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HOK_o01 — Taramakau Riverbed — 2809263

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Taramakau HOK_01 2809263a | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | 20 39
Riverbed Reserve Reserve

DOC Conservation Values ReporfCVR) Description

A 409.4903na area that includes a significant section of the lower Taramakau River and some tributaries, including
largely braided river channels, riparian margins,dre gravel, gorsecovered islands and some adjacent small patches of
cutover forest on river terrace and morainén the wider landscape, this area sits largely within private land, much of it
undeveloped Activities here include fishing, walking, swimming, salmon fishing and jet boatindaramakau River is a
Deed of Recognition area and Statary Acknowledgement areaUnder Schedule 56 of the Deed of Settlemettie
Taramakau River was and still is a significant indigenous fishery and sourceménu (birds). The river remains a source
of rich and abundant harvestsThe area is noted particularly for itduna/eel and inaka (whitebait) fisheries. There is also
goldmining history, so the recorded archaeological sites have high historical values as the locations of both Maori and
early post-European settlements.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve(Tarahanga e Toru)to protectand illustrate the significance of the identified historic
and archaeological featuresand reflect the value of the area tdigai Tahu, while preserving the indigenous flora and
fauna present and providing for the existing recreational use of the area.

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

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof historic reserve (Tarahanga e Toru).

Summary of accepted submissionSthosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding meritsupported the proposed
classification of historic reserve as appropriately reflecting the perspectives and cultueadnificance of the area to Ngai
Tahu and the statusf the Taramakau River as Beed of Settlement arear supported the position of the Mana Whenua
Panel.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported b
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsand havesignalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship
area, including a historic P3 site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau river
mouth, and on the south side, a historic Pa site, mahinga kai and kainga nohoanga. The area is surrounded iMaori
Reserve Land in recognition of the histéc occupation within this area. Further kdinga nohoanga were established along
the length of the river which were related to the taking of mahinga kai and, in particular, the retrieval of pounamu.

The Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area under the Ngai Tahu Claims
Settlement Act 1998.

The Mana Whenua Panel identified that th stewardship area is part of Poutini Ngai Tahu legends, customs and
traditions centred around pounamu. The area includes ara tawhito and connects to the passes used to link the east a
west coastsand the mahinga kai resourceshat supported p3, seasonal nohoanga and travellers; “the river itself was,
therefore, a significant part of the pounamu trail, via which the taonga was transported from its source to be traded up
and down the country” and “the tGpuna had considerable 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 w
the river and their dependence on it, and tikanga for theqper and sustainable utilisation of resources. All of these
values remain important to Ngai Tahu today”.

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and
interests.This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
1




the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and t
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstancey assessment, considering those submissions
accepted, is that the proposed classification provides appropriate protection for the scale and nature of the identified
Ngai Tahu interests, including the identified historic resources and places, objects and natural features, and such things
thereon or therein ontained that are of cultural interest€.g.nohoanga, pa sites, ara tawhito, urupa, mahinga kai and
pounamu). | note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and | am not otherwise awa
of any inconsistency between the propg®edclassification and the identified Ngai Tahu interests.

Rationale:Historic reserves are held for the purpose of “protecting and preserving in perpetuity such places, objects, and
natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational,
other special intrest” (Reserves Act 1977, 5.18(1)). The notified proposal was underpinned by the cultural interest of the
places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Panel and can be described as ar|
example of a substanti# outcome for Ngai Tahu consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.

I acknowledgesubmissionsopposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural resources present
which hold value for recreational users. However, | do not accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified
proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places themselves and the natural features preskat are of
historic, archaeological, cultural, educationabr other special interestare protected under the primary reserve purpose.
Further, the scenic, archaeological, geological, biologicand otherscientific features indigenous flora and faunaand
wildlife areall required to beprotected “to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 197He ReservesAct also providesthat “the public shall have freedom of entry
and accessda the reserve” subject to restrictions which are not unique to the proposed classification, i.e. those “necessary
for the protection and general welbeing of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section
18(2(b)) ReserveAct 1977).

