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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Taramakau 

Riverbed 

HOK_01_2809263a Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

20 39 

DOC Conservation Values Report (CVR) Description 

A 409.4903-ha area that includes a significant section of the lower Taramakau River and some tributaries, including 

largely braided river channels, riparian margins, bare gravel, gorse-covered islands and some adjacent small patches of 

cutover forest on river terrace and moraine. In the wider landscape, this area sits largely within private land, much of it 

undeveloped. Activities here include fishing, walking, swimming, salmon fishing and jet boating. Taramakau River is a 

Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. Under Schedule 56 of the Deed of Settlement, the 

Taramakau River was and still is a significant indigenous fishery and source of manu (birds). The river remains a source 

of rich and abundant harvests. The area is noted particularly for its tuna/eel and  (whitebait) fisheries. There is also 

early post-European settlements. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru), to protect and illustrate the significance of the identified historic 

and archaeological features, and reflect the value of the area to  Tahu, while preserving the indigenous flora and 

fauna present and providing for the existing recreational use of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 

immense cultural significance of the area . 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru).  

Summary of accepted submissions: Those  as holding merit supported the proposed 

classification of historic reserve as appropriately reflecting the perspectives and cultural 

Tahu and the status of the Taramakau River as a Deed of Settlement area or supported the position of the Mana Whenua 

Panel.  

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, and have 

nga nohoanga. The area is surrounded by  

Reserve Land in recognition of the histo

the length of the river which were related to the taking of mahinga kai and, in particular, the retrieval of pounamu.     

Settlement Act 1998.    

The Mana Whenua Panel identified that th

traditions centred around pounamu. The area includes ara tawhito and connects to the passes used to link the east and 

west coasts, and the mahinga kai resources ; 

therefore, a significant part of the pounamu trail, via which the taonga was transported from its source to be traded up 

nsiderable knowledge of whakapapa, traditional trails and tauranga waka, 

places for gathering kai and other taonga, ways in which to use the resources of the river, the relationship of people with 

the river and their dependence on it, and tikanga for the proper and sustainable utilisation of resources. All of these 

.  

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 
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the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 

make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances. My assessment, considering those submissions 

accepted,  is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified 

thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interest (e.g.  and 

pounamu). I note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and I am not otherwise aware 

of any inconsistency between the proposed classification and the identified  interests.  

Rationale: 

natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, and 

other special int

places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Panel and can be described as an 

example of a substantiv  

I acknowledge submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural resources present, 

which hold value for recreational users. However, I do not accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified 

proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places themselves and the natural features present that are of 

historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, or other special interest, are protected under the primary reserve purpose. 

Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, and other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and 

wildlife  are all required to be 

(Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 1977). The Reserves Act also provides 

and access to the 

for the protection and general well-being of the 

18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977). 

My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access 

adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

nature of the historical and cultural interests and . 

 

Support 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, though characterising it as 

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be used to recognise 

areas of high ecological value. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree for this stewardship area the natural resources 

present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and 

. 

geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those 

features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or 

Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).   

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters expressed support for the recommendation as reflecting the cultural significance of the wider area and 

the Taramakau River in particular. Support for the proposed name was also noted.  

¶ are pounamu traditions, trails & passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o 

Kaniere & Amuri Pass) there were trading routes for pounamu & kai in times of war & peace, connecting Te Poutini 

with the east coast 

¶ Submitters who otherwise expressed opposition to the larger Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve commonly stated 

their support for sections of the Taramakau River to be classified as a historic reserve (e.g. 

sections of the Taramakau riverbed/river mouth that contain physical evidence of the history on site, consistent 
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I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the area contains significant historic and cultural values for 

 were 

established along the length of the river; Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area) which are appropriately protected under the proposed classification.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters supported the recommendation for the full Deed of Recognition area along the Taramakau riverbed.  

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

e.g. 

.  

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification.  They noted the values and 

(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 

oposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

historical  identity . My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area, and 

provides appropriate protection for  interests.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua 

Panel, without providing further justification. 

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

 

¶ A submitter stated support for the recommendations of the National Panel as reflecting the use of the land and 

adequately protecting against its degradation. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration. 

Oppose  

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions specific to the Taramakau Riverbed area opposed the recommendation based on concern that historic 

reserve classification would not protect recreational access, with submitters noting the value for walking, 

fishing, and whitebaiting (e.g. My family has spent many hours fishing and picnicking at the Taramakau River 

mouth. We travel frequently from Canterbury to Hokitika and always stop off at the mouth to enjoy a walk on the 

beach or watch the sun set in the ocean. It is a wonderfully wild and scenic spot, easily accessible from the main 

road although we have witnessed serious erosion of the beach track. 

¶ One submitter specified that they only opposed the recommendation in part (acknowledging the significance of the 

upstream area to  Tahu and the various settlement sites), proposing the area downstream of the Taramakau 

wildlife, cultural, recreational and scenic values such 

as local purpose (esplanade) reserve, wildlife management area, or conservation park. 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve for the whole Tarahanga e Toru area on the grounds that the recommended 

classification does not appropriately reflect the extremely high recreational values of the area, which submitters 

criticised as inadequately described in the technical reports (e.g. 

research done to aid the process of -supplied identified recreational values for the 

proposed historic reserve are disappointingly weak. For this vast area of 180,000 ha the department should have 

.  
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¶ A substantial number of submitters who commented on the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru offered 

personal recollections of their recreational experiences and highlighted the extensive opportunities for tramping, 

camping, mountaineering, hunting, kayaking, and packrafting.  

¶ Submitters were concerned that public access by foot or helicopter could be limited, particularly as the possibility 

of vesting means that access could be restricted or charged for.  

¶ e.g. 

are not recognised or guaranteed 

, , 

, 

management of the Waitaiki Historic Reserve is that acce , 

).  

¶ Submitters were also concerned that recreation would be affected if the natural values of the area are not given 

adequate protection. It was noted that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the 

extent compatible with the historic values identified, and that the classification may allow various commercial 

activities to take place which would detract from the recreation values (e.g. 

visitors is the isolated location and untouched areas. The suggested classification to historic reserve would 

potentially lower the recreation value of these areas by allowing easier access to mining and the development of 

).  

¶ To ensure public access and protect recreation values, submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic 

reserve, conservation park or national park, or joint historic/recreation reserve.  

¶ Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreation values (e.g. 

alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological, 

recreational and mana whenua values. It will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued 

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes 

. 

¶ Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Act (e.g. 

classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation 

of other natural values are expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act").  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree that the wider area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru 

holds high value for recreation use, and that there are recreation values associated with the Taramakau River that are 

relevant to this stewardship area, my assessment is that public recreational access is adequately provided for when 

The public 

 -

being of the   I 

acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit access, however I do not accept that this 

concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed 

classification and exist elsewhere within the legislation, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the 

National Parks Act 1980. 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ 

e.g. 

higher emphasis on environmental protection.  

I recommend these comments are not accepted. While I acknowledge the larger area 

recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains unmodified areas, the protection of which may support climate mitigation, my 

assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification 

when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area to Ngi Tahu 
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions specific to the Taramakau Riverbed area recommended a classification which provides higher 

protection for the ecological and scenic values (e.g. 

scenic values .  

¶ Submitters referenced various ecological values, e.g. the lower stretch of the river and river mouth is an important 

habitat for many indigenous fish and bird species. The riverbed is classified as an acutely threatened environment 

therefore it deserves the highest level of legal protection, , 

or noted that there are uncommon ecosystems and threatened species present, and the opportunity for ecosystem 

restoration in response to flood events or coastal erosion. Recommended alternatives included local purpose 

(esplanade) reserve, wildlife management area, conservation park, scenic reserve or government purpose (river 

floodplain) reserve.  

¶ Submitters opposed historic reserve classification for the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the grounds 

that it does not offer adequate protection for the natural resources present, or only protects ecological values to the 

extent compatible with the primary purpose of the reserve (e.g. 

, 

management and development that is inconsistent with the rec , 

highly valuable qualities of these areas are 

qualities are 

.  

¶ Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park, national park, scientific 

reserve for parts, or a combination of these classifications, suggesting these would provide a higher level of 

protection for the natural values of the area.  

¶ A national park classification was frequently proposed, with submitters noting that the area recommended for 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares many of the same natural values as the  National Park. 

They highlighted that the area is largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater values and wildlife. 

Descriptions of these values generally focused on more remote and inland parts of the area recommended as 

Tarahanga e Toru. 

¶ Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru grouping to form a new national park to reflect the 

e.g. / . It 

 

¶ Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive area (e.g. 

large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve 

, are inappropriate for such a large pristine bit of 

, 

may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological, 

. The Tarahanga e Toru grouping was identified 

as more than four times the size of Paparoa National Park and two and a half times the size of Aoraki-Mt Cook 

National Park.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a 

freshwater perspective (e.g. threatened braided riverbed environment with a high level of freshwater fish diversity), my 

assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification 

when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a 

ogical, or other scientific features, or indigenous 

flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and 

protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of t  

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Some submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whole Tarahanga e Toru area expressed 

support for historic reserve for the pounamu trails themselves and the Taramakau River, or suggested that these 

should be acknowledged or protected separately (e.g. the Taramakau river mouth should be excluded and vested to 

 of a classification of Historic Reserve for 
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the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of the  

the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management 

).  

¶ Submitters were critical of the lack of clearly defined purpose for the entire Tarahanga e Toru reserve or clear 

 

suggesting that it is unclear how other conservation values would be protected.  

¶ Submitters noted that the identified historical resources are -physical in 

nature, making management of these values, over and above secondary objectives and values (e.g. recreation and 

ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretation.  

¶ Some submitters suggested that their current opposition may be reviewed if the purpose is clarified. It was stated 

that this lack made it difficult for submitters to comment on the recommendation (e.g. 

the primary purpose of the historic reserve is a prerequisite for proper consultation. 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 fa are 

commenting on   

¶ Submitters opposed the recommendation on the grounds that the classification is not intended for large 

-

cts  They suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for the proportionally 

small extent of tangible heritage within the large area (e.g. are Historic Reserve with no 

physical historical structures to conserve is contrary to 

, 

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 

, ed to 

, -Nancy Saddle may 

 

¶ Submitters commonly advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to protect both historic and 

ecological values, while ensuring access. It was argued that the preservation of the land is critical in preserving the 

stories and legends inherent in old trails and landscape features, and therefore protection of the outstanding 

ecological, scenic, and recreational values is critical in further enhancing protection of historical values present.  

¶ 

interest shall as far as possible be preserved. It  was suggested a National Park management plan could effectively 

protect cultural and historic values, with submitters referencing the Paparoa National Park management plan as a 

successful example of this.  

recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that on balance the proposed classification 

appropriately reflects the historic resources present within the area (e.g. historic p , urup , gardens, mahinga kai and 

occupation sites located in the vicinity of the Taramakau river mouth, a significant part of the pounamu trails; a significant 

mahinga kai site, Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement) and the nature of the 

. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ A submission specific to the Taramakau Riverbed area stated that they only oppose the recommendation in regard 

to the area downstream of the Taramakau Bridge, acknowledging the significance of the estuary and upstream 

areas of the Taramakau River to  Tahu and noting the presence of sites protected under the Heritage New 

Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. They also noted that a reserve owned by the Mawhera Incorporation has a short 

section of shared boundary at the southern end of the estuary area. 

¶ Submitters regarding the entire Tarahanga e Toru area 

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 (e.g. 
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gathering, and its general importance to Poutini  Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it 

 

¶ 

.  

¶  

present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational values  

¶ Submitters referenced various examples where  

National Parks (e.g. 

the topuni which recognises the tapu  principle of partnership can be upheld 

through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Paparoa  

cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governanc

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and 

a and 

. Such arrangements would be provided 

.  

¶ Ecological area was also suggested as an option which could 

historical values were established as principles in the gazetting of the classification and/or relevant management 

plans  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that on balance the proposed classification 

appropriately reflects the historic resources present within the area (e.g. historic p , urup , gardens, mahinga kai and 

occupation sites located in the vicinity of the Taramakau river mouth, a significant part of the pounamu trails; a significant 

mahinga kai site, Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement) and the nature of the 

.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter recommended adding the area to the Taramakau Scenic Reserve without providing further 

justification.  

¶ Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification 

(e.g.  

¶ Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purposes 

¶ Submitters expressed support for the name Tarahanga e Toru for the land grouping, though advocated for various 

other classifications (e.g. .  

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed the classification on the grounds that historic reserve may not prevent mining, hydro schemes 

or other development in the area, and that the public may not be able to have a say in any proposed activities 

(particularly if the reserve is vested).  

¶ Submitters stated that both mining and potential hydro-electric development are 

e.g. are four significant gold sources and the potential for rare earth 

minerals identified in the proposed historic reserve. All are in areas that recreationalists would consider far too 

precious to hydro-electric development in this area of pristine 

unmodified rivers important for recreation and biodiversi if there are already 3,284 damns on New Zealand 

rivers alone, then why are . National park or 

ecological area classification were suggested as preferable alternatives.  

