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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Mt Marshall MAW_01_2808378w Ecological Area Neutral 14 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report (CVR) Description 

A 2169.7452-ha forested hillside of beech/ podocarp and broadleaved forests in the eastern Paparoa Ranges. It makes a 

significant contribution to the vast area of virgin forest on steep country in the ecological district. It is used by hunters 

and anglers who access the area either by helicopter or foot. DOC has been trying to acquire the piece of LINZ land 

between Mt Marshall and Otututu/Rough River valley for as long as the Department has been in existence. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Ecological area, to reflect the identified values, rationalise the boundary of the existing Saxton 

Ecological Area and improve landscape continuity. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposalof ecological area. 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as holding merit supported the notified classification, 

suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change.  

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

acknowledge 

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific values are not present." 

Rationale: My conclusion is that the proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural 

and historic resources present (e.g. beech/ podocarp and broadleaved forests) and provide consistency with the 

surrounding Saxton Ecological Area. 

 

Support 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection are 

particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast and 

Nelson regions.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of 

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as an ecological area will support 

this outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the future-focused elements in the 

definition of conservation are considered,  

e air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or  

Conservation Act 1987, s. 2). 

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications.  

¶ Submissions agreed that the recommendation reflects the information provided in the technical reports.  
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¶ Submissions expressed a general preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible 

classification, based on .  

I 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. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocating for national park classification noted that the area has high recreational tramping values 

(e.g. options for off-track tramping trips to Mts Johnston and Marshall, with opportunities to camp and enjoy 

tussock tops and basins). 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the 

proposed activities, where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present. The points raised do not justify 

reconsideration of the notified classification. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions in opposition all advocated for adding the area to the Paparoa National Park, based on its landscape 

connection to the national park and its similar values.  

¶ Submissions noted that it is , that the parcel lies adjacent to 

land that has a higher protected status than that proposed land parcel has ecological values that appear 

,  would make a logical addition to 

the park to enhance landscape connectivity and continuity. It was also highlighted as being adjacent to the 

Paparoa Wilderness Area and would act as a buffer. 

Natural Landscape with high natural character. It is a large piece of stewardship land contiguous with other 

surrounding high value PCL. All share high natural landscape character and are indistinguishable from each other 

both visually and in terms of integrated ecological processes 

¶ Submitters also noted high ecological, landscape, wildlife and geological values (e.g. the area contains at risk 

and/or threatened species; scenery and/or ecosystems, the preservation of which is in the national interest 

(national park quality , include more of the complex geology and 

landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlands than is currently in the park, egetation patterns 

and diversity in these areas would similarly add to the continuity and representativeness of the national park, and 

that it significantly contributes to the vast area of virgin forests on the steep dissected eastern facing slopes of the 

Paparoa Range. Complete vegetation sequences are present from lower mixed podocarp beech forests slopes to 

montane beech forest, and subalpine tussock grassland screes and cushion bogs 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My conclusion is that the natural resources present are appropriately 

protected under the proposed ecological area classification (e.g. indigenous forested area, high level of predicted 

naturalness, numerous small streams across a range of altitudes and alpine tarns above 1200 m above sea level), and the 

points raised do not justify overturning the notified intention. This recommendation is further supported by the contiguous 

boundary with both the Saxton and Otututu Ecological Areas.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter recommended adding the area to Paparoa National Park without providing further justification.  

I recommend that these comments is not accepted. Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed reclassification as an ecological area on the grounds that, though it does not prohibit 

mining, it adds extra restrictions with consequent negative economic impacts, suggesting that retaining the land in 

stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing 

commercial activities such as mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
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As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ One submission opposed any reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was 

specifically purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing and 

gamebird hunting. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (e.g. in a hunting 

permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decision-making process, the outcome of which would depend 

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Big River MAW_02_2806569x National Park  6036* 22 

Big River MAW_02_2806569y  Stewardship 12 34 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.2936-ha area of indigenous forest adjacent to one end of the Pike Stream Conservation Area and close to the 

Saxton/Otututu Ecological Management Unit. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: National Park, to reflect the identified values. This recommendation has been made in conjunction with 

the Pike River Families Group Committee. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 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 

l lands. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal, by referring this area to the NZCA for its consideration on 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 submissions: The  supported the proposed national park 

 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 principles: The Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referrals, supported by 

arks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of 

 

I note that my s.49 recommendations and your decision on whether to refer this area to the NZCA for their consideration 

 

Although I acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering those 

submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent national 

park, and warrant proceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonable 

steps to actively protect the identified Treaty partner interests, but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this 

would be inconsistent wi  

Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the 

consideration as to what giving effect to Treaty principles may require. 

Rationale: My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present 

warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 of the introduction to this 

Summary of Submissions Report. 

 

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

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent areas to support 

climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context of climate 

r   

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of 

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as national park will support this 

outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the future-focused elements in the 

definition of conservation are considered,  

, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or  

Conservation Act 1987, s. 2). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ There was support for adding close or adjoining conservation areas to the Paparoa National Park on the grounds 

that these areas hold similar ecological, geographical and landscape values, and would enhance connectivity or 

buffer the existing national park ( This will provide a continuous corridor for niche colonisation of fauna, 

currently in the park, and have high wildlife values. Vegetation patterns and diversity in these areas would similarly 

add to the continuity and representativeness of the  on ecological and scenic values that are 

similar to adjoining  habitat for rare and threatened species to move through 

the  National Park has unique flora and fauna and should be extended to preserve this 

.  

¶ Submitters, who supported the proposed national park investigation, cited that the current land classification 

delineations are  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. They provide site-specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which warrant consideration. The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR 

(e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest 

ecosystem). The proximity of the Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the 

NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ . However, 

they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount, and suggested that changes to management 

or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty principles and to ensure free access and use of national 

parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values are preserved 

and protected.  

¶ Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where mana whenua had not identified site-specific 

cultural values for the land. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that 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 of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner 

interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes referral 

of the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 
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General (Allowed) 

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

 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks, or for maximum protection across all 

stewardship land (  

I 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 identified, these submission points do not 

raise any matters for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

Paparoa National Park in general will be of great value to the tourism industry in this area. With the Paparoa Great 

Walk open and the Coast Road Highway having international status as a tourism draw card many of the residents 

in the area have invested their time and money developing tourist related industry and occupations 

¶ Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga 

Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050. 

¶ Submitters approved of national park classification as presenting a high bar to economic development, and were 

concerned with ensuring that mining or other potentially damaging activities were not allowed in areas with high 

natural values.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park (e.g. 

.  

¶ - sing 

. They suggested that 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and access, suggesting that other 

classifications, such as conservation park, recreation reserve, or scenic reserve, may provide a better balance 

between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural values. Restrictions on dog walking were raised 

specifically by a West Coast resident.  

¶ Submissions stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, including helicopter 

native species which are classified as gamebirds under the Wildlife Act, and which are managed as gamebirds 

(such as Pukeko and Paradise Shelduck 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed 

(e.g. dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural 

resources described in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intention. Although under a 

or 
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National Parks Act 1980, s. 

4(2)(e)). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ One submitter recommended ecological area classification, describing the area as isolated from the national park 

. 

¶ Submissions opposed all recommended reclassification as national park

scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks Act. They recommended reclassification as 

a conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation reserve to ensure sufficient protection in areas 

where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although areas of modification may be present, my assessment is that 

the natural resources described in the CVR (e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland 

indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest ecosystem) 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 proximity of the Paparoa National Park. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Several submissions opposed the proposed national park investigation whilst supporting the proposal to retain the 

area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area 

. 

hu in decision-making processes, and is 

less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana 

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, I 

recommend that comments advocating for such amendments are not accepted. The notified proposal includes referral of 

the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated general opposition to national park classification, stated support for leaving the land in 

stewardship, or expressed support for the recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Panel without providing 

further justification.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ tying 

affecting potential economic benefits derived from 

mineral resource extraction. They argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was purchased by 

the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park. 
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¶ Submissions expressed the view that national park classification does not equate to effective protection from 

introduced pests or predators ( national parks are badly run and full of cats, rats, stoats, possums, goats and 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Stated 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient 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. 

 
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 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that their recommendations reflect the 

by 

adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the 

 

¶ 

.  

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, I 

recommend that comments advocating for such amendments are not accepted. The notified proposal includes referral of 

the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without 

providing further justification. 

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters stated that reclassifying land as national park, or other classifications which fall under Schedule 4, could 

have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land. The potential loss 

of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction 

and site rehabilitation. 

economic, social, and cultural considerations 

¶ Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ 

governance  

¶ A submitter recommended that all conservation areas should be given a classification consistent with adjoining 

conservation land, suggesting that even if areas do not have national park values, this approach would buffer and 

protect the natural and freshwater values of the existing park, support restoration, and streamline management.  

¶ 

to adjoining national parks .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. They provide site-specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which warrant consideration. The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR 

(e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest 

ecosystem). The proximity of the Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the 

NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition. 

¶ Ecological area was recommended, with the submitter noting that the conservation area is isolated from the 

 moderate value  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although areas of modification may be present, my assessment is that 

the natural resources described in the CVR (e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland 

indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest ecosystem) 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 proximity of the Paparoa National Park. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassification, but advocated for Mana Whenua to have free 

access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, describing this as 

aligning with Section 4 of the National Parks Act, and for conservation principles to be carried out in an 

-governance manner. 

stands, prevent customary relationship of an iwi with the whenua which the current review 

Statutory acknowledgements and nohoanga sites can be excluded from National Park status but should not remain 

as stewardship.  

¶ and 

Waitangi .  

¶ One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where the area had not been identified as holding 

site- .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that 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 of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner 

interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes referral 

of the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as national park and 

stewardship land .  

I 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 identified, these submission points do not 

raise any matters for further consideration. 
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¶ Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation 

¶ One submission suggested reclassification as either scenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to retaining 

the land in stewardship.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga 

Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050. 

¶ Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as 

mining or being swapped out of the conservation estate ( without rigorous protection from the environmental 

.  