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

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve - HOK_01_2809263a

Su

ort

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, thoaplaracterisng it as

covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be usag@tognise
areas of high ecological value.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree for this stewardship arethe natural resources
presentare appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and
the cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological,
geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildldee present on the reserve, those
features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the ggal or
primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

il

Submitters expressed support for the recommendation as reflecting the cultural significance of the wider area and
the Taramakau River in particularSupport forthe proposed name was also noted

Submitters noted “there 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 resee@.(where it applies to

sections of the Taramakau riverbed/river mouth that contain physical evidence of the history on site, consistent
with the Reserves Act Guide, as well as the nohoanga site and the full Deed of Recognition area”).



| recommend that these comments argccepted | agree thatthe areacontains significant historic andcultural valuesfor
Ngai Tahu (e.g. a significant part of the pounamu trails; a significant mahinga kai site and kdinga nohoanga were
established along the length of the river; Taramakau River a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement
area) which are appropriately protected under the proposed classification

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

f
f

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

Submitters noted that the proposed historic reserves recognise “sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatiofhey noted the values and
interests present, e.g. “pounamu traditions, the trails and passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o
Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai
Poutini with the east coast”. It was advocated that “the proposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai”.

| recommend that these comments argccepted | acknowledge that thathe Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reservarea isof
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classificati@ppropriately
reflects thesignificance of thehistoric resources, and the historical and cultural interestpresentwithin the area, and
provides appropriate protection forthe identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

1

Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua
Panel, without providing further justification.

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

A submitter stated support for the recommendations of the National Panel as reflecting the use of the land and
adequately protecting against its degradation.

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

Oppose

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

il

Submissions specific to the Taramakau Riverbed arepposed the recommendation based atoncern that historic
reserve classification would not protectecreational access, with submitters noting therea’s value forwalking,
fishing, and whitebaiting €.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 ocealhis a wonderfully wildand scenic spot, easily accessible from the main
road although we have witnessed serious erosion of the beach trgck

One submitter specified that they only opposed the cemmendation in part(acknowledging the significance of the
upstream areao Ngai Tahu and thevarious settlement site$, proposing the area downstream of the Taramakau
bridge be given a classification “that prioritises and balances wildlife, cultural, recreational and scenic valuéssuch
as local purpose (esplanade) reserwgijldlife management area, or conservation park.

Submitters objected to historic reservéor the whole Tarahanga e Toru arean 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 reporte.§.“I am disappointed at the lack of recreation
research done to aid the process edclassification”, “The DOC-supplied identified recreational values for the
proposed historic reserveare disappointingly weak For this vast area of 180,000 ha the department should have
been able to do much better”).
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1 A substantial number of submitterasvho commented onthe whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Taffiered
personal recollections of their recreational experiences and highlighted tletensive opportunities for tramping
camping, mountaineering, hunting, kayaking, and packrafting

1 Submitters were concerned that public access by foot or helicopter could be limitpdrticularly asthe possibility
of vesting means that access could be restricted or charged.for

1 Submitters emphasised that “guaranteed free public access should be a bottom line in any classification” (€.9.

“public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and other recreational facilities are not recognised or guaranteed
under this category”, “historical reserves do not guarantee freedom of access, and impose restrictions on camping”,
“historic reserves may be leased by an administrating body potentially privatising the area”, “experience with
management of the Waitaiki Historic Reserve is that acegis denied for spurious reasons”, “fees may be charged
for access and use”).

1 Submitters were also concerned thaecreation would be affected if the natural valuesf the areaare not given
adequate protectionlt was noted that historic reserve classification would only protect recreation values to the
extent compatible with the historic values identifiedland that the classificatiormay allow various commercial
activities to take placewhich would detract from the recreation valueg.g.“The appeal of these huts for many
visitors is the isolated location and untouched area¥he suggested classification to histod reserve would
potentially lower the recreation value of these areas by allowing easier access to mining and the development of
land”).

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

1 Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e
Toru Historic Reserveto protect the high recreation valuesd.g.“a classification under the National Parks Act or
alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological,
recreational and mana whenua valuel will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued
ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring publi@osultation for any concessions, works or changes
to access arrangements or future reclassifications”).

1 Submitters otherwise suggested thadccess be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Aetd.“either the
classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation
of other natural valuesare expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act"

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted While | agree that thewider area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru
holds high value for recreation usgand that therearerecreation values associated with the Taramakau River thete
relevant to thisstewardship areamy assessment is that public recreational acceissadequately provided foiwhen
considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The public
“shall have freedom of entry and access to the reserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and general well-
being of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977). |
acknowledge submitters concerns a histarireserve classification can limit acceshowever | do not accept that this
concern warrants overturning the notified proposalSuch potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed
classification and exist elsewhere withithe legislation,for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the
National Parks Act 1980

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submitters noted that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains “large enough areas necessary for
carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international agreements on climate change” (e.9.“a significant part of our
potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural fresh water sources”), advocating for a classification with a
higher emphasis on environmental protection

| recommend these comments argeot accepted While | acknowledgesubmitters’ comments that the larger area
recommended as Tarahangea Toru contains unmodified areas, the protection of which may support climate mitigatipmy
assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification
when considering the historicresources present and the cultural significance of the area to g ahu



Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions specific to the Taramakau Riverbed areecommended a classification which providshigher
protection for the ecologicaland scenic valuege.g.“that prioritises and balances wildlife, cultural, recreational and
scenic values).