¶ A submitter who advocated for national park status  our thriving eco-tourism and 

adventure-tourism sectors here in NZ and our skilled workers that represent us overseas, we need well-trained and 

well-practised professionals. This area is one of the best places in our country to gain and sustain these skills. As a 

backyard for students [of] the well recognised Tai Poutini Polytechnic, the next generation of such professionals, 

this area is our main training ground  
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¶ Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated 

economic opportunities. 

time and money relative to any extra protection given and that a conservation park classification or retaining the 

 uses such as 

mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

¶ A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship, or 

reclassification as a conservation park.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the large-scale 

 the Panels  

¶ A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further 

public consultation process will be required.  

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

land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest, particularly regarding the proposed Griffin 

Creek hydro scheme or potential mining .  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on 

public access (e.g. are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding 

 

¶ 

governance practices and management plans should be provided for to enable proper management of these highly 

significant areas  

¶ Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if 

public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a 

mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing input into decision-making (e.g. 

want assurances about public voice in  level of public interest in this very large 

area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty that this public interest can be reflected in 

 

¶ 

 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

or suggested that free, enduring public access must be retained, including by helicopter. 

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

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

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

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

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters expressed concern that historic reserve does not adequately recognise and protect ecological and 

biodiversity values (e.g.  

¶ Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in 

terms of size and scale (e.g. 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a 

freshwater perspective (e.g. threatened braided riverbed environment with a high level of freshwater fish diversity), my 

assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification 

and that historic reserve is appropriate when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and 

significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historic 

biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or 

that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose 

Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).  

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

that the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Authorisation of any such activities involves a separate decision-

making process, the outcome of which would depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed 

land classification. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters acknowledged the high significance of the area to mana whenua.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

historical  identity . My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area, and 

provides appropriate protection for  interests.  

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow 

¶ 

provide economically  advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants. 

¶ A submitter suggested that the DOC system should continue to be the only one used for concessions, and that 

helicopter landing permissions should continue to be available.  

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara HOK_01_2809267b Scenic Reserve (a) Scenic Reserve (a) 14 4 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 16.1762-ha area containing a part of the Taramakau River and its riparian margin near the town of Kumara. The area is 

in between private land and Taramakau Riverbed Conservation Area. Activities here include fishing, walking, swimming, 

salmon fishing and jet boating. Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. 

Under Schedule 56 of the Deed of Settlement, the Taramakau River was and still is a significant indigenous fishery and 

source of manu. The river remains a source of rich and abundant harvests. The area is noted particularly for its tuna/eel 

and  fisheries. There is also goldmining history, so the recorded archaeological sites have high historical values as 

-European settlements. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Scenic reserve (a), to reflect the identified values. This area is not considered to be of sufficiently 

complementary historic value to warrant classifying it as historic reserve consistent with the rest of the areas in HOK_01. 

Mana Whenua Panel: The Mana Whenua Panel supports the recommendation of the Western South Island National 

Panel. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of scenic reserve (a). 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

as providing for ongoing recreational access and offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change. Also 

accepted were comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives 

. 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel supported the proposed classification, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations.  

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly 

the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area , there was a p  at the 

mouth of the river, and  , 

river itself was, therefore, a significant part of the pounamu trail .  

Given the Mana Whenua support for the notified classification, I consider the classification is not inconsistent with the 

identified interests. 

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

and historic resources present (e.g. active riverbed and riparian margins). 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed support for the proposed classification while stating the need to maintain recreational and 

fishery access. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree the proposed scenic reserve will provide for the public to have 

freedom of entry and access to the reserve, subject to conditions necessary for the protection and well-being of the reserve 

and the public themselves, as per Section 19(2)(b) of the Reserves Act 1977. These comments hold merit under the 
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Conservation Act, as they support promotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and 

historic resources present.  

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter supported the proposed classification as it offers a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of 

climate change  

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

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as scenic reserve will support this 

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

definition of conservation are considered,  the options of future generations 

 

). 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

e.g. 

. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. My conclusion is that, while recognising the significance of the area to 

classification. I note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed scenic reserve. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreeing they reflected the "information in the technical reports" or expressed support for the recommendations of 

the Mana Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration. 

Oppose 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds extra 

restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or 

reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection, while allowing commercial activities to 

be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and the limitations of the consultation. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

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

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

As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 
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No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

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

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

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

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

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara - 

Wardens Road 

HOK_01_2809268c Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic 

Reserve 

17 36 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 31.077-ha area that contains a part of the Taramakau River braided river channel, riparian margin, and bare gravel on 

river terrace and moraine near the town of Kumara. The area borders both private land and public conservation land. 

Activities here include fishing, walking, swimming, salmon fishing and jet boating. Taramakau River is a Deed of 

Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. Under Schedule 56 of the Deed of Settlement, the Taramakau 

River was and still is a significant indigenous fishery and source of manu. The river remains a source of rich and 

abundant harvests. The area is noted particularly for its tuna/eel and  fisheries. There is also goldmining history, so 

-European 

settlements. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru), to protect and illustrate the significance of the identified historic 

and archaeological features and reflect the value of the area to  Tahu, while preserving the indigenous flora and 

fauna present and providing for the existing recreational use of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 

. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru).  

Summary of accepted submissions: 

status of the Taramakau River as a Deed of Settlement area, and noted the ecological value of the area as a mahinga kai 

site.  

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, and h

particular, the retrieval of pounamu. The river was a significant part of the pounamu trail which was transported from its 

source to be traded up and down the country.   

Settlement Act 1998.    

includes ara tawhito and connects to the passes used to link the east and west coasts, and the mahinga kai resources that 

significant part of the pounamu trail, via which the taonga was transported from its source to be traded up and down the 

nsiderable knowledge of whakapapa, traditional trails and tauranga waka, places for 

gathering kai and other taonga, ways in which to use the resources of the river, the relationship of people with the river 

and their dependence on it, and tikanga for the proper and sustainable utilisation of resources. All of these values remain 

   

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 

the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 

make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances. My assessment, considering those submissions 
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accepted,  is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified 

thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interest (e.g. nohoanga, ara tawhito and mahinga kai). I note that the 

Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and I am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency 

between the proposed classification and the identified  interests.  

Rationale: 

natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, and 

other special int

places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Panel  and can be described as an 

example of a substanti  

I acknowledge submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural resources present, 

which hold value for recreational users. However, I do not accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified 

proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places themselves and the natural features present that are of 

historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, or other special interest, are protected under the primary reserve purpose. 

Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, and other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and 

wildlife  are all required to be 

(Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 1977). The Reserves Act also provides 

and access to the 

for the protection and general well-being of the reserve and for the protection and ion 

18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977). 

My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access 

adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

nature of the historical and cultural interests and . 

 

Support 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ lagoon is an important ecosystem feature and has flax 

which is a primary resource for river crossing by mokihi in the old days. If the grazing is rolled back there are good 

sites for restoring vegetation of cultural significance and providing shelter for mahinga kai. I look forward to 

restrictions on dogs, humans and vehicles, .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the natural resources present (e.g. described in the CVR to 

significant indigenous fishery and source of manu , are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when 

. 

¶ A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, though characterising it as 

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be used to recognise 

areas of high ecological value.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present are 

appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural 

. 

biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or 

that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose 

Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)). I note that this comment is made in reference to ecological values of the wider 

area notified as Tarahanga e Toru and may not be directly relevant to this specific stewardship area. 
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters expressed support for the recommendation as reflecting the cultural significance of the area. Support 

for the proposed name was also noted.  

¶ are pounamu traditions, trails & passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o 

Kaniere & Amuri Pass) there were trading routes for pounamu & kai in times of war & peace, connecting Te Poutini 

with the east coast 

¶ Submitters who otherwise expressed opposition to the larger Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve commonly stated 

their support for sections of the Taramakau River to be classified as a historic reserve (e.g. 

sections of the Taramakau riverbed/river mouth that contain physical evidence of the history on site, consistent 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent I agree that the area contains significant historic and cultural 

values for 

established along the length of the river; Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area) which are appropriately protected under the proposed classification.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters supported the recommendation for the full Deed of Recognition area along the Taramakau riverbed.  

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

e.g. 

.  

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification.  They noted the values and 

(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 

oposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

historical  identity . My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area, and 

provides appropriate protection for  interests. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua 

Panel, without providing further justification. 

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

 

¶ A submitter stated support for the recommendations of the National Panel as reflecting the use of the land and 

adequately protecting against its degradation. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the 

grounds that the classification does not appropriately protect the extremely high recreational values of the area and 

may curtail public access, noting that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the 

extent compatible with the historic values identified (e.g. 

other recreational facilities are not recognised or , 
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). Concerns were raised that the 

recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values (e.g. 

hydro-electric development in this area of pristine unmodified rivers important for 

.  
¶ A substantial number of submitters who commented on the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru offered 

personal recollections of their recreational experiences and highlighted the extensive opportunities for tramping, 

camping, mountaineering, hunting, kayaking, and packrafting. 
¶ Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru raised concerns that both the 

DOC conservation values reports 

recreation values present (e.g. 

-supplied identified recreational values for the proposed historic reserve are 

disappointingly weak. For this vast area of 180,000 ha the department should hav .  

¶ Submitters noted that historic reserve classification does not guarantee free public access (e.g. 

, 

, , 

).  

¶ To ensure public access and protect recreation values, submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic 

reserve, conservation park or national park, or joint historic/recreation reserve.  

¶ Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreation values (e.g. 

alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological, 

recreational and mana whenua values. It will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued 

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes 

. 

¶ Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Act (e.g. 

classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation 

of other natural values are expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act").  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru holds 

high value for recreation use, and that there may be recreation values associated with the Taramakau River that are relevant 

to this stewardship area, my assessment is that on balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when 

The public 

and access to the -

being of the 

acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit access, however I do not accept that this 

concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed 

classification and exist elsewhere within the legislation, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the 

National Parks Act 1980.   

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ 

e.g. 

greater emphasis on environmental protection.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I acknowledge the larger area 

recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains unmodified areas, my assessment is that on balance the natural resources 

present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and 

the cultural significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter noted that there are uncommon ecosystems (including dunes and wetlands) and threatened species 

present within this stewardship area, and the opportunity for ecosystem restoration in response to flood events or 

coastal erosion, recommending scenic reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) reserve.  

¶ Submitters opposed historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the 

grounds that it does not offer adequate protection for the natural resources present, or only protects ecological 

values to the extent compatible with the primary purpose of the reserve (e.g. 

, 

management and development that is inconsistent with t , 

highly valuable qualities of these areas are 

qualities are 

.  

¶ Submitters commented that the lack of clearly defined purpose meant the public were unable to understand how 

the natural values would be protected in relation to this primary purpose (e.g. "This is because the primary purpose 

of the reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific 

.  

¶ Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive area (e.g. 

large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve 

, are inappropriate for such a large pristine bit of 

, 

may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological, 

. The Tarahanga e Toru grouping was identified 

as more than four times the size of Paparoa National Park and two and a half times the size of Aoraki-Mt Cook 

National Park.  

¶ Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park or national park, or suggested 

a combination of these classifications. 

should historical values be established as principles. A national park classification was frequently proposed, with 

submitters noting that the area recommended for Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares many of the same 

natural values as the Arthurs Pass National Park. Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru 

e.g. 

new Tarahanga e Toru/ . 

include the entire Waitaha catchment 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a 

freshwater perspective (e.g. described in the CVR to represent high levels of rarity and distinctiveness in the fresh water 

community), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the 

proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the 

area to Ng i Tahu. 

scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or 

(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)). 

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Some submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whole Tarahanga e Toru area expressed 

support for historic reserve for the pounamu trails themselves and the Taramakau River or suggested that these 

should be acknowledged or protected separately (e.g. the Taramakau river mouth should be excluded and vested to 

 of a classification of Historic Reserve for 

the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of the  

the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management 

.  
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¶ A submission made specifically in reference to this conservation area comment are not 

recorded as being present, or are present only at small discrete parts of the land parcel, historic/cultural values 

appear to be principally experiential (e.g. an historic route)  recommending scenic reserve or government purpose 

(river floodplain) reserve.  

¶ Submissions regarding the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru were critical of the lack of clearly 

to be preserved and protected suggesting that it is unclear how other conservation values would be protected.  

¶ Submitters noted that the identified historical resources are -physical in 

nature, making management of these values, over and above secondary objectives and values (e.g. recreation and 

ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretation.  

