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MAW _01 — Mt Marshall — 2808378

Protected Area Recommendation ID Nzl Panell I Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Mt Marshall MAW_01_2808378w Ecological Area Neutral 14 12

DOC Conservation Values ReporfCVR) Description

A 2169.748haforested hillside of beechpodocarp and broadleaved forests in the eastern Paparoa Randemakes a
significant contribution to the vast area of virgin forest on steep country in the ecological distridt is used by hunters
and anglers who accesthe areaeither 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 Panet Ecological area, toeflect the identified values, rationalise the boundary of the existing Saxton
Ecological Area and improve landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holdingmerit supported thenotified classification,
suggestingit offers sufficient protection in the context of climatechange

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriatelpromote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.beech podocarp and broadleaved foresjsand provide consistency with the
surrounding SaxtonEcological Area.

Ecological Area - MAW_01_2808378w

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as an ecological area will support
this outcome The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfoezused elements in the

definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to ‘natural
resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives aray live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a

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

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications
1 Submissions agreed that the recommendation reflects the information provided in the technical reports



1 Submissions expressed a general preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible
classification, based onits “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocating for national park classification noted that the area has highcreationaltramping values
(e.g.“options for offtrack tramping trips to Mts Johnston and Marshall, with opportunities to camp and enjoy
tussock tops and basing.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The proposedclassification does not prohibit public access for the
proposed activities, where consistent with preservation of the conservation values pres@iie points raised do not justify
reconsideration of the notified classification.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions in oppositionall advocated for adding the area to the Paparoa National Paiased on it landscape
connectionto the national parkand its similar values

1 Submissionsnotedthat it is “naturally a part of Paparoa National Park landscape”, that the “parcel lies adjacent to
land that has a higher protected status than that proposédhe “land parcel hasecological values that appear
similar to those on other nearby land with a higher protected status”, and that “it would make a logical addition to
the park to enhance landscape connectivity and continuitylt was also highlighted as being adjacent tthe
Paparoa Wilderness Area antivould act as a buffet. The area was noted to be “classified as an Outstanding
Natural Landscape with high natural charactett 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 processés

1 Submittersalso noted highecological, landscape, wildlife and geological valuge.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)”, that addition to the national park would “include more of the complex geology and
landforms of the Paparoa Range and itsljoining lowlands than is currently in the park, that “vegetation patterns
and diversity in these areas would similarly add to the continuity and representativeness of the national gaakd
that it “significantly contributes to the vast area of virgin forests on the steep dissected eastern facing slopes of the
Paparoa RangeComplete vegetation sequences are present from lower mixed podocarp beech forests slopes to
montane beechforest, and subalpingussock grassland screes and cushion bdygs

| recommend thatthese comments areot accepted My conclusion is that the natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed ecological area classificatigag. indigenousforested areahigh level of predicted
naturalness,numerous small streams across a range of altitudes and alpine tarns above 1200 m above seg, Evetlthe
points raised do not justify overturning the notified intention This recommendation is further supported by the contiguous
boundary with both the Saxtonand Otututu Ecological Aress.

General (Allowed)

1 A submitter recommended adihg the area to Paparoa National Park without providing further justificatian

| recommend that these commentss 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)

1 One submission opposed reclassification as an ecological area on the grounds that, though it does not prohibit
mining, it adds extra restrictions with consequermntegative economic impacts suggesting that retaining the land in
stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing
commercialactivities such as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis.



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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters were concerned with ensuring thainy reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing and
gamebird hunting.

| recommend thatthese comments argot 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 activitiegbauthorised (e.g. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of suchactivities involves a separate decisioimaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.



MAW_o02 - Big River — 2806569

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

Big River MAW_02_2806569x National Park 6036 22

Big River MAW_02_ 2806569y Stewardship 12 34

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.29%-haarea of indigenous foresadjacent to one end of the Pike Stream Conservation Area and close to the
Saxton/Otututu Ecological Management Unit.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National Park, toreflect the identified values This recommendation has been made in conjunction with
the Pike River Families Group Committee.

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

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal by referring this area to the NZCA for itxonsiderationon the suitability of a
national park classification in accordance with the relevant policy and procedures, including Policy 6 of the
General Policy for National Park&nd Section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,97&ubmissions made using a Forest and Bird template.



National Park - MAW 02 2806569x

Support
Climate Change and NaturaHazards(Allowed)

1 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

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering th@eedfor climate mitigation. Classification as national park will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to ‘natural

resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives atay live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 There was support for adding close or adjoining conservation areas to the Paparoa National Park on the grounds
that these areas hold similar ecological, geographicahd landscape values, and would enhancennectivity or
buffer the existing national park(e.g. “This will provide a continuous corridor for niche colonisation of fauria
“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/egetation patterns and diversity in these areas would similarly
add to the continuity and representativeness of theational park”, “based on ecological and scenic values that are
similar to adjoining national parks”, “provide additional habitat for rare and threatened species to move through
the landscape”, “Paparoa National Park has unique flora and fauna and should be extended to preserve this
valuable area”).

1 Submitters,who supportedthe proposed national park investigation, cited thathte current land classification
delineations are “historic and arbitrary” and “not informed by ecological and landscape principles”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; bwland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest
ecosysten). The proximity of the Paparoa National Parkurther supports your notified intention to refer this area to the
NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national park noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”. However,
they viewed maximum protection of the naturabalues as paramount, and suggestetiat 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 preser
and protected

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

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



General (Allowed)

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

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed support for all extensions to Paparoa National Park, commenting that “The expansion of the
Paparoa National Park in general will be of great value to the tourism industry in this arg¥éith 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 occupatitins

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

1 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 wereot allowed in areaswith high
natural values

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 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 protéion of natural values Restrictions on dog walking were raised
specifically by a West Coast resident

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

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



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

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

1 One submitter recommended ecological area classification, describing the agesisolated from the national park
and of “only moderate value”.

1 Submissions opposedll recommended reclassification as national paykescribing the land as “not so unique or
scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AciThey recommended reclassification as
a conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation reserve to ensure sufficient protection in areas
where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted Although areas of modification ma be present my assessmernis that
the natural resources described in the CV{e.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; lowland
indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest ecosyst@iustify 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)

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

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

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated 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 withmtiding
further justification.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to the proposed national park classification as being “too restrictive” (e.g. “tying
even more land up in restrictive legislation”), or negatively affecting potential economic benefits derived from
mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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



1 Submissions expressed the view that national park classification does not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predatorsdg. “national parks are badly run and full of cats, rats, stoats, possums, goats and
deer so no protection there”).

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

General (Allowed)

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

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

Retain in Stewardship - MAW_02_2806569y

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)

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

1 Submissions suggested that areas “must remain as stewardship land pending conservation law reform to create

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

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

General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

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



Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that “the ecological significance of this area is too valuable to be left to Stewardship
governance’.

1 A submitter recommended that all conservation areas should be given a classification consistent with adjoining
conservation land, suggesting that even if area not have national park values, this approach wouliiffer and
protect the natural and freshwater values of the existing park, support restoration, and streamline management

1 A submission advocated for national park reclassification “based upon ecological and scenic values that are similar
to adjoining national parks’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; lowland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest
ecosystem) The proximity of the Paparoa National Parkurther supports your notified intention to refer this area to the
NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a national park addition.

1 Ecological area was recommended, with the submitter noting that the conservation aie&olated from the
national park and of “only moderate valué.

I recommend thatthese comments areot accepted Although areas of modification mg be present my assessmens that
the natural resources described in the CV{.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; lowland
indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest ecosystenustify 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 othe Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassification, but advocated for Mana Whenua to have free
access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, describing this as
aligning with Section 4 of the NationaParks Act, and for conservation principles to be carried out in an
“established collegial co-governance mannet. One submitter stated that “National Park status does not as it
stands, prevent customary relationship of an iwi with the whenuwehich the current reviewof GP reflects (...)

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

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

1 One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where the area had not been identified as holding
site-specific values to Ngai Tahu.

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

opportunity to explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including the NZCA’s consideration as to what giving
effect to Treaty principles may require

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressegreference for reclassification as national park anédr “maximum protection across all
stewardship land, without providing further justification, or due to the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

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



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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

1 It was suggested that the land instead be “disposed of or become incorporated into one of the park categories”.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised.(under a hunting permix
where consistent with preserviéion of the conservation values present.

General (Allowed)

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

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

10



MAW _o02 — Pike Stream — 3446390

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

Pike Stream MAW_02_3446390a National Park 6040 23

Pike Stream MAW_02_3446390b Stewardship 14 37

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 70.22®-hariver terrace including parts of Logburn Road and indigenous forest is adjacent to the Saxton/Otututu
Ecological Management Unit and a moderate example of regeneratipgdocarp/beechforest on terraces in the Maimai
Ecological District. There is currently little facility or recreation other than hunting, but thé’ike Stream Conservation
Area will provide public access to the Pike River Mine memorial site and Pike29 Memorial Track once the redevelopn
is complete Once open, the road will also provide good access to Pike River for whitewater kayaKeris land, including
the main access road into Pike Valley, was surrendered to the Department via Solid Energy as part acidbess
arrangement agreementhat they inherited from the failed Pike River Coal Compangome small parts of this roadway
form part of this parcel, and pwer infrastructure remains close to the road

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National Park, toreflect theidentified values. This recommendation has been made in conjunction with
the Pike River Families Group Committee.

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

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal by referring this area to the NZCA for itxonsiderationon the suitability of a
national park classification in accordance with the relevant policy and procedures, including Policy 6 of the
General Policy for National Park&nd Section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987

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

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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Referring this area to the NZCA for their consideration provides an opportunity for the NZCA to further assess the
natural and historic resources present, and explore specific Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including their
consideration as to what giing effect to Treaty principles may require.

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

National Park - MAW _02_3446390a

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter who described themselves as a whitewater paddler stated that “road access to this stream makes this
block worthy of addition to the Paparoa National Park first paddled this streamway back in 1975

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments hold merit under the Conservation Act as they support
promotion of recreationthat is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and historic resources presednder a
national park classification “the public shall have freedom of entry and access” subject to restrictions “necessary for the
preservation of the native plants and animals or for the welfare in general of the parks” (National Parks Act 1980, s. 4(2){e)

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 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

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resourcggesent is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€Classification as national park will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to ‘natural

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

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that adding the river terrace of Pike River and Big River to the Paparoa National Park will
provide for the regeneration opodocarp/beechforest and greater protection for the area.

1 There was support for adding close or adjoining conservation areas to the Paparoa National Park on the grounds
that these areas hold similar ecological, geographicahd landscape values, and would enhancennectivity or
buffer the existing national park(e.g. “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 valu¥ggetation patterns
and diversity in these areas would similarly add to the contintyi and representativeness of thaational park”,

“based on ecological and scenic values that are similar to adjoiningational parks”, “provide additional habitat for
rare and threatened species to move throughe landscape”, “Paparoa National Park has unique flora and fauna
and should be extended to preserve this valuable area”).

1 Submitters, who supported the proposed national park investigation, cited that the current land classification
delineations are “historic and arbitrary” and “not informed by ecological and landscape principles”.

1 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.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant consideration The natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; lowland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest
ecosystem) The proximity of the Paparoa National Parkurther 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)

1 Submissions in support of national park noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”. However,
they viewed maximum protection of the naturabalues as paramount, and suggestetat 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 preser
and protected

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

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

General (Allowed)

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

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter expressed support for all extensions to Paparoa National Park, commenting that “The expansion of the
Paparoa National Park in general will be of great value to the tourism industry in this argéith 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 occupatitins

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

1 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 wereot allowed in areaswith high
natural values

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter queried the lack of “terms of reference for Mana Whenua and its method of decision-making”, raising
concern “that commercial concerns could take precedence over protecting the natural values”. They suggested that
“Mana Whenua concerns regarding national parks should have been resolved prior to the reclassification project”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 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 protéion of natural values Restrictions on dog walking were raised
specifically by a West Coast resident

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

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

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

1 One submitter recommended ecological area classification, describing the arsisolated from the national park
and of “only moderate value”.

1 Submissions opposedll recommended reclassification as national payKescribing the land as “not so unique or
scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AciThey recommended reclassification as
a conservation park, or suggested a scenic reserve or recreation reserve to ensure sufficient protection in areas
where there is potential risk of damaging activities such as mining.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted Although areas of modification may be presenimy assessmerit that

the natural resources described in the CVR.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; 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)

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

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

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated general opposition to national park classification, stated support for leaving the land in
stewardship, or expressed support for the recommendations made by the Mana Whenua Panel without providing
further justification.

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

1 Submissions expressed opposition to the proposed national park classification as being “too restrictive” (e.g. “tying
even more land up in restrictive legislation”), or negatively affecting potential economic benefits derived from
mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested that due to theestrictive nature of national park status, reclassification should only occur
after “extensive consultation and agreement with thivcal 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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

1 Submissions expressed the view that national park classification does not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predatorsdg. “national parks are badly run and full of cats, rats, stoats, possums, goats and
deer so no protection there”).

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

No Opinion/Position Stated
General(Allowed)

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

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

Retain in Stewardship - MAW_02_3446390b

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

Support
Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

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

9 Submissions suggested that areas “must remain as stewardship land pending conservation law reform to create
more appropriate forms of protected area classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective”.