1 Submitters referenced various ecological values,g.“the lower stretch of the river and river mouth is an important
habitat for many indigenous fish and bird species he riverbed is classified as an acutely threatened environment
therefore it deserves the highest level of legal protectidrikorora nest in the Taramakau estuary and lagoon areas”,
or noted that thereare uncommon ecosystems and threatened species present, dand opportunity for ecosystem
restoration in response to flood events or coastatosion. Recommended alternatives included local purpose
(esplanade) reserve, wildlife management area, conservation park, scenic resengoweernment purpose(river
floodplain) reserve

1 Submitters opposed historic reserve classificatiofor the area recommended as Tarahanga e Taon 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 @.“this classification appears to provide relatively
weak protection to both conservation and public access”, “historic reserve classification could allow for
management and development that is inconsistent with the remational and biodiversity values present”, “the
highly valuable qualities of these areaare their wild, scenic, rugged, unmodified nature and free access (...) These
qualities are not protected at all by the recommendation of a historic reserve, in fact this level of protection doesn’t
come close to covering it”).

1 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 value of the area

1 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 ashithiur’s Pass 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.

1 Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru grouping to form a new national park to reflect the
“cultural, ecological, landscape and recreational values” (€.9.“a new Tarahanga e Toru/ 3 Passes National Park”). It
was recommended that this “grouping be extended south to include the entire Waitaha catchment”.

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Although | 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),
assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification
when considering the historic resources present and the culturaterest andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu.Under a
historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous
flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managegd an
protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose ofié reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Some submitters who opposed historic reserve classification for the whdlarahangae Toru area expressed
support for historic reserve for the pounamu trails themselves and the Taramakau Riv@arsuggested that these
should be acknowledgedr protected separately€.g.the Taramakau river mouth should be excluded and vested to
mana whenua “due to its proven historical value”, “we would be supportive of a classification of Historic Reserve for
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the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of Mgai Tahu Claims Settlement Act (...) subject to
the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management
plans”).

Submitters were critical of the lack of clearly defined purpose for tlestire Tarahanga e Torueserve or clear
identification of the “place, 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 resourceare largely experiential or “cultural and non-physical in
nature, making management of these values, over and above secondary objectivesvaiaks €.g.recreation and
ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretatich

Some submitters suggested that their current opposition may be reviewed if the purpose is clarifitdvas stated
that this lack made it difficult for submitters to comment on the recommendatiore(g.“the proper identification of
the primary purpose of the historic reserve is a prerequisite for proper consultatidrhis 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 fana on the reserve (...) We simply do not know what we are

commenting on’).

Submitters opposed the recommendation on the grounds that the classification is not intended for large
landscapes, but “for small-scale, discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildings” and the
“preservation of structures and objects”. They suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for the proportionally
small extent of tangible heritage within the large area(g.“The proposed 82,000 hectare Historic Reserve with no
physical historical structures to conserve is contrary tdOC’s own guidance that a site should not be classified as
Historic Reserve unless there is obvious physical evidence of its history remaining on site”, “The proposed Historic
Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and recreational importance within which historical
structures and objectsare almost entirely post colonisation (old benched tracks etc) and cover a vanishingly small
percentage of the area”, “the area proposed for historic reserve status appears far more extensive than required to
provide for the protection of historic sites and cultural values”, “While Amuri Pass and the Tass-Nancy Saddle may
have been historic travelling routes for Maori, there is virtually no built historic heritage in this vast wild area”).
Submitters commonly advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to proteath historic and
ecological values, while ensuring accesli.was arguedthat 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 peotion of historical values present
Submitters noted that the National Parks Act 1980 requires that “sites and objects of archaeological and historical
interest shall as far as possible be preservedt 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 angot accepted My assessment is thatn balancethe proposed classification
appropriately reflects the historic resources presemtithin the area(e.g.historic pa, urups, gardens, mahing&ai and
occupation sites located in the vicinity of the Taramakau river mouth, a significant part of the pounamu trails; a significan
mahinga kai site,Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgemenrtd the nature of the
historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Treaty Considerations(Allowed)

1

A submissionspecific to the Taramakau Riverbed arestated that they only oppose the recommendatiom iregard
to the area downstream of the Taramakau Bridgacknowledgingthe significance of the estuary and upstream
areas of the Taramakau River t¥gai Tahu and noting the presence of sites protected under the HeritageeW
ZealandPouhere Taonga Act 2014 hey also noted that aeserve owned by the Mawhercorporation has a short
section of shared boundary at the southern end of the estuary area.