¶ Some submitters suggested that their current opposition may be reviewed if the purpose is clarified. It was stated 

that this lack made it difficult for submitters to comment on the recommendation (e.g. 

the primary purpose of the historic reserve is a prerequisite for proper consultation. 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 fa are 

commenting on   

¶ Submitters regarding the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru opposed the proposed historic reserve on 

-scale, discrete and recognised 

 They suggested 

that historic reserve is inappropriate for the proportionally small extent of tangible heritage within the large area 

(e.g. are Historic Reserve with no physical historical structures to conserve is contrary to 

d not be classified as Historic Reserve unless there is obvious physical 

, 

ecological and recreational importance within which historical structures and objects are almost entirely post 

, 

historic reserve status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and 

, -

 

¶ Submitters commonly advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to protect both historic and 

ecological values, while ensuring access. It was argued that the preservation of the land is critical in preserving the 

stories and legends inherent in old trails and landscape features, and therefore protection of the outstanding 

ecological, scenic, and recreational values is critical in further enhancing protection of historical values present.  

¶ 

interest shall as far as possible be preserved. It  was suggested a National Park management plan could effectively 

protect cultural and historic values, with submitters referencing the Paparoa National Park management plan as a 

successful example of this. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the historic resources present within the  area (e.g. a significant part of the pounamu trails,  nohoanga were 

established along the length of the river, Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area) . 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶  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 (e.g. 

 

Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and we believe that 

its  

¶ 

.  
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¶  

present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational values  

¶ Submitters referenced various examples where  

National Parks (e.g. 

the topuni which recognises the tapu  principle of partnership can be upheld 

through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Paparoa  

cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governanc

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and 

a and 

. Such arrangements would be provided 

.  

¶ Ecological area was also suggested as an option which could 

historical values were established as principles in the gazetting of the classification and/or relevant management 

plans  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. It is my conclusion that the proposed classification appropriately 

protects the natural and historic resources present within the area Tahu (e.g. Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area 

and Statutory Acknowledgement area; a significant part 

nohoanga were established along the length of the river), and reflects the nature of the historical and cultural interests and 

, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner interests.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification 

(e.g.  

¶ Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purposes 

¶ Submitters expressed support for the name Tarahanga e Toru for the land grouping, though advocated for various 

other classifications (e.g. .  

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters opposed the classification on the grounds that historic reserve may not prevent mining, hydro schemes 

or other development in the area, and that the public may not be able to have a say in any proposed activities 

(particularly if the reserve is vested).  

¶ Submitters stated that both mining and potential hydro-electric development are 

e.g. are four significant gold sources and the potential for rare earth 

minerals identified in the proposed historic reserve. All are in areas that recreationalists would consider far too 

precious to hydro-electric development in this area of pristine 

if there are already 3,284 damns on New Zealand 

rivers alone, then why are . National park or 

ecological area classification were suggested as preferable alternatives.  

¶ A submitter who advocated for national park status  our thriving eco-tourism and 

adventure-tourism sectors here in NZ and our skilled workers that represent us overseas, we need well-trained and 

well-practised professionals. This area is one of the best places in our country to gain and sustain these skills. As a 

backyard for students [of] the well recognised Tai Poutini Polytechnic, the next generation of such professionals, 

this area is our main training ground  

¶ Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated 

economic opportunities. 

time and money relative to any extra protection given and that a conservation park classification or retaining the 

 uses such as 

mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  
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¶ A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship, or 

reclassification as a conservation park.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the large-scale 

 

¶ A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further 

public consultation process will be required.  

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

land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest, particularly regarding the proposed Griffin 

Creek hydro scheme or potential mining .  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on 

public access (e.g. are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding 

 

¶ 

governance practices and management plans should be provided for to enable proper management of these highly 

significant areas  

¶ Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if 

public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a 

mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing input into decision-making (e.g. 

want assurances about public voice in  level of public interest in this very large 

area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty that this public interest can be reflected in 

 

¶ 

 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and  

or suggested that free, enduring public access must be retained.  

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

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

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

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

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters expressed concern that historic reserve does not adequately recognise and protect ecological and 

biodiversity values (e.g.  

¶ Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in 

terms of size and scale (e.g. 
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a 

freshwater perspective (e.g. described in the CVR to represent high levels of rarity and distinctiveness in the fresh water 

community), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the 

proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the 

area to Ng i Tahu. 

scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or 

wildlife shall be 

(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)). 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters acknowledged the high significance of the area to mana whenua.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

historical  identity . My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources ((e.g. Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory 

Acknowledgement area; a significant part 

established along the length of the river), and the historical and cultural interests present within the area, and provides 

appropriate protection for  interests. 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow 

¶ 

provide economically  advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants. 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara - 

Cashman Street 

HOK_01_2809269d Conservation Park (Kohimara) Neutral 12 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 1.1564-ha area of forest surrounded by private land near the town of Kumara. Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition 

area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. There is also goldmining history , so the recorded archaeological sites have 

-European settlements. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those supported the notified status as 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific  interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly 

that a , a 

 were located on the south side, the south of the Taramakau River 

within this 

 con must be recognised, considered and provided for The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have high archaeological potential if any parts of 

them remain intact), and the significance of the . The primary purpose of conservation parks includes 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use. I note that the location of this piece of land on the edge of the Kumara settlement means not all of the 

activities referred to occur within this stewardship area.  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River, 

large areas of tailings are visible on historic photographs on the Kumara-Cashman Street areas and at least two of the 

Kumara-North Town Belt areas. Part of the wider significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have 

high archaeological potential if any parts of them remain intact). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the supported the recommendations made by 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 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided  

species, enhanced water quality for native fish species and ensured landscape continuity 

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur. 

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

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

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

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

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 
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such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara - Town Belt 

North 

HOK_01_2809270e Conservation Park 

(Kohimara) 

Neutral 12 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.1517-ha area of forest surrounded by private land in the town of Kumara. Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition 

area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. There is also goldmining history , so the recorded archaeological sites have 

-European settlements.  

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific  interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly 

 , 

, 

within this 

 con  The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have high archaeological potential if any parts of 

them remain intact), and the significance of the . The primary purpose of conservation parks includes 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use. I note that the location of this piece of land on the edge of the Kumara settlement means not all of the 

activities referred to occur within this stewardship area. 
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present across the wider area as described by the CVR (e.g. on the land behind Kumara towards 

Taramakau River, large areas of tailings are visible on historic photographs on the Kumara-Cashman Street areas and at 

least two of the Kumara-North Town Belt areas. Part of the wider significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of 

the sites have high archaeological potential if any parts of them remain intact). The primary purpose of conservation parks 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  



 

    28 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission proposed that the land be added to the Paynes Gully Scenic Reserve without providing further 

details. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur. 

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

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

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

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

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter highlighted that the conservation park status may be useful for flood plain management and 

recommended structures and earthworks on the land are limited . 
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I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present are 

appropriately protected by the proposed conservation park classification, with the associated potential for mitigation of 

flooding.  

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara - Cashman 

Street 

HOK_01_2809271f Conservation Park 

(Kohimara) 

Neutral 12 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.3031-ha area of forest surrounded by private land in the town of Kumara. Taramakau River is a Deed of 

Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. There is also goldmining history, so the recorded archaeological 

sites have -European settlements. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and 

historic resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific  interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly 

 , 

, 

within this 

  The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have high archaeological potential if any parts of 

them remain intact), and the significance of the . The primary purpose of conservation parks includes 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use. I note that the location of this piece of land on the edge of the Kumara settlement means not all of the 

activities referred to occur within this stewardship area.  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River, 

large areas of tailings are visible on historic photographs on the Kumara-Cashman Street areas and at least two of the 

Kumara-North Town Belt areas. Part of the wider significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have 

high archaeological potential if any parts of them remain intact). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur. 

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

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

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

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

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 
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such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

  



 

    34 

 

Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara - Town Belt 

North 

HOK_01_2809272g Conservation Park 

(Kohimara) 

Neutral 12 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 3.9908-ha area made up of four sections of forest surrounded by private land in the town of Kumara. Taramakau River 

is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. There is also goldmining history, so the recorded 

archaeological sites have -European settlements. The 

Kumara community maintains a  passes through one of the sections. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those supported the notified status as 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific interests associated with this stewardship area particularly 

, 

,  River 

within this 

  The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have high archaeological potential if any parts of 

them remain intact), and the significance of the . The primary purpose of conservation parks includes 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use. I note that the location of this piece of land on the edge of the Kumara settlement means not all of the 

activities referred to occur within this stewardship area.  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River, 

large areas of tailings are visible on historic photographs on the Kumara-Cashman Street areas and at least two of the 

Kumara-North Town Belt areas. Part of the wider significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have 

high archaeological potential if any parts of them remain intact). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided protection for 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  



 

    36 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks..  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission proposed that the land be added to the Paynes Gully Scenic Reserve without providing further 

details. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara - Town 

Belt North 

HOK_01_2809273h Conservation Park (Kohimara) Neutral 11 14 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 29.9087-ha area made up of two sections of forest surrounded by private land near the town of Kumara. Taramakau 

River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. There is also goldmining history, so the 

recorded archaeological sites have -European 

settlements. The Kumara community maintains a  passes through one of the 

sections. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly 

, 

, 

within this 

 con  The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have high archaeological potential if any parts of 

them remain intact), and the significance of the . The primary purpose of conservation parks includes 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use, however I note not all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area.  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River, 

large areas of tailings are visible on historic photographs on the Kumara-Cashman Street areas and at least two of the 

Kumara-North Town Belt areas. Part of the wider significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have 

high archaeological potential if any parts of them remain intact). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions noted the area may have 

proposed, suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as 

more appropriate.  

¶ A submission advocated for scenic reserve status, highlighting the naturally uncommon dune and wetland 

ecosystems present.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission proposed that the land be added to the Paynes Gully Scenic Reserve without providing further 

details. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried whether the provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara HOK_01_2809274i Conservation park (Kohimara) Neutral 12 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.6527-ha area of forest with a road running through it, it is surrounded by private land near the town of Kumara. 

Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. There is also goldmining history , 

so the recorded archaeological sites have -European 

settlements 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: supported the notified status as 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly 

, 

and , 

within this 

 con  The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

. The primary 

are 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use, however I note not all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area.  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. part of the wider significant archaeological landscape 

around Kumara, old survey plans from the 1870s such as SO 8880 and SO 8879 also show dams and water races in this area). 

are 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions noted the area may have 

proposed, suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as 

more appropriate.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality for native fish species and ensured  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

 

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- . 
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter stated that if a national park 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 
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such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Government funding for better 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Greymouth - Kumara 

Tramway 

HOK_01_2809332j Conservation park 

(Kohimara) 

Neutral 12 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 3.3675-ha area of primarily forest at the back of the town of Kumara surrounded by private land. Taramakau River is a 

Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. There is also goldmining  history, so the recorded 

archaeological sites have -European settlements 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those status as 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

particularly 

, 

, 

mouth, the Conservation within this 

 con  The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

. The primary 

are 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use, however, I note that not all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area.  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. part of the wider significant archaeological landscape 

around Kumara, old survey plans from the 1870s such as SO 8880 and SO 8879 also show dams and water races in this area). 

are 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ 

proposed, suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as 

more appropriate.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks.  
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General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 
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Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara - Cashman 

Street 

HOK_01_2809333k Conservation Park 

(Kohimara) 

Neutral 11 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.1012-ha area of primarily forest at the back of the town of Kumara, surrounded by private land. There is goldmining 

-

European settlements. Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area.  

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

that , 

, 

within this 

 con  The Mana 

Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. part of the wider 

significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have high archaeological potential if any parts of 

them remain intact), and the significance of the . The primary purpose of conservation parks includes 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification will appropriately provide for 

recreational use, however, I note that not all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area.  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River, 

large areas of tailings are visible on historic photographs on the Kumara-Cashman Street areas and at least two of the 

Kumara-North Town Belt areas. Part of the wider significant archaeological landscape around Kumara; all of the sites have 

high archaeological potential if any parts of them remain intact). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ 

level of protection than that 

proposed, suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as 

more appropriate.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

 

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ provision for public access

or wanted to see the area maintained to allow these activities to occur. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

development  rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising 
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such activities, through the grant of concessions. Insufficient justification  is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara Junction HOK_02_2809264l Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 4 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.6273-ha area of regenerating bush on outwash terrace next to the railway line, with no fresh water or easy access. 

Settlements were planned for the area but did not eventuate, and there are no associated sites. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Scenic reserve (a) will provide continuity of landscape across the area. This area provides buffering to 

the adjacent Taramakau Scenic Reserve, with which it shares similar natural values. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of scenic reserve (a). 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

as offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change and reflecting the notable natural resources present. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

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

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

and historic resources present (e.g. regenerating bush on outwash terrace). 

 

Support 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter supported the proposed classification as it offers a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of 

climate change  

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

increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation. Classification as scenic reserve will support this 

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

definition of conservation are considered,  the options of future generations 

 

). 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter supported the recommendation as being consistent with the purpose of a scenic reserve and noted it 

will  provide a valuable buffer to the adjacent reserve 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the natural resources identified are appropriately protected 

and preserved by the proposed classification. 