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

General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters 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 lafke potential loss
of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction
and site rehabilitation It was argued that the assessment should consider “minerals prospectivity and other
economic, social, and cultural consideratioris

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

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter recommended that all conservation areas should be given a classification consistent with adjoining
conservation land, suggesting that even if area not have national park values, this approach wouliiffer and
protect the natural and freshwater values of the existing park, support restoration, and streamline management

9 A submission advocated for national park reclassification “based upon ecological and scenic values that are similar
to adjoining national parks'.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; lowland indigenous forest, part of a much larger forest
ecosystem) The proximity of the Paparoa National Parkurther supports your notified intention to refer this area to the
NZCA for its recommendatian as to thesuitability of a national park addition.

1 Ecological area was recommended, with the submitter noting that the conservation aie&olated from the
national park and of “only moderate valué.

I recommend thatthese comments areot accepted Although areas of modification may be presenimy assessmenis that

the natural resources described in the CV{.g.a moderate example of regeneratingodocarp/beechforest; 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)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassification, but advocated for Mana Whenua to have free
access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional, historical, and customary purposes, describing this as
aligning with Section 4 of the NationaParks Act, and for conservation principles to be carried out in an
“established collegial co-governance mannef.

1 One submitter stated that “National Park status does not as it stands, prevent customary relationship of an iwi with
the whenuawhich the current reviewof GP reflects (...) Statutory acknowledgements and hohoangasites can be
excluded fromNational Park status but should not remain as stewardsHip

1 A submission argued that “an area with high conservation values should be reclassified to reflect that value”, and
that the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation “goes beyond the obligation to give effect to the Treaty of
Waitangi”.
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1 One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where the area had not been identified as holding
site-specific values to Ngai Tahu.

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

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expresseg@reference for reclassification as national park anfdr “maximum protection across all
stewardship land, without providing further justification, or due to the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

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

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

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

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

9 Submissions expressed concern about “major inconsistencies and contradictions” in the reclassification process,
noting that some high value conservation land has not been recommended feclassification as national parkor
objecting to the “blanket ban” on additions to national parks.

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

No Opinion

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised whlpports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised.(under a hunting permit
where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present.
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General (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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MAW_ 03 — Big River — 2806779

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

Big River MAW_03_2806779c Local Purpose(River Neutral 7 12
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1.57%haarea of pasture or grazing with some trees close to another Big River Conservation Ak&altiple grazing
concessions are in place for the MAW_03 assessment area.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local purpose (river conservation) reservég reflect the identified values.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

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

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_03_2806779c
Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate 4.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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 ecologicbprocesses and dynamics under climate change, nor
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).
Submissionsproposedgovernment purpose ¢limate mitigation) reserveor government purpose (river floodplain)
reserveas possible classifications

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation e.g. “These values andutcomes are realisegbrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protecteid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the naturahlues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development.

Submissions suggested a review @l local purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 representingr allowing forimportant river conservation values,
including natural river processesand ecological valueg“l 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 outstandingtural ecological
processes).

A submission also noted that there areestoration opportunities for the site (“retention of good opportunities for
restoration of depleted indigenous ecosysteth

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classification providessufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present

il

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 allowHtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservgscenic reserve,
ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutriergejernment
purpose (river floodplain) reserveor wildlife management area or reserve
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appropgia

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendatioss “inappropriate”, stating that it givesno greater protection than
current stewardship status

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

Pemissions, Economid~actorsand Land Use(Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended ending all grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use

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

margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work.
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MAW_o03 — Big River — 2806780

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

Big River MAW_03_2806780d | Local Purpose (River Neutral 7 12
Conservation) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 45.28-haarea of partly active riverbed and partly forested low river terraces adjacent to Big Rividre assessment areg
is part of a dynamic river system including active riverbed and indigenous foresflultiple grazing concessions are in
place for this assessment are®ccasional hunting and fishing.

Panel Recommendations

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

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_03_2806780d
Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate 4.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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 ecologicbprocesses and dynamics under climate change, nor
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).
Submissionsproposedgovernment purpose ¢limate mitigation) reserveor government purpose (river floodplain)
reserveas possible classifications

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation e.g. “These values andutcomes are realisegbrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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 wilhtmected.
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protecteid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natirvalues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development

Submissions suggested a review @l local purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 riveonservation values,
including natural river processesand ecological values (“I submit that these recommendations do not give
consideration (active or not)nhor effect to the veryhigh 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 restoratiaspportunities for the site (“retention of good opportunities for
restoration of depleted indigenous ecosysteth

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

il

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 allowHtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservgScenic reserve,
ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutriergejernment
purpose (river floodplain) reserveor wildlife management area or reserve
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appropgia

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendatioss “inappropriate”, stating that it givesno greater protection than
current stewardship status

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

Permissions, Economid-actorsand Land Use(Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended ending all grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use

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

margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions wereconcerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work.
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MAW_o03 - Big River — 2806785

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

Big River MAW_03 2806785e National Park 6042 21

Big River MAW_03 2806785f Stewardship 13 40

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 23.4406ha area of partly active riverbed and partly forested low river terraces adjacent to Big Riltes adjacent to the
Saxton/Otututu Ecological Management Unit with a section of Logburn Road passing through which will provide acceg
to the Pike River Amenity Area and the Pike29 Memorial Track/Paparoa Tradie area is part of a dynamic river
system including active riverbed and indigenous foresMultiple grazing concessions are in place for this assessment
area Occasional hunting and fishing.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:National Park, torationalise the boundary of Paparoa National Park and improve landscape continuity
This area is contiguous with Paparoa National Park and sharesmplementary conservation values.

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

alienates Ngai Tahu from their ancestral lands.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal by referring this area to the NZCA for itxonsiderationon the suitability of a
national park classification in accordance with the relevant policy and procedures, including Policy 6 of the
General Policy for National Parkaand Section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987

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

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

the Ngai Tahu takiwa as “the addition of land to national parks will not give effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi (as required by section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987) as it alienates Ngai Tahu from our ancestral lands”.

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

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

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

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

" This figure includes 5,976 submissions made using a Forest and Bird template.
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National Park - MAW_ 03 2806785e

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 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

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification as national park will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to ‘natural

resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives atay live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 There was support for adding close or adjoining conservation areas to the Paparoa National Park on the grounds
that these areas hold similar ecological, geographicahd landscape values, and would enhancennectivity or
buffer the existing national park(e.g. “The inclusion of this riparian habitat into the N Park will ensure ecological
connectivity from the Grey RiverMawheranui into the national park”, “They include more of the complex geology
and landforms of the Paparoa Range and its adjoining lowlasithan 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 theational park”, “based on ecological and scenic values that are similar to adjoining
national parks”, “provide additional habitat for rare and threatened species to move throudghe landscape”,
“Paparoa National Park has unique flora and fauna and should be extended to preserve this valuable area”).

1 A submitter supported national park based on the “rarity of forested islands in the riverbed”, and recommended
that the grazing licencesshould not be renewed when they expire to allow for restoration

1 Submitters, who supported the proposed national park investigation, cited that the current land classification
delineations are “historic and arbitrary” and “not informed by ecological and landscape principles”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.part of a dynamic river system including active riverbed and indigenous foré@siThe proximity of the Paparoa National
Park further supports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitabilityaof
national park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of national park noted a desire to “see the concerns of mana whenua addressed”. However,
they viewed maximum protection of the naturabalues as paramount, and suggestetiat 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 preser
and protected

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

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

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

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed support for all extensions to Paparoa National Park, commenting that “The expansion of the
Paparoa National Park in general will be of great value to the tourism industry in this arg¥éith 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 occupatitins

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

1 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 wereot allowed in areaswith high
natural values

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

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

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

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

1 Submissions opposedll recommended reclassification as national paykescribing the land as “not so unique or
scientifically important to meet the standard set by the National Parks AcfThey 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.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted Although areas of modification may be presenimy assessmerit that
the natural resources described in the CVR.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 additidrhis is
further supported by the proximity of the Paparoa National Park.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

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

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated 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 thatthese comments areot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed the change in status based on concerns this would affect existing concessions, natamgpus
grazing licencesin the area

1 Submissions expressed opposition to the proposed national park classification as being “too restrictive” (e.g. “tying
even more land up in restrictive legislation”), or negatively affecting potential economic benefits derived from
mineral resource extractionThey argued that this would not be in the best interests of the public.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 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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1 Submissions expressed the view that national park classification does not equate to effective protection from
introduced pests or predatorsdg. “national parks are badly run and full of cats, rats, stoats, possums, goats and
deer so no protection there”).

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

General (Allowed)

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

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

Retain in Stewardship - MAW_03_2806785f

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)

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

1 Submissions suggested that areas “must remain as stewardship land pending conservation law reform to create
more appropriate forms of protected area classifications from a Ngai Tahu perspective”.

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

General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter in support expressed concern that change in status would affect permissions, noting the existence of
various grazing concessions

1 Submittersstated 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 lafde potential loss
of opportunities resulting from these restrictions was seen as damaging, particularly in terms of mineral extraction
and site rehabilitation It was argued that the assessment should consider “minerals prospectivity and other
economic, social, and cultural consideratioris

1 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these classifications provide “more than adequate legal protection”.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed preference for national paclassification, based orsimilar values(e.g.“Big River has
similar geological, flora and fauna as the adjacent Paparoa National Park and should also be included as a National
Park’.

1 A submitter recommended that all conservation areas should be given a classification consistent with adjoining
conservation land, suggesting that even if area not have national park values, this approach wouliiffer and
protect the natural and freshwater values of the existing park, support restoration, and streamline management

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationThe natural resources identified by submitters are consistent with those described in the CVR
(e.g.part of a dynamic river system including active riverbed and indigenous foresflhe proximity of the Paparoa National
Park furthersupports your notified intention to refer this area to the NZCA for its recommendation as to the suitability of a
national park addition.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed a preference for national park reclassificattonprotect the natural values, but suggested
that this classification could still allow forcustomary use and relationshipse(g. “l 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 spetie

1 One submitteradvocated for Mana Whenua to have free access and use of national parks for cultural, traditional,
historical, and customary purposes, describing this as aligning wiection 4 of the NationaParks Act, and for
conservation principles to be carried out in an “established collegial co-governance mannet. Another stated
“National Park status does not as it stands, prevent customary relationship of an iwi with the whenua which the
current review of GP reflects (...) Statutory acknowledgements and nohoangasites can be excluded from National
Park status but should not remain as stewardsHip

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

1 One submission argued against retaining land as stewardship where theea had not been identified as holding
site-specific values to Ngai Tahu. It was suggested that “the issue of Mana Whenua kaitiaki rights and
responsibilities needs to be addressed separately during the impending conservation law reform, at a highertevel

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

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expresseg@reference for reclassification as national park anfdr “maximum protection across all
stewardship land, without providing further justification, or due to the land’s “high cultural conservation value”.

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

1 Submissions opposed retaining land in stewardship, describing it as a "meaningless recommenddtion
1 One submission suggested reclassification as either scenic reserve or conservation park is preferable to retaining
the land in stewardship
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| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised for further consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

1 Submitters expressed concern thaetaining 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
impacts of those industries”).

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

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

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments areot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant todecision-making on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised.(under a hunting permit
where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 A submitter recommended resolving potential amendments to the National Parks Act as a priority so there is “no
need to retain land in stewardship in the meantinfe

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

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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MAW_04 — Grey River/Mawheranui and Rough River — 2806491

Protected Area Recommendation National Panell Mana WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation
Grey River/ Mawheranui | MAW_04_2806491g| Local Purpose (River | Neutral 7 11
and Rough River Conservation)
Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 9.111%a area of primarily forested land surrounded by farmland and grazing in the Grey River/Mawheranui valley.
Game bird hunting may occur.

PanelRecommendations

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

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_04_2806491g
Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that they assumed there would be no grazing concessions permitted in the local purpose
reserve
1 One submission supported the:lassification but noted that it “should not affect any existing permissions.

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

32



Oppose

Climate Changeand Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate €.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).

A submission proposedgovernment purpose €¢limate mitigation) reserveasa possible classification

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation €.g. “These values anautcomes are realisegrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1

Submissions opposed the recommendation on the basis that therpose 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
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be proteckeid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the naturahlues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development

Submissions suggested a review @l local purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 representingr allowing forimportant river conservation values,
including natural river processesand ecological valueg“depleted ecosystems in relatively good condition”, “l

submit that these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natdr effect to the veryhigh and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the
unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological processes.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the naotified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

|l

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 allowBtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land,government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservgscenic reserve,
ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife
management area or reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more appropeia
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General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economid-actorsand Land Use(Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended endingr rationalising grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use

1 Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their
margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

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

1 Submissions wereconcerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting
1 A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a frélowing unmodified state, and in particular that
the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversiohs

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification providesinsufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resources
described, or if another classification may be more appropriate.

Permissions, Economid-actorsand Land Use(Not Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted thecurrent concession system to continue being used

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW_04 — Grey River/Mawheranui — 2806787

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

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP P
Grey River/ MAW_04 2806787h| Local Purpose (River Neutral 8 11
Mawheranui Conservation) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 47.63B-ha area of land covering active riverbeds and adjacent terraces in the Giyer/Mawheranui valley. The area
provides different types of important habitat for native invertebrate and fish specigSoncessions exist foeasements
and grazing licences, while jetboatingtrout and game bird hunting may occur.