¶  

They include access to the West Coast coal and gold deposits and are already subject to prospecting permits 

¶  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

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

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and 

fishing is relevant to decision-making on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports 

reconsideration of the notified classification. It should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public 

access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (e.g. under a hunting permit) 

where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Pike Stream MAW_02_3446390a National Park  6040* 23 

Pike Stream MAW_02_3446390b  Stewardship 14 37 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 70.2209-ha river terrace including parts of Logburn Road and indigenous forest. It is adjacent to the Saxton/Otututu 

Ecological Management Unit and a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest on terraces in the Maimai 

Ecological District. There is currently little facility or recreation other than hunting, but the Pike Stream Conservation 

Area will provide public access to the Pike River Mine memorial site and Pike29 Memorial Track once the redevelopment 

is complete. Once open, the road will also provide good access to Pike River for whitewater kayakers. This land, including 

the main access road into Pike Valley, was surrendered to the Department via Solid Energy as part of the access 

arrangement agreement that they inherited from the failed Pike River Coal Company. Some small parts of this roadway 

form part of this parcel, and power infrastructure remains close to the road. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: National Park, to reflect the identified values. This recommendation has been made in conjunction with 

the Pike River Families Group Committee. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 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 

 lands. 
 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal, by referring this area to the NZCA for its consideration on 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 submissions:  supported the proposed national park 

, improve climate change mitigation and ensure ongoing public 

recreational access. 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 principles: The Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referrals, supported by 

arks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of 

 

I note that my s.49 recommendations and your decision on whether to refer this area to the NZCA for their consideration 

 

Although I acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering those 

submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent national 

park, and warrant proceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonable 

steps to actively protect the identified Treaty partner interests, but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this 

would be inconsistent wi  

 

  

 
* This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template. 
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Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the 

consideration as to what giving effect to Treaty principles may require. 

Rationale: My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present 

warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 of the introduction to this 

Summary of Submissions Report. 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ 

block worthy of addition to the Paparoa National Park. I first paddled this streamway back in 1975 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support 

promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources present. Under a 

National Parks Act 1980, s. 4(2)(e)). 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent areas to support 

climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context of climate 

r   

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of 

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as national park will support this 

outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the future-focused elements in the 

definition of conservation are considered,  

  

Conservation Act 1987, s. 2). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter stated that adding the river terrace of Pike River and Big River to the Paparoa National Park will 

provide for the regeneration of podocarp/beech forest and greater protection for the area. 

¶ There was support for adding close or adjoining conservation areas to the Paparoa National Park on the grounds 

that these areas hold similar ecological, geographical and landscape values, and would enhance connectivity or 

buffer the existing national park ( 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 values. Vegetation patterns 

and diversity in these areas would similarly add to the continuity and representativeness of the 

 on ecological and scenic values that are similar to adjoining  habitat for 

rare and threatened species to move through the  National Park has unique flora and fauna 

.  

¶ Submitters, who supported the proposed national park investigation, cited that the current land classification 

 

¶ A submitter stated that with its access, biodiversity and historic/cultural values associated with the Pike River 

disaster, the area should become national park. They noted that this classification is supported by the Pike River 

families. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. They provide site-specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which warrant consideration. The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR 

(e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest 

ecosystem). The proximity of the Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the 

NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition. 
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ . However, 

they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount, and suggested that changes to management 

or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty principles and to ensure free access and use of national 

parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values are preserved 

and protected.  

¶ Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where mana whenua had not identified site-specific 

cultural values for the land. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that 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 of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner 

interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes referral 

of the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

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

 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks, or for maximum protection across all 

stewardship land ( .  

I 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 identified, these submission points do not 

raise any matters for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

Paparoa National Park in general will be of great value to the tourism industry in this area. With the Paparoa Great 

Walk open and the Coast Road Highway having international status as a tourism draw card many of the residents 

in the area have invested their time and money developing tourist related industry and occupations 

¶ Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga 

Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050. 

¶ Submitters approved of national park classification as presenting a high bar to economic development, and were 

concerned with ensuring that mining or other potentially damaging activities were not allowed in areas with high 

natural values.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park (e.g. 

.  

¶ - sing 

. They suggested that 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and access, suggesting that other 

classifications, such as conservation park, recreation reserve, or scenic reserve, may provide a better balance 

between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural values. Restrictions on dog walking were raised 

specifically by a West Coast resident.  

¶ Submissions stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, including helicopter 

native species which are classified as gamebirds under the Wildlife Act, and which are managed as gamebirds 

(such as Pukeko and Paradise Shelduck 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed 

(e.g. dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural 

resources described in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intention. Although under a 

or 

National Parks Act 1980, s. 

4(2)(e)). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ One submitter recommended ecological area classification, describing the area as isolated from the national park 

. 

¶ Submissions opposed all recommended reclassification as national park

scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks Act. They recommended reclassification as 

a conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation reserve to ensure sufficient protection in areas 

where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although areas of modification may be present, my assessment is that 

the natural resources described in the CVR (e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland 

indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest ecosystem) 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 proximity of the Paparoa National Park. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Several submissions opposed the proposed national park investigation whilst supporting the proposal to retain the 

area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area 

. 

hu in decision-making processes, and is 

less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana 

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, I 

recommend that comments advocating for such amendments are not accepted. The notified proposal includes referral of 

the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated general opposition to national park classification, stated support for leaving the land in 

stewardship, or expressed support for the recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Panel without providing 

further justification.  

I 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 for further consideration. 
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ tying 

mineral resource extraction. They argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter suggested that due to the restrictive nature of national park status, reclassification should only occur 

extensive consultation and agreement with the local iwi, stakeholders, concessionaires, interested groups and 

local residents in consideration in addition to not only the environmental and ecological assets, but to such things 

as tracking, huts, air space and landings, noise and rating 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was purchased by 

the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park. 

¶ Submissions expressed the view that national park classification does not equate to effective protection from 

introduced pests or predators ( national parks are badly run and full of cats, rats, stoats, possums, goats and 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Stated 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments is not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient 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. 

 
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 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that their recommendations reflect the 

by 

adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the 

 

¶ 

.  

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, I 

recommend that comments advocating for such amendments are not accepted. The notified proposal includes referral of 

the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 
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effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without 

providing further justification. 

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters stated that reclassifying land as national park, or other classifications which fall under Schedule 4, could 

have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land. The potential loss 

of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction 

and site rehabilitation. 

economic, social, and cultural considerations 

¶ Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter recommended that all conservation areas should be given a classification consistent with adjoining 

conservation land, suggesting that even if areas do not have national park values, this approach would buffer and 

protect the natural and freshwater values of the existing park, support restoration, and streamline management.  

¶ 

to adjoining national parks .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. They provide site-specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which warrant consideration. The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR 

(e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest 

ecosystem). The proximity of the Paparoa National Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the 

NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition. 

¶ Ecological area was recommended, with the submitter noting that the conservation area is isolated from the 

 moderate value  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although areas of modification may be present, my assessment is that 

the natural resources described in the CVR (e.g. a moderate example of regenerating podocarp/beech forest; lowland 

indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest ecosystem) 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 proximity of the Paparoa National Park. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassification, but advocated for Mana Whenua to have free 

access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, describing this as 

aligning with Section 4 of the National Parks Act, and for conservation principles to be carried out in an 

-governance manner.  

¶ 

the whenua which the current review nohoanga sites can be 

excluded from National Park status but should not remain as stewardship.  

¶ and 

Waitangi .  
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¶ One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where the area had not been identified as holding 

site- .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that 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 of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner 

interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes referral 

of the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as national park and 

stewardship land .  

I 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 identified, these submission points do not 

raise any matters for further consideration. 

¶ Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation 

¶ One submission suggested reclassification as either scenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to retaining 

the land in stewardship.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga 

Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050. 

¶ Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as 

mining or being swapped out of the conservation estate ( without rigorous protection from the environmental 

.  

¶  

They include access to the West Coast coal and gold deposits and are already subject to prospecting permits 

¶  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park, or 

.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

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

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and 

fishing is relevant to decision-making on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports 

reconsideration of the notified classification. It should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public 

access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (e.g. under a hunting permit) 

where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present. 
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General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Big River MAW_03_2806779c Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) Reserve 

Neutral 7 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 1.5791-ha area of pasture or grazing with some trees close to another Big River Conservation Area. Multiple grazing 

concessions are in place for the MAW_03 assessment area. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation) reserve.  

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support 

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

  

¶ Submissions proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) 

reserve as possible classifications.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected. 

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development. 

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale. 

¶ A submission opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes and ecological values I submit that these recommendations do not give 

consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the 

rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological 

processes).  

¶ A submission also noted that there are restoration  of good opportunities for 

restoration of depleted indigenous ecosystem 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, scenic reserve, 

ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutrients), government 

purpose (river floodplain) reserve, or wildlife management area or reserve. 
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I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions recommended ending all grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use.  

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

   

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of 

any future policy work. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Big River MAW_03_2806780d Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) Reserve 

Neutral 7 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 45.243-ha area of partly active riverbed and partly forested low river terraces adjacent to Big River. The assessment area 

is part of a dynamic river system including active riverbed and indigenous forest. Multiple grazing concessions are in 

place for this assessment area. Occasional hunting and fishing. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation) reserve. 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 



 

    23 

Oppose  

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

  

¶ Submissions proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) 

reserve as possible classifications.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected.  

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.  

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes 

consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the 

rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological 

processes).  

¶ A submission also noted that there are restoration  of good opportunities for 

restoration of depleted indigenous ecosystem 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, Scenic reserve, 

ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutrients), government 

purpose (river floodplain) reserve, or wildlife management area or reserve.  
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I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions recommended ending all grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use.  

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

   

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of 

any future policy work. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Big River MAW_03_2806785e National Park  6042* 21 

Big River MAW_03_2806785f  Stewardship 13 40 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 23.4406-ha area of partly active riverbed and partly forested low river terraces adjacent to Big River. It is adjacent to the 

Saxton/Otututu Ecological Management Unit with a section of Logburn Road passing through which will provide access 

to the Pike River Amenity Area and the Pike29 Memorial Track/Paparoa Track. The area is part of a dynamic river 

system including active riverbed and indigenous forest. Multiple grazing concessions are in place for this assessment 

area. Occasional hunting and fishing. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: National Park, to rationalise the boundary of Paparoa National Park and improve landscape continuity. 

This area is contiguous with Paparoa National Park and shares complementary conservation values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 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 

 lands. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal, by referring this area to the NZCA for its consideration on 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 submissions: The  supported the proposed national park 

. 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 principles: The Mana Whenua Panel opposed the proposed national park referrals, supported by 

arks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of 

 

I note that my s.49 recommendations and your decision on whether to refer this area to the NZCA for their consideration 

 

Although I acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering those 

submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present are of a similar nature to the adjacent national 

park, and warrant proceeding with a referral to the NZCA. Giving effect to Section 4 of the Act includes taking reasonable 

steps to actively protect the identified Treaty partner interests, but this obligation is not absolute and unqualified, as this 

would be inconsistent wi  

Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the 

consideration as to what giving effect to Treaty principles may require. 

Rationale: My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present 

warrant referral to the NZCA for their consideration as per the process set out in Chapter 3 of the introduction to this 

Summary of Submissions Report. 