Reserves Act 1977, s. 19(2)(a)).  
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General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreeing they reflected the "information in the technical reports or expressed support for the recommendations of 

the Mana Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration. 

Oppose 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohibit mining it adds extra 

restrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or 

reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection, while allowing commercial activities to 

be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and the limitations of the consultation. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

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

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 
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Protected Area Recommendation ID 
National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Taramakau 

River/  

HOK_03_2806316m Tarahanga e Toru 

Historic Reserve 

Tarahanga e Toru 

Historic Reserve 

23 45 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 3780.0772-

Stream to Kumara. It is approximately 60 km of Taramakau River from its headwaters in  National Park to 

Kumara.  as a key 

transport route. Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area. DOC-managed 

tramping routes pass through the upper area. Fourteen concessions are in place, mainly non-intensive grazing licences, 

but also a large number of gravel extraction permits. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru), to protect and illustrate the significance of the identified historic 

and archaeological features and reflect the value of the area to  Tahu, while preserving the indigenous flora and 

fauna present and providing for the existing recreational use of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: 

. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru). 

Summary of accepted submissions:  as holding merit supported the proposed classification 

of historic reserve for this stewardship area as appropriately reflecting the perspectives and cultural significance of the 

area to , and reflecting the status of the Taramakau River as a Deed of Settlement area. 

comments which were made in opposition to the larger area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru, but which stated 

support for historic reserve classification for specific areas, such as the Taramakau River or areas recognised under the 

N  

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, and 

area, including ara tawhito linking the east and west coasts using Rakimaurikura, the alpine crossing at the head of the 

Taramakau River. This route was the easiest and favourite route used for trading pounamu and kai. Kaimatau (Mt 

Alexander) was a tohu whenua or notable landmark visible from all over the Taramakau and inland Grey Valley as a 

beacon for travellers.  

Settlement Act 1998.    

The Mana Whenua Panel indicated that t

customs and traditions centred around pounamu istorical and contemporary associations with pounamu are integral 

and the immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area cannot be 

understated . This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitohe mountains are criss-crossed by pounamu 

and (temporary 

settlements) throughout the region, and were critical to the success of the pounamu pathways   

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 

the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 
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make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances. My assessment, considering those submissions 

accepted,  is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified 

cluding the identified historic resources  and places, objects and natural features, and such things 

thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interest (e.g. nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kai and tohu whenua). I 

note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and I am not otherwise aware of any 

inconsistency between the proposed classification  

Rationale: 

natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, and 

other special int

spiritual and cultural significanc

consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.   

I acknowledge submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural resources present, 

which hold value for recreational users. However, I do not accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified 

proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places themselves and the natural features present that are of 

historic, archaeological, cultural, educational, or other special interest, are protected under the primary reserve purpose. 

Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, and other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and 

(Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 1977). 

and access to the 

for the protection and general well-being of the re

18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977). 

My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources are appropriately protected, and public recreational access 

adequately provided for, under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

nature of the historical a  

 

 

Support 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, though characterising it as 

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be used to recognise 

areas of high ecological value. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present are 

appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural 

significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or 

that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose 

 

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters expressed support for the recommendation as reflecting the cultural significance of the wider area and 

the Taramakau River in particular. Support for the proposed name was also noted.  

¶ are pounamu traditions, trails & passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o 

Kaniere & Amuri Pass) there were trading routes for pounamu & kai in times of war & peace, connecting Te Poutini 

with the east coast 

¶ Submitters who otherwise expressed opposition to the larger Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve commonly stated 

their support for sections of the Taramakau River to be classified as a historic reserve (e.g. 
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sections of the Taramakau riverbed/river mouth that contain physical evidence of the history on site, consistent 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent I agree that the area contains significant historic and cultural 

established along the length of the river; Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement 

area) which are appropriately protected under the proposed classification.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters supported the recommendation for the full Deed of Recognition area along the Taramakau riverbed.  

¶ Submissions stated they support the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that these recommendations 

e.g. 

.  

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classification.  They noted the values and 

(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 

oposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

appropriately 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area (e.g. 

nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounamu and tohu whenua), and provides appropriate protection for the identified 

 

 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua 

Panel, without providing further justification. 

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

 

¶ A submitter stated support for the recommendations of the National Panel as reflecting the use of the land and 

adequately protecting against its degradation. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration. 

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters objected to historic reserve for the whole Tarahanga e Toru area on the grounds that the recommended 

classification does not appropriately reflect the extremely high recreational values of the area, which submitters 

criticised as inadequately described in the technical reports (e.g. 

research done to aid the process of -supplied identified recreational values for the 

proposed historic reserve are disappointingly weak. For this vast area of 180,000 ha the department should have 

.  

¶ Submitters were concerned that public access by foot or helicopter could be limited, particularly as the possibility 

of vesting means that access could be restricted or charged for.  

¶ e.g. 

are not recognised or guaranteed 

, , 

, 
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, 

.  

¶ A substantial number of submitters who commented on the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru offered 

personal recollections of their recreational experiences and highlighted the extensive opportunities for tramping, 

camping, mountaineering, hunting, kayaking, and packrafting (e.g. -day 

, 

are , 

 

¶ Submitters were also concerned that recreation would be affected if the natural values of the area are not given 

adequate protection. It was noted that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the 

extent compatible with the historic values identified, and that the classification may allow various commercial 

activities to take place which would detract from the recreation values (e.g. 

visitors is the isolated location and untouched areas. The suggested classification to historic reserve would 

potentially lower the recreation value of these areas by allowing easier access to mining and the development of 

.  

¶ To ensure public access and protect recreation values, submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic 

reserve, conservation park or national park, or joint historic/recreation reserve.  

¶ Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e 

Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreation values (e.g. classification under the National Parks Act or 

alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological, 

recreational and mana whenua values. It will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued 

ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes 

. 

¶ Submitters otherwise suggested that access be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Act (e.g. 

classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation 

of other natural values are expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act").  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru holds 

high value for recreation use, and there are recreation values relevant to this stewardship area (e.g. DOC-managed tramping 

routes pass through the upper area), my assessment is that on balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, 

The 

 

general well-being of the 

1977).  I acknowledge submitters concerns a historic reserve classification can limit access, however I do not accept that this 

concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed 

classification and exist elsewhere within the legislation, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the 

National Parks Act 1980.   

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ 

e.g. 

higher emphasis on environmental protection.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. 

recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains unmodified areas, my assessment is that on balance the natural resources 

present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and 

the cultural significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter (who noted they farm on part of the conservation area) commented that part of the area holds low 

conservation values and is suitable for disposal, describing it as 
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call it the Bowtie Parcel as the shape represents this) and it is adjacent our freehold and it is not linked to any other 

DOC Land  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although that I agree that the parcel in question (an isolated parcel 

adjacent to SH 73, immediately west of Harrington Creek) may not hold natural resources of substantive value, it forms part 

of the Taramakau River braid plain, an area of historical and cultural significance to  (e.g. Taramakau River is a 

Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area). My conclusion is that the natural resources present are 

appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural 

significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

¶ Submissions specific to this conservation area stated opposition based on concern that historic reserve does not 

adequately reflect or protect the natural values, particularly the freshwater values (e.g. 

).  

¶ A submitter noted the presence of , at risk and/or 

threatened species, depleted ecosystems (in relatively good condition)  

¶ One submitter p cited various long-term 

studies (

[of] the unaltered states of 

these rivers  They recommended a classification which would provide a higher level of protection and ensure the 

rivers stay in an unaltered state.  

¶ Submitters opposed historic reserve classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru on the 

grounds that it does not offer adequate protection for the natural resources present, or only protects ecological 

values to the extent compatible with the primary purpose of the reserve (e.g. 

, 

management and development that is inconsistent with t , 

highly valuable qualities of these areas are 

qualities are 

.  

¶ Submitters advocated variously for ecological area, scenic reserve, conservation park, national park, scientific 

reserve for parts, or a combination of these classifications, suggesting these would provide a higher level of 

protection for the natural values of the area.  

¶ A national park classification was frequently proposed, with submitters noting that the area recommended for 

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve shares many of the same natural values as the  National Park. 

They highlighted that the area is largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater values and wildlife (e.g. 

are braided 

riverbed, indigenous fish un-dammed pathways, sand spit, bird breeding a , 

than 250,000ha of mountainous country with largely intact indigenous ecosystems and extensive habitats of at risk 

and threatened species. Much of this country has similar ecological value to that protected within  

, are wetlands, endemic species like the giant mole weta, giant 

land snails, kea, whio , 

, , 

, . Within this area are numerous small 

, are over 

300km of river in this area, all of it is pristine and the majority of it is remote, 

, 

Nationally Significant ecological, landscape and recreational values within this area that warrant the highest level 

 

¶ Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru grouping to form a new national park to reflect the 

e.g. / . It 

 

¶ Submitters often suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for such an extensive area (e.g. 

large and some parts of it may be better suited to scenic reserve, national park, ecological area or scientific reserve 

, are inappropriate for such a large pristine bit of 



 

    61 

, 

may be acceptable only if it offers robust protection to the extraordinary ecological, geological, palaeontological, 

cultural, landscape, recreational a . The Tarahanga e Toru grouping was identified 

as more than four times the size of Paparoa National Park and two and a half times the size of Aoraki-Mt Cook 

National Park.  

¶ Submitters suggested that some parts of this area would meet the criteria for wilderness area (e.g. 

Tarahanga e Toru is further away from civilization and more remote than that of the Paparoa or Arthurs Park 

, 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a 

freshwater perspective (e.g. described in the CVR as braided river with good natural character and high predicted water 

quality, and a significant area for freshwater fish species), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present 

are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the 

reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the 

7, s. 18(2)(c)). 

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ Some submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whole Tarahanga e Toru area expressed 

support for historic reserve for the pounamu trails themselves and the Taramakau River, or suggested that these 

should be acknowledged or protected separately (e.g. the Taramakau river mouth should be excluded and vested to 

 of a classification of Historic Reserve 

for the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of the  

to the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management 

.  

¶ 

object, and natural feature or other thing that is to be preserved and protected suggesting that it is unclear how 

other conservation values would be protected.  

¶ Submitters noted that the identified historical resources are -physical in 

nature, making management of these values, over and above secondary objectives and values (e.g. recreation and 

ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretation.  

¶ Some submitters suggested that their current opposition may be reviewed if the purpose is clarified. It was stated 

that this lack made it difficult for submitters to comment on the recommendation (e.g. identification of 

the primary purpose of the historic reserve is a prerequisite for proper consultation. This is because the primary 

purpose of the reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other 

are 

commenting on   

¶ Submitters opposed the recommendation on the grounds that the classification is not intended for large 

-

cts  They suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for the proportionally 

small extent of tangible heritage within the large area (e.g. are Historic Reserve with no 

physical historical structures to conserve is contrary to 

, 

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 

, ed to 

, -Nancy Saddle may 

 

¶ Submitters commonly advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to protect both historic and 

ecological values, while ensuring access. It was argued that the preservation of the land is critical in preserving the 
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stories and legends inherent in old trails and landscape features, and therefore protection of the outstanding 

ecological, scenic, and recreational values is critical in further enhancing protection of historical values present.  

¶ 

interest shall as far as possible be preserved. It  was suggested a National Park management plan could effectively 

protect cultural and historic values, with submitters referencing the Paparoa National Park management plan as a 

successful example of this.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that on balance the proposed classification 

appropriately reflects the historic resources present within the area (e.g. nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounamu and 

tohu whenua) .  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)  

¶ Submitters regarding the entire Tarahanga e Toru area 

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 (e.g. 

gathering, and its general importance to Poutini  Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it 

 

¶ 

.  

¶  

present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational values  

¶ Submitters referenced various examples where  

National Parks (e.g. 

the topuni which recognises the tapu  principle of partnership can be upheld 

through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Paparoa  

cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governanc  of 

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and 

and to exercise kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai. Such arrangements would be provided 

.  

¶ Ecological area was also suggested as an option which could 

historical values were established as principles in the gazetting of the classification and/or relevant management 

plans  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted . It is my conclusion that the proposed classification appropriately 

protects the natural and historic resources present within the area, and reflects the nature of the historical and cultural 

, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner 

interests.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification 

(e.g.  

¶ Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purposes 

¶ Submitters expressed support for the name Tarahanga e Toru for the land grouping, though advocated for various 

other classifications (e.g.  .  

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters in opposition noted that part of this area is grazed under a concession and is important to the viability 

of the farm. It was noted that there have been discussions regarding a land exchange with DOC as this area has low 

conservation value and the adjacent freehold landowners would like to purchase it.  
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¶ Submissions suggested revisiting the recommendation and considering this area for disposal.  