Panel Recommendations

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

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_04_2806787h
Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that they assumed there would be no grazing concessions permitted in the local purpose
reserve
1 One submission supported the:lassification but noted that it “should not affect any existing permissions.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate 4.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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 ecologicbprocesses and dynamics under climate change, nor
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).
Submissionsproposedgovernment purpose ¢limate mitigation) reserveor government purpose (river floodplain)
reserveas possible classifications

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation e.g. “These values andutcomes are realisegbrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protecteid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the naturahlues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development

Submissions suggested a review @l local purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 representingr allowing forimportant river conservation values
including natural river processeshighlight ing the ecological valuespresentand opportunities for restoration(e.g.
“naturally uncommon ecosystems including dunes and wetlands, “I submit that these recommendations do not
give consideration (active or nothor effect to the veryhigh and nationally important natural conservation values
of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and the unfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological
processes).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the natified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

|l

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 allowHtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land,government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservgscenic reserve,
ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife
management area or reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more approfeia
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General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended endingr rationalising grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use

1 Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their
margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

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

I Submissions were concerned with ensuring that amgclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting
1 A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a frélewing unmodified state, and in particular that
the conservationclassification does not allow for dams or flow diversioris

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UsB @t Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used
As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW_04 — Grey River/Mawheranui — 2806788

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

Grey River/ MAW_04_2806788i Local Purpose (River Neutral 8 11

Mawheranui Conservation) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 49.138-ha area of land covering active riverbeds anddjacent terraces in the Grey River/Mawheranui valley. The area
provides different types of important habitat for native invertebrate and fish specigSoncessions exist foeasements
and grazing licences, while jetboatingtrout and game bird hunting may occur.

Panel Recommendations

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

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_04_2806788i
Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that they assumed there would be no grazing concessions permitted in the local purpose
reserve
1 One submission supported the:lassification but noted that it “should not affect any existing permissions.

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

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate 4.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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 ecologicbprocesses and dynamics under climate change, nor
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).
Submissionsproposedgovernment purpose ¢limate mitigation) reserveor government purpose (river floodplain)
reserveas possible classifications

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation e.g. “These values andutcomes are realisegbrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protecteid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natirvalues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development

Submissions suggested a review of dthcal purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 representingr allowing for important river conservation values,
including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoraticandg.
“naturally uncommon ecosystemsncluding dunes and wetlands”, “I submit that these recommendations do not
give consideration (active or nothor effect to the veryhigh and nationally important natural conservation values
of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and thumfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological
processes).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the natified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

|l

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 allowHtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land,government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservggovernment
purpose (river floodplain) reservescenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting
ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more approfeia
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General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended endingr rationalising grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (NoAllowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use.

1 Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their
margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

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

1 Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting.
1 A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification providesinsufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resources
described, or if another classification may be more appropriatény limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a frélewing unmodified state, and in particular that
the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversiohs

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW_04 — Grey River/Mawheranui — 2806811

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

Grey River/ MAW_04_2806811j Local Purpose (River Neutral 8 11

Mawheranui Conservation) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 11.359%a area of land covering active riverbeds and adjacent terraces in the Grey River/Mawheranui valley with
some parts having been integrated into neighbouring farm3he area provides different types of important habitat for
native invertebrate and fish speciesConcessions exist foeasements and grazing licences, while jetboatintrout and
game bird hunting may occur.

Panel Recommendations

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

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U0 Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof local purpose (river conservation)

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_04_2806811j
Support

General (Allowed)

I Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that they assumed there would be no grazing concessions permitted in the local purpose
reserve
1 One submission supported the:lassification but noted that it “should not affect any existing permission&.

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

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate 4.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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 ecologicbprocesses and dynamics under climate change, nor
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).
Submissionsproposedgovernment purpose ¢limate mitigation) reserveor government purpose (river floodplain)
reserveas possible classifications

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation e.g. “These values andutcomes are realisegbrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protecteid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natirvalues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development

Submissions suggested a review of dthcal purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 representingr allowing for important river conservation values,
including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoraticandg.
“naturally uncommon ecosystemsncluding dunes and wetlands”, “I submit that these recommendations do not
give consideration (active or nothor effect to the veryhigh and nationally important natural conservation values
of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and thumfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological
processes).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the natified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

|l

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 allowHtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land,government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservggovernment
purpose (river floodplain) reservescenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting
ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more approfeia
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General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended endingr rationalising grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use

1 Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their
margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

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

1 Submissions were concerned witBnsuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting
1 A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter.

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a frélewing unmodified state, and in particular that
the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flodiversions”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW_04 — Grey River/Mawheranui — 2806812

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

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP P
Grey River/ MAW_04 2806812kl Local Purpose (River Neutral 8 11
Mawheranui Conservation) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 75.28-haarea of land covering active riverbeds and adjacent terraces in the Grey River/Mawheranui valley with some
parts having been integrated into neighbouring farmsThe area provides different types of important habitat for native
invertebrate and fish speciesConcessions exist foeasements and grazing licences, while jetboatingout and game bird
hunting may occur.

Panel Recommendations

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

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_04_2806812k
Support

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that they assumed there would be no grazing concessions permitted in the local purpose
reserve
1 One submission supported the:lassification but noted that it “should not affect any existing permissions.

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

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate 4.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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 ecologicbprocesses and dynamics under climate change, nor
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).
Submissionsproposedgovernment purpose ¢limate mitigation) reserveor government purpose (river floodplain)
reserveas possible classifications

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation e.g. “These values andutcomes are realisegbrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protecteid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the natirvalues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development

Submissions suggested a review @l local purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 representingr allowing for important river conservation values,
including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoraticandg.
“naturally uncommon ecosystemsncluding dunes and wetlands”, “I submit that these recommendations do not
give consideration (active or nothor effect to the veryhigh and nationally important natural conservation values
of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and thumfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological
processes).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the natified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

|l

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 allowHtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land,government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservggovernment
purpose (river floodplain) reservescenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting
ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more approfeia
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General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended endingr rationalising grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed theclassification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use

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

margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

No Opinion/Position Not Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting.
1 A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the riversrigintained or improved, including by helicopter.

| recommend thatthese comments areot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte. Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a frélewing unmodified state, and in particular that
the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversichs

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW _04 — Rough River — 2806820

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

Rough River MAW_04_2806820I Local Purpose (River Neutral 7 11
Conservation) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 11.359-ha area of land covering active riverbeds and adjacent terraces in the Grey River/Mawheranui valley with
some parts havingbeen integrated into neighbouring farmsThe area provides different types of important habitat for
native invertebrate and fish speciesConcessions 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, teflect the identified values.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U0 Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof local purpose (river conservation)

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ 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 principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

Rationale:Further policy work by the Department is required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management 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.

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - MAW_04_2806820l
Support

General (Allowed)

I Submissions stated their agreement igeneral terms withoutproviding further justification, or expressed their
preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possiblassification, based orits “cultural
conservation valué.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that they assumed there would be no grazing concessions permitted in the local purpose
reserve
1 One submission supported the:lassification but noted that it “should not affect any existing permission&.

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

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

ll

Submissions opposed the classificatioon the basis that it does not consider climate chandgmpacts and

mitigation opportunities, including carbon sequestration and floodplain buffering, suggesting other classifications
would be more appropriate 4.g. “these recommendations do not give consideration (active or natpr 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 ecologicbprocesses and dynamics under climate change, nor
nationally important conservation outcomes that could be achieved in the future”).
Submissionsproposedgovernment purpose ¢limate mitigation) reserveor government purpose (river floodplain)
reserveas possible classifications

Submissions recommended an ecosystem or catchment based approticthe classification of riverbeds, to build
resilience forhabitats and climate mitigation e.g. “These values andutcomes are realisegbrincipally in allowing
the land to move and evolve without obstruction or modification, and in allowing natural vegetation regeneration,
and also better realisedf rivers and coasts are administered as whole systems”).

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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
Submissions raised concerns that the recommended classification would maintain the status quo or “business as
usual”, and allow activities such as grazing or modification to occure(g. “Forest & Bird opposes the reclassification
of land parcelsthat Include riverbeds or river margins held as stewardship land td°R (River Conservation)
recommendationsunless the purpose can clearly set out how the freshwater values will be protecteid entirely
unclear if such a reserve would properly protect the naturahlues”, “l cannot support most of the local purpose
reserves without greater clarity of purpose”).

It was stated that otheexamples of local purposeeservesheld for river conservation(e.g.In the Rangitata River in
Canterbury), have demonstratethat the classification does not ensure river margins/corridors or freshwater
values will be protected from inappropriate use or development

Submissions suggested a review @l local purpose (river conservation) reserveecommendations, 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 representingr allowing for important river conservation values,
including natural river processes, highlighting the ecological values present and opportunities for restoraticandg.
“naturally uncommon ecosystemsncluding dunes and wetlands”, “I submit that these recommendations do not
give consideration (active or nothor effect to the veryhigh and nationally important natural conservation values
of the rivers, which include the rivers themselves, and thumfolding of nationally outstanding natural ecological
processes).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of theotified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.

|l

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 allowHtkese included a status consistent with
adjacent or nearby publicconservation land,government purpose Te Mana o Te Wai) reservggovernment
purpose (river floodplain) reservescenic reserve, ecological area (to recognise the role of water in connecting
ecosystems and delivering nutrients), or wildlife management area or reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the
natural resources described, or if another classification may be more approfeia
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General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions recommended endingr rationalising grazing licences within river margins
1 A submission opposed the classification due to concern it would affect existing permissions and river activities

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Concerns were raised that the area may be vested to an authority which would not effectively manage the area to
protect the natural values or that would not have conservation as its core focus, leading to “local interpretations of
river conservation” and allowing inappropriate use

1 Submissions suggested that government agencies are not adequately managing and protecting riverbeds and their
margins, and that this process “creates an opportunity for more responsible management”.

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

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

1 Submissions were concerned with ensuring that any reclassification provides explicitly for access, sports fishing
and gamebird hunting.
1 A submitter wanted to ensure that access to the rivers is maintained or improved, including by helicopter.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resousce
described, or if another classification may be more appropte.Any limits on public access will be determined as part of

any future policy work.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that "rivers are maintained in a frélewing unmodified state, and in particular that

the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter wanted the current concession system to continue being used

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW _o05 — Paparoa Forest — 2806786

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Paparoa Forest | MAW_05_2806786m Ecological Area Neutral 22 6

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 99.2941-ha areamade up of two parcels with a high level of representativenesghich includes intact indigenous forest
and wetlands The northeastern end of the parcel is a listed current wetlatigiat is approximately 38 hain extent, whereas
historically, wetland covered over half this parcelt is an important part of the wider indigenous forest matrix and a
buffer between the ecological area and developed farmlar@bncessions include grazing and an easemeiaind
occasional hunting is the only other likely use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Ecological areato reflect the identified values, rationalise the boundary of the existing Otututu
Ecological Area and improve landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holdingmerit supported thenotified classification,
suggestingit offers sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriatelypromote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.intact indigenous forest and wetlandsand provide consistency with theDtututu
Ecological Area

Ecological Area - MAW_05_2806786m
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

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

this outcome The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to ‘natural

resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives ormay live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a

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

1 Submitterssupported the addition to Otututu Ecological Area on the groundthat it will “provide for landscape
continuity, and it is noted in the technical assessment the values are indistinguishable from the Otututénother
referenced the “very high ecological values very similar to the existing national parks” that “deserve protection”.

| recommend these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which are consistent with those described in the CVahd my view is that the proposed classificatiorwill appropriately
promote their protection and preservation and provide consistency with tHetututu Ecological Area.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications

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

1 Submissions expressed a general preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible
classification, based ornits “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1  One submitter commented “Grazing on riverbed?

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

Oppose
Permissions Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposedthe recommendationdue to concern that change in status or disposal will affect the existing
concessions, notingaright of way easement over Bha and agrazing licence over 39.8ha of Otututu/Rough
River.

1 One submission opposed reclassification as an ecological area on the grounds that, though it does not prohibit
mining, it adds extra restrictions with consequemntegative economic impacts suggesting that retaining the land in
stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing
commercialactivities such as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports

51



reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit-public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised.(under a hunting permit
where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present.
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MAW _06 — Waipuna Clarke River — 2806492

Protected Area Recommendation 1D Netions! Panel- Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Waipuna Clarke River | MAW_06_2806492n | Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 11 4

DOC Conservation Values Reporbescription

A 62.998-haremnant of beech/podocarp forest on terraces surrounded by private land on the true left of the Grey/
Mawheranui River, divided by a farm track and with no evident freshwater values. 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), tpreserve the identified ecological values while providing for the potential
recreational use of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reservea).