 

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

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions suggested that suitable stewardship land should be incorporated into adjacent areas to support 

climate change mitigation, and that the protection of the area was especially important in the context of climate 

r   

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of 

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as national park will support this 

outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the future-focused elements in the 

definition of conservation are considered,  

, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or  

Conservation Act 1987, s. 2). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ There was support for adding close or adjoining conservation areas to the Paparoa National Park on the grounds 

that these areas hold similar ecological, geographical and landscape values, and would enhance connectivity or 

buffer the existing national park ( The inclusion of this riparian habitat into the N Park will ensure ecological 

connectivity from the Grey River/ , 

and landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlands than is currently in the park, and have high wildlife 

values. Vegetation patterns and diversity in these areas would similarly add to the continuity and 

representativeness of the  on ecological and scenic values that are similar to adjoining 

 habitat for rare and threatened species to move through the 

 .  

¶ riverbed and recommended 

that the grazing licences should not be renewed when they expire to allow for restoration.  

¶ Submitters, who supported the proposed national park investigation, cited that the current land classification 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. They provide site-specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which warrant consideration. The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR 

(e.g. part of a dynamic river system including active riverbed and indigenous forest). The proximity of the Paparoa National 

Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a 

national park addition. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ . However, 

they viewed maximum protection of the natural values as paramount, and suggested that changes to management 

or legislative frameworks should occur to reflect Treaty principles and to ensure free access and use of national 

parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, while ensuring that natural values are preserved 

and protected.  

¶ Submissions supported additions to adjacent national parks where mana whenua had not identified site-specific 

cultural values for the land. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that 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 of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner 

interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes referral 

of the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 
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General (Allowed) 

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

 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for all additions to national parks, or for maximum protection across all 

stewardship land ( .  

I 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 identified, these submission points do not 

raise any matters for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

Paparoa National Park in general will be of great value to the tourism industry in this area. With the Paparoa Great 

Walk open and the Coast Road Highway having international status as a tourism draw card many of the residents 

in the area have invested their time and money developing tourist related industry and occupations 

¶ Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga 

Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050. 

¶ Submitters approved of national park classification as presenting a high bar to economic development, and were 

concerned with ensuring that mining or other potentially damaging activities were not allowed in areas with high 

natural values.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park (e.g. 

.  

¶ - sing 

. They suggested that 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed concern about loss of recreation opportunities and access, suggesting that other 

classifications, such as conservation park, recreation reserve, or scenic reserve, may provide a better balance 

between recreational enjoyment and protection of natural values. Restrictions on dog walking were raised 

specifically by a West Coast resident.  

¶ Submissions stated opposition to any reclassification unless it provides explicitly for access, including helicopter 

native species which are classified as gamebirds under the Wildlife Act, and which are managed as gamebirds 

(such as Pukeko and Paradise Shelduck 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The methods of appreciation and recreational enjoyment proposed 

(e.g. dog access, hunting of indigenous avifauna) are potentially incompatible with protecting and preserving the natural 

resources described in the CVR, and the points raised do not justify overturning the notified intention. Although under a 

or 
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National Parks Act 1980, s. 

4(2)(e)). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed all recommended reclassification as national park

scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks Act. They recommended reclassification as 

a conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation reserve to ensure sufficient protection in areas 

where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although areas of modification may be present, my assessment is that 

the natural resources described in the CVR (e.g. part of a dynamic river system including active riverbed and indigenous 

forest) 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 proximity of the Paparoa National Park. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Several submissions opposed the proposed national park investigation whilst supporting the proposal to retain the 

area in stewardship, pending conservation law reform to create more appropriate forms of protected area 

. 

hu in decision-making processes, and is 

less enabling of customary practices that are fundamental to sustaining tribal identity and mana 

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, I 

recommend that comments advocating for such amendments are not accepted. The notified proposal includes referral of 

the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated general opposition to national park classification, stated support for leaving the land in 

stewardship, or expressed support for the recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Panel without providing 

further justification.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed the change in status based on concerns this would affect existing concessions, noting various 

grazing licences in the area.  

¶ tying 

mineral resource extraction. They argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was purchased by 

the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park. 
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¶ Submissions expressed the view that national park classification does not equate to effective protection from 

introduced pests or predators ( national parks are badly run and full of cats, rats, stoats, possums, goats and 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Stated 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient 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. 

 
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 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that their recommendations reflect the 

by 

adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the 

 

¶ 

 

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, I 

recommend that comments advocating for such amendments are not accepted. The notified proposal includes referral of 

the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated support for the proposed classification or agreement with the Mana Whenua Panel without 

providing further justification. 

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter in support expressed concern that change in status would affect permissions, noting the existence of 

various grazing concessions.  

¶ Submitters stated that reclassifying land as national park, or other classifications which fall under Schedule 4, could 

have economic consequences by excluding mineral extraction and other activities on that land. The potential loss 

of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction 

and site rehabilitation. 

economic, social, and cultural considerations 

¶ Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting 
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As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed preference for national park classification, based on similar values (e.g. 

similar geological, flora and fauna as the adjacent Paparoa National Park and should also be included as a National 

Park  

¶ A submitter recommended that all conservation areas should be given a classification consistent with adjoining 

conservation land, suggesting that even if areas do not have national park values, this approach would buffer and 

protect the natural and freshwater values of the existing park, support restoration, and streamline management.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. They provide site-specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which warrant consideration. The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR 

(e.g. part of a dynamic river system including active riverbed and indigenous forest). The proximity of the Paparoa National 

Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a 

national park addition. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassification to protect the natural values, but suggested 

that this classification could still allow for customary use and relationships ( I am confident that appropriate 

and respectful consideration can also be given to iwi views and customs pertaining to this area; whilst also being 

able to be afforded the valuable protection of National Park status for the benefit of all specie.  

¶ One submitter advocated for Mana Whenua to have free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, 

historical, and customary purposes, describing this as aligning with Section 4 of the National Parks Act, and for 

-governance manner. Another stated, 

d nohoanga sites can be excluded from National 

Park status but should not remain as stewardship.  

¶ and 

Waitangi .  

¶ One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where the area had not been identified as holding 

site- . 

responsibilities needs to be addressed separately during the impending conservation law reform, at a higher level 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that 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 of reconciling that purpose with Treaty partner 

interests, such changes are not being considered within this reclassification exercise. The notified proposal includes referral 

of the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed preference for reclassification as national park and 

stewardship land .  

I 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 identified, these submission points do not 

raise any matters for further consideration. 

¶ Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommendation 

¶ One submission suggested reclassification as either scenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to retaining 

the land in stewardship.  
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I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions noted that national parks support a nature economy, and that this is in line with the Te Whanaketanga 

Tai Poutini West Coast Economic Strategy 2050. 

¶ Submitters expressed concern that retaining the area as stewardship land exposes it to risk of activities such as 

mining or being swapped out of the conservation estate ( without rigorous protection from the environmental 

.  

¶  

They include access to the West Coast coal and gold deposits and are already subject to prospecting permits 

¶  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended for reclassification as national park. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/ Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

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

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and 

fishing is relevant to decision-making on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports 

reconsideration of the notified classification. It should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public 

access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (e.g. under a hunting permit) 

where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ 

need to retain land in stewardship in the meantime 

Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not the subject of the notified proposal. As such, I 

recommend that comments advocating for such amendments are not accepted. The notified proposal includes referral of 

the area to the NZCA for its consideration on the suitability of a national park classification, which provides a further 

effect to Treaty principles may require. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. 
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Grey River/ 

and Rough River 

MAW_04_2806491g Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) 

Reserve 

Neutral 7 11 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 9.1119- . 

Game bird hunting may occur. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve.  

¶ One submission supported the  affect any existing permissions 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose  

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

  

¶ A submission proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve as a possible classification.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected.  

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.  

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale. 

¶ Submissions opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes and ecological values ( , I 

submit that these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and 

nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the 

unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, scenic reserve, 

ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife 

management area or reserve. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 
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General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions recommended ending or rationalising grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use.  

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

   

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting.  

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of 

any future policy work.  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state, and in particular that 

the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Grey River/ 

M  

MAW_04_2806787h Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) Reserve 

Neutral 8 11 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 47.6376-ha area of land covering active riverbeds and adjacent terraces in the Grey . The area 

provides different types of important habitat for native invertebrate and fish species. Concessions exist for easements 

and grazing licences, while jetboating, trout and game bird hunting may occur. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve.  

¶ One submission supported the  affect any existing permissions 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

  

¶ Submissions proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) 

reserve as possible classifications.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected.  

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.  

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale.  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes, highlight ing the ecological values present and opportunities for restoration (e.g. 

naturally uncommon ecosystems - including dunes and wetlands, I submit that these recommendations do not 

give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and nationally important natural conservation values 

of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological 

processes  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, scenic reserve, 

ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife 

management area or reserve.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate.  
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General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)  

¶ Submissions recommended ending or rationalising grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use.  

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting.  

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of 

any future policy work. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state, and in particular that 

the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Grey River/ 

 

MAW_04_2806788i Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) Reserve 

Neutral 8 11 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 49.1336-ha area of land covering active riverbeds and . The area 

provides different types of important habitat for native invertebrate and fish species. Concessions exist for easements 

and grazing licences, while jetboating, trout and game bird hunting may occur. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve.  

¶ One submission supported the  affect any existing permissions 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose  

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

.  

¶ Submissions proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) 

reserve as possible classifications.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected.  

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.  

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale.  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoration (e.g. 

naturally uncommon ecosystems including ubmit that these recommendations do not 

give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and nationally important natural conservation values 

of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological 

processes  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, government 

purpose (river floodplain) reserve, scenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting 

ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 
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General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)  

¶ Submissions recommended ending or rationalising grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.   

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use. 

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting. 

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of 

any future policy work. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state, and in particular that 

the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Grey River/ 

 

MAW_04_2806811j Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) Reserve 

Neutral 8 11 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

An 11.3599-

some parts having been integrated into neighbouring farms. The area provides different types of important habitat for 

native invertebrate and fish species. Concessions exist for easements and grazing licences, while jetboating, trout and 

game bird hunting may occur. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve.  

¶ One submission supported the  affect any existing permissions 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose  

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

  

¶ Submissions proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) 

reserve as possible classifications.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected.  

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.  

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale.  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoration (e.g. 

naturally uncommon ecosystems including ubmit that these recommendations do not 

give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and nationally important natural conservation values 

of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological 

processes  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, government 

purpose (river floodplain) reserve, scenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting 

ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 
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General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)  

¶ Submissions recommended ending or rationalising grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use.  

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

   

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting.  

