered and linked'.

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Oppose
Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access, expressed opposition
to any disposal which means a loss of recreation opportunities such as angling or huntiogrequested that

“appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure existing and future public use is maintained or improved”.

| recommend these comments areot accepted The stewardshipareas in question consist of modified pasture which do not
provide practical access to rivers/waterbodies or other conservation lanand are unlikely to

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards(Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaptiore(g.“areas are so important for
communities that they need to be kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

9 Submitters recommended that the grazed area be retained and planted “as a permanent carbon sink”.

1 Submissions argued that disposal compromises future sustainability and climate mitigatiaptions (e.g.
opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration as well as for flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for
natural river processes)

1 A submission suggested alternativelassification options such ascenic reserve, ecological reserve, or
conservation parkinstead.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Though the areas recommended for disposal aagljacentto the
forested are (recommended as scenic reservebhey are smallconsist ofmodified pasture, andare otherwise connected to
farmlandroad. | consider that the size and landscape contexif the areas mean theipotential for restoration for carbon
sequestration is limitedand does not justify re¢ntion as public conservation land

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submittersrecommended reclassification as a conservation park aaddition to Victoria Forest Parksuggesting
that “the block is largely forested and has value providing carbon capture through regrowth of indigenous forest.
Grazing concessions should be phased out in tirhe

1 Another submitter noted that the area ispart of a larger forested area to the soutlhnd recommended
reclassificationas ascenic reserve with replanting to occur.

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

1 A submission recommended that waterways and wetlands would be better protected if adjacent land was retained,
grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occlinother submitter noted that “90% of our
wetlands have already been removéd

1 Submissions opposed disposal of land by rivers on the grounds that so little remains in public conservation land
(e.9.“poor ecological representation in existing protected areas”).

I Submissions raised concerns that disposing of stewardship land would then allow extractive activities which have a
negative impact on natural values
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted Though the areas recommended for disposal are adjacent to the
forested arearecommended as scenic reservebhey are smallconsist ofmodified pasture, andare otherwise connected to
farmlandroad. | consider that the size and landscape context of the areas meastoration would not materiallyimprove
the integrity of the forested areaand does not justify retention as public conservation land.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1 One submission statecho stewardship land should be disposed of, except to tangata wheraad only then with
the need to maintain theblock’s cultural, conservation & mahikéai values”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Panel, anany potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will keubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is
unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’.

General(Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter opposeddisposal based on “concern that change in status or disposal will affect the existing
permissions’, noting a “grazing licence for grazing in the Inangahua River, 3.9 h”.

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they arat accepted

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process useedassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, including the scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

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

1 It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservation
value (as per theConservation General Policy 6(cand the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for
future generations) It was recommended that the reclassification framework should include a “future conservation
use” designation to hold land for future conservation requirements.

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

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

Other (Not Allowed)
1 Disposals were opposed unlessonditions such as fencing were put in place.

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural HazardgAllowed)

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

84



| recommend that these comments angot accepted As the area recommended for disposal aremall, modified,and
connected tofarmland, potential for restoration for carbon sequestratiois limited and does not justify retention as public
conservation land

Generd (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 Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouh&a®ngaNotification
Process for Disposal of Crowsowned Land
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As these comments are not allowed, | recommend they aret accepted
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INA_14 — Inangahua River - Andersons Road — 2807604

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

Inangahua River- INA_14 2807604b Local Purpose(River Neutral 5 12

Andersons Road Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 3.719ha areamade up ofislands of vegetation, largely exotic, river gravels, and some native regenerationriparian
margins of Inangahua RiverWhile not diverse in terms of freshwater systems, a range of species could use this.area
Little recreation use, except occasional anglers (but access is through private la#dyrazing licence and an easement
for a power line are in place.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reserveill help protect the identified threatened ecosystem.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not cleadlgfined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_14_2807604b
Support

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposeldssification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".
1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazardg¢Allowed)

9 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote reregetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.

86



1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in-climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and tfénportant
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose (river floodplain) reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

1  Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will beprotected from inappropriate use and developmefytciting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchment

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classification providessufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present (gravel riverbed
and a section of active river)

1 Submitters suggested a range of appropriate alternatives, includimgological area, wildlife management area,
scenic reserve and GPR (climate mitigationlt was noted that the area contains naturally uncommon ecosystems.

1 A submission opposed the classification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Waihere no adjoining classifications exist

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriage.

General(Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship
status”.

| recommend that ths commentis not accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding thenatural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence and power line easement ovan area

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

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with the local/regional councils.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about theecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic
outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without
notification”.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Support
General (Allowed)

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

1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

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.

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)
9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public 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 @ppropriately protects the natural resources
described, or if another classification may be more appropriat&ny limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_14 — Inangahua River Andersons Road — 2807888

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

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Inangahua River- INA_14 2807888c | Local Purpose(River Neutral 5 12
Andersons Road Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values ReporbDescription

A 31.43%a area made up aifslands of vegetation, largely exotic, river gravels, developed faant some native
regeneration, on riparian margins of Inangahua RiveFarmland is present on the river terraces on both sides of the rive
While not diverse in terms of freshwater systems, a range of species could use this .duiétde recreation use, except
occasional anglers (but access is through private land grazing licence and an easement for a power line are in place.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reserveill help protect the identified threatened ecosystem.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is ra¢arly defined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_14_2807888c
Oppose

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote resegetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.

1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and the “important
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose (river floodplain) reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events afoastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.
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Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

1 Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchment

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the purpose of the notifiedlassification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present (gravel riverbed
and a section of active river)

1 Submitters suggested a range of appropriate alternatives;ological area, wildlife management area, scenic reserve
and GPR (climate mitigation) It was noted that the area contains naturally uncommon ecosystems.