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change, and reflecting the notable natural resources present

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that the proposed classification will appropriatelypromote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presene.g.remnant beech/podocarp forest

Scenic Reserve (a) - MAW_06_2806492n

Support
Climate Changeand Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification as sceniaeserve will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredincluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to ‘natural

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

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed support for the recommendation, stating that the area has “an important role providing
connectivity and is a land type that has been substantially depleted within the atea

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the natural resources identified in these comments are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidfinder a scenic reserve classification “indigenous
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flora and fauna, ecological associations, and natural environment and beauty shall as far as possible be preserved”
(Reserves Act 1977, s. 19(2)(a)
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications

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

1 Submissions expressed a general preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible
classification, based onits “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of theapecific 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)

1 One submission opposedeclassification as scenic reserve otime grounds that, though it does not prohibit mining,
it adds extra restrictions with consequentegative economic impacts suggesting that retaining the land in
stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing
commercialactivities such as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments argot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activitiebauthorised (e.g. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that somectivities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionsufficient 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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MAW _07 — Orwell Creek — 2806798

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Nzl Panell Il Whenua_PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Orwell Creek MAW_07_28067980 | Disposal Disposal 8 30

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.832-haisolated triangular piece of Orwell RiverbedThis parcel is very small, and although it covers a reach of
Orwell Creek, the surrounding land is highlymodified farmland. There is about 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 créeis difficult to
access and has no tracks or facilitieAn easement concession existdlo heritage values are known.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Disposal,asthis area consists almost entirely of developed pasture and exotic riparian vegetatiamd is
of very low conservation value

Mana Whenua PanelThe Mana Whenua Panel supports the recommendation of the Western South Island National
Panel

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionghose submissionsaccepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where there are no conservation values remaininglso accepted were comments noting that this was
outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana WhenuaPanel hassupported the proposed disposal investigatiorsupported
by submissions from Treaty partneprganisations.

The Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

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

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

Rationale:My assessment is thathe stewardship area is of low conservation value, and warrants further investigatem
to the suitability of disposal

Disposal - MAW_07_28067980

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted The land consists primarily of modified pasturge.g.rough pasture and
riparian willow vegetation)and holds low conservation values, supporting a disposal investigatidmote that any parts of
the area identified to have substantive natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative
disposal tests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, and
fulfil obligations under the Treaty d Waitangi.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted The modified nature of the stewardship area (e.gugh pasture and
riparian willow vegetation) justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of dispos&lnote that
the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed disposal investigation

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general suppontithout providing further justification.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Itwas noted that disposals only form 0.01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process
1 A submitter recommended that the site should bassessed to ensure any remaining ecological and hydrological
values are adequately buffered and linked, and that opportunities for land exchange should be investigated

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

1 One submitternoted thatthe movement of the rivercould affect access, and thaiparian access via marginal strips
is not guaranteed

9 Submitters requested that “appropriate mechanisms are used to 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, akcreation access, to “ensure public access is retained in perpetuity

| recommendthese comments ar@ot accepted The areadoes notprovide practical accesgo the river from road or public
conservation land(e.g.the CVR stateghat it is difficult to access as it is surroundedy freehold land)and there are no
reported recreational uss. Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigatiomwill trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will secur@ngoing public access along the riparian corridor.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if
modified/pasture, offers potential for climate change mitigation and adaptiofe.g.opportunities for flood/erosion
buffering, or allowing room for natural riverprocesses, “areas are S0 important for communities that they need to
be kept by DOC for climate mitigation, not disposed of”).

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

1 Submitters also argued that modified land could be retained and restored to support carbon sequestrat#ng. (
“Disposal will forgo future carbon sequestration and climate mitigation on these lands”).

1 Submitters who wanted the land retained for climate change mitigation or adaptatiomostly did not recommend a
specific classification, while oneecommended scenic reserve or ecological reserve

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The small size of the areats highly modified nature (rough pasture
and willow), and its landscape context (surroundelay modified farmland) limit the effectiveness of restoration for carbon
sequestration | note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters opposed disposal, noting that this land “covers an area of creek, and should be retained for its ability to
be a riparian strip in this highly modified environment. They recommended local purpose (river conservation for
ecological reasons) reserve.

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land on the grounds that even modified areas are

likely to contain some natural values or indigenous speciepificus, carex, efg that areas near forests could easily
revert to a natural state, or that even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem regeneration and
restoration (e.g. “disposal will lose the opportunity for regeneration and restoration”). A “precautionary policy” was
recommended to hold conservation future options open

1 Submissions also recommended “Local purpose (river conservation for ecological reasons) reserve” as an
alternative.

1 A submission recommended that waterways and wetlands would be better protected if adjacent land was retained,

grazing excluded, and restoration/natural succession allowed to occur

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

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

1 A submitter referenced the “very high ecological values very similar to the existing national park” that “deserve
protection”.

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The area’s small size and landscape contexs(irroundedby modified
farmland) limit the effectiveness ofretaining the area forrestoration. The highly modified nature of the arearough pasture
and riparian willow) justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposdlnote that any
potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying
waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 One submission statecho stewardship land should be disposed péxceptto tangata whenua “and only then with
the need to maintain theblock’s cultural, conservation & mahikéai values’.

9 Another submitter stated, “transfer ownership to local iwi”.

I recommend thatthese comments areot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
WhenuaPanel, and any potentiatlisposal of relevant land arisingrom the Departmental investigation will besubject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is
unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’.

General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter opposed disposal due to concern thahange in status or disposal will affect the existing concessions
noting an easement heldor the Reefton to Dobson line.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stipulated that any disposalshould beon the condition thatany waterways are protected by a setback
which is fenced and planted

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The small size of the area, its highly modified nature (rough pasture
and willow), and its landscape context (surrounded by modifiddrmland) limit the effectiveness of restoration for carbon
sequestration | note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of
marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land.

General (Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW _08 — Conservation area, located off Ahaura Kopara Road,
Ahaura — Grey — 3289810

Protected Area Recommendation | National PaneI. Mana Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation| Recommendation

Conservation arealocated off | MAW_08 3289810p| Ecological Area Neutral 12 5

Ahaura Kopara Road, Ahaura

Grey

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 9.90%4-haforested section of glacial outwash adjoining andontiguous with the Granville Ecological Aregwith a
tributary of Orwell Creek passing the base of the hill to the soutfhere is intensive farmland on two sides of the arela
is accessiblewith hunting the only likely recreational use.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Ecological areato reflect the identified values, rationalise the boundary of the existing Granville
Ecological Area and improve landscape continuity.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof ecological area.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holdingmerit supported thenotified classification,
suggestingit offers sufficient protection in the context of climatechange

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification wilappropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g. mixed/podocarp foresthigh levels ofrepresentativeness and naturalnesgind
provide consistency with theGranville Ecological Area.

Ecological Area - MAW_08_3289810p

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the recommendation, notinghat it will “aid in building resilience acting as a buffer to the
farmland that surrounds these areds

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification asan ecological areawill support
this outcome The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations”, in relation to ‘natural

resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives afay live”, and in relation to ‘protection’ of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987, s)2
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed supporgs the area has similar values to the Granville Ecological Area

| recommend ths commentis accepted| agree that thenatural values present willbe appropriately protectedunder the
proposedclassification andit will provide continuity with the adjacentGranville Ecological Area
General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed overall support for the recommendation without providing specific justifications

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

1 Submissions expressed a general preference for stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible
classification, based ornits “high cultural conservation value”.

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

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

1 One submission opposed reclassification as an ecological area on the grounds that, though it does not prohibit
mining, it adds extra restrictions with consequermntegative economic impacts suggesting that retaining the land in
stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowing
commercialactivities such as miningto be considered on a casky-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend thatthese comments ar@ot accepted The submission does not identify how the potential for hunting and
fishing is relevant to decisionmaking on classification of the area, and no new material is raised which supports
reconsideration of the notified classificationlt should be noted that the proposed classification does not prohibit public
access for the proposed activities, or the activities themselves when appropriately authorised (under a hunting permix
where consistent with preservation of the conservation values present.
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MAW _09 — Granville Forest — 2807465

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Granville Forest | MAW_09 2807465q| Tarahanga e Toru Historic| Tarahanga e Toru Historic| 18 108
Reserve Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 19153.6%ha area offorested land on the western side of the Southern Alpkhere is a wide range of avifauna
including whio, roroa/great spotted kiwi, South Island kaka, kea and rock wren. This area is very significant to Poutini

Ngai Tahu for a number of reasons, including ara tawhito (traditional travel routes).

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru}o reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural,
landscape and historic resources, while facilitating publiecreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelHistoric reserve (Tarahanga e Toru) appropriately acknowledges the mana of Ngai Tahu and the
immense cultural significance of the area to Poutini Ngai Tahu.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru)

Summary of accepted submissiongthosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed general support for the
Tarahanga e ToruHistoric Reserve, supported thelassification as reflecting the cultural significance of the area aroted
that the proposed historic reserve is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel, and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.
Also accepted were comments support which noted the recreationabnd ecologicalvalues present

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsandhave signalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship
area, including ara tawhito that were trading routes for pounamu and kai. This trail is the alpine route up the Ahaura
River and over Amuri Pass for a direct route to Kaiapoi Pa, and was favoured by war parties, including Tuhuru. This route
was marked by another tohu whenua, Mihakarewa.

The Mana Whenua Paneindicated thatthis central region of the West Coast is the heart of Poutini Ngai Tahu legends,
customs and traditions centred around pounamhe “historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are
integral to Poutini Ngai Tahu identity” and the “immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area canno
be understated’ This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhjttthe mountains are crisscrossed by pounamu
trails connecting the pa of Arahura, Taramakau and Mawhera with the great Ngai Tahu trading centre of Kaiapoi Pa.
Three passes in particular were lifelines for Ngai Tahu as trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace
and “the varied and plentiful mahinga kai resources in this area supported pa and kainga nohoanga (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, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and tq
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstancey assessment, considering those submissions
accepted, is that the proposed classifitian provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified
Ngai Tahu interests, including the identified historic resources and places, objects and natural features, and such things
thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interese(g.ara tawhito mahinga ka and pounamu). | note that the
Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and | am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency
between the proposedlassification and the identified Ngai Tahu interests.

Rationale:Historic reserves are held for the purpose of “protecting and preserving in perpetuity such places, objects, and
natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational,
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other special interest” (Reserves Act 1977, 5.18(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. “immense historical,
spiritual and cultural significance”) and can be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles

| acknowledge the large number of submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequateRecting the natural
resources present, which are significant and wide ranging, and hold great value for recreational users. However, | do
accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified proposal, particularly given that in this instartbe places
themselves and the natural features presetitat are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educationalr other special
interest, are protected under the primary reserve purposgurther, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biologicand
other scientific features indigenous flora and faunaand wildlife are all required to beprotected “to the extent compatible
with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 197#e ReservesAct also
provides that “the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the reserve” subject to restrictions which are not
unique to the proposed classification, i.e. those “necessary for the protection and general well-being of thereserve and for
the protection ard control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

My conclusion isthat on balancethe natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access
adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when consideritige historic resources present anthe
nature of the historical andcultural interests andsignificance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve - MAW_09_2807465q

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters in support of historic reservdor the whole areaecommended as Tarahanga e Toru, referencto
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 ZealandRetaining it as such becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from
tourism and recreation grows on other more popular areas et public conservation estate”, “these catchments
contain one of the most significant clusters of wild rivers with outstanding recreational values for Whitewater
kayakers and pack rafters, worldwide”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree the larger area recommended as Tarahanga e
Toru holds high value for recreation useMly assessment is thapublic recreational access is adequately provided for, when
considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area tod\@ahu. | note that the public shall
have freedom of entry and access to theserve” subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and general well-being
of thereserve andfor the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, thoaplaracterisingit as
covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be use@¢ognise
areas of high ecological value.

1 A submitter in support noted the ecological valuesf the area(e.g.“hosting a range of nationally significant
avifauna and includes the Tai Poutini MiTe Kinga Predator Free Projet}

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | 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 graniMy. 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 bthe area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic,
archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are presarthe
reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall benaged and protected to the extent compatible with the
principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves 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
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands (e.g.
“pby adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi”, “Support retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the
area”).

Submitters noted that the proposed historic reserves recognise “sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatidmey noted the values and
interests present, e.g. “pounamu traditions, the trails and passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o

Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai
Poutini with the east coast”. It was advocated that “the proposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve areafis
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu 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 the identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

il

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
its “high cultural conservation value”.

A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its
degradation.

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

Oppose

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

|l

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 accessnoting that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the
extent compatible with the historic values identifiedd.g. “public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and
other recreational facilities are not recognised afuaranteed under this category”, “historical reserves do not

guarantee freedom of access, and impose restrictions on camping”). Concerns were raised that the

recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values.§. “another area of
concern (...) is potential for hydroelectric development in this area of pristine unmodified rivers important for
recreation and biodiversity”).

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 multiday backcountry
tramping, mountaineering and hunting trips”, “a massive network of huts and tracks, many of which are community
maintained”, “with over 60 backcountry huts the proposed area is also highly valued by the tramping and hunting
communities”).

Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the
DOC conservation values reports and the Panels’ recommendation reports lacked full consideration of the

recreation values present, notably the imptance of the rivers for a range of paddle sports and canyonirithere

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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1 Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access. (historic reserves
may be leased by an administrating body potentially privatising the area”, “experience with management of the
Waitaiki Historic Reserve is that access is denied for spurious reasons”, “fees may be charged for access and use”,
“the widespread use of s58(c) to charge for admission should be ruled out").

1 To ensurepublic accessand protect recreation valuessubmitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic
reserve, conservation park or national parky joint historic/recreation reserve

1 Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended asahanga e
Toru Historic Reserve toprotect the high recreation valuesd.g. “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 valuelt will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued
ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring publi@osultation for any concessions, works or changes
to access arrangements or future reclassifications”).