¶ A lause that allows historic uses to continue 

¶ Submitters opposed the classification on the grounds that historic reserve may not prevent mining, hydro schemes 

or other development in the area, and that the public may not be able to have a say in any proposed activities 

(particularly if the reserve is vested).  

¶ Submitters stated that both mining and potential hydro-electric development are 

and conservation e.g. are four significant gold sources and the potential for rare earth 

minerals identified in the proposed historic reserve. All are in areas that recreationalists would consider far too 

precious to hydro-electric development in this area of pristine 

if there are already 3,284 damns on New Zealand 

rivers alone, then why are the leaders of today pushing for more unnecessa . National park or 

ecological area classification were suggested as preferable alternatives.  

¶ A submitter who advocated for national park status  our thriving eco-tourism and 

adventure-tourism sectors here in NZ and our skilled workers that represent us overseas, we need well-trained and 

well-practised professionals. This area is one of the best places in our country to gain and sustain these skills. As a 

backyard for students [of] the well recognised Tai Poutini Polytechnic, the next generation of such professionals, 

this area is our main training ground  

¶ Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated 

economic opportunities. 

time and money relative to any extra protection given and that a conservation park classification or retaining the 

 uses such as 

mining to be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

¶ A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevant areas as stewardship, or 

reclassification as a conservation park.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the large-scale 

historic 

 

¶ A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of management are unknown, a further 

public consultation process will be required.  

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

land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest, particularly regarding the proposed Griffin 

Creek hydro scheme or potential mining .  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on 

public access (e.g. are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding 

 

¶ 

governance practices and management plans should be provided for to enable proper management of these highly 

significant areas  

¶ Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if 

public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a 

mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing input into decision-making (e.g. 

want assurances about public voice in  level of public interest in this very large 

area and the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty that this public interest can be reflected in 
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¶ 

 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

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

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

¶ Submitters emphasised that free and enduring access to rivers should be assured (including via helicopter). A 

submitter noted  while clearly being of 

high significance to mana whenua  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that public recreational access is adequately 

provided for when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. The 

 

general well-being of the 

1977).   

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters expressed concern that historic reserve does not adequately recognise and protect ecological and 

biodiversity values (e.g.  

¶ Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in 

terms of size and scale (e.g. 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a 

freshwater perspective (e.g. described in the CVR as braided river with good natural character and high predicted water 

quality, and a significant area for freshwater fish species), my assessment is that on balance the natural resources present 

are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the 

cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. 

archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the 

reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the 

 

¶ A are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state, and in particular 

that the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversions 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Authorisation of any such activities involves a separate decision-

making process, the outcome of which would depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed 

land classification. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Submitters acknowledged the high significance of the area to mana whenua.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve area is of 

reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the area (e.g. 
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nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounamu and tohu whenua), and provides appropriate protection for the identified 

 

General (Allowed)  

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

protected from development.  

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

with some of the highly modified areas to be considered for farming or production forestry 

¶ 

allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow 

¶ 

provide economically  advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants. 

¶ A submitter suggested that the DOC system should continue to be the only one used for concessions, and that 

helicopter landing permissions should continue to be available.  

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kapitea Creek HOK_04_2809265n Conservation Park (Kapitia) Neutral 15 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

An 873.5942-ha area of outwash terraces dominated by lowland regenerating forest, shrubland and areas of wetland. The 

area extends c. 6 km inland from SH 6 and the coast. The streams here are being monitored under the Bio18 Migratory 

. There are a number of sites that have 

historical value through their association with mining of the Lamplough Lead, one of the richest leads on the West Coast. 

There is access, but little recreation. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kapitia), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: holding merit supported the notified status as 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

that 

. The Mana Whenua Panel further 

.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating forest with areas of 

, ) are appropriately protected under 

the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. recorded archaeological sites with 

historical value through their association with mining of the Lamplough Lead) 

Tahu.  are 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent 

.  
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter in support 

and wetland areas to maintain conservation values 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present (e.g. 

regenerating forest with areas of shrubland and  wetland, ) are 

appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. recorded archaeological sites with historical value through 

their association with mining of the Lamplough Lead). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the  the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided  

species, enhanced water quality  

¶ A submitter recommended scenic reserve as more appropriate for a river valley site, noting the regenerating native 

vegetation ( the coastal terrace cliff and the entrenched gully walls have remnants of tall podocarps among the 

) and calling it lot of 

development   
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¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating 

forest, freshwater values) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of 

are (Conservation Act 1987, 

s. 19(1)(a)). 

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. A 

submitter recommended adding the area to the Kumara Scenic Reserve. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding these and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 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.  

¶ 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ public access  
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Chesterfield HOK_04_2809278o Conservation Park (Kapitia) Neutral 16 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 181.6465-ha area of outwash terraces dominated by lowland regenerating forest, shrubland and areas of wetland. The 

streams here are being monitored under the Bio18 Migratory Fish workstream, and predicted to be significant habitat for 

. There are a number of sites that have historical value through their association with mining of the 

Lamplough Lead, one of the richest leads on the West Coast. There is access, but little recreation. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kapitia), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

that 

. The Mana Whenua Panel further 

.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests.  

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating forest with areas of 

, are appropriately protected under 

the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. recorded archaeological sites with 

historical value through their association with mining of the Lamplough Lead) 

Tahu. are 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent 

.  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A 

areas to maintain conservation values 
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I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present (e.g. 

regenerating forest with areas of shrubland and  wetland,  are 

appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. recorded archaeological sites with historical value through 

their association with mining of the Lamplough Lead). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it  or supported the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided  

species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

¶ 

predicted significant habitat for long finned eel and inanga 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating 

forest, freshwater values) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of 
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are (Conservation Act 1987, 

s. 19(1)(a)). 

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

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

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter strongly recommended retention of the unique remnant of the pkahe wetlands   
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I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present (e.g. 

regenerating forest with areas of shrubland and  wetland) warrant protection and are appropriately protected under 

the proposed classification. 

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

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kapitea Creek HOK_04_2809292p Conservation Park (Kapitia) Neutral 16 12 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.2555-ha area of lowland regenerating forest. This area is next to a track and near a portion of the Kapitia Creek. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kapitia), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: holding merit supported the notified status as 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

that 

. The Mana Whenua Panel further 

.  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating forest) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification when also considering . The primary 

are 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational 

use. 

protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)). I note not all the activities 

referred to occur within this stewardship area.  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter noted their view that the conservation area does not need to extend beyond the streams and wetland 

areas to maintain conservation values 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present (e.g. 

regenerating forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation 

are (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)). 
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present in the wider area as described by the CVR. The primary purpose of conservation parks 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it  or supported the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was concerned ensuring conservation park status provided  

species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

 

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks.  
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General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Panel 

¶ 

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

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried whether the proposed  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 
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Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara Straight HOK_05_2809266q Conservation Park (Kohimara) Neutral 15 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 216.3974-ha area that has previously been mined and is largely comprised of regenerating forest on outwash terraces 

and gentle hillslopes. Permissions are in place. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

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

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating forest with areas of 

) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the 

historic resources present (e.g. heritage values relating to and historic gold mining, likely significantly 

more archaeological sites than are currently recorded). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational 

use. 

protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)). I note not all the activities 

referred to occur within this stewardship area.  

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. 

gold mining, likely significantly more archaeological sites than are currently recorded). The primary purpose of 
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are (Conservation Act 1987, 

s. 19(1)(a)). 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the  the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission recommended adding the area to the Kapitea Creek Scenic Reserve. 
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Insufficient justification is provided regarding the scenic, natural and 

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to concern that existing easement rights would be affected by any 

change, noting two existing easements for power and hydro-electricity.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are .  

¶ 

 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried whether the proposed  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 
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Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Dillmanstown HOK_05_2809275r Conservation Park (Kohimara) Neutral 18 14 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 582.9798-ha area that has previously been mined and is largely comprised of regenerating forest on outwash terraces 

and gentle hillslopes. The Dillmanstown workings and archaeological sites represent part of the last major rush on the 

West Coast and one of the largest. DOC manages the short walk to Londonderry Rock near Dillmanstown, and a trust 

manages a section of the Grade 23 West Coast Wilderness Trail (mountain biking) in the area. Permissions are in place. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. It is also noted that there is an existing land 

exchange proposal involving this area that is in the final stages of completion. This transaction will need to be finalised 

before the above recommendation is implemented. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

that are , 

, are criss- , 

,   

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating forest and outwash terraces) 

are appropriately protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. 

four recorded archaeological sites, , likely more archaeological sites than are 

currently recorded, and gold workings around Dillmanstown associated with the last major rush on the West Coast) and 

. 

natural and historic resources are (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)). 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs, 

including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

The recreational values identified (i.e. walking and biking) are consistent with those described in the CVR and I agree they 

will be protected through the notified classification. 

Conservation Act 1987, s. 

19(1)(b)). 
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. four recorded archaeological sites, heritage values relating 

, gold workings associated with the last major rush on the West Coast). The primary purpose of 

are (Conservation Act 1987, 

s. 19(1)(a)). 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the  the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submission suggested that the 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission recommended adding the area to the Dillmanstown Amenity Area. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to concern that existing easement rights would be affected by any 

change, noting two existing easements for power and hydro-electricity.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ political judgement calls 

 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are  

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 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.  

¶ A submitter indicated their ownership of adjacent land and a willingness to consider a land swap with DOC. 

¶ A submitter noted their opposition to disposal and concerns over intrusion from goldmining into the regenerating 

forest.  

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 
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General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Kumara Straight HOK_05_2809334s Conservation Park (Kohimara) Neutral 14 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 3.7982-ha area that has previously been mined and is largely comprised of regenerating forest on outwash terraces and 

gentle hillslopes. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Kohimara), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Those 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

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

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating forest with areas of 

are appropriately protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the 

historic resources present (e.g. , likely significantly 

more archaeological sites than are currently recorded). The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational 

use. 

protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)). I note not all the activities 

referred to occur within this stewardship area.  

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. 

gold mining, likely significantly more archaeological sites than are currently recorded). The primary purpose of 
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are (Conservation Act 1987, 

s. 19(1)(a)). 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the  the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. regenerating 

forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission recommended adding the area to the Kapitea Creek Scenic Reserve. 

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

historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised for further consideration. 
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to concern that existing easement rights would be affected by any 

change, noting two existing easements for power and hydro-electricity.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are .  

¶ 

 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 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.  

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter 

biodiversity work and more pest control 
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

German Gully HOK_06_2806209t Conservation Park (Waimea) Neutral 16 14 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 288.999-ha area that is a mix of cutover and mature forest, largely on steep gully sides, with the exception of the 

northernmost block which is on terrace with incised streams. The areas represent the upper catchments, mid-stream 

sections and tributaries of small streams that run into German Gully, Waimea and Sunday creeks. Most retain high levels 

of naturalness due to the indigenous forestry values and have high predicted water quality. The southern blocks are near 

Shamrock Creek Amenity Area, a popular recreation area for walking, camping and gold fossicking. Hunting may occur 

in the other areas. As well as goldmining history and archaeological sites, there are mining-related permissions active 

now. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Waimea), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

Section 4 and Treaty principles: 

this stewardship area, particularly that the area contains pounamu resources which are 

 and the area . The 

reclassification of areas containing pounamu must expressly provide for the 

 and aspirations for this land (such as 

forestry and pounamu .  

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. cutover forest with mature remnants 

protecting tributaries of the main rivers, freshwater values including a diversity of whitebait species) are appropriately 

protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present (e.g. historic values 

associated with gold mining, two recorded archaeological sites and potentially other unrecorded heritage features) and 

. The primary purpose of 

natural and historic resources are (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)). 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs, 

including walking, biking and hunting. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational 

use, however, I note th . The proposed conservation park will be 

present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)).  
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Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

European occupation.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. historic values associated with gold mining, two recorded 

archaeological sites and potentially other unrecorded heritage features). The primary purpose of conservation parks 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the  the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submission suggested that the implementation of the 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. cutover forest 

with mature remnants protecting tributaries of the main rivers, freshwater values) are appropriately protected under the 

proposed classification. 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  



 

    91 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission recommended adding the area to the Shamrock Creek Amenity Area. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to concern that existing permissions would be affected by the change in 

status, noting five existing concessions. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are .  

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Stafford HOK_07_2809279u Conservation Park (Waimea) Neutral 12 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 288.999-ha area of outwash terrace with a steep terrace face above Waimea Creek. Mostly cutover with large areas of 

, but with remnant forest in steep gullies and terrace faces. 

hollowed and developed into pasture, possibly after mining. Although there are other blocks like this locally, lowland 

coastal forest and wetlands are very rare in New Zealand because of the high level of habitat modification. The area 

benefits from QEII covenants to the west and south, that protect similar ecological values. It is likely to receive little 

recreation use as access is through private land. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Waimea), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the ecological values present. 

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

-specific values in the preliminary analysis does not detract from 

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

Rationale: My conclusion is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest and wetland in a relatively natural 

state) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area, including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent they support the classification, 

.  