1 A submission opposed the classification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Wailere no adjoining classifications exist

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriagpe.

General(Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship
status”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence and power line easement ovan area

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

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with the local/regional councils.

I Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about theecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic
outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without
notification”.

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

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

| 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 resources
described, or if another classification may be more appropriatény limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_14 — Waitahu River Island — 2807894

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation P PP
Waitahu River Island| INA_14 2807894d | Local Purpose(River Neutral 6 13
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 7.1605ha areamade up of river gravels, developed farrmhd some native regeneration, on riparian margins of
Inangahua River Farmland is present on the river terraces on both sides of the rivérhile not diverse in terms of
freshwater systems, a range of species could use this atetile recreation use, except occasional anglers (but access is
through private land). A grazing licence and an easement for a power line are in place.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reserveill help protect the identified threatened ecosystem.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissionsacceptedasholding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is rab¢arly defined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_14_2807894d
Support

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposeldssification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".
1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material isaised for further consideration

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote reregetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.
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1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in-climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and the “important
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose (river floodplain) reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

1  Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchment.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources presene( gravels and
riparian margins).

1 Submitterssuggested that ecological area, wildlife management area or scenic reseney be appropriate
alternatives. One submitteradvocated for a government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve

1 A submission opposed the classification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

1 One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Waihere no adjoining classifications exist

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriage.

General(Allowed)

9 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship
status”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence and power line easement ovan area

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

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by the Department in partnership with the local/regional councils.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about theecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic
outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend they are not accepted.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocatal that the area should be “disposed of to the adjoining farmers as there is already a lease over
it and it is a small section of land isolated from other conservation areas left as river reserve”.

1 Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without
notification”.

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)
1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public 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 resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_14 — Inangahua River — 2807895

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

Inangahua River | INA_14 2807895e Local Purpose(River Neutral 5 12
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 3.719ha areamade up ofislands of vegetation, largely exotic, river gravels, developed faamd some native
regeneration, on riparian margins of Inangahua RiveFarmland is present on the river terraces on both sides of the rive
While not diverse in terms of freshwater systems, a range of species could use this .duiétde recreation use, except
occasional anglers (but access is through private land grazing licence and an easement for a power line are in place,

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reserveill help protect the identified threatened ecosystem.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissiongthose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving 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 from
that connection, nor does it confirm that sitespecific values are not present.”

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

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - INA_14_2807895e
Support

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposeldssification without providing further justification, or
agreed the classification reflected the "information in the technical reports".

1 A submission supported the highest possible classification for the land as it has “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material isaised for further consideration

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 A submission expressed concern that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should
be classified to promote reregetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”.

95



1 One submitter noted the classification does not consider the nationally important role rivers can play in-climate
change mitigation and adaption €.g.regeneration, carbon sequestration and buffering) and the “important
conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”.

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose (river floodplain) reserveo provide “opportunities for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion” and “opportunities for carbon sequestration”.

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriape.

Ecology and Landscap€Allowed)

1 Submissions opposedeclassification as a local purpose resendue to insufficient information regarding the
purpose of the reserve, and consequent concern that ecological and other values would not be protected.

1  Submitters were concerned that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developméntiting other examples of this
classification in the lower Rangitata catchmenBubmitters suggested that ecological area, wildlife management
area or scenic reservenay be appropriate alternatives

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the purpose of the notified classification providaasufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present (gravel riverbed
and a section of active river)

9 A submission opposed the classification as it does not address management at “an ecosystem or catchment level”
and therefore misses the opportunity to build resilience

9  One submission suggested that the proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers”.

1 Submitters advocated for river areas to be given the same status as adjoining public conservation land, while one
submitter advocated for government purpose reserve (Te Mana O Te Wailere no adjoining classifications exist
One submitteradvocated for a government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve

| 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
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appriage.

General(Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the proposed classification as it “gives no greater protection than the current Stewardship
status”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concern that a “change in status or disposal will affect the existing permissions”, referencing a
grazing licence and power line easement ovan area

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

Process and Consultatior{Not Allowed)

1 A submission opposed the recommendation on the basis that no reclassifications should proceed without a full
socioeconomic assessment undertaken by tiigepartment in partnership with the local/regional councils.

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land limitations of the consultation, includingthe scale of research required for the quantity of land notified

1 One submission expressed concern about thgecedent potentially set by the Panels’ recommendations and
suggested that “more appropriate recommendations for these nationally important natural values and strategic

outcomes for dynamic ecosystems” were needed.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend they are not accepted.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submissionsopposedlocal purpose reserve classificationss “they can have their status changed without
notification”.

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

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public 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 resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work
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INA_15—- Boatman Creek — 2807891

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Boatman Creek | INA_15 2807891f Conservation Park Neutral 12 10

DOC Conservation Values Reporbescription

A 4.3315ha areaof forest and wetland at the northern end of Capleston Ecological Area in Victoria Forest Ré&tovides a
habitat island for terrestrial fauna as they move out of Victoria Forest PalMay contain special flora in the wetland.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park as an addition to Victoria &rest Park will provide landscape continuity

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsacceptedas holding merit expressed general support for the
notified classification.

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

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

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources preseng(g.small areas of scrub/native vegetation with a section
of pakihi wetland) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The land is next to a section of the
Victoria Forest Park and separated from other sections of the Victoria Forest Phykfarmland and an active goldmine.
The addition of the area to the Victoria Forest Park will provide consistent protection for the indigenous vegetation anc
landscape continuity. The prinary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park - INA_15_2807891f
Support

General(Allowed)

1 Submissionsexpressed general support for thelassification without providing further justification, or agreed it
reflected the "information in the technical reports

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise

any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBot Allowed)

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

1 A submission advocated for retaining the area in stewardship meclassifying it as a conservation parksuggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.
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