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state, and in particular that 

the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Grey River/ 

M  

MAW_04_2806812k Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) Reserve 

Neutral 8 11 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 75.228-ha 

parts having been integrated into neighbouring farms. The area provides different types of important habitat for native 

invertebrate and fish species. Concessions exist for easements and grazing licences, while jetboating, trout and game bird 

hunting may occur. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve.  

¶ One submission supported the  affect any existing permissions 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Oppose  

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

  

¶ Submissions proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) 

reserve as possible classifications.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected.  

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.  

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale.  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoration (e.g. 

naturally uncommon ecosystems including ubmit that these recommendations do not 

give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and nationally important natural conservation values 

of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological 

processes  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, government 

purpose (river floodplain) reserve, scenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting 

ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 
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General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)  

¶ Submissions recommended ending or rationalising grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use.  

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

   

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting.  

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of 

any future policy work.  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state, and in particular that 

the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Rough River MAW_04_2806820l Local Purpose (River 

Conservation) Reserve 

Neutral 7 11 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

An 11.3599-ha 

some parts having been integrated into neighbouring farms. The area provides different types of important habitat for 

native invertebrate and fish species. Concessions exist for easements, alluvial goldmining and grazing licences while 

jetboating, trout and game bird hunting may occur. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to reflect the identified values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of local purpose (river conservation). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as 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 will be protected. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific 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 implications. This process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local 

purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate. 

 

Support  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated their agreement in general terms without providing further justification, or expressed their 

preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible classification, based on 

conservation value.  

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

reserve.  

¶ One submission supported the  affect any existing permissions 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  
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Oppose  

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification on the basis that it does not consider climate change impacts and 

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications 

would be more appropriate ( these recommendations do not give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the 

very high and nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, 

and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes and dynamics under climate change, nor 

  

¶ Submissions proposed government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) 

reserve as possible classifications.  

¶ Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approach to the classification of riverbeds, to build 

resilience for habitats and climate mitigation ( These values and outcomes are realised principally in allowing 

the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration, 

and also better realised  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, 

leaving it uncertain how freshwater values, natural values and the natural processes of the river will be protected.  

¶ 

 such as grazing or modification to occur ( Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification 

of land parcels that Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land to LPR (River Conservation) 

recommendations unless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protected. It is entirely 

unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natural I cannot support most of the local purpose 

 

¶ It was stated that other examples of local purpose reserves held for river conservation (e.g. In the Rangitata River in 

Canterbury), have demonstrated that the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater 

values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.  

¶ Submissions suggested a review of all local purpose (river conservation) reserve recommendations, to reclassify 

the land in a way which would prioritise natural and freshwater values and the natural processes of the river, and 

support strategic management of riverine areas on a catchment or ecosystem scale.  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification as not representing or allowing for important river conservation values, 

including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoration (e.g. 

naturally uncommon ecosystems including ubmit that these recommendations do not 

give consideration (active or not) nor effect to the very high and nationally important natural conservation values 

of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological 

processes  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I 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. 

¶ Various classifications were suggested as more appropriate to ensure that protection of the natural values and 

processes takes primacy, and that only compatible uses are allowed. These included a status consistent with 

adjacent or nearby public conservation land, government purpose (Te Mana o Te Wai) reserve, government 

purpose (river floodplain) reserve, scenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting 

ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 
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General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation stating that it gives no greater protection than 

current stewardship status. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)  

¶ Submissions recommended ending or rationalising grazing licences within river margins.  

¶ A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

¶ 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.   

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to 

llowing inappropriate use.  

¶ Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their 

    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Not Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting.  

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I 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 appropriate. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of 

any future policy work.  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state, and in particular that 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I 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 appropriate. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Paparoa Forest MAW_05_2806786m Ecological Area Neutral 22 6 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 99.2944-ha area made up of two parcels with a high level of representativeness, which includes intact indigenous forest 

and wetlands. The northeastern end of the parcel is a listed current wetland that is approximately 38 ha in extent, whereas 

historically, wetland covered over half this parcel. It is an important part of the wider indigenous forest matrix and a 

buffer between the ecological area and developed farmland. Concessions include grazing and an easement, and 

occasional hunting is the only other likely use. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Ecological area, to reflect the identified values, rationalise the boundary of the existing Otututu 

Ecological Area and improve landscape continuity. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of ecological area. 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as holding merit supported the notified classification, 

suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change.  

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific values are not present." 

Rationale: My conclusion is that the proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural 

and historic resources present (e.g. intact indigenous forest and wetlands) and provide consistency with the Otututu 

Ecological Area. 

 

Support 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection are 

particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast and 

Nelson regions.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of 

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as an ecological area will support 

this outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the future-focused elements in the 

definition of conservation are considered,  

al lives or  

Conservation Act 1987, s. 2). 
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters supported the addition to Otututu Ecological Area on the grounds that it will  provide for landscape 

continuity, and it is noted in the technical assessment the values are indistinguishable from the Otututu. Another 

 very similar to the existing national parks .  

I recommend these comments are accepted. They provide site-specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which are consistent with those described in the CVR and my view is that the proposed classification will appropriately 

promote their protection and preservation and provide consistency with the Otututu Ecological Area. 

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications.  

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

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

classification, based on .  

I 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 Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Grazing on riverbed?  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Oppose 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed the recommendation due to concern that change in status or disposal will affect the existing 

concessions, noting a right of way easement over 125 ha and a grazing licence over 39.52 ha of Otututu/Rough 

River. 

¶ One submission opposed reclassification as an ecological area on the grounds that, though it does not prohibit 

mining, it adds extra restrictions with consequent negative economic impacts, suggesting that retaining the land in 

stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing 

commercial activities such as mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed any reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was 

specifically purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing and 

gamebird hunting.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and 

fishing is relevant to decision-making on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports 
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reconsideration of the notified classification. It should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public 

access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (e.g. under a hunting permit) 

where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present.  
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Waipuna Clarke River MAW_06_2806492n Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 11 4 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 62.9963-ha remnant of beech/podocarp forest on terraces surrounded by private land on the true left of the Grey/ 

. It is accessible but has no tracks or 

facilities and is unlikely to receive much recreational use other than hunting. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Scenic reserve (a), to preserve the identified ecological values while providing for the potential 

recreational use of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of scenic reserve (a). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as holding merit supported the notified classification 

as offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change, and reflecting the notable natural resources present.  

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific values are not present." 

Rationale: My conclusion is that the proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural 

and historic resources present (e.g. remnant beech/podocarp forest). 

 

Support 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection are 

particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast and 

Nelson regions.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of 

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as scenic reserve will support this 

outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the future-focused elements in the 

definition of conservation are considered,  

 

Conservation Act 1987, s. 2). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ 

connectivity and is a land type that has been substantially depleted within the area 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the natural resources identified in these comments are 

appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification. 
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(Reserves Act 1977, s. 19(2)(a)). 

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications.  

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

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

classification, based on .  

I 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. 

Oppose 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)  

¶ One submission opposed reclassification as scenic reserve on the grounds that, though it does not prohibit mining, 

it adds extra restrictions with consequent negative economic impacts, suggesting that retaining the land in 

stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing 

commercial activities such as mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ One submission opposed any reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was 

specifically purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

No Opinion/Position Stated  

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing 

and gamebird hunting.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (e.g. in a hunting 

permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decision-making process, the outcome of which would depend 

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Orwell Creek MAW_07_2806798o Disposal Disposal 8 30 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.8332-ha isolated triangular piece of Orwell Riverbed. This parcel is very small, and although it covers a reach of 

Orwell Creek, the surrounding land is highly modified farmland. There is about 1 km of fixed marginal strip just upstream 

of this parcel, but the native riparian vegetation is lacking and does not provide a good buffer to the creek. It is difficult to 

access and has no tracks or facilities. An easement concession exists. No heritage values are known. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Disposal, as this area consists almost entirely of developed pasture and exotic riparian vegetation and is 

of very low conservation value. 

Mana Whenua Panel: The Mana Whenua Panel supports the recommendation of the Western South Island National 

Panel. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal, referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those submissions  as holding merit supported the proposed disposal 

investigation where there are no conservation values remaining. Also accepted were comments noting that this was 

 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel has supported the proposed disposal investigation, supported 

by submissions from Treaty partner organisations. 

The Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.  

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific values are not present." 

Rationale: My assessment is that the stewardship area is of low conservation value, and warrants further investigation as 

to the suitability of disposal. 

 

Support 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ 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.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. The land consists primarily of modified pasture (e.g. rough pasture and 

riparian willow vegetation) and holds low conservation values, supporting a disposal investigation. I 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)  

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

fulfil obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi.  
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I recommend that these comments are accepted. The modified nature of the stewardship area (e.g. rough pasture and 

riparian willow vegetation) justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal. I note that 

the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed disposal investigation.  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed general support without providing further justification .  

I 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. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

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

¶ A submitter recommended that the site should be assessed to ensure any remaining ecological and hydrological 

values are adequately buffered and linked, and that opportunities for land exchange should be investigated.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future 

generations to enjoy these areas, and expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation 

opportunities such as angling or hunting.  

¶ One submitter noted that the movement of the river could affect access, and that riparian access via marginal strips 

is not guaranteed.  

¶ ensure existing and future public use is 

maintained or improved or recommended classification as a local purpose reserve with purposes either river 

conservation, river access, or  public access is retained in perpetuity 

I recommend these comments are not accepted. The area does not provide practical access to the river from road or public 

conservation land (e.g. the CVR states that it is difficult to access as it is surrounded by freehold land) and there are no 

reported recreational uses. Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of 

marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will secure ongoing public access along the riparian corridor. 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if 

modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaption (e.g. opportunities for flood/erosion 

buffering, or allowing room for natural river  so important for communities that they need to 

.  

¶ 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 assets. As a 

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 play. This often results in unintended consequences (often erosion 

at other sites  

¶ Submitters also argued that modified land could be retained and restored to support carbon sequestration (e.g. 

 

¶ Submitters who wanted the land retained for climate change mitigation or adaptation mostly did not recommend a 

specific classification, while one recommended scenic reserve or ecological reserve. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The small size of the area, its highly modified nature (rough pasture 

and willow), and its landscape context (surrounded by modified farmland) limit the effectiveness of restoration for carbon 

sequestration. I 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. 
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ 

be a riparian strip in this highly modified environment. They recommended local purpose (river conservation for 

ecological reasons) reserve. 

¶ Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that even modified areas are 

likely to contain some natural values or indigenous species (juncus, carex, etc), that areas near forests could easily 

revert to a natural state, or that even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and 

restoration ( . 

recommended to hold conservation future options open.  