1 Submitters otherwise suggested thadccess be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Aely( “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 anmeot accepted While | agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru
Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high valfer recreation use, my assessment is that on
balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the
cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The public “shall have freedom of entry and access to

the reserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and general welleing of thereserve and for the protection
and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977). I acknowledge submitters concerns a historic

reserve classification can limit access, howevedo 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(20fehe National Parks Act 1980l 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)

1 Submitterswho opposedhistoric reserveclassification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru
noted thatprotection of the natural resourceswas important given that the areas large enough to contribute to
climate change mitigation ¢.g. “large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet
international agreements orclimate change”, “a significant part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases,

and natural fresh water sources”).

| recommend these comments areot accepted While I acknowledge submitters’ comments that the stewardship area
contains unmodified and high value natural resource.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality;
altitudinal sequence of lowland conifebeech to montane beech forest and subalpine grasslands on granitey assessment
is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when
considering the historic resources present anihe cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended asahanga e Toru,
arguing that a historic reserve classification does not offer adequate protection for the unmodified natural
resources presentd.g. “this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and
public access”, “historic reserve classification could allow for management and development that is inconsistent
with the recreational and biodiversity values present”, “the highly valuable qualities of these areas are their wild,
scenic, rugged, unmodified nature anétee access (...) These qualities are not protected at all by the
recommendation of a historic reserve, in fact this level of protection doesn’t come close to covering it”, “The effects
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”).

1 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 purposéThis is because 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 reserje

Submitters advocating for higher protection emphasised that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru is
largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater and biodiversity valuesd. “unmodified headwaters,

uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fish

» o«

un-dammed pathways, sand spit, bird breeding areas and public access”, “the vast landscape remains almost as it
was before humans arrived”, “a stronghold for taonga species including kea and whio”, “untouched kingdoms of
scientific biodiversity”, “contains roughly 60 kilometres of the Southern AlpsWithin this area are numerous small
glaciers and many significant peaks, the headwaters of some of the West Coast’s major rivers”, “There are over 300
km of river in this area, all of it is pristine and the majority of it is remote”, “For the fauna especially, the remote
backcountry of the area provides a natural habitat suitable for recovering populatiod$e Kea and Whio
populations especially kenefit from the remoteness”, “outstanding and nationally significant ecological, landscape
and recreational values within this area that warrant the highest level of protection”).

Submitters noted that the GreyMawhera River and the Ahaura Riverand their headwaters andributaries, are
subject to a Water Conservation Order (WCO), commenting that the “technical reports are silent on this matter
and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water
Conservation Order and its land mnagement obligations.

Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive areg.(The area is very
large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve
classification”, “Along with many other sections of legislation that are inappropriate for such a large pristine bit of
land...”, “The recommendation that vast landscapes, such as the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area,
may be acceptable only if it offers robustrptection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological,
cultural, landscape, recreational and spiritual values of that area”). 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 Addakiook
National Park

Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested
a combination of these classificationsSome submitters recommended ecological area “gazetted with 2 or more
purposes” as this protects “recreation and ecological values and simultaneously protects mana whenua interests
should historical values be established as principlésA national park classification was frequently proposed, with
submitters noting that the area recommended for TarahangaToru Historic Reserve shares many of the same
natural values as theArthur's Pass National ParkSeveral submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru
grouping to form a new national park to reflect the “cultural, ecological, landscape and recreational values” (e.g. “a
new Tarahanga e Toru/ 3 Passes National Park”). It was recommended that this “grouping be extended south to
include the entire Waitaha catchmerit

Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness asea (majority of
Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or ArthResk
National Parks’, “Parts of the area even have values on par with the small number of wilderness areas on the West
Coast”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | agreethere are high ecological values present, agscribed

in the CVR (e.g.highly natural catchments with very high watequality, altitudinal sequence of lowlanatonifer/beechto
montane beechforest, and subalpinggrasslands on granit¢, 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 andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu.Under a historic reserve classifiation, “where scenic,
archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are presarthe
reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the ¢xdempatible with the
principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed)

il

Submitters opposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the
recommendationis inappropriate as this classification is not intended for large landscapes, but “for small-scale,
discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildirig€oncern was expressed regarding a lack

of clarity as to “the place, object, and natural feature or other thing that is to be preserved and protected” or that the
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historical resources are “cultural and non-physical in nature, making management of these values, over and above
secondary objectives and valuefe.g.recreation and ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretation” (e.g.

“a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation
of structures and objectsThe proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and
recreational importance within which historical structues and objects are almost entirely post colonisation (old
benched tracks etc) and cover a vanishingly small percentage of the area”, “the area proposed for historic reserve

status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultutdles”,
“While Amuri Pass and the Tas®Nancy Saddle may have been historic travelling routes for Maori, there is virtually

no built historic heritage in this vast wild area”).

Submittersfrequently advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to “acknowledge the area’s
human history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early
people did’, noting that the National Parks Act 1980 requires that “sites and objects of archaeological and historical
interest shall as far as possible be preserve€onservation park was also suggested

Some submitters whdroadly opposed the recommended Tarahanga e Toru groupisgpported the proposed

historic reserve for the pounamu trails themselves “that contain physical evidence of the history” and the

Taramakau River(e.g.the Taramakau river mouth should be “excluded due to its proven historical value”, “we

would be supportive of a classification of Historic Reserve for the sections of the Taramakau River covered by
Schedule 56 of thNgai Tahu Claims Settlement Act (...) subject to the right of public access at no cost being
guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management plans”).

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessment is thabn balancethe proposed classification
appropriately reflects the historic resources presemithin the area(e.g.ara tawhitg mahinga kaiand pounamu) and the
nature of the historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu (“Poutini Ngai Tahu ancestors and
their stories are literally embedded in this landscapg

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1

Submitters acknowledged the significance of thentire area to Ngai Tahu, but suggested that given the long list of
wider conservation values present, the extent of the proposezserve should be revisited or that other
classifications would be more suitablee(g. “we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history
within this area of Pounamu trails, settlements and P&, mahinga kai gathering, and its general importance to

Poutini Ngai Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and
we believethat its ecological value should be prioritized above all else”).

Submitters suggested that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and
mana whenua aspirations

Submitters advocated for a national park classification “where proper recognition of Ngai Tahu’s presence past and
present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational vatugsrious examples
were referencedvhere Ngai Tahu have a “major role” in management and planning of national parks(e.g.

“National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as the topuni which
recognises the tapu associated with Aoraki”, “the Treaty principle of partnership can be upheld through shared
governance and management practices as is the case for Paparoa National Park”, “any outstanding cultural issues

can be managed through some form of shared governance and management (...) Kaitiakitanga of this hugely

valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and provision for,
the ability for Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands, provide for the mana and rangatiratanga of
Ngai Tahu and to exercise kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai Such arrangements would be provided for through an
enlightened National Park Management Plan”).

Irecommend that these comments aneot accepted. It is my conclusion thatthe proposed classificatiorappropriately
protectsthe natural andhistoric resources presentvithin the area,and reflectsthe nature of the historical and cultural
interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner
interests (“Poutini Ngai Tahu ancestors and their stories are literally embedded in this landscape”).
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General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification
(e.g. “values more suited to Conservation Park”, “request that the area be given national park status”).
1 Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purpbses

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

Permissions, Economic Factors andand Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters opposed the classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the grounds that
historic reserve may not prevent mininghydro schemesor 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)

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

1 A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship or
reclassification as a conservation park

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

9 Submitters were critical of the lack of clearly defined purpose for the reserve, stating that this is a “prerequisite for
proper consultation” and that they therefore “simply do not know what we are commenting on”.

1 One submitter noted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further
public consultation process will be required

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on
public access €.g. “if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding
the preservation of the landscape”).

1 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 inpuhto decision-making (e.g. “l support mana whenua stewardship but
want assurances about public voice in river conservation”, “There is a high level of public interest in this very large
area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certaintiat this public interest can be reflected in
management”).

1 A submitter advocated that due to the scale of the proposed reserve, it “should be included as a separate Place in
the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managéd

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

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

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raigdich supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for exampla in
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in
terms of size and scales(g. “I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve
covering such a vast landscape”).

1 A submitter queried “how historic reserve status protects biodiversity and public access”, suggesting that the area
may be worthy of ecological area status

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted While | agreethere are high ecological values present, agscribed in

the CVR (e.ghighly natural catchments with very highwater quality, altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer/beech to
montane beech foregtmy 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 significanceof the area to Ngi Tahu.

General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for natural values as it “will
allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not &llow

1 A submitter suggested that the justification for the recommendation implies the “mountains and rivers might
provide economically’, advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted
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MAW_09 — Grey River/Mawheranui — 2807468

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport | Oppose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Grey River/ MAW_09 2807468r | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | 18 109
Mawheranui Reserve Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1033.428-ha area of primarilyforested 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 Riv€here is a wide range of avifauna including
whio, roroa/great spotted kiwi, South Island kaka, kea and rock wren. This area is very significant to Poutini Ngai Tahu
for a number of reasons, including ara tawhito (traditional travel routes).

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Tory}o reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural,
landscape and historic resources, while facilitating publiecreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelHistoric reserve (Tarahanga e Toru) appropriately acknowledges the mana of Ngai Tahu and the

immense cultural significance of the area to Poutini Ngai Tahu.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru)

Summary of accepted submissiong:hose submissions accepted dsolding merit expressed general support for the
proposed classificationnoted the recreational and ecological values present in the area,noted that the proposed
historic reserve is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel, and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported b
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsand have signalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship
area, including ara tawhito that were trading routes for pounamu and kai.

This Mana Whenua Panel indicated that thigentral region of the West Coast is the heart of Poutini Ngai Tahu legends,
customs and traditions centred around pounamtithe historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are
integral to Poutini Ngai Tahu identity” and the “immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area canno
be understated. This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitehe mountains are crisscrossed by pounamu
trails connecting the pa of Arahura, Taramakau and Mawhera with the great Ngai Tahu trading centre of Kaiapoi Pa.
Three passes in particular were lifelines for Ngai Tahu as trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peaceé
and the “varied and plentiful mahinga kai resources in this area supported pa and kainga nohoanga (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, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and t
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstanc®y assessment, considering those submissions
accepted, is that the proposed classifiation provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified
Ngai Tahu interests, including the identified historic resources and places, objects and natural features, and such things
thereon or therein contained that are of culturahterest (e.g.ara tawhito mahinga kaiand pounamu). | note that the
Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and | am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency
between the proposedlassification and the identified Ngai Tahu interests

Rationale:Historic reserves are held for the purpose of “protecting and preserving in perpetuity such places, objects, and
natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational,
other special intrest” (Reserves Act 1977, 5.18(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. “immense historical,
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spiritual and cultural significance”) and can be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.

| acknowledge the large number of submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natura
resources present, which are significant and wide ranging, and hold great value for recreational users. However, | do
accept that theg concerns warrant overturning the notified proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places
themselves and the natural features presetitat are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educationalr other special
interest, are protected unde the primary reserve purpose-urther, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biologicand
other scientific features indigenous flora and faunaand wildlife are all required to beprotected “to the extent compatible
with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 197#e ReservesAct also
provides that “the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the reserve” subject to restrictions which are not
unique to the proposed classification, i.e. the$necessary for the protection and general well-being of thereserve and for
the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

My conclusion isthat on balancethe natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access
adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when consideritige historic resources present anthe
nature of the historical andcultural interests andsignificance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve - MAW_09_2807468r
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters in support of historic reserve referenced the importance of recreational values in the area and their
desire forthese to be protectedd.g. “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 ZealRethining it as such
becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from tourism and recreation grows on other more popular
areas of the publicconservation estate”, “these catchments contain one of the most significant clusters of wild
rivers with outstanding recreational values for Whitewater kayakers andk rafters, worldwide”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethe area recommended as Tarahanga e Toand
this stewardship area in particulaholds high value forrecreational useMy assessment is thapublic recreational access is
adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area & Ng
Tahu. | note that the public shall have freedom of entry and access to theerve” subject to restrictions “necessary for the
protection and general welbeing of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b))
Reserves Act 1977).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, thoalracterisingit as
covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be use#tognise
areas of high ecological value.

1 A submitter in supportnoted the ecological valuege.g.“hosting a range of nationally significant avifauna and
includes the Tai Poutini MtTe Kinga Predator Free Projet}

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | 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 Ngai Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, 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 difevild
shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal afifnary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves

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
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands (e.g.
“pby adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi”, “Support retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the
area”).

Submitters noted that the proposed historic reserves recognise “sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatidmey noted the values and
interests present, e.g. “pounamu traditions, the trails and passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o

Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai
Poutini with the east coast”. It was advocated that “the proposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai”.

| recommend that these comments argccepted | acknowledge that thathe Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reservarea isof
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classificati@ppropriately
reflects thesignificance of thehistoric resources, and the historical and cultural interestresentwithin the area, and
provides appropriate protection forthe identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

il

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
its “high cultural conservation value”.

A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its
degradation.

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

Oppose

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

|l

Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole arescommended as Tarahanga e Torn 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 compatide with the historic values identified(e.g. “public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and
other recreational facilities are not recognised or guaranteed under this category”, “historical reserves do not
guarantee feedom of access, and impose restrictions on camping”). Concerns were raised that the
recommendationclassification could allow activities which woulddiminish recreation values §.g. “anotherarea of
concern (...) is potential for hydroelectric development in this area of pristine unmodified rivers important for
recreation and biodiversity”).