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter noted that lowland wetland/  is rare and at risk of development on private land. Disposal was 

opposed and classification as a scenic reserve or Waimea Conservation Park was supported.  

¶ A submission highlighted the distinctive ecological values present including rare lowland coastal forests and 

wetlands, noting 

species, and is under threat from farming, mining and invasive species.  
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I recommend that these comments are accepted. They provide site specific details regarding the natural resources present 

which are consistent with those described in the CVR (e.g. lowland forest and wetland, including p kihi). I agree that the 

natural values are appropriately protected through classification as a conservation park. The primary purpose of 

are (Conservation Act 1987, 

s. 19(1)(a)).  

¶ 

similar to a QEII covenant or greater 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent they support the classification, however I note that QEII 

covenants can only be applied to private land so are not a relevant consideration in this process.  

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent they support the classification, however I note that no historic 

or heritage values were identified in the CVR.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

¶ A submission advocated for retention by DOC as they are a neighbour to the area and would like to see the land 

remain as and regenerating forest cross the boundary.  

¶ 

. The protection and opportunity provided by the covenant was highlighted along with 

the ecological values present. The submission also noted the presence of paper roads in the area and the risk of 

encroachment, which they recommended was checked.  

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

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter noted the impacts of development and grazing, highlight ing 

sequestration (e.g. exposed to flood hazard and the continued maintenance 

. The submitter recommended 

allowing regeneration of the podocarp forest by excluding stock. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The proposed classification will support the protection of the natural 

resources present, and as a result support the areas climate mitigation potential . The points raised do not warrant 

overturning the notified intention. 

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided  

species, enhanced water quality  Alternative classification 

as an ecological area or scenic reserve was recommended with the submission highlighting the presence of at 

  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. lowland forest 

and wetland in a relatively natural state) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification and the points raised 

do not warrant overturning the notified intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed under the conservation park 

status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are .  
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¶ Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship 

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 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.  

¶ A submitter noted their opposition to disposal of the pasture areas, recommended boundary adjustment to include 

the river bank and stock exclusion to allow forest regeneration. 

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions queried  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ Government funding for better 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Arahura 

River Mouth 

HOK_08_2809280v Local Purpose (Kapukapuka 

 

Local Purpose (Kapukapuka 

 Reserve 

15 6 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 22.185-ha narrow strip of backdune vegetation which is a mix of pasture, wetland and dune vegetation at the mouth of 

Flowery Creek and Arahura River. It includes the coastal lowland part of the Arahura River Mouth Species Management 

Unit for black- Larus bulleri) (Nationally Critical) . People access and walk down the beach from an 

access road to the north. There are . The area is part of the estuary of the Arahura 

catchment, managed by the Department as a Ng . This programme takes a whole catchment approach to 

restoration and works in partnership with others to restore the biodiversity of 14 rivers from the mountains to the sea. The 

. A grazing 

licence is in place. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Local Purpose (Kapukapu ) Reserve, to appropriately reflect the identified values while 

recognising the significance of this area to  Tahu. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Local P Reserve, to give effect to the principles of the Treaty of 

Waitangi, 

 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal of  

Summary of accepted submissions: notified 

classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving it uncertain how the natural 

resources present will be protected. 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled a range of  interests associated with 

this stewardship area, e.g. 

the river catchment has been a valued source of pounamu for centuries, and the associated trails and trade 

, the Arahura river mouth is highly significant as the 

 They also noted future 

 Arahura 

and Arahura marae and respond to impacts relating to climate change.  

While such a local purpose 

conservation values that are 

consistent with Treaty principles, my assessment is that more work is required to clarify and describe the purpose of the 

proposed reserve. 

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 will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local purpose 

reserve is appropriate, or if another classification should be considered. 
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Support 

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  

¶ 

 and marae. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area holds cultural and historic values, I have 

concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to 

comment on whether it appropriately protects the historic and cultural values described, alongside the conservation of 

natural resources and identified .  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ 

Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are  

a role -  

 

¶ 

economic wellbeing and aspirations of 

principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural 

, I have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of the notified 

classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it 

and interests, and promotes the conservation of the identified natural and historic resources present. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification. 

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

 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)  

¶ A submission supported the classification but expressed concern it would affect existing permissions. 

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

Oppose 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ 

classification as a historic reserve.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I have concluded based on comments in opposition that 

the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it provides appropriate 

protection of the natural resources and subsequent protection against flood events or coastal erosion, or if another 

classification should be considered. 
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

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

leaving it uncertain if ecological and other values will be protected if incompatible with the primary purpose.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient 

detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present.  

¶ A submitter 

recommending alternative classification as a historic reserve. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I have concluded based on comments in opposition that 

the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it provides appropriate 

protection of the natural resources noted by submitters, or if another classification should be considered. 

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)  

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

land and limitations of the consultation.  

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)  

¶ A submitter noted the species identified in the CVR  have been recorded in the area, advocating for 

any classification to protect threatened and at-risk species. 

I recommend that this comment is not accepted. I have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of the 

notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately protects the natural resources 

described, or if another classification may be more appropriate. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ Waewae was acknowledged by one submitter who stated their concern that 

harvesting could increase the risk of decline or extinction of threatened and at-risk species. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural 

, I have concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of the notified 

classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it 

and interests, and promotes the conservation of the identified natural and historic resources present. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter stated they were unable to support local purpose reserves without greater clarity of purpose.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient 

detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural and historical resources present.  
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Protected Area 
Recommendation 
ID 

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Stafford HOK_09_2809281f Conservation Park (Waimea)  12 14 

Stafford HOK_09_2809281g  Disposal 6 23 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A total of 2.6982-ha made up of multiple areas of largely developed and partly occupied areas north of the Waimea River 

in the historic settlement of Stafford. The township sat within the Waimea goldfield and is closely tied to the 

Scandinavian Hill diggings immediately behind it. The largest northern area retains some regenerating forest on terrace 

face. and rarity values are low. It does have access, but little recreation is expected. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Waimea) is considered to reflect the values present, protecting natural and historic 

resources while providing for potential public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Disposal, as the area is significantly modified and will not improve or enhance conservation 

values in adjacent conservation areas. The area is considered to contain no or very low conservation values. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal for the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block. 

ü Do not proceed with the notified proposal for the lowland, modified portions of the area. 

Summary of accepted submissions: Regarding the vegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR identifies as 

regenerating forest on terrace face)

the proposed conservation park, or noted that outcome would support ongoing public access.  

Regarding the lowland modified portions of this stewardship area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic 

grassland), 

disposal, noting that the natural resources are modified from a history of mining (e.g. "this area was all mined in the 

1980s", 

rt from old pieces of barbed wire fence from earlier farming in the 1950s-80s, are 

Also accepted were comments noting that disposal of the area is supported by the Mana Whenua 

 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have opposed the notified intention, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, instead recommending the area be considered for disposal as the 

 

Regarding the vegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face), 

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

submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present warrant proceeding with the notified proposal for 

that part of the conservation area.  

Regarding the lowland, modified portions of this stewardship area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic 

grassland), I have concluded, considering those submissions accepted, that the area does not contain natural resources of 

sufficient value to justify the notified intention of conservation park. This is in accordance with the position of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 
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Rationale: Regarding the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block (which the CVR identifies as 

regenerating forest on terrace face), my conclusion considering those submissions accepted, is that the proposed 

classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural and historic resources present. The primary 

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

Regarding the lowland modified portions of the area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), my 

conclusion, in accordance with submissions received, is that the area does not contain natural and historic resources of 

sufficient value to justify the notified proposal of conservation park. The isolated nature of the parcels between privately 

owned properties further supports this approach. I note that the CVR highlights that it is unknown whether there are any 

archaeological remains associated with the former township. 

 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the proposed classification on the basis of preserving public access, should climbing 

potential be discovered in the future.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural and historic resources present in 

the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace 

face) are appropriately protected by the proposed classification. This will support ongoing public access to the area. The 

natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)). Regarding the lowland modified portions of the 

area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), my conclusion, considering submissions accepted, is that 

insufficient natural and historic resources are present to warrant the notified classification of conservation park. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural and historic resources present in 

the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace 

face) are appropriately protected by the proposed classification. 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. Regarding the lowland modified portions of the area (which the 

CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), my conclusion, considering submissions accepted, is that insufficient natural 

and historic resources are present to warrant the notified classification of conservation park. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

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

 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  
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As I have recommended these comments are not allowed, I recommend they are not accepted. 

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter, who advocated for the area to be disposed of, noted the disconnected nature of the parcels making up 

the conservation area and the modified nature of the natural resources present, resulting from a history of mining 

(e.g. the western area is called Raffertys Creek and was intensively mined back in the 1860-80s , his area was all 

mined in the 1980s, with the exception of the section that Scandinavia Street runs through and the area on top of 

the terrace above Raffertys Creek due to its inaccessibility by digge ). 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the lowland modified portions of the area 

(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland) contain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the 

notified classification of conservation park. Regarding the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block 

(which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face), my assessment is that the natural and historic resources 

present are appropriately protected by the proposed classification.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural and historic resources present in the 

portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace 

face) are appropriately protected by the proposed classification. Regarding the lowland modified portions of the area (which 

the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), my conclusion, considering submissions accepted, is that insufficient 

natural and historic resources are present to warrant the notified classification of conservation park. 

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- . It was 

recommended to combine the proposed parks where the values are 

large landscape scale management 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks 

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who advocated for d , outlined their assessment of the 

historic resources present, which were not considered to warrant the notified classification of conservation park 

(e.g. he area on top of the terrace by Raffertys contains numerous old water races, mine shafts and tunnels, which 

are , no other artefacts, apart from old pieces of barbed wire fence from earlier 

farming in the 1950s-80s, are evident in the area . Disposal was preferred to alleviate the legal issue of 

disconnected blocks 

growing residential population of the old town  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the lowland modified portions of the area 

(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland) contain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the 

notified classification of conservation park. The CVR highlights that it is unknown whether there are any archaeological 

remains associated with the former township. Regarding the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block 

(which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face), my assessment is that the natural and historic resources 

present are appropriately protected by the proposed classification. 

¶ A submitter advocated for classification as a historical area or similar, highlighting the existence of a historic 

cemetery. 
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I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the area contains insufficient historic resources 

to warrant classification as historic reserve. The CVR highlights that it is unknown whether there are any archaeological 

remains associated with the former township. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the lowland modified portions of the area 

(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland) contain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the 

notified classification of conservation park. Regarding the vegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR 

identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face), although I acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the 

notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present 

warrant proceeding with the notified proposal for that part of the conservation area.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed or expressed concern that the 

classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed for under the conservation 

park status and were concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ One submission sought greater clarity on the possible economic activities that may occur, as signalled in the 

recommendation report.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

 

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised for consideration. 
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General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

 
The comments received in relation to the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation are summarised below and have been 

considered in relation to the notified proposal when forming s.49 allow/accept recommendations. 

Support 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter noted that the land did not hold any substantive conservation value, and was therefore suitable for 

disposal there is agreement that none of this land holds conservation value.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the lowland modified portions of the area 

(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland) contain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the 

notified classification of conservation park. Regarding the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block 

(which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face), my assessment is that the natural and historic resources 

present are appropriately protected by the proposed classification.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

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

fulfil obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi (e.g. 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the lowland modified portions of the area 

(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland) contain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the 

notified classification of conservation park. Regarding the vegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR 

identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face), although I acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the 

notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present 

warrant proceeding with the notified proposal for that part of the conservation area.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ A submission expressed general support for the recommendation by the Mana Whenua Panel. 

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

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

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future 

generations to enjoy these areas, expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation 



 

    105 

opportunities such as climbing are used to ensure 

 (e.g. Retaining this land in the conservation estate will 

, Oppose any disposal of stewardship land 

where that land holds recreational sports fishing or gamebird hunting values or provides public access to areas 

where sports fishing or gamebird hunting may be undertaken. Alternative classification as a conservation park 

was recommended. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural and historic resources present in 

the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace 

face) are appropriately protected by the proposed classification. This will support ongoing public access to the area. The 

the protection of the 

natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(b)). Regarding the lowland modified portions of the 

area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), my conclusion, considering submissions accepted, is that 

insufficient natural and historic resources are present to warrant the notified classification of conservation park. The CVR 

notes that the area contains no tracks or facilities, and is likely to receive little recreation use. 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that it forgoes future opportunities such as carbon sequestration 

and climate mitigation, and the land should be protected for future generations (e.g. 

sequestration through indigenous vegetation are rapidly diminishing and every hectare of the conservation estate 

, in the midst of climate and biodiversity crises, conservation land should be protected for indigenous 

species to thrive and to safeguard the environment from ).  