¶ 

alternative.  

¶ 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.  

¶ Submissions opposed disposal of land by rivers on the grounds that so little remains in public conservation land 

(e.g.   

¶ 

off from waterways, or areas are small and landlocked and have no restoration potential.  

¶ similar to the existing national park

protection  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The  size and landscape context (surrounded by modified 

farmland) limit the effectiveness of retaining the area for restoration. The highly  modified nature of the area (rough pasture 

and riparian willow) justif ies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal. I 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)  

¶ One submission stated no stewardship land should be disposed of, except 

the need to maintain the  cultural, conservation & mahika-kai values .  

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not 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 be subject to 

 The highly modified area is 

-kai values  

General (Allowed)  

¶ 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  

ownership. 

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed disposal due to concern that change in status or disposal will affect the existing concessions, 

noting an easement held for the Reefton to Dobson line. 

¶ Submissions recommended consideration of potential productivity and whether the land could be used to support 

future food security.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  
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Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

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

¶ 

making it difficult for submitters to comment.  

¶ It was suggested that there should be less focus on present values and more weight given to potential conservation 

value (as per the Conservation General Policy 6(c) and the Conservation Act requirement to safeguard options for 

future generations). 

.  

¶ 

opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership.  

¶ A submitter  Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposal, but has recommended up to an 

additional 1000 hectares of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation areas 

(subject to survey). This is not explained or justified  

¶ 

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

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter stipulated that any disposal should be on the condition that any waterways are protected by a setback 

which is fenced and planted.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Stated 

 Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ 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.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The small size of the area, its highly modified nature (rough pasture 

and willow), and its landscape context (surrounded by modified farmland) limit the effectiveness of restoration for carbon 

sequestration. I note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of 

marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land. 

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be 

protected from development.   

I 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. 

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taongas Notification 

Process for Disposal of Crown-owned Land.  

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

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Conservation area, located off 

Ahaura Kopara Road, Ahaura - 

Grey 

MAW_08_3289810p Ecological Area Neutral 12 5 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 9.9074-ha forested section of glacial outwash adjoining and contiguous with the Granville Ecological Area, with a 

tributary of Orwell Creek passing the base of the hill to the south. There is intensive farmland on two sides of the area. It 

is accessible, with hunting the only likely recreational use. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Ecological area, to reflect the identified values, rationalise the boundary of the existing Granville 

Ecological Area and improve landscape continuity. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of ecological area. 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as holding merit supported the notified classification, 

suggesting it offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

that connection, nor does it confirm that site-specific values are not present." 

Rationale: My conclusion is that the proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural 

and historic resources present (e.g. mixed/podocarp forest, high levels of representativeness and naturalness) and 

provide consistency with the Granville Ecological Area. 

 

Support 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)  

¶ A submitter supported the recommendation, noting that it 

farmland that surrounds these areas 

¶ Submissions expressed strong support, stating that classifications that provide strong environmental protection are 

particularly important in light of the impacts of climate change, referencing recent flooding in the West Coast and 

Nelson regions.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of 

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as an ecological area will support 

this outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the future-focused elements in the 

definition of conservation are considered,  

e air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or  

Conservation Act 1987, s. 2). 
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed support as the area has similar values to the Granville Ecological Area.  

I recommend this comment is accepted. I agree that the natural values present will be appropriately protected under the 

proposed classification and it will provide continuity  with the adjacent Granville Ecological Area.  

General (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications.  

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

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

classification, based on .  

I 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. 

Oppose 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed reclassification as an ecological area on the grounds that, though it does not prohibit 

mining, it adds extra restrictions with consequent negative economic impacts, suggesting that retaining the land in 

stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing 

commercial activities such as mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Other (Not Allowed)  

¶ One submission opposed any reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless the land was 

specifically purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing and 

gamebird hunting.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and 

fishing is relevant to decision-making on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports 

reconsideration of the notified classification. It should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public 

access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (e.g. under a hunting permit) 

where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present.  
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Granville Forest MAW_09_2807465q Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

18 108 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 19153.6968-ha area of forested land on the western side of the Southern Alps. There is a wide range of avifauna 

. This area is very significant to Poutini 

 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru), to reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural, 

landscape and historic resources, while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 

 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru). 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those expressed general support for the 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve, supported the classification as reflecting the cultural significance of the area or noted 

 

Also accepted were comments in support which noted the recreational and ecological values present. 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, and 

area, including ara tawhito that were trading routes for pounamu and kai. This trail is the alpine route up the Ahaura 

avoured by war parties, including Tuhuru. This route 

was marked by another tohu whenua, Mt Whakarewa. 

The Mana Whenua Panel indicated that t

customs and traditions centred around pounamu; the historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are 

integral to Poutini  and the immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area cannot 

be understated. This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhito; the mountains are criss-crossed by pounamu 

n times of war and peace 

and t  (temporary 

settlements) throughout the region, and were critical to the success of the pounamu pathways.   

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 

the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 

make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances. My assessment, considering those submissions 

accepted, is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified 

 and places, objects and natural features, and such things 

thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interest (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai and pounamu). I note that the 

Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and I am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency 

between the proposed classification and the identified  interests.  

Rationale: 

natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, and 
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spiritual and cul  

consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles. 

I acknowledge the large number of submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural 

resources present, which are significant and wide ranging, and hold great value for recreational users. However, I do not 

accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places 

themselves and the natural features present that are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, or other special 

interest, are protected under the primary reserve purpose. Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, and 

other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and wildlife are all required to be 

Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 1977). The Reserves Act also 

provides  

-being of the reserve and for 

the protection an  

My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access 

adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

nature of the historical and cultural interests and . 

 

 

 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters in support of historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, referenced the 

importance of recreational values in the area and their desire for these to be protected (Many outdoor types, 

alpinists, trampers, kayakers and hunters would regard the area in which the parcels are located as the backcountry 

adventure capital of New Zealand. Retaining it as such becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from 

tourism and recreation grows on other more popular areas of the public  

contain one of the most significant clusters of wild rivers with outstanding recreational values for Whitewater 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree the larger area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru holds high value for recreation use. My assessment is that public recreational access is adequately provided for, when 

considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. I note that the public shall 

have freedom of entry and access to the -being 

of the reserve and    

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, though characterising it as 

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be used to recognise 

areas of high ecological value. 

¶ A submitter in support noted the ecological values of the area (e.g. hosting a range of nationally significant 

avifauna and includes the Tai Poutini Mt Te Kinga Predator Free Project  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree there are high ecological values present, as 

described in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-

beech to montane beech forest and subalpine grasslands on granite). My assessment is that on balance the natural 

resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources 

present and the cultural significance of the area to Ng i Tahu. 

archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the 

reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the 
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

e.g. 

by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the 

Treaty of  retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the 

 

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification. They noted the values and 

Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai 

Poutini posed reserves must acknowledge the mana and 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area, and 

 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua 

Panel, without providing further justification. 

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

 

¶ A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its 

degradation. 

I 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.  

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the 

grounds that the classification does not appropriately protect the extremely high recreational values of the area and 

may curtail public access, noting that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the 

extent compatible with the historic values identified ( public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and 

other recreational facilities are not recognised or , 

. Concerns were raised that the 

recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values ( another area of 

.  

¶ The extensive recreation values of the whole area were described, both in terms of established recreational 

infrastructure and wild areas for trampers and hunters ( a long established history of multi-day backcountry 

, 

, 

 

¶ Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the 

recreation values present, notably the importance of the rivers for a range of paddle sports and canyoning. There 

was concern that historic reserve classification may affect access to these rivers, with submitters most frequently 

recommending ecological area as their preferred alternative.  
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¶ Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access (historic reserves 

, 

, , 

.  

¶ To ensure public access and protect recreation values, submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic 

reserve, conservation park or national park, or joint historic/recreation reserve.  

¶ Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreation values ( a classification under the National Parks Act or 

alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological, 

recreational and mana whenua values. It will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued 

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes 

 

¶ Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Act ( either the 

classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation 

of other natural values are expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act"). 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru 

Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high value for recreation use, my assessment is that on 

balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the 

the cessary for the protection and general well-being of the reserve and for the protection 

reserve classification can limit access, however I do not accept that this concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. 

Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed classification and exist elsewhere within the legislation, 

for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the National Parks Act 1980.  I note that comments predominantly 

reference recreation values of the wider area notified as Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve, which may not be directly 

relevant to the recreational features of this specific stewardship area 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, 

noted that protection of the natural resources was important given that the area is large enough to contribute to 

climate change mitigation ( large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet 

international agreements on  part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, 

 

I recommend these comments are not accepted.  

contains unmodified and high value natural resources (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; 

altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-beech to montane beech forest and subalpine grasslands on granite), my assessment 

is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when 

considering the historic resources present and  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, 

arguing that a historic reserve classification does not offer adequate protection for the unmodified natural 

resources present ( this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and 

,  that is inconsistent 

, 

scenic, rugged, unmodified nature and 

, 

of mining may very well change the entire face of the landscape removing stretches of forest, polluting our water 

.  

¶ Submitters stated that the lack of clearly defined purpose meant the public were unable to understand how the 

natural values would be protected in relation to this primary purpose (  the primary purpose of the 
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reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific 

features, and indigenous flora or fauna on the reserve.  

¶ Submitters advocating for higher protection emphasised that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru is 

largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater and biodiversity values ( unmodified headwaters, 

uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fish 

un- , 

,  , 

, kilometres of the Southern Alps. Within this area are numerous small 

,  

km , 

backcountry of the area provides a natural habitat suitable for recovering populations. The Kea and Whio 

populations especially b , 

 

¶ Submitters noted that the Grey/ River and the Ahaura River, and their headwaters and tributaries, are 

and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water 

Conservation Order and its land management obligations  

¶ Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive area (The area is very 

large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve 

, 

, 

may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological, 

. The Tarahanga e Toru grouping was identified 

as more than four times the size of Paparoa National Park and two and a half times the size of Aoraki-Mt Cook 

National Park.  

¶ Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested 

a combination of these classifications. 

should historical values be established as principles. A national park classification was frequently proposed, with 

submitters noting that the area recommended for Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares many of the same 

natural values as the  Pass National Park. Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru 

a 

. 

include the entire Waitaha catchment.  

¶ Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness area (majority of 

Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or Arthurs Park 

National Parks , 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree there are high ecological values present, as described 

in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality, altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer/beech to 

montane beech forest, and subalpine grasslands on granite), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present 

are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historic reserve classifi

archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the 

reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the 

 

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the 

recommendation -scale, 

discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildings. Concern was expressed regarding a lack 

 that is to 
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-physical in nature, making management of these values, over and above 

secondary objectives and values (e.g. e.g. 

a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation 

of structures and objects. The proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and 

recreational importance within which historical structures and objects are almost entirely post colonisation (old 

, 

status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultural 

While Amuri Pass and the Tass-

 

¶ Submitters frequently 

human history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early 

people did

interest shall as far as possible be preserved. Conservation park was also suggested.  