The extensive recreation values of thehole area were described, both in terms of established recreational
infrastructure and wild areas for trampers and huntere.¢. “a long established history of multiday backcountry
tramping, mountaineering and hunting trips”, “a massive network of huts and tracks, many of which are community
maintained”, “with over 60 backcountry huts the proposed area is also highly valued by the tramping and hunting
communities”).

Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the
DOC conservation values reports and the Panels’ recommendation reports lacked full consideration of the

recreation values present, notably the impgtance 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 akea (Grey
River/ Mawheranui (incl Blue-Grey, Upper Grey) is a very special area for white water paddlers new, experienced,
families. There are many trips each year by white water clubs and groups of friends”, “There is no doubt that the
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rivers are worldclass 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
their reports”, “this parcel of land contains some of the most wild and 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 pushyAll of them are poweful places, both physically and spiritually”). There was concern that
historic reserve classification may affect access to these rivers, with submitters most frequently recommending
ecological area as their preferred alternative.

1 Submittersnoted thathistoric reserve classification does noguaranteefree public accesge.g. “historic reserves
may be leased by an administrating body potentially privatising the area”, “experience with management of the
Waitaiki Historic Reserve is that access is denied for spurious reasons”, “fees may be charged for access and use”,
“the widespread use of s58(c) to charge for admission should be ruled out").

1 To ensurepublic accessand protect recreation valuessubmitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic
reserve, conservation park or national park, joimistoric/recreation reserve

1 Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended asahanga e
Toru Historic Reserve toprotect the high recreation valuesd.g. “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 valuelt will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued
ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring publionsultation for any concessions, works or changes
to access arrangements or future reclassifications”).

1 Submitters otherwisesuggested thataccess be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Aey( “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 JAct"

| recommend that these comments angot accepted While | agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru
Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high valfgg recreation use, my assessment is that on
balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the
cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The public “shall have freedom of entry and access to

the reserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and general welleing of thereserve and for the protection
and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

| acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit accdsswever | do not accept that this
concern warrants overturning the notified proposalSuch potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed
classification and exist elsewhere withithe legislation,for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the
National Parks Act 1980note 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)

1 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 (e.g. “large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international
agreements orclimate change”, “a significant part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural
fresh water sources”).

Irecommend these comments angot accepted While | acknowledgesubmitters’ comments that the stewardship area
contains unmodified and high value natural resource@.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality;
altitudinal sequence of lowland conifebeech to montane beech forest iny 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 ageto Ngai Tahu..

Ecology andLandscape (Allowed)

1 Submittersobjected 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 themodified natural
resourcespresent g.g. “this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and
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public access”, “historic reserve classification could allow for management and development that is inconsistent
with the recreational and biodiversity values present”, “the highly valuable qualities of these areas are their wild,
scenic, rugged, unmodified nature and free access (...) These qualities are not protected at all by the
recommendation of a historic reserve, in fact this level of protection doesn’t come close to covering it”, “The effects
of mining may very well change the entire face of the landape removing stretches of forest, polluting our water
ways and disrupting our native ecosystenis

1 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 purposé&This is because 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 reserje

1 Submitters advocating for higher protection emphasised that the area is largely remote and intact, with notable
freshwater and biodiversity valuesd g. “unmodified headwaters, uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened
ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fiskdammed pathways, sand spit, bird

» o«

breeding areas and public access”, “the vast landscape remains almost as it was before humans arrived”, “a
stronghold for taonga species including kea and whio”, “untouched kingdoms of scientific biodiversity”, “contains
roughly 60 kilometres of the Southern AlpsWithin this area are numerous small glaciers and many significant
peaks, tle headwaters of some of the West Coast’s major rivers”, “There are over 300 km of river in this area, all of it
is pristine and the majority of it is remote”, “For the fauna especially, the remote backcountry of the area provides a
natural habitat suitable for recovering populationsThe Kea and Whio populations especially benefit from the

» o«

remoteness”, “outstanding and nationally significant ecological, landscape and recreational values within this area
that warrant the highest level of protection”).

1 Submitters noted that the GreyMawhera River and the Ahaura Riverand theirheadwaters and tributaries, are
subject to a Water Conservation Order (WCO), commenting that the “technical reports are silent on this matter
and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water
Conservation Order and its land mnagement obligations.

1 Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive areq.(The area is very
large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve
classification”, “Along with many other sections of legislation that are inappropriate for such a large pristine bit of
land...”, “The recommendation that vast landscapes, such as the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area,
may be acceptable only if it offers robustrptection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological,
cultural, landscape, recreational and spiritual values of that area”). 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 Addakiook
National Park

I Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scemieserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested
a combination of these classificationsSome submitters recommended ecological area “gazetted with 2 or more
purposes” as this protects “recreation and ecological values and simultaneously protects mana whenua interests
should historical values be established as principlésA 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 theArthur's Pass National ParkSeveral submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru
grouping to form a new national park to reflect the “cultural, ecological, landscape and recreational values” (e.g. “a
new Tarahanga e Toru/ 3 Passes National Park”). It was recommended that this “grouping be extended south to
include the entire Waitaha catchmerit

1 Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness asea (majority of
Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or ArthResk
National Parks’, “Parts of the area even have values on par with the small number of wilderness areas on the West
Coast”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | agreethere are high ecological values present, agscribed
in the CVR (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality; altitudinal sequence of lowland conifegech to
montane beech foregt my assessment is that on balance theatural resources present are appropriately protected under
the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the culturgéérest andsignificance of the
area to Ngii Tahu.Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other
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scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that florauaafar
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reseaves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed)

il

Submitters opposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the
recommendationis inappropriate as this classification is not intended for large landscapes, but “for small-scale,
discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and building€oncern was expressed regarding a lack
of clarity as to “the place, object, and natural feature or other thing that is to be preserved and protected” or that the
historical resources are “cultural and non-physicalin nature, making management of these values, over and above
secondary objectives and valuefe.g.recreation and ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretation” (e.g.

“a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation
of structures and objectsThe proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and
recreational importance within which historical structures and objects are almost entirely post colonigati(old
benched tracks etc) and cover a vanishingly small percentage of the area”, “the area proposed for historic reserve
status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultutdles”,
“While Amuri Pass and the Tas®Nancy Saddle may have been historic travelling routes for Maori, there is virtually
no built historic heritage in this vast wild area”).

Submittersfrequently advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to “acknowledge the area’s
human history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early
people did’, noting that the National Parks Act 1980 requires that “sites and objects of archaeological and historical
interest shall as far as possible be preserve€onservation park was also suggested

Some submitters who advocated for national park classificatidar the broader aresupported the proposed

historic reserve for the pounamu trails themselves “that contain physical evidence of the history” (e.g.the

Taramakau river mouth should be “excluded due to its proven historical value”, “we would be supportive of a
classification of Historic Reserve for the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 oftf& Tahu
Claims Settlement Act (...) subject to the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification

process and relevant management plans”).

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessment is thabn balancethe proposed classification
appropriately reflects the historic resources presemithin the area(e.g.ara tawhitg mahinga kaiand pounamu) and the
nature of the historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu (“Poutini Ngai Tahu ancestors and
their stories are literally embedded in this landscapg

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

|l

Submitters acknowledged the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, but suggested that given the long list of wider
conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve should be revisited or that other classifications
would be more suitable £.g. “we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history within this
area of Pounamu trails, settlements and P3, mahinga kai gathering, and its general importance to Poutini Ngai

Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for whichshould be more strongly protected, and we beliewkat
its ecological value should be prioritized above all el9e

Submitters suggested that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and
mana whenua aspirations

Submitters advocated for a national park classification “where proper recognition of Ngai Tahu’s presence past and
present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational vatues

Submitters referenced various examples whebégai Tahu have a “major role” in management and planning of
national parks(e.g. “National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as
the topuni which recognises the tapu associated with Aoraki”, “the Treaty principle of partnership can be upheld
through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Paparoa National Park”, “any outstanding
cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governaaed management (...) Kaitiakitanga of

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and
provision for, the ability for Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands, provide for the mana and
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rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu and to exercise kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai. Such arrangements would be provided
for through an enlightened National Park Management Plan”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted. It is my conclusion thatthe proposed classificatiorappropriately
protects the natural andhistoric resources presentvithin the area,and reflectsthe nature of the historical and cultural
interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner
interests (“Poutini Ngai Tahu ancestors and their stories are literally embedded in this landscape®)..

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification
(e.g. “values more suited to Conservation Park”, “request that the area be given national park status”). One adced
that it is possible to “still have Historic Reserve rights within a National Park”.

1 Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purpbses

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no new material is raised fiurther consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters opposed the classification on the grounds that historic reserve may not prevent minihgdro 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)

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

1 A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship or
reclassification as a conservation patk

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submittersqueried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the lasgpale
historic reserve recommendations by the Panels “suggests a failure to search out and find the correct reserve
classification for each oné.

1 Submitters were critical of the lack of clearly defined purpose for the reserve, stating that this is a “prerequisite for
proper consultation” and that they therefore “simply do not know what we are commenting on”.

1 One submitter noted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further
public consultation process will be required.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on
public access €.g. “if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding
the preservation of the landscape”).

1 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 inpuhto decision-making (e.g. “l support mana whenua stewardship but
want assurances about public voice in river conservation”, “There is a high level of public interest in this very large
area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainthat this public interest can be reflected in

management”).
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1 A submitter advocated that due to the scale of the proposed reserve, it “should be included as a separate Place in
the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managéd

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areand no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for exampla in
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities hvolves a separate decisiomaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in
terms of size and scale=(g. “I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve
covering such a vast landscape”).

1 A submitter queried “how historic reserve status protects biodiversity and public access”, suggesting that the area
may be worthy of ecological area status.

I | recommend that these comments angot accepted While | agreethere are high ecological values present, aescribed

in the CVR (e.ghighly natural catchments with very high water quality; altitudinal sequence of lowland conifeeech to
montane beech foregt my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under
the proposed classificatiorand that historic reserve is appropriatevhen considering the historic resources present and the
cultural interest andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu.

General (Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for natural values as it “will
allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not &llow

1 A submitter suggested that the justification for the recommendation implies the “mountains and rivers might
provide economically’, advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW _o09 — Otira-Kopara Forest — 2807512

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport | Oppose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Otira-Kopara MAW_09 2807512t | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | 20 112
Forest Reserve Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 78872.87Bha area of forested land on the western side of the Southern Alps which contain numerous streams in the
headwaters of Ahaura, Haupiriand Taramakau Rivers, many of which flow from alpine zones >1i@b@own to the valley
floors, with very high water quality. There is a wide range of avifauna including whio, roroa/great spotted kiwi, South
Island kaka, kea and rock wren. The southern end of the Tai Poutini MTe Kinga Predator Free Projedtlls within this
area This area is wellknown for recreation, including long treks via huts and popular tramping tracks (including part of
Te Araroa Trall), river rafting (commercial), commercial fishing, guiding and horse trekkinglaty Creek Hut is an
actively conserved heritage placerhere are three grazing concessions and one concession for a structure at Mt Masor
This area is very significant to Poutini Ngai Tahu for a number of reasons, including ara tawhito (traditional travel
routes).

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Tory}o reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural,
landscape and historic resources, while facilitating publiecreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelHistoric reserve (Tarahanga e Toru) appropriately acknowledges the mana of Ngai Tahu and the
immense cultural significance of the area to Poutini Ngai Tahu.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru)

Summary of accepted submissionSthosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed general support for the
Tarahanga e ToruHistoric Reserve, supported thelassification as reflecting the cultural significance of the area or
noted that the proposed historic reserve is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel, and reflects the perspectives of Ngai
Tahu.Also accepted were comments which notetie recreationaland ecologicalvalues present

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported b
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsandhave signalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship
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 pamu and kai. Kaimatau (Mt Alexander) was a
tohu whenua or notable landmark visible from &bver the Taramakau and inland Grey Valley as a beacon for travellers

Another alpine route is up the Ahaura River and over Amuri Pass for a direct route to Kaiapoi P4, and was favoured by
war parties, including Tuhuru. This route was marked by another tohu whenua, Mt Whakarewa.

The Mana Whenua Panel indicated thatts central region of the West Coast is the heart of Poutini Ngai Tahu legends,
customs and traditions centred around pounamtithe historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are
integral to Poutini Ngai Tahu identity” and “the immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area canng
be understated’. This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitehe mountains are crisscrossed by pounamu
trails connecting the pa of Arahura, Taramakau and Mawhera with the great Ngai Tahu trading centre of Kaiapoi Pa.
Three passes in particular were lifelines for Ngai Tahu as trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace
and “the varied and plentiful mahinga kai resources in this area supported pa and kainga nohoanga throughout the

region, and were critical to the success of tiunamu 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, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and t(
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstanc®$y assessment, considering those submissions
accepted,is that the proposed classifiation provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified
Ngai Tahu interests, including the identified historic resources and places, objects and natural features, and such things
thereon or therein contained that are of culturahierest .g.ara tawhito mahinga kai, pounamuand tohu whenug. |

note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and | am not otherwise aware of any
inconsistency between the proposedlassification and the identified Ngai Tahu interests.