¶ Submitters advocated for retention in Crown ownership and 

emissions from agriculture  

¶ A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for restoration and that riverbeds and 

adjacent land should be retained for flood retention, with no grazing permitted. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present in the portion of 

indigenous vegetation in the large northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face) are 

appropriately protected by the proposed conservation park classification, and the associated potential for climate 

mitigation . Regarding the lowland modified portions of the area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), 

my conclusion, considering submissions accepted, is that insufficient natural and historic resources are present to warrant 

the notified classification of conservation park. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship land, advocating for retention in Crown 

ownership on the grounds that; there are likely to be natural values remaining, pasture areas are likely to contain 

some indigenous species, even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem restoration, and areas near 

forests could easily revert to a natural state (e.g. 

habitat for native species, often close to native forest (and therefore seed source) meaning without grazing these 

areas will overtime readily revert to forest.  

¶ Submissions opposed disposal where there is poor ecological representation in existing protected areas, 

recommending that lowland river terraces remain in public conservation land as so little remains and there is the 

potential for restoration and regeneration.  

¶ A submission highlighted the ecological values present, including regenerating indigenous vegetation and the 

potential for freshwater ecological values. The submitter recommended classification as a conservation park status 

e.g. These areas should be protected as they contain small sections of secondary growth 

 

¶ A submission recommended that only modified landlocked sites without restoration potential should be disposed 

of.  

¶ A submission opposed disposal, emphasising the importance of protecting natural values and recommended a 
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I recommend that these comments are accepted to the extent that I agree that the natural resources present in the portion of 

indigenous vegetation in the large northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face) are 

appropriately protected by the proposed conservation park classification, and the associated potential for climate 

mitigation . Regarding the lowland modified portions of the area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), 

my conclusion, considering submissions accepted, is that insufficient natural and historic resources are present to warrant 

the notified classification of conservation park. 

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter advocated for  or 

presence of the historic cemetery. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the area contains insufficient historic resources 

to warrant classification as historic reserve. The CVR highlights that it is unknown whether there are any archaeological 

remains associated with the former township. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ One submission stated and only then with 

-  

¶ One submission expressed a desire for maximum protection to allow nature to thrive, in keeping with the approach 

of the indigenous people of Aotearoa.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Regarding the lowland, modified portions of this stewardship area 

(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland), I have concluded, considering those submissions accepted, that the 

area does not contain natural resources of sufficient value to justify the notified intention of conservation park. This is in 

accordance with the position of the Mana Whenua Panel. Regarding the vegetated portion of the northern block (which the 

CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face), although I acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the 

notif ied proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present 

warrant proceeding with the notified proposal for that part of the conservation area.  

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for 

 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submission expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land and sought protection from development, 

mining, or other extractive activities. 

¶ A submission advocated for no disposals and stated 

disposal may cause costs to be incurred. 

advantage in the recommendation for land disposal is to the landowner who currently has a grazing license (or 

  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation, including the timeframe for response, when compared to the scale of 

information notified. 

¶ A submitter 

opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership. Concerns regarding the limits of the 

notification were further highlighted as the 

. 
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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  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund.  

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

No Opinion/Position Stated  

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development.  

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Notification 

Process for Disposal of Crown-owned Land. 

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Stafford (Central/East) HOK_09_2809281h Disposal Disposal 10 20 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A total of 2.6982 ha made up of multiple areas of largely developed and partly occupied areas north of the Waimea River 

in the historic settlement of Stafford. The township sat within the Waimea goldfield and is closely tied to the 

Scandinavian Hill diggings immediately behind it. The largest northern area retains some regenerating forest on a 

terrace face. and rarity values are low. It does have access, but little recreation is 

expected. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Disposal, as the area is considered to be of very low conservation value and to lack the historical 

significance of the rest of HOK_09. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Disposal, as the area is significantly modified and will not improve or enhance conservation 

values in adjacent conservation areas. The area is considered to contain no or very low conservation values. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal, referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of 

disposal. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

investigation where there are no conservation values remaining. Also accepted were comments noting that this was 

 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed disposal investigation, 

supported by submissions from Treaty partner organisations, on the grounds that the area is significantly modified. 

Rationale: My assessment is that the stewardship area is of low conservation value, and warrants further investigation as 

to the suitability of disposal. I note that the CVR highlights that it is unknown whether there are any archaeological 

remains associated with the former township. 

 

Support 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

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

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

I recommend that these comments are accepted. The stewardship area consists of modified pasture and holds low 

conservation values, supporting a disposal investigation. I note that any parts of the area identified to have substantive 

natural values are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

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

fulfil obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi (e.g. 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the modified nature of the pastoral components of this 

stewardship area justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal. I note that the Mana 

Whenua Panel have supported the proposed disposal investigation. 
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General (Allowed) 

¶ A submission expressed general support for the recommendation by the Mana Whenua Panel. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter suggested that survey and assessment should occur prior to disposal and listed the factors they 

believed should be considered, also recommending exchange with nearby land with unprotected indigenous 

vegetation where possible.  

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

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

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future 

generations to enjoy these areas, expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation 

opportunities such as climbing angli are used to ensure 

e.g. 

preserve public access if climbing potential is discovered in the fu , 

where that land holds recreational sports fishing or gamebird hunting values or provides public access to areas 

. Alternative classification as a conservation park 

was recommended.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The highly modified pastoral area is unlikely to hold recreational 

values which justify retention as public conservation land. Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental 

investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies which will secure ongoing public 

access along the riparian corridor. 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that it forgoes future opportunities such as carbon sequestration 

climate mitigation and flood protection, and the land should be protected for future generations (e.g. 

opportunities for carbon sequestration through indigenous vegetation are rapidly diminishing and every hectare of 

, 

, are all front country areas that 

protect other significant areas from climate disruption, flooding, slips, erosion, and damage from sea surges and 

.  

¶ Submitters advocated for retention in Crown ownership or classification as a scenic reserve or ecological area. 

¶ Submitters opposed disposal of the larger  carbon capture from 

revegetation and protection of the remaining indigenous forest.  

¶ A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for restoration.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. landscape context (bordered by 

farmland) limit the effectiveness of restoration for carbon sequestration. I note that any potential disposal arising from the 

Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained 

and protected as public conservation land. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of stewardship land, advocating for retention in Crown ownership on 

the grounds that; there are likely to be natural values remaining, pasture areas are likely to contain some 

indigenous species, even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem restoration, and areas near forests 
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could easily revert to a natural state (e.g. 

, often close to native forest (and therefore seed source) meaning without grazing these areas will 

overtime readily revert to forest .  

¶ A submission highlighted the ecological values present, including regenerating indigenous vegetation and the 

potential for freshwater ecological values. The submitter recommended classification as a conservation park status 

e.g. These areas should be protected as they contain small sections of secondary growth 

 

¶ Submissions opposed disposal where there is poor ecological representation in existing protected areas, 

recommending that lowland river terraces remain in public conservation land as so little remains and there is the 

potential for restoration and regeneration.  

¶ A submission recommended that only modified landlocked sites without restoration potential should be disposed 

of.  

¶ A submission opposed disposal, emphasising the importance of protecting natural values and recommended a 

 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. and landscape context (surrounded by modified 

farmland) limit the effectiveness of retaining the area for restoration. The highly modified nature of the area (exotic 

grassland) justif ies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal. I note that any potential 

disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying 

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

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter advocated for the area to 

presence of the historic cemetery. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The part of the stewardship area recommended for disposal is noted to 

lack the historic values present in other parts of the assessment area. The highly modified nature of the area (exotic 

grassland) justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ One submission stated and only then with 

-  

¶ One submission expressed a desire for maximum protection to allow nature to thrive, in keeping with the approach 

of the indigenous people of Aotearoa.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana 

Whenua Panel, and any potential disposal of relevant land arising from the Departmental investigation will be subject to 

the first right of refusal . The highly modified area is 

-kai values . The modified nature of the area (exotic grassland) justifies 

referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for 

maximum environmental protection, 

 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submission expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land and sought protection from development, 

mining, or other extractive activities. 

¶ 

disposal may cause costs to be incurred. 
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advantage in the recommendation for land disposal is to the landowner who currently has a grazing license (or 

  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation, including the timeframe for response, when compared to the scale of 

information notified. 

¶ 

opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership. Concerns regarding the limits of 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  

¶  

use values are not conservation values   

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund.  

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

No Opinion/Position Stated  

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development.  

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Notification 

Process for Disposal of Crown-owned Land. 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Stafford - High 

Street 

HOK_09_2809331w Conservation Park (Waimea)  11 13 

Stafford - High 

Street 

HOK_09_2809331x  Disposal 6 19 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 0.0369-ha area of pasture north of the Waimea River in the historic settlement of Stafford. The township sat within the 

Waimea goldfield and is closely tied to the Scandinavian Hill diggings immediately behind it. 

diversity and rarity values are low. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Waimea) is considered to reflect the values present, protecting natural and historic 

resources while providing for potential public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Disposal, as the area is significantly modified and will not improve or enhance conservation 

values in adjacent conservation areas. The area is considered to contain no or very low conservation values. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park.  

Summary of accepted submissions: opposed the proposed conservation 

park, noting that the natural resources are modified from a history of mining (e.g. it was mined to a depth of 6 meters in 

the 1980s, there is agreement that none of ). Also accepted were comments noting 

 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel have opposed the notified intention, supported by 

submissions from Treaty partner organisations, instead recommending the area be considered for disposal as the 

pastoral components are  

My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in accordance with the position of the Mana Whenua Panel, is 

that the area does not contain natural and historic resources of sufficient value to justify the notified intention of 

conservation park.  

Rationale: My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that the area is highly modified (described in the 

CVR as modified exotic grassland) and does not contain natural resources of sufficient value to justify the notified 

intention of conservation park. The isolated nature of the area, surrounded by privately owned properties, further 

supports this conclusion. I note that the CVR highlights that it is unknown whether there are any archaeological remains 

associated with the former township. 

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the proposed classification on the basis of preserving public access, should climbing 

potential be discovered in the future.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I have concluded based on comments in opposition that the 

assessment area is highly modified and contains insufficient natural and historic values to justify the notified intention of 

conservation park. I note that the modified nature of the land (e.g. exotic grassland) means it is unlikely there are climbing 

values present. The CVR notes that the area contains no tracks or facilities, and is likely to receive little recreation use. 
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General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or 

agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports  

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

 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter, who advocated for the area to be disposed of, noted the modified nature of the natural resources 

present, resulting from a history of mining (e.g. it was mined to a depth of 6 meters in the 1980s. It was suggested 

that the l has been held in trust by DOC since its inception pending disposal and is neither use nor 

ornamentation to anyone except its immediate neighbours 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic 

grassland) contains insufficient natural resources to warrant the notified classification of conservation park.  

¶ Submitters noted that the proposed conservation parks are 

an inefficient way of managing land for conservation. It  was recommended to combine the proposed parks where 

the values are  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I have concluded based on comments in opposition that the 

assessment area is highly modified and contains insufficient  natural and historic values to justify the notified intention of 

conservation park. I note that the CVR describes the area as having low diversity and pattern and does not identify the 

presence of any threatened or at-risk species. 

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ 
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I recommend that these comments are accepted. My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in accordance 

with the position of the Mana Whenua Panel, is that the area does not contain natural and historic resources of sufficient 

value to justify the notified intention of conservation park. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ Alternative classification as a conservation area or historic reserve was recommended.  

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ Submissions opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed for under the conservation 

park status and were concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

¶ One submission sought greater clarity on the possible economic activities that may occur, as signalled in the 

recommendation report.  

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ A 

 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are .  

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 
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Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

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

 
The comments received in relation to the Mana Whenua Panel recommendation are summarised below and have been 

considered in relation to the notified proposal when forming s.49 allow/accept recommendations. 

Support 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submitter noted that the land did not hold any substantive conservation value, and was therefore suitable for 

.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic 

grassland) contains insufficient natural resources to warrant the notified classification of conservation park.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

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

fulfil obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi (e.g. 

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in accordance 

with the position of the Mana Whenua Panel, is that the area does not contain natural and historic resources of sufficient 

value (described in the CVR as modified exotic grassland) to justify the notified intention of conservation park. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ A submission expressed general support for the recommendation by the Mana Whenua Panel. 

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

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

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

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

Oppose 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future 

generations to enjoy these areas, expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation 

opportunities such as climbing angli are used to ensure 

e.g. 

preserve public access if climbing potential is discovered in the fu , 

where that land holds recreational sports fishing or gamebird hunting values or provides public access to areas 

. Alternative classification as a conservation park 

was recommended.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. I have concluded based on comments in opposition that the 

assessment area is highly modified and contains insufficient natural and historic values to justify the notified intention of 

conservation park. The CVR notes that the area contains no tracks or facilities, and is likely to receive little recreation use.  
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Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that it forgoes future opportunities to deal with climate change such 

as carbon sequestration and climate mitigation, stating the land should be protected for future generations (e.g. 

are rapidly diminishing and every 

hectare , 

, are all front country 

areas that protect other significant areas from climate disruption, flooding, slips, erosion, and damage from sea 

.  