¶ Some submitters who broadly opposed the recommended Tarahanga e Toru grouping supported the proposed 

 and the 

Taramakau River (e.g. , 

would be supportive of a classification of Historic Reserve for the sections of the Taramakau River covered by 

Schedule 56 of the  c access at no cost being 

.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that on balance the proposed classification 

appropriately reflects the historic resources present within the area (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai and pounamu) and the 

 

their stories are literally embedded in this landscape.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters acknowledged the significance of the entire 

wider conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve should be revisited or that other 

classifications would be more suitable ( we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history 

Poutini  Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and 

we believe that it  

¶ 

mana whenua aspirations.  

¶  

present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational values. Various examples 

were referenced where  planning of national parks (e.g. 

National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as the topuni which 

, partnership can be upheld through shared 

, 

valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and provision for, 

the a

aitiakitanga and mahinga kai. Such arrangements would be provided for through an 

.  

Irecommend that these comments are not accepted . It is my conclusion that the proposed classification appropriately 

protects the natural and historic resources present within the area, and reflects the nature of the historical and cultural 

, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner 

interests .  
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General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification 

( ,  

¶ Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purposes 

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed the classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the grounds that 

historic reserve may not prevent mining, hydro schemes or other development in the area, and that the public may 

not be able to have a say in any proposed activities (particularly if the reserve is vested).  

¶ Submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated economic opportunities. It 

any extra protection given and that a conservation park classification or retaining the land in stewardship would 

 for commercial uses such as mining to be considered on a 

case-by-case basis.  

¶ A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship or 

reclassification as a conservation park.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the large-scale 

classification for each one.  

¶ 

.  

¶ One submitter noted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further 

public consultation process will be required. 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on 

public access ( if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding 

 

¶ Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if 

public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a 

mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing input into decision-making ( I support mana whenua stewardship but 

, 

area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty that this public interest can be reflected in 

 

¶ 

the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managed 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a 

hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decision-making process, the outcome of which would 

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in 

terms of size and scale ( I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve 

 

¶ suggesting that the area 

may be worthy of ecological area status 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree there are high ecological values present, as described in 

the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality, altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer/beech to 

montane beech forest) my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the 

proposed classification and that historic reserve is appropriate when considering the historic resources present and the 

cultural interest and significance of the area to Ng i Tahu.  

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient 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) 

¶ 

allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow 

¶ 

provide economically advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Grey River/ 

 

MAW_09_2807468r Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

18 109 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 1033.4252-ha area of primarily forested land with some sections of active riverbed and river margins on the western 

side of the Southern Alps either side of a portion of the Upper Grey River. There is a wide range of avifauna including 

. 

for a number of reasons, including ara tawhito (traditional travel routes). 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru), to reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural, 

landscape and historic resources, while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 

 

 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru). 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those submissions accepted as holding merit expressed general support for the 

proposed classification, noted the recreational and ecological values  present in the area, or noted that the proposed 

. 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, and h

area, including ara tawhito that were trading routes for pounamu and kai.  

This Mana Whenua Panel indicated that this 

customs and traditions centred around pounamu he historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are 

integral to Poutini  and the immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area cannot 

be understated. This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitohe mountains are criss-crossed by pounamu 

of war and peace

and the (temporary 

settlements) throughout the region, and were critical to the success of the pounamu pathways.  

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 

the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 

make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances. My assessment, considering those submissions 

accepted,  is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified 

thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interest (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai and pounamu). I note that the 

Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and I am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency 

between the proposed classification and the identified  interests 

Rationale: 

natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, and 

other special int
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consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.   

I acknowledge the large number of submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural 

resources present, which are significant and wide ranging, and hold great value for recreational users. However, I do not 

accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places 

themselves and the natural features present that are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, or other special 

interest, are protected under the primary reserve purpose. Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, and 

other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and wildlife are all required to be 

Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 1977). The Reserves Act also 

provides  

unique to the proposed classification, i.e. thos -being of the reserve and for 

 

My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access 

adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

nature of the historical and cultural interests and . 

 

 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters in support of historic reserve referenced the importance of recreational values in the area and their 

desire for these to be protected ( Many outdoor types, alpinists, trampers, kayakers and hunters would regard 

the area in which the parcels are located as the backcountry adventure capital of New Zealand. Retaining it as such 

becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from tourism and recreation grows on other more popular 

areas of the public  contain one of the most significant clusters of wild 

rivers with outstanding recreational values for Whitewater kayakers and p .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, and 

this stewardship area in particular, holds high value for recreational use. My assessment is that public recreational access is 

adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area to Ngi 

Tahu. I note that the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the 

protection and general well-being of the 

Reserves Act 1977).   

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, though characterising it as 

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be used to recognise 

areas of high ecological value. 

¶ A submitter in support noted the ecological values (e.g. hosting a range of nationally significant avifauna and 

includes the Tai Poutini Mt Te Kinga Predator Free Project  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree there are high ecological values present, as 

described in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-

beech to montane beech forest). My assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected 

under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area 

to Ng i Tahu. l, geological, biological, or other scientific 

features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife 

shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or p

Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).  
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

e.g. 

by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the 

Treaty of  retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the 

 

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification. They noted the values and 

Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai 

Poutini posed reserves must acknowledge the mana and 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

historical  identity . My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area, and 

provides appropriate protection for  interests.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua 

Panel, without providing further justification. 

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

 

¶ A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its 

degradation. 

I 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 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the 

grounds that the classification does not appropriately protect the extremely high recreational values of the area and 

may curtail public access, noting that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the 

extent compatible with the historic values identified ( public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and 

, 

guarantee fr . Concerns were raised that the 

recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values ( another area of 

).  

¶ The extensive recreation values of the whole area were described, both in terms of established recreational 

infrastructure and wild areas for trampers and hunters ( a long established history of multi-day backcountry 

, 

, 

 

¶ Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the 

recreation values present, notably the importance of the rivers for a range of paddle sports and canyoning.  

¶ A substantial number of submissions were made regarding the value people place on rivers in the area (Grey 

River/ nui (incl Blue-Grey, Upper Grey) is a very special area for white water paddlers new, experienced, 

families. , 



 

    72 

rivers are world-class. They are challenging, remote, uncrowded, scenic beyond belief, and most importantly ours to 

protect. Neither Panel recognised these characteristics here and only a brief reference to the kayaking was noted in 

, 

has to offer. There are many quality rivers, and they all have their own character, some are steep and fast, others are 

high volume and pushy. All of them are powe . There was concern that 

historic reserve classification may affect access to these rivers, with submitters most frequently recommending 

ecological area as their preferred alternative. 

¶ Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access ( historic reserves 

, 

, , 

).  

¶ To ensure public access and protect recreation values, submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic 

reserve, conservation park or national park, joint historic/recreation reserve.  

¶ Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreation values ( a classification under the National Parks Act or 

alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological, 

recreational and mana whenua values. It will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued 

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes 

 

¶ Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Act ( either the 

classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation 

of other natural values are expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act").  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru 

Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high value for recreation use, my assessment is that on 

balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the 

the cessary for the protection and general well-being of the reserve and for the protection 

 

I acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit access, however I do not accept that this 

concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed 

classification and exist elsewhere within the legislation, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the 

National Parks Act 1980I note that comments predominantly reference recreation values of the wider area notified as 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve, which may not be directly relevant to the recreational features of this specific 

stewardship area. 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru noted 

that protection of the natural resources was important given that the area is large enough to contribute to climate 

change mitigation ( large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international 

agreements on  part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural 

 

Irecommend these comments are not accepted. While I acknowledge 

contains unmodified and high value natural resources (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; 

altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-beech to montane beech forest ), my assessment is that on balance the natural 

resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources 

present and the cultural significance of the area to Ng i Tahu.. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, 

arguing that a historic reserve classification does not offer adequate protection for the unmodified natural 

resources present ( this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and 
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,  that is inconsistent 

, 

, 

of mining may very well change the entire face of the landscape removing stretches of forest, polluting our water 

ways and disrupting our native ecosystems.  

¶ Submitters stated that the lack of clearly defined purpose meant the public were unable to understand how the 

natural values would be protected in relation to this primary purpose (  the primary purpose of the 

reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific 

features, and indigenous flora or fauna on the reserve.  

¶ Submitters advocating for higher protection emphasised that the area is largely remote and intact, with notable 

freshwater and biodiversity values ( unmodified headwaters, uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened 

ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fish un-dammed pathways, sand spit, bird 

, , 

, , 

roughly 60 kilometres of the Southern Alps. Within this area are numerous small glaciers and many significant 

peaks, th ,  km of river in this area, all of it 

, 

natural habitat suitable for recovering populations. The Kea and Whio populations especially benefit from the 

, 

 

¶ Submitters noted that the Grey/ River and the Ahaura River, and their headwaters and tributaries, are 

and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water 

Conservation Order and its land management obligations  

¶ Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive area (The area is very 

large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve 

, 

, 

may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological, 

. The Tarahanga e Toru grouping was identified 

as more than four times the size of Paparoa National Park and two and a half times the size of Aoraki-Mt Cook 

National Park.  

¶ Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested 

a combination of these classifications. 

should historical values be established as principles. A national park classification was frequently proposed, with 

submitters noting that the area recommended for Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares many of the same 

natural values as the  Pass National Park. Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru 

a 

. 

include the entire Waitaha catchment 

¶ Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness area (majority of 

Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or Arthurs Park 

National Parks , 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree there are high ecological values present, as described 

in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-beech to 

montane beech forest), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under 

the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the 

area to Ng i Tahu. 
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scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or 

(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).. 

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the 

recommendation -scale, 

discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildings. Concern was expressed regarding a lack 

 that is to 

-physical in nature, making management of these values, over and above 

secondary objectives and values (e.g. e.g. 

a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation 

of structures and objects. The proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and 

recreational importance within which historical structures and objects are almost entirely post colonisation (old 

, 

status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultural 

While Amuri Pass and the Tass-

no built historic  

¶ Submitters frequently 

human history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early 

people did

interest shall as far as possible be preserved. Conservation park was also suggested.  