Rationale:Historic reserves are held for the purpose of “protecting and preserving in perpetuity such places, objects, and
natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of histosichaeological, cultural, educational, and
other special interest” (Reserves Act 1977, 5.18(1)). The notified proposal was underpinned by the cultural interest of the
places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Pagefinmense historical,
spiritual and cultural significance”) and can be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.

| acknowledge the large number of submissiongpposing 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, | do
accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified pposal, particularly given that in this instance the places
themselves and the natural features presettiat are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educationalr other special
interest, are protected under the primary reserve purposgurther,the scenic, archaeological, geological, biologicadnd
other scientific features indigenous flora and faunaand wildlife are all required to beprotected “to the extent compatible
with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 197He ReservesAct also
providesthat “the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the reserve” subject to restrictions which are not
unique to the proposed classification, i.e. those “necessary for the protection and general well-being of thereserve and for
the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

My conclusion isthat on balancethe natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access
adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when consideritigg historic resources present anthe
nature of the historical andcultural interests andsignificance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve - MAW_09_2807512t
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters in support of historic reserve referenced the importance of recreational values in the area and their
desire for these to be protecteck(g. “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 ZealRethining it as such
becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from tourism and recreation grows on other more popular
areas of the publicconservation estate”, “these catchments contain one of the most significant clusters of wild
rivers with outstanding recreational values for Whitewater kayakers and pack rafters, worldwide”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree the larger area recommended as Tarahanga e
Toru, and this stewardship area in particulahjolds high value forrecreational useMy assessment is thapublic

recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resoungessent and the cultural significance
of the area to N@i Tahu. | note that the public shall have freedom of entry and access to theerve” subject to restrictions
“necessary for the protection and general well-being of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it”
(Section 18(2(b)) ResergeAct 1977).
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, thoapharacterisingit as
covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be use@t¢ognise
areas of high ecological value.
1 A submitter in support noted the ecological valuege.g.“hosting a range of nationally significant avifauna and
includes the Tai Poutini MtTe Kinga Predator Free Projet}
| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree there are high ecological values present, as
described in the CVR(e.g.highly natural catchments with very high watequality, altitudinal sequence of lowland
conifer/beechto montane beecHorest). 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 N@i Tahu.Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other
scientific features, or indigenous flora or faunayr wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands (.g.
“pby adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi”, “Support retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the
area”).

1 Submitters noted that the proposed historic reserves recognise “sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatidiey noted the values and
interests present, e.g. “pounamu traditions, the trails and passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o
Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai
Poutini with the east coast”. It was advocated that “the proposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | acknowledge that thathe Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reservarea isof
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classificati@ppropriately
reflects thesignificance of thehistoric resources, and the historical and cultural interestpresentwithin the area, and
provides appropriate protection forthe identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua
Panel, without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.
1 A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its
degradation.

| recommend that these comments argccepted 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)

1 Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the
grounds that theclassification 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 vales identified .g. “public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and
other recreational facilities are not recognised or guaranteed under this category”, “historical reserves do not

guarantee freedom of access, and impose restrictions on camping”). Concerns were raised that the
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recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values.§. “another area of
concern (...) is potential for hydroelectric development in this area of pristine unmodified rivers important for
recreation and biodiversity”).

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 multiday backcountry
tramping, mountaineering and hunting trips”, “a massive network of huts and tracks, many of which are community
maintained”, “with over 60 backcountry huts the proposed area is also highly valued by the tramping and hunting
communities”).

Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the
DOC conservation values reports and the Panels’ recommendation reports lacked full consideration of the

recreation values present, notably the imptance of the rivers for a range of paddle sports and canyonirithere

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 asgp‘(There

is no doubt that the rivers [on the west coast] are worldass They are challenging, remote, uncrowded, scenic
beyond belief, and most importantly ours to protecNeither Panel recognised these characteristics here and only a
brief reference to the kayaking was noted in their reports”, “this parcel of land contains some of the most wild and
outrageously good kayaking that our country has toffer. There are many quality rivers, and they all have their own
character, some are steep and fast, others are high volume and pugtiyof them are powerful places, both

physically and spiritually”).

The importance of the Crooked River in particular was emphasised ifaage number of submissions, including to
the Tai Poutini Polytech €.g. “It is an excellent teaching site and is significant within the Tai Poutini Polytech
programme”, “It’s [a] beautiful, wild, untouched and a classic west coast river.It’s hard as a non kayaker to

understand what these rivers mean to us, but if we are willing to carry a 25kg kayak on our shoulder for hours on a
muddy, steep track and suffer just so we can paddle this river it must show something!”).

Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access. (historic reserves

may be leased by an administrating body potentially privatising the area”, “experience with management of the
Waitaiki Historic Reserve is that access is denied for spurious reasons”, “fees may be charged for access and use”,

“the widespread use of s58(c) to charge for admission should be ruled out").

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 recommendedasahanga e
Toru Historic Reserve toprotect the high recreation valuesd.g. “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 valuel will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring publi@osultation for any concessions, works or changes

to access arrangements or future reclassifications”).

Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves &gt gither 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")

| recommend that these comments anmgot accepted While | agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru
Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high valfar recreation use, my assessment is that on
balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the

cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The public “shall have freedom of entry and access to

the reserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and general webleing of thereserve and for the protection
and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

| acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit accgsswever | do not accept that this
concern warrants overturning the notified proposalSich potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed
classification and exist elsewhere withithe 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)

il

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 (e.g. “large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international
agreements orclimate change”, “a significant part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural

fresh water sources”).

| recommend these comments argot accepted While | acknowledgesubmitters’ comments that the stewardship area
contains unmodified and high value natural resource®(g. highly natural catchments with very higlwater quality;
altitudinal sequence of lowland conifebbeech to montane beech forestjny 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 NgTahu.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

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
(e.g. “this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and public access”,

“historic reserve classification could allow for management and development that is inconsistent with the

recreational and biodiversity values present”, “the highly valuable qualities of these areas are their wild, scenic,

rugged, unmodified nature and free access (...) These qualities are not protected at all by the recommendation of a
historic reserve, in fact this level of protection doesn’t come close to covering it”, “The effects 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 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 purpos€lhis is because 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 valuesd. “unmodified headwaters,

uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fish

» o«

un-dammed pathways, sand spit, bird breeding areas and public access”, “the vast landscape remains almost as it
was before humans arrived”, “a stronghold for taonga species including kea and whio”, “untouched kingdoms of
scientific biodiversity”, “contains roughly 60 kilometres of the Southern AlpsWithin this area are numerous small
glaciers and many significant peaks, the headwaters of some of the West Coast’s major rivers”, “There are over 300
km of river in this area, all of it is pristine and the majority of it is remote”, “For the fauna especially, the remote
backcountry of the area provides a natural habitat suitable for recovering populatiofihe Kea and Whio
populations especially nefit from the remoteness”, “outstanding and nationally significant ecological, landscape
and recreational values within this area that warrant the highest level of protection”).

Submitters noted that the GreyMawhera River and the Ahaura Riverand theirheadwaters and tributaries, are
subject to a Water Conservation Order (WCO), commenting that the “technical reports are silent on this matter

and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water
Conservation Order and its land mnagement obligations.

Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive areg. (The area is very
large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve
classification”, “Along with many other sections of legislation that are inappropriate for such a large pristine bit of
land...”, “The recommendation that vast landscapes, such as the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area,
may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological,
cultural, landscape, recreational&d spiritual values of that area”). 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 Addakiook
National Park

Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested
a combination of these classificationsSome submitters recommended ecological area “gazetted with 2 or more
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purposes” as this protects “recreation-and ecological values and simultaneously protects mana whenua interests
should historical values be established as principlésA 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 ParBeveral submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru
grouping to form a new national park to reflect the “cultural, ecological, landscape and recreational values” (e.g. “a
new Tarahanga e Toru/ 3 Passes National Park”). It was recommended that this “grouping be extended south to
include the entire Waitaha catchmerit

Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness asea (majority of
Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or ArthResk
National Parks’, “Parts of the area even have values on par with the small number of wilderness areas on the West
Coast”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agreethere are high ecological values present, agscribed
in the CVR (e.ghighly natural catchments with very high water quality, altitudinal sequence of lowland conifer/beech to
montane beech foregt my assessment is that obalance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under
the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultunérest andsignificance of the
area to Ngii Tahu.Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other
scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that florauoafar
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Historical and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1

Submitters opposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the
recommendation is inappropriate as this classification is not intended for large landscapes, but “for small-scale,
discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildifg€oncern was expressed regarding a lack
of clarity as to “the place, object, and natural feature or other thing that is to be preserved and protected” or that the
historical resources are “cultural and non-physical in nature, making management of these values, over and above
secondary objectives and valuege.g.recreation and ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretation” (e.g.

“a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation
of structures and objectsThe 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 percentagf the area”, “the area proposed for historic reserve
status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultutdlies”,
“While Amuri Pass and the Tas®Nancy Saddle may have been historic travelling routes for Maori, there is virtually

no built historic heritage in this vast wild area”).

Submitters frequently advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to “acknowledge the area’s
human history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early
people did’, noting that the National Parks Act 1980 requires that “sites and objects of archaeological and historical
interest shall as far as possible be preserve€onservation park was also suggested

Some submitters who broadly opposed the proposed Tarahanga e Toru grouping supported historic reserve for
specific areasThese included the pounamu trails themselves “that contain physical evidence of the history” (e.g.

the Taramakau river mouth should be “excluded due to its proven historical value”, “we would be supportive of a
classification of Historic Reserve for the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of the Ngai Tahu
Claims Settlement Act (...) subject to the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification

process and relevant management plans®).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is thatn balancethe proposed classification
appropriately reflects the historic resources presemithin the area(e.g.ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounamand tohu
whenug) and the nature of the historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu (“Poutini Ngai
Tahu ancestors and their stories are literally embedded in this landscépe

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)
9 Submitters acknowledged the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, but suggested that given the long list of wider

conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve should be revisited or that other classifications
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would be more suitable .g. “we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history within this
area of Pounamu trails, settlements and Pa, mahinga kai gathering, and its general importance to Poutini Ngai

Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and we belikat
its ecological value should be prioritized above all el8e

Submitters suggested that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and
mana whenua aspirations

Submitters advocated for a national park classification “where proper recognition of Ngai Tahu’s presence past and
present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational vatues

Submitters referenced various examples where Ngai Tahu have a “major role” in management and planning of
national parks(e.g. “National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as
the topuni which recognises the tapu associated with Aoraki”, “the Treaty principle of partnership can be upheld
through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Paparoa National Park”, “any outstanding
cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governaaad management (...) Kaitiakitanga of

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and
provision for, the ability for Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands, provide for the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu and to exercise kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai. Such arrangements would be provided
for through an enlightened National Park Management Plan”).

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted. It is my conclusion thatthe proposed classificatiorappropriately
protectsthe natural andhistoric resources presentvithin the area,and reflectsthe nature of the historical and cultural
interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner

interests (“Poutini Ngai Tahu ancestors and their stories are literally embedded in this landscape®).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification
(e.g. “values more suited to Conservation Park”, “request that the area be given national park status”).
1 Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purgbses

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no new material is raised flurther consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

|l

Submitters opposed the classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the grounds that
historic reserve may not prevent mininghydro schemesor 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 It was suggested that historic reserve classification would add “a great deal of cost in both
time and money relative to any extra protection givehand that a conservation park classification or retaining the
land in stewardship would provide “more than adequate legal protection”, and allow for commercial uses such as
mining to be considered on a casby-case basis

A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship or
reclassification as a conservation park

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

9 Submitters were critical of the lack of clearly defined purpose for the reserve, stating that this is a “prerequisite for
proper consultation” and that they therefore “simply do not know what we are commenting on”.

1 A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further
public consultation process will be required

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

land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest.
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As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on
public access €.g. “if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preservedregarding
the preservation of the landscape”).

1 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 inpuhto decision-making (e.g. “l support mana whenua stewardship but
want assurances about public voice in river conservation”, “There is a high level of public interest in this very large
area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certaintiat this public interest can be reflected in
management”).

1 A submitter advocated that due to the scale of the proposed reserve, it “should be included as a separate Place in
the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managéd

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for exampla in
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
dependon effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in
terms of size and scale=(g. “I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve
covering such a vast landscape”).

1 A submitter queried “how historic reserve status protects biodiversity and public access”, suggesting that the area
may be worthy of ecological area status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted While | agreethere are high ecological values present, aescribed 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 appropriatevhen considering the historic resources present and the cultural
interest andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu.

General @Allowed)

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for naturalues as it “will
allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not dllow
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submitter suggeste at the justitication for the recommendation implies the “mountains and rivers mi
1 A submitt ggested that the justification for th dat plies the “ t d ght
provide economically’, advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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MAW _09 — Robinson River — 2807517

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Subport | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Robinson River | MAW_09 28075174 Tarahanga e Toru Historic | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | 17 107
Reserve Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 105.875-ha area ofprimarily forested land covering sections of the Upper Grey River riverbed, river margins and
grazed pasture or farmland on the western side of the Southern Alpkere is a wide range of avifauna including whio,
roroa/great spotted kiwi, South Island kaka, kea and rock wren. This area is wellknown for recreation and includes
popular tramping tracks This area is very significant to Poutini Ngai Tahu for a number of reasons, including ara tawhito
(traditional travel routes).