¶ Submitters advocated for retention in Crown ownership, or classification as a scenic reserve, ecological area or 

conservation park. 

¶ A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for restoration and that riverbeds and 

adjacent land should be retained for flood retention, with no grazing permitted.  

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the area is highly modified (described in the 

CVR as modified exotic grassland) does not contain natural resources of sufficient value to justify the notified intention of 

conservation park. The isolated nature of the area, surrounded by privately owned properties, further supports this 

conclusion. 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for retention in Crown ownership on the grounds that there are likely to be natural values 

remaining, that pasture areas are likely to contain some indigenous species, that even highly modified land holds 

opportunities for ecosystem restoration and areas near forests could easily revert to a natural state (e.g. 

, often close to native forest (and 

therefore seed source) meaning without grazing these areas will overtime readily revert to forest.  

¶ Submissions opposed disposal of any conservation land due to the current biodiversity crisis and the potential role 

the land may play in future conservation, noting the intent of Te Mana o te Taio and recommending a 

 (e.g. I believe that it is premature for any of these areas to be disposed of because it 

removes them irrevocably from serving any conservation or support role in the future 

¶ A submission highlighted the ecological values present in the area 

of indigenous forest, regenerating forest/shrubland, potential instream values and the role of the area as a 

. C was 

recommended.  

¶ Submissions opposed disposal where there is poor ecological representation in existing protected areas, 

recommending that lowland river terraces remain in public conservation land as so little remains and there is the 

potential for restoration and regeneration.  

¶ A submission recommended that only modified landlocked sites without restoration potential should be disposed 

of.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the area is highly modified (described in the 

CVR as modified exotic grassland) does not contain natural resources of sufficient value to justify the notified intention of 

conservation park. The isolated nature of the area, surrounded by privately owned properties, further supports this 

conclusion.  

Treaty Considerations (Allowed) 

¶ One submission stated and only then with 

-  

¶ One submission expressed a desire for maximum protection to allow nature to thrive, in keeping with the approach 

of the indigenous people of Aotearoa.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in 

accordance with the position of the Mana Whenua Panel, is that the area does not contain natural and historic resources of 

sufficient value (described in the CVR as modified exotic grassland) to justify the notified intention of conservation park.  
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General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for 

 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submission expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land and sought protection from development, 

mining, or other extractive activities. 

¶ A submission advocated against 

use costs to be incurred. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

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

land and limitations of the consultation, including the timeframe for response, when compared to the scale of 

information notified. 

¶ 

opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownership. Concerns regarding the limits of 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  

¶  

use values are not conservation values   

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund.  

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

No Opinion/Position Stated  

General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development.  

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Notification 

Process for Disposal of Crown-owned Land. 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Big Dam Hill HOK_10_2809285y Conservation Park (Waimea) Neutral 16 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 1206.8031-ha area of lowland ridges and gullies separating Waimea Creek from Arahura River. Part of the area has been 

logged in the past, but it still holds large tracts of indigenous podocarp/hardwood forests, numerous streams, forested 

catchments and induced wetlands. The southern section of the area on the river terraces near the Arahura River is part of 

. There are ten recorded archaeological sites, all closely tied to the Waimea goldrush and comprise 

the physical mining operations alongside the settlements that supported these, and the transport networks that 

connected them. Recreation includes people walking the former forest service gravel roads, and occasional hunting by 

locals. Various permissions are in place. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park (Waimea), to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.  

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

that the area is in the vicinity of  forestry and that 

forestry. 

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (e.g. tracts of indigenous forest, wetlands, part 

of a Ng  Awa site) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic 

resources present (e.g. ten recorded archaeological sites associated with the Waimea goldrush). The primary purpose of 

are (Conservation Act 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area including walking, biking and hunting. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational 

use as identified in the CVR. 

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



 

    119 

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

European occupation.  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present as described by the CVR (e.g. Aarchaeological sites associated with goldmining). The 

are 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the  the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ A 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ A submission was concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided  

species, enhanced water quality  

¶ Alternative classification as an ecological area was recommended with the submission highlight ing the presence of 

at risk/threatened species and depleted ecosystems   

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. My assessment is that the natural resources present (e.g. indigenous 

forest modified by logging, freshwater values) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary 

are 

(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)). 
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¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks. 

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification, 

or expressed concern that the classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status. 

¶ A submission recommended adding the land to the Shamrock Creek Amenity Area without providing further 

justification. 

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ A submitter who expressed general concern about the low-level protection offered by conservation park, noted 

 The support was contingent on the 

land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present.  

¶ A submitter opposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed for under the conservation 

park status and was concerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified. 

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

 

¶ 

determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use values are .  

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

land and limitations of the consultation. 

¶ A submitter sought clarification on the economic, well-

in the recommendation report. The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposed classification 

without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values. 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was 

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

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

No Opinion/ Position Stated 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. No information is provided regarding the natural and historic 

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

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

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

on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 
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General (Allowed) 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

biodiversity work and more pest control 

¶ A submission raised the challenge of ensuring cattle are excluded from waterways and that ongoing grazing may 

be contrary to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater.  

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

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

North Bank Arahura 

Road 

HOK_11_2806208a Stewardship Stewardship 10 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 74.4551-ha area that runs parallel with Old Christchurch Road. It is coastal podocarp/broadleaved forest with some 

wetland areas on a coastal terrace. South Island fernbird (At Risk - Declining) have been heard in the wetland. 

Surrounding and nearby areas have been cleared for plantations and farming. The area is bisected by a road to Red Jacks. 

The area likely receives little recreation use except occasional hunting. This piece of conservation area has been 

the Department. 

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Retain as stewardship land to appropriately reflect the identified values while enabling the ongoing 

discussions between mana whenua and the Department to continue. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Retain as stewardship, supporting the . 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal, retaining the area in stewardship. 

Summary of accepted submissions: supported retaining the area in 

stewardship to recognise interests or expressed general support for the proposal. 

Section 4 and Treaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel supported the notified proposal, supported by submissions 

from Treaty partner organisations. The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled a strong connection to this stewardship area, 

the entire Arahura area is a place of immense spiritual and cultural significance for Ng , the 

conservation area is also an integral part of a wider vision that Te R  have for Arahura, to improve 

, 

regarding the provision 

of Papak inga to be established in the vicinity of the Arahura Marae 

 

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and 

interests. This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, however. Active protection requires you to properly understand 

the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and to 

make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances.  

My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is that it is reasonable in the circumstances to retain this area in 

that any further work will be undertaken in a manner consistent with Treaty principles. 

Rationale: I have concluded based on those submissions accepted, and considering the identified  interests, 

that it is appropriate to retain the area in stewardship at this time. I note that as stewardship land the area will remain 

protected until an appropriate classification is determined. 

 

Support 

Treaty Considerations 

¶ A submission supported the retention of the area as stewardship land to enable continuing discussions with Te 
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¶ Submissions supported the position of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that their recommendations reflect the 

e.g. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is that it is reasonable 

in the circumstances to 

what Treaty principles may require.    

General 

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

providing further justification. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration. 

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use 

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

these provide adequate legal protection. 

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

Other  

¶ 

negotiations and activities to occur, and advocated for a similar approach in other locations.  

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

Oppose 

Climate Change and Natural Hazards  

¶ A submission opposed the classification noting the opportunity for carbon sequestration and seeking classification 

as an ecological area or scenic reserve.  

¶ A submission opposed retention as stewardship land for the purpose of housing, stating concern that 

and noting that 

. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. While I agree that the natural values present may support climate 

mitigation, it is my assessment, considering submissions accepted, is that it is reasonable in the circumstances to retain this 

. I 

note that as stewardship land the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined. 

Ecology and Landscape 

¶ Submissions expressed opposition to retaining in stewardship due to the ecological values present, noting the 

importance of protecting the regenerating remnant coastal podocarp/broadleaved forest and wetland and 

suggesting an alternative classification of ecological area, scenic reserve or another classification which would 

protect the forest (e.g. are coastal terrace regenerating podocarp forest, 

, 

and waterways providing habitat for a number of threatened freshwater fish species (brown mudfish, koura and 

).  

¶ The extent of clearing which has occurred on private land around the area was raised by submissions in opposition 

with concern that a higher level of protection is needed for the remaining forest, recognising the role it plays in 

connecting the remaining forests across land types (e.g. 
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years, a higher level of protection is needed for what remains ( ) This network of native forest is one of the three 

large remnants of indigenous forest in the maritime zone between Taramakau and Arahura rivers). 

¶ 

sites available.  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area holds ecological value, my assessment, 

considering submissions accepted, is that it is reasonable in the circumstances to retain this area in stewardship to further 

. I note that as stewardship land 

the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined. 

 

General  

¶ Opposition to the retention as stewardship land was noted, are values that exist that would justify 

.  

¶ A submission expressed general opposition to retaining in stewardship, suggesting an alternative classification as 

 

¶ A submission noted 

value   

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use  

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

expressing concern that the classification allows for the land to be used for extractive commercial activities. It was 

recommended that the land is either disposed of or classified into an appropriate category based on the values 

present (e.g. 

mining, stock grazing, logging and residential developments and without rigorous protection from the 

 

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

Process and Consultation  

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

land and limitations of the consultation, including the timeframe for response, when compared to the scale of 

information notified. 

¶ A submission queried the extent of land in South Westland not included in the reclassification process. 

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

Other  

¶ A submission suggested that consideration be given to the surrounding modified/developed land parcels being 

purchased to provide a site.  

¶ A submission expressed concern about unauthorised grazing at the site.  

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

No Opinion/ Position Stated 

Access and Recreation 

¶  

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

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

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

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

depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification. 
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Ecology and Landscape  

¶ A submission noted that the North Bank of the Arahura river was formerly podocarp forest and is of high 

conservation value, and expressed support for holding this land in the conservation estate. 

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. Although I agree that the area holds ecological value, my assessment, 

considering submissions accepted, is that it is reasonable in the circumstances to retain this area in stewardship to further 

. I note that as stewardship land 

the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined. 

 

Treaty Considerations  

¶ A submission recommended consultation with as the area 

Arahura Pa associations/cultural consideration 

¶ A submission suggested retaining as stewardship to allow further discussions with .  

I recommend that these comments are accepted. My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is that it is reasonable 

in the circumstances to 

what Treaty principles may require.    

General 

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

protected from development. 

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

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

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

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

classification. 

Other  

¶ A submission opposed disposal of the land noting it can cause costs to be occurred and there is little burden to 

retaining. 

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

National Panel 
Recommendation  

Mana Whenua Panel 
Recommendation  

Support Oppose 

Duffers Creek HOK_12_2809283b  Neutral 15 13 

DOC Conservation Values Report Description 

A 55.6593-

logging and mining. There is a myriad of stream channels throughout the wetlands. Other than occasional hunting, little 

recreation use is likely.  

Panel Recommendations 

National Panel: Conservation park , to reflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic 

resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area. 

Mana Whenua Panel: Neutral. 

 

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation 

ü Proceed with the notified proposal of conservation park. 

Summary of accepted submissions: 

appropriate for the historic values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area. 

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific  Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly 

that the area is  this 

vicinity  and . 

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, I consider the classification is not 

inconsistent with the identified interests. 

Rationale: My conclusion is that on balance the natural resources present (a 

and shrubland, much of it cutover and regenerating from a history of logging and mining) are appropriately protected 

under the proposed classification, when also considering the historic resources present. The primary purpose of 

are (Conservation Act 

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

 

Support 

Access and Recreation (Allowed) 

¶ A submission supported the classification, outlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs 

across the wider area including walking, biking, hunting. 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational 

use as identified in the CVR (occasional hunting by locals). 

Conservation Act 

1987, s. 19(1)(b)).  

Historic  and Cultural Values (Allowed) 

¶ 

.  
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I recommend that these comments are accepted. I agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately 

protects the historic values present. 

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

General (Allowed) 

¶ Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, 

agreed it reflected the "information in the  the recommendation of the Mana 

Whenua Panel. 

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

 

I recommend that these comments are accepted. However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural 

and historic resources of the specific stewardship area and no new material is raised, these submission points do not raise 

any matters for further consideration.  

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

applications in these areas  

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

 

¶ A submission in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development" such 

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

National Park status  

¶ A submission supported the classification due to the higher levels of protection it will offer, noting the mining 

 

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

Other (Not Allowed) 

¶ 

sufficient funding for pest eradication  

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

Oppose 

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed) 

¶ Alternative classification as an ecological area was recommended with the submission highlighting the presence of 

  

¶ 

suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more 

appropriate.  

¶ A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status provided 

indigenous species, enhanced water quality  

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

wetland with associated forest and shrubland, much of it cutover and regenerating from a history of logging and mining) 

are appropriately protected under the proposed classification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be 

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

¶ Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended 

- .  

I recommend that these comments are not accepted. There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or 

Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