¶ Some submitters who advocated for national park classification for the broader area supported the proposed 

(e.g. the 

, 

classification of Historic Reserve for the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of the  Tahu 

t being guaranteed in the reclassification 

.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that on balance the proposed classification 

appropriately reflects the historic resources present within the area (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai and pounamu) and the 

 

their stories are literally embedded in this landscape.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ 

conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve should be revisited or that other classifications 

would be more suitable ( we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history within this 

 

Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and we believe that 

its ecological value should be prioritized above all else 

¶ 

mana whenua aspirations.  

¶  

present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational values.  

¶ Submitters referenced various examples where  planning of 

national parks ( National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as 

, 

, 

cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governanc

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and 

a and 
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. Such arrangements would be provided 

.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted . It is my conclusion that the proposed classification appropriately 

protects the natural and historic resources present within the area, and reflects the nature of the historical and cultural 

, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner 

interests .. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification 

( , . One added 

that it . 

¶ Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purposes 

I 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 for further consideration 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed the classification on the grounds that historic reserve may not prevent mining, hydro schemes 

or other development in the area and that the public may not be able to have a say in any proposed activities 

(particularly if the reserve is vested).  

¶ Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated 

economic opportunities. 

time and money relative to any extra protection givenand that a conservation park classification or retaining the 

 for commercial uses such as 

mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

¶ A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship or 

reclassification as a conservation park.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the large-scale 

classification for each one.  

¶ 

.  

¶ One submitter noted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further 

public consultation process will be required. 

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on 

public access ( if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding 

 

¶ Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if 

public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a 

mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing input into decision-making ( I support mana whenua stewardship but 

, 

area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty that this public interest can be reflected in 
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¶ 

the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managed 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a 

hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decision-making process, the outcome of which would 

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in 

terms of size and scale ( I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve 

 

¶ suggesting that the area 

may be worthy of ecological area status. 

I I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree there are high ecological values present, as described 

in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-beech to 

montane beech forest), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under 

the proposed classification and that historic reserve is appropriate when considering the historic resources present and the 

cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient 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) 

¶ 

allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow 

¶ 

provide economically advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants.    

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Otira-Kopara 

Forest 

MAW_09_2807512t Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

20 112 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 78872.8757-ha area of forested land on the western side of the Southern Alps which contain numerous streams in the 

headwaters of Ahaura, Haupiri, and Taramakau Rivers, many of which flow from alpine zones >1750 m down to the valley 

floors, with very high water quality. There is a wide range of avifauna including whio, roroa/great spotted kiwi, South 

. The southern end of the Tai Poutini Mt Te Kinga Predator Free Project falls within this 

area. This area is well-known for recreation, including long treks via huts and popular tramping tracks (including part of 

Te Araroa Trail), river rafting (commercial), commercial fishing, guiding and horse trekking. Slaty Creek Hut is an 

actively conserved heritage place. There are three grazing concessions and one concession for a structure at Mt Mason. 

 reasons, including ara tawhito (traditional travel 

routes). 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru), to reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural, 

landscape and historic resources, while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 

 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru). 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those expressed general support for the 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve, supported the classification as reflecting the cultural significance of the area or 

Tahu. Also accepted were comments which noted the recreational and ecological values present. 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, and 

area, including ara tawhito linking the east and west coasts. Rakimaurikura, the alpine crossing at the head of the 

Taramakau River was the easiest and favourite route used for trading pounamu and kai. Kaimatau (Mt Alexander) was a 

tohu whenua or notable landmark visible from all over the Taramakau and inland Grey Valley as a beacon for travellers. 

war parties, including Tuhuru. This route was marked by another tohu whenua, Mt Whakarewa.  

The Mana Whenua Panel indicated that t

customs and traditions centred around pounamu he historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are 

integral to Poutini the immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area cannot 

be understated . This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitohe mountains are criss-crossed by pounamu 

es of war and peace

region, and were critical to the success of the pounamu pathways.  
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Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 

the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 

make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances. My assessment, considering those submissions 

accepted,  is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified 

thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interest (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounamu and tohu whenua). I 

note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and I am not otherwise aware of any 

inconsistency between the proposed classification and the identified hu interests.  

Rationale: 

natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, and 

places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Panel (

 

consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.   

I acknowledge the large number of submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural 

resources present, which are significant and wide ranging, and hold great value for recreational users. However, I do not 

accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places 

themselves and the natural features present that are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, or other special 

interest, are protected under the primary reserve purpose. Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, and 

other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and wildlife are all required to be 

Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 1977). The Reserves Act also 

provides  

ll -being of the reserve and for 

 

My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access 

adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

nature of the historical and cultural interests and . 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters in support of historic reserve referenced the importance of recreational values in the area and their 

desire for these to be protected ( Many outdoor types, alpinists, trampers, kayakers and hunters would regard 

the area in which the parcels are located as the backcountry adventure capital of New Zealand. Retaining it as such 

becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from tourism and recreation grows on other more popular 

areas of the public  contain one of the most significant clusters of wild 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree the larger area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru, and this stewardship area in particular, holds high value for recreational use. My assessment is that public 

recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance 

of the area to Ng i Tahu. I note that the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the 

-being of the 

(Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).   
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, though characterising it as 

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be used to recognise 

areas of high ecological value. 

¶ A submitter in support noted the ecological values (e.g. hosting a range of nationally significant avifauna and 

includes the Tai Poutini Mt Te Kinga Predator Free Project  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree there are high ecological values present, as 

described in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality, altitudinal sequence of lowland 

conifer/beech to montane beech forest). My assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of 

the area to Ng i Tahu. 

scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or 

(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

lands (e.g. 

by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the 

Treaty of  retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the 

 

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification. They noted the values and 

Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai 

Poutini posed reserves must acknowledge the mana and 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

historical  identity . My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area, and 

provides appropriate protection for  interests. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua 

Panel, without providing further justification. 

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

 

¶ A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its 

degradation. 

I 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. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the 

grounds that the classification does not appropriately protect the extremely high recreational values of the area and 

may curtail public access, noting that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the 

extent compatible with the historic values identified ( public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and 

, 

. Concerns were raised that the 
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recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values ( another area of 

.  

¶ The extensive recreation values of the whole area were described, both in terms of established recreational 

infrastructure and wild areas for trampers and hunters ( a long established history of multi-day backcountry 

, 

, 

 

¶ Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the 

recreation values present, notably the importance of the rivers for a range of paddle sports and canyoning. There 

was concern that historic reserve classification may affect access to these rivers, with submitters most frequently 

recommending ecological area as their preferred alternative.  

¶ A substantial number of submissions were made regarding the value people place on rivers in the area (There 

is no doubt that the rivers [on the west coast] are world-class. They are challenging, remote, uncrowded, scenic 

beyond belief, and most importantly ours to protect. Neither Panel recognised these characteristics here and only a 

, 

outrageously good kayaking that our country has to offer. There are many quality rivers, and they all have their own 

character, some are steep and fast, others are high volume and pushy. All of them are powerful places, both 

.  

¶ The importance of the Crooked River in particular was emphasised in a large number of submissions, including to 

the Tai Poutini Polytech ( It is an excellent teaching site and is significant within the Tai Poutini Polytech 

, . 

understand what these rivers mean to us, but if we are willing to carry a 25kg kayak on our shoulder for hours on a 

.  

¶ Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access (historic reserves 

, 

, , 

.  

¶ To ensure public access and protect recreation values, submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic 

reserve, conservation park or national park, joint historic/recreation reserve.  

¶ Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreation values ( a classification under the National Parks Act or 

alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological, 

recreational and mana whenua values. It will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued 

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes 

 

¶ Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Act (either the 

classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation 

of other natural values are expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act").  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru 

Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high value for recreation use, my assessment is that on 

balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the 

the ssary for the protection and general well-being of the reserve and for the protection 

 

I acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit access, however I do not accept that this 

concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed 

classification and exist elsewhere within the legislation, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the 

National Parks Act 1980. 
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Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru noted 

that protection of the natural resources was important given that the area is large enough to contribute to climate 

change mitigation ( large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international 

agreements on  part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural 

 

I recommend these comments are not accepted. While I acknowledge 

contains unmodified and high value natural resources (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; 

altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-beech to montane beech forest), my assessment is that on balance the natural 

resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources 

present and the cultural significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the wider area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, arguing 

that a historic reserve classification does not offer adequate protection for the unmodified natural resources present 

( , 

 that is inconsistent with the 

, 

, 

well change the entire face of the landscape removing stretches of forest, polluting our water ways and disrupting 

.  

¶ Submitters commented that the lack of clearly defined purpose meant the public were unable to understand how 

the natural values would be protected in relation to this primary purpose (  the primary purpose of 

the reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific 

 

¶ Submitters advocating for higher protection emphasised that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru is 

largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater and biodiversity values ( unmodified headwaters, 

uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fish 

un- , 

,  , 

, kilometres of the Southern Alps. Within this area are numerous small 

,  

km , 

backcountry of the area provides a natural habitat suitable for recovering populations. The Kea and Whio 

populations especially b , 

 

¶ Submitters noted that the Grey/ River and the Ahaura River, and their headwaters and tributaries, are 

and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water 

Conservation Order and its land management obligations  

¶ Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive area (The area is very 

large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve 

, 

, 

may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological, 

cultural, landscape, recreational a . The Tarahanga e Toru grouping was identified 

as more than four times the size of Paparoa National Park and two and a half times the size of Aoraki-Mt Cook 

National Park.  

¶ Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested 

a combination of these classifications. 
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should historical values be established as principles. A national park classification was frequently proposed, with 

submitters noting that the area recommended for Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares many of the same 

natural values as the Arthurs Pass National Park. Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru 

a 

. 

include the entire Waitaha catchment 

¶ Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness area (majority of 

Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or Arthurs Park 

National Parks , 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree there are high ecological values present, as described 

in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality, altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer/beech to 

montane beech forest), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under 

the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the 

area to Ng i Tahu. 

scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or 

wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent comp

(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)). 

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the 

-scale, 

discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildings. Concern was expressed regarding a lack 

 that is to 

-physical in nature, making management of these values, over and above 

secondary objectives and values (e.g. e.g. 

a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation 

of structures and objects. The proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and 

recreational importance within which historical structures and objects are almost entirely post colonisation (old 

benched tracks etc) and cover a vanishingly small percentag , d for historic reserve 

status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultural 

While Amuri Pass and the Tass-

 

¶ 

human history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early 

people did

interest shall as far as possible be preserved. Conservation park was also suggested.  

¶ Some submitters who broadly opposed the proposed Tarahanga e Toru grouping supported historic reserve for 

specific areas. (e.g. 