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Tory}o reflect the values identified, protecting natural, cultural,
landscape and historic resources, while facilitating publiecreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelHistoric reserve (Tarahanga e Toru) appropriately acknowledges the mana of Ngai Tahu and the
immense cultural significance of the area to Poutini Ngai Tahu.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of Historic Reserve (Tarahanga e Toru)

Summary of accepted submissiong:hose submissions accepted as holding megixpressed general support for the
proposed classification, highlighted the recreational and ecological values present in the am@ayoted that the proposed
historic reserve is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel, and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported b
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsandhave signalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship
area, including ara tawhito that were trading routes for pounamu and kai.

This Mana Whenua Panel indicated that thisregion of the West Coast is the heart of Poutini Ngai Tahu legends,
customs and traditions centred around pounamtthe historical and contemporary associations with pounamu are
integral to Poutini Ngai Tahu identity” and the “immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area canno
be understated. This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitehe mountains are crissrossed by pounamu
trails connecting the pa of Arahura, Taramakau and Mawhera with the great Ngai Tahu trading centre of Kaiapoi Pa.
Three passes in particular were lifelines for Ngai Tahu as trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace”
and “the varied and plentiful mahinga kai resources in this area supported pa and kainga nohoanga (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, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and t
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstancey assessment, considering those submissions
accepted, is that the proposed classifiation provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified
Ngai Tahu interests, including the identified historic resources and places, objects and natural features, and such thing
thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interesg(g.ara tawhito, mahinga kaand pounamy. | note that the
Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and | am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency
between the proposedlassification and the identified Ngai Tahu interests.
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Rationale:Historic reserves are heldor the purpose of “protecting and preserving in perpetuity such places, objects, and
natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational,
other special interest” (Reserves Actl977, s.18(1))he notified proposal was underpinned by the cultural interest of the
places, natural features, and historic resourcess described bythe Mana Whenua Panel (e.§immense historical,
spiritual and cultural significance”) and can be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
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 receivedis that the natural resources present (e.g. highly natural catchments with very high water quality;
altitudinal sequence of lowland conifebeech to montane beech forest and subalpine grasslands on granite) and
associated recreation values warrant a classificatidhat is more consistent with those values than that which was
notified.

| acknowledge the large number of submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natura
resources present, which are significant and wide ranging, and hold great value for recreational users. However, | do
accept that theg concerns warrant overturning the notified proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places
themselves and the natural features presetitat are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educationalr other special
interest are protected undetthe primary reserve purposek-urther,the scenic, archaeological, geological, biologicand
other scientific features indigenous flora and faunaand wildlifeare all required to beprotected “to the extent

compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Section 18(2)(c)) of th®eserves Actl977)The
Reserves Actlso providesthat “the public shall have freedom of entry and access to the reserve” subject to restrictions
which are not unique to the proposed classification, i.e. thosecessary for the protection and general well-being of

the reserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Actl977).

My conclusion isthat on balancethe natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access
adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when consideritige historic resources present anthe
nature of the historical andcultural interests andsignificance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve - MAW_09_2807517u
Support

Access andRecreation(Allowed)

1 Submitters in support of historic reserve referenced the importance of recreational valueghe area and their
desire for these to be protecteck(g. “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 ZealRethining it as such
becomes ever more urgent as pressure and crowding from tourism and recreation grows on other more popular
areas of the publicconservation estate”, “these catchments contain one of the most significant clusters of wild
rivers with outstanding recreational valuedor Whitewater kayakers and pack rafters, worldwide”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agreethat public recreational access is adequately provided for, when
considering the historic resources present and the culturadterests andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu. | note that
the public shall have freedom of entry and access to theserve” subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and
general weltbeing of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act
1977).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, thoaparacterisingit as
covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be use@¢ognise
areas of high ecological value.

1 A submitter in support noted the ecological value¢e.g.“hosting a range of nationally significant avifauna and
includes the Tai Poutini MtTe Kinga Predator Free Projet)
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| recommend that these comments argccepted to the extenthat | agree there are ecological values present, as described
in the CVR (e.g. higHevels of naturalness from avater quality perspective, indigenous forestMy assessment is that on
balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the
historic resources present and the culturahterests andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historic reserve
classification, “where scenic, 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 naged and potected to the
extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Actl977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Treaty Considerations Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations
reflect the rights and interests of mana whenua and recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands (e.g.
“by adopting the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel the Minister will give effect to the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi”, “Support retention as historic reserve and renaming to reflect the cultural significance of the
area”).

9 Submitters noted that the proposed historic reserves recognise “sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatidiney noted the values and
interests present, e.g. “pounamu traditions, the trails and passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o
Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai
Poutini with the east coast”. It was advocated that “the proposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai”.

| recommend that these comments argccepted | acknowledge that thathe Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reservis of
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classificati@ppropriately
reflects thesignificance of thehistoric resources and cultural interestpresentwithin the areaand provides appropriate
protection for the identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General @Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua
Panel, without providing further justification.

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

1 A submitter stated that the proposed classification reflects the use of the land and adequately protects against its
degradation.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole arescommended 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 recreatigalues to the
extent compatible with the historic values identified4.g. “public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and
other recreational facilities are not recognised or guaranteed under this category”, “historical reserves do not
guarantee feedom of access, and impose restrictions on camping”). Concerns were raised that the
recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values.§. “another area of
concern (...) is potential for hydroelectric development in this area of pristine unmodified rivers important for
recreation and biodiversity”).

1 The extensive recreation values of the whole area were described, both in terms of established recreational
infrastructure and wild areas for trampers and huntere.¢. “a long established history of multiday backcountry

» o«

tramping, mountaineering and hunting trips”, “a massive network of huts and tracks, many of which are community
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maintained”, “with over 60 backcountry huts the proposed area is also highly valued by the tramping and hunting
communities”).

1 Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the
DOC conservation values reports and the Panels’ recommendation reports lacked full consideration of the
recreation values present, notably the impgtance of the rivers for a range of paddle sports and canyonirithere
was concern that historic reserve classification may affect access to these rivers, with submitters most frequently
recommending ecological area as their preferred alternative

1 A substantial number of submissions were made regarding the value people place on rivers in the afea (Grey
River/ Mawheranui (incl Blue-Grey, Upper Grey) is a very special area for white water paddlers new, experienced,
families. There are many trips each year by white water clubs and groups of friends”, “There is no doubt that the
rivers are worldclass They are challenging, remote, uncrowded, scenic beyond belief, and most importantly ours to
protect. Neither Panelrecognised these characteristics here and only a brief reference to the kayaking was noted in
their reports”, “this parcel of land contains some of the most wild and 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 physically and spiritually”). There was concern that
historic reserve classification may affect access to these riversthasubmitters most frequently recommending
ecological area as their preferred alternative.

1 Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access. (historic reserves
may be leased by an administrating body potentially privatising the area”, “experience with management of the
Waitaiki Historic Reserve is that access is denied for spurious reasons”, “fees may be charged for access and use”,
“the widespread use of s58(c) to charge for admission should be ruled out").

1 To ensurepublic accessand protect recreation valuessubmitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic
reserve, conservation park or national park, joint historic/recreation reserve

1 Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended asahanga e
Toru Historic Reserve toprotect the high recreation valuesd.g. “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 valuelt will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued
ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring publionsultation for any concessions, works or changes
to access arrangements or future reclassifications”).

1 Submitters otherwise suggested thaiccess be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Ael( “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 JAct"

| recommend that these comments angot accepted While | agree the wider area recommended as the Tarahanga e Toru
Historic Reserve, and in particular this conservation area, holds high valfgg recreation use, my assessment is that on
balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when considering the historic resources present and the
cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The public “shall have freedom of entry and access to

the reserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and general well-being of the reserve and for the protection
and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

| acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit access, however | do not accept that this
concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed
classification andexist 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)

1 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 (e.g. “large enough areas necessary for carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international
agreements orclimate change”, “a significant part of our potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural

fresh water sources”).

| recommend these comments anrot accepted While | acknowledgesubmitters’ comments that the stewardship area
contains unmodified natural resourcesmy 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 cultimarest and
significance of the area to Ngi Tahu.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 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 presentd.g. “this classification appears to provide relatively weak protection to both conservation and
public access”, “historic reserve classification could allow for management and development that is inconsistent
with the recreational and biodiversity values present”, “the highly valuable qualities of these areas are their wild,
scenic, rugged, unmodified nature and free access (...) These qualities are not protected at all by the
recommendation of a historic reserve, in fact this level of protection doesn’t come close to covering it”, “The effects
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”).

1 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 purpos€Ihis is because 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 resefye

1 Submitters advocating for higher protection emphasised that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru is
largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater artiodiversity values .g. “unmodified headwaters,
uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened ecosystems and species such as rare braided riverbed, indigenous fish

» o«

un-dammed pathways, sand spit, bird breeding areas and public access”, “the vast landscape remains almost as it
was before humans arrived”, “a stronghold for taonga species including kea and whio”, “untouched kingdoms of
scientific biodiversity”, “contains roughly 60 kilometres of the Southern AlpsWithin this area are numerous small
glaciers andmany significant peaks, the headwaters of some of the West Coast’s major rivers”, “There are over 300
km of river in this area, all of it is pristine and the majority of it is remote”, “For the fauna especially, the remote
backcountry of the area provides a natural habitat suitable for recovering populatiof$ie Kea and Whio
populations especially benefit from the remoteness”, “outstanding and nationally significant ecological, landscape
and recreational values within this area that warrant the highestel of protection”).

1 Submitters noted that the GreyMawhera River and the Ahaura Riverand theirheadwaters and tributaries, are
subject to a Water Conservation Order (WCQO), commenting that the “technical reports are silent on this matter
and the historic reserve recommendation would offer a level of conservation significantly weaker than the Water
Conservation Order and its land mnagement obligations.

1 Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive areq.(The area is very
large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve
classification”, “Along with many other sections of legislation that are inappropriate for such a large pristine bit of
land...”, “The recommendation that vast landscapes, such as the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area,
may be acceptable only if it offers robustnptection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological,
cultural, landscape, recreational and spiritual values of that area”). 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 Addakiook
National Park

1 Submitters advocated variously foecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested
a combination of these classificationsSome submitters recommended ecological area “gazetted with 2 or more
purposes” as this protects “recreation and ecological values and simultaneously protects mana whenua interests
should historical values be established as principlésA national park classification was frequently proposed, with
submitters noting that the area recommended for Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares nafrtye same
natural values as the Arthurs Pass National ParBeveral submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru
grouping to form a new national park to reflect the “cultural, ecological, landscape and recreational values” (e.g. “a
new Tarahanga e Toru/ 3 Passes National Park”). It was recommended that this “grouping be extended south to
include the entire Waitaha catchmerit

1 Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness asea (majority of
Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or ArthResk
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National Parks’, “Parts of the area even have values on par with the small number of wilderness areas on the West
Coast”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agree there are high ecological values present, as described

in the CVR €.g.high levels of naturalness from avater 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 culturahterest andsignificance of the area to Ngai Tahu. Under a historic reserve
classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna,

or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or ttiora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed andrptected to the

extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Actl977). | 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)

1 Submittersopposed historic reserve for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, commenting that the
recommendationis inappropriate as this classification is not intended for large landscapes, but “for small-scale,
discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildifg€oncern was expressed regarding a lack
of clarity as to “the place, object, and natural feature or other thing that is to be preserved and protected” or that the
historical resources are “cultural and non-physicalin nature, making management of these values, over and above
secondary objectives and valuege.g.recreation and ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretation” (e.g.

“a misuse of the Historic Reserve category as the primary purpose of a Historic Reserve relates to the preservation
of structures and objectsThe proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and
recreational importance within which historical structures and objects are almost entirely post colonigati(old
benched tracks etc) and cover a vanishingly small percentage of the area”, “the area proposed for historic reserve

status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and cultutdles”,
“While Amuri Pass and the Tas®Nancy Saddle may have been historic travelling routes for Maori, there is virtually

no built historic heritage in this vast wild area”).

9 Submitters advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to “acknowledge the area’s human
history and allow the people of today and tomorrow to transcend time, to experience the landscape as early people
did”, noting that the National Parks Act 1980 requires that “sites and objects of archaeological and historical
interest shall as far as possible be preserve€onservation park was also suggested

1 Some submitters who advocated for national park classification supported the proposed historic reserve for the
pounamu trails themselves “that contain physical evidence of the history” (e.g.the Taramakau river mouth should
be “excluded due to its proven historical value”, “we would be supportive of a classification of Historic Reserve for
the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of Mgai Tahu Claims Settlement Act (...) subject to
the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed the reclassification process and relevant management

plans”).

| recommend that these comments anmgot accepted My assessment is that on balance the proposed classification
appropriately reflects the historicresourcespresent g.g ara tawhito, mahinga kaand pounamu) and the nature of the
historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu (“Poutini Ngai 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
would be more suitable (  we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history within this
area of Pounamu trails, settlements and P3, mahinga kai gathering, and its general importance to Poutini Ngai
Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for whichshould be more strongly protected, and we believkat
its ecological value should be prioritized above all el8e

mana whenua aspirations
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