, 

at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification 

.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that on balance the proposed classification 

appropriately reflects the historic resources present within the area (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounamu and tohu 

whenua)  

Tahu ancestors and their stories are literally embedded in this landscape. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ 

conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve should be revisited or that other classifications 
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would be more suitable ( we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history within this 

Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and we believe that 

its ecological value should be prioritized above all else 

¶ 

mana whenua aspirations.  

¶ 

present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational values.  

¶ planning of 

national parks ( National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as 

, 

, 

cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governanc

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and 

a and 

. Such arrangements would be provided 

.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted . It is my conclusion that the proposed classification appropriately 

protects the natural and historic resources present within the area, and reflects the nature of the historical and cultural 

, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner 

interests .  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification 

( ,  

¶ Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purposes 

I 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 for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed the classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the grounds that 

historic reserve may not prevent mining, hydro schemes or other development in the area, and that the public may 

not be able to have a say in any proposed activities (particularly if the reserve is vested).  

¶ Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated 

economic opportunities. 

time and money relative to any extra protection givenand that a conservation park classification or retaining the 

 for commercial uses such as 

mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

¶ A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship or 

reclassification as a conservation park.  

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the large-scale 

classification for each one.  

¶ 

.  

¶ A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further 

public consultation process will be required.  

¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest. 



 

    84 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on 

public access ( if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding 

 

¶ Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if 

public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a 

mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing input into decision-making ( I support mana whenua stewardship but 

, 

area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty that this public interest can be reflected in 

 

¶ 

the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managed 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted.  

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified 

classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a 

hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decision-making process, the outcome of which would 

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in 

terms of size and scale ( I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve 

 

¶ suggesting that the area 

may be worthy of ecological area status. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree there are high ecological values present, as described in 

the CVR, my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed 

classification and that historic reserve is appropriate when considering the historic resources present and the cultural 

interest and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from 

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 

such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient 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) 

¶ A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for natural 

allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow 



 

    85 

¶ 

provide economically advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants. 

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Robinson River MAW_09_2807517u Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

17 107 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 105.8755-ha area of primarily forested land covering sections of the Upper Grey River riverbed, river margins and 

grazed pasture or farmland on the western side of the Southern Alps. There is a wide range of avifauna including whio, 

. This area is well-known for recreation and includes 

popular tramping tracks. 

(traditional travel routes). 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru), to reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural, 

landscape and historic resources, while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 

 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru).  

Summary of accepted submissions: Those submissions accepted as holding merit expressed general support for the 

proposed classification, highlighted the recreational and ecological values present in the area, or noted that the proposed 

. 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, and 

area, including ara tawhito that were trading routes for pounamu and kai.  

This Mana Whenua Panel indicated that this  

customs and traditions centred around pounamu he historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are 

integral to Poutini  and the immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area cannot 

be understated. This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitohe mountains are criss-crossed by pounamu 

 

(temporary 

settlements) throughout the region, and were critical to the success of the pounamu pathways.  

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 

the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 

make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances. My assessment, considering those submissions 

accepted,  is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified 

 and places, objects and natural features, and such things 

thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interest (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai and pounamu). I note that the 

Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and I am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency 

between the proposed classification and the identified  interests.  
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Rationale: Historic reserves are held 

natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, and 

Reserves Act 1977, s.18(1)). The notified proposal was underpinned by the cultural interest of the 

places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Panel (e.g. 

spiritual and  

consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.   

Regarding the remainder of the conservation area, my conclusion, in accordance with a substantial number of 

submissions received, is that the natural resources present (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; 

altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer-beech to montane beech forest and subalpine grasslands on granite) and 

associated recreation values warrant a classification that is more consistent with those values than that which was 

notified. 

I acknowledge the large number of submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural 

resources present, which are significant and wide ranging, and hold great value for recreational users. However, I do not 

accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places 

themselves and the natural features present that are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, or other special 

interest are protected under the primary reserve purpose. Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, and 

other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and wildlife are  all required to be 

Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 1977). The 

Reserves Act also provides  

which are not unique to the proposed classification, i.e. thos -being of 

the Reserves Act 1977). 

My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access 

adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

nature of the historical and cultural interests and . 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters in support of historic reserve referenced the importance of recreational values in the area and their 

desire for these to be protected ( Many outdoor types, alpinists, trampers, kayakers and hunters would regard 

the area in which the parcels are located as the backcountry adventure capital of New Zealand. Retaining it as such 

becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from tourism and recreation grows on other more popular 

areas of the public  contain one of the most significant clusters of wild 

rivers with outstanding recreational values .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that public recreational access is adequately provided for, when 

considering the historic resources present and the cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. I note that 

the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the 

general well-being of the s Act 

1977). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, though characterising it as 

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be used to recognise 

areas of high ecological value. 

¶ A submitter in support noted the ecological values (e.g. hosting a range of nationally significant avifauna and 

includes the Tai Poutini Mt Te Kinga Predator Free Project  
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I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree there are ecological values present, as described 

in the CVR (e.g. high levels of naturalness from a water quality perspective, indigenous forest). My assessment is that on 

balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the 

historic resources present and the cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu.  Under a historic reserve 

auna, 

or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the 

Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)). 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

e.g. 

by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the 

Treaty of  retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the 

 

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification. They noted the values and 

Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai 

Poutini  posed reserves must acknowledge the mana and 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is of 

historical  identity. My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources and cultural interests present within the area and provides appropriate 

protection for the identified  interests. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua 

Panel, without providing further justification. 

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

 

¶ A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its 

degradation. 

I 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. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the 

grounds that the classification does not appropriately protect the extremely high recreational values of the area and 

may curtail public access, noting that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the 

extent compatible with the historic values identified ( public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and 

, 

guarantee fr . Concerns were raised that the 

recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values ( another area of 

.  

¶ The extensive recreation values of the whole area were described, both in terms of established recreational 

infrastructure and wild areas for trampers and hunters ( a long established history of multi-day backcountry 

, 
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, 

 

¶ Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the 

recreation values present, notably the importance of the rivers for a range of paddle sports and canyoning. There 

was concern that historic reserve classification may affect access to these rivers, with submitters most frequently 

recommending ecological area as their preferred alternative.  

¶ A substantial number of submissions were made regarding the value people place on rivers in the area (Grey 

River/ nui (incl Blue-Grey, Upper Grey) is a very special area for white water paddlers new, experienced, 

families. , 

rivers are world-class. They are challenging, remote, uncrowded, scenic beyond belief, and most importantly ours to 

protect. Neither Panel recognised these characteristics here and only a brief reference to the kayaking was noted in 

, 

has to offer. There are many quality rivers, and they all have their own character, some are steep and fast, others are 

high volume and pushy. . There was concern that 

historic reserve classification may affect access to these rivers, with submitters most frequently recommending 

ecological area as their preferred alternative. 

¶ Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access (historic reserves 

, 

, , 

.  

¶ To ensure public access and protect recreation values, submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic 

reserve, conservation park or national park, joint historic/recreation reserve.  

¶ Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreation values ( a classification under the National Parks Act or 

alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological, 

recreational and mana whenua values. It will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued 

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes 

 

¶ Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Act ( either the 

classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation 

of other natural values are expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act").  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru 

Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high value for recreation use, my assessment is that on 

balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the 

the -being of the reserve and for the protection 

 

I acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit access, however I do not accept that this 

concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed 

classification and exist elsewhere within the legislation, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the 

National Parks Act 1980. 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru noted 

that protection of the natural resources was important given that the area is large enough to contribute to climate 

change mitigation ( large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international 

agreements on  part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural 

 

I recommend these comments are not accepted. While I acknowledge 

contains unmodified natural resources, my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately 
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protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and 

significance of the area to Ngi Tahu.  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, 

arguing that a historic reserve classification does not offer adequate protection for the unmodified natural 

resources present ( this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and 

,  that is inconsistent 

,  valuable qualities of these areas are their wild, 

, 

of mining may very well change the entire face of the landscape removing stretches of forest, polluting our water 

.  

¶ Submitters commented that the lack of clearly defined purpose meant the public were unable to understand how 

the natural values would be protected in relation to this primary purpose (  the primary purpose of 

the reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific 

features, and indigenous flora or fauna on the reserve.  

¶ Submitters advocating for higher protection emphasised that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru is 

largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater and biodiversity values ( unmodified headwaters, 

uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fish 

un- , 

, , 

, kilometres of the Southern Alps. Within this area are numerous small 

glaciers and ,  

km , 

backcountry of the area provides a natural habitat suitable for recovering populations. The Kea and Whio 

, 

and recreational values within this area that warrant the highest le  

¶ Submitters noted that the Grey/ River and the Ahaura River, and their headwaters and tributaries, are 

and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water 

Conservation Order and its land management obligations  

¶ Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive area (The area is very 

large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve 

, 

, 

may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological, 

. The Tarahanga e Toru grouping was identified 

as more than four times the size of Paparoa National Park and two and a half times the size of Aoraki-Mt Cook 

National Park.  

¶ Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested 

a combination of these classifications. 

should historical values be established as principles. A national park classification was frequently proposed, with 

submitters noting that the area recommended for Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares many of the same 

natural values as the Arthurs Pass National Park. Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru 

a 

. 

include the entire Waitaha catchment 

¶ Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness area (majority of 

Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or Arthurs Park 
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National Parks , 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree there are high ecological values present, as described 

in the CVR (e.g. high levels of naturalness from a water quality perspective, indigenous forest), my assessment is that on 

balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the 

historic resources present and the cultural interest and 

auna, 

or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the 

Reserves Act 1977). I note 

that many comments reference the natural resources of the wider area notified as Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve, not all 

of which are directly relevant to the natural resources of this specific stewardship area. 

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the 

recommendation -scale, 

discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildings. Concern was expressed regarding a lack 

 that is to 

-physical in nature, making management of these values, over and above 

secondary objectives and values (e.g. e.g. 

a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation 

of structures and objects. The proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and 

recreational importance within which historical structures and objects are almost entirely post colonisation (old 

, 

status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultural 

While Amuri Pass and the Tass-

 

¶ 

history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early people 

did

interest shall as far as possible be preserved. Conservation park was also suggested.  

¶ Some submitters who advocated for national park classification supported the proposed historic reserve for the 

(e.g. the Taramakau river mouth should 

, 

the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of the  

the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management 

.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment  is that on balance the proposed classification 

appropriately reflects the historic resources present (e.g. ara tawhito, mahinga kai and pounamu) and the nature of the 

 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ 

conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve should be revisited or that other classifications 

would be more suitable ( we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history within this 

 

Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and we believe that 

its ecological value should be prioritized above all else 

¶ 

mana whenua aspirations.  


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