Submittersregarding the entireTarahanga e Toruareaacknowledged the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu,

but suggested that given the long list of wider conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve
should berevisited, or that other classifications woulthe more suitable €.9.“we acknowledge that there is an
immense significance and rich history within this area of Pounamu trails, settlements and P3, mahinga kai



gathering, and its general importance to PoutinNgai Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for-which it
should be more strongly protected, and we believe that its ecological value should be prioritized above all else”).
Submitters suggested that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and
mana whenua aspirations”.

Submitters advocated for a national park classification “where proper recognition of Ngai Tahu’s presence past and
present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational vatues

Submitters referenced various examples whebtégai Tahu have a “major role” in management and planning of
National Parks €.g.“National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as
the topuni which recognises the tapussociated with Aoraki”, “the Treaty principle of partnership can be upheld
through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Papargtéonal Park”, “any outstanding
cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governaaed management (...) Kaitiakitanga of

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and
provision for, the ability for Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands, provide for the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu and to exercise kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai. Such arrangements would be provided
for through an enlightened National Park Management Plan”).

Ecological area was alseuggested as an option which couléimultaneously protect mana whenua interests “if
historical values were established as principles in the gazetting of the classification and/or relevant management
plans”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is thadn balancethe proposed classification
appropriately reflects the historic resources presemithin the area(e.g.historic pa, urupa, gardens, mahinga kai and
occupation sites located in the vicinity of the Taramakau river mouth, a significant part of the pounamu trails; a significan
mahinga kai site,Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgementd the nature of the
historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

General (Allowed)

f

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.“values more suited to Conservation Park”, “request that the area be given national park status”).

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

Submitters expressed support for the name Tarahanga e Toru for the land grouping, though advocated for various
other classifications €.9.“We think the name Tarahanga e Toru would be fitting for a higher status classification”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

il

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 isvested)

Submitters stated that both mining and potentiahydro-electric developmentare inappropriate “from recreation

and conservation perspectives” (e.9.“there arefour significant gold sources and the potential forare earth

minerals identified in the proposed historic reserveAll arein areas that recreationalists would consider far too
precious tomine”, “Another area of concern (...) is potential for hydro-electric development in this area of pristine
unmodified rivers important for recreation and biodiversiy”, “if there arealready 3,284 damns on New Zealand
rivers alone, then whyare the leaders of today pushing for more unnecessary ruin to the land?”). National park or
ecological area classification were suggested as preferable alternatives

A submitter who advocated for national park statusommented, “For us to sustain our thriving eco-tourism and
adventuretourism sectors here in NZ and our skilled workers that represent us overseas, we needtvagtied and
well-practised professionalsThis area is one of the best places in our country to gain and sustain these skiiis a
backyard for students [of] the well recognised Tai Poutini Polytechnic, the next generation of such professionals,
this area is our main training ground.



1 Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated
economic opportunities It was suggested that historic reserve classification would add “a great deal of cost in both
time and money relative to any extra protection givehand that a conservation park classification or retaining the
land in stewardship would provide “more than adequate legal protection”, and allow for commercial uses such as
mining to be considered on a casby-case basis

1 A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevaareas as stewardship, or
reclassificationas a conservation park

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters queried the extent of langiroposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the largeale
historic reserve recommendations by the Panels “suggests a failure to search out and find the correct reserve
classification for each one” or “a lack of detailed investigation by the Panels.

1 A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of managememée unknown, a further
public consultation process will be required

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest, particularly regarding the proposed Griffin
Creek hydro scheme or potentiamining .

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on
public access €.9.“if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding
the preservation of the landscape”).

1 A submitter suggested that “if the vesting of this area does occur, proper funding and investment into clear
governance practices and management plans should be provided for to enable proper management of these highly
significant areas.

1 Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if
public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a
mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing input into decisiemaking (e.9.“I support mana whenua stewardship but
want assurances about public voice iriver conservation”, “There is a high level of public interest in this very large
areaand the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty that this public interest can be reflected in
management”).

1 A submitter advocated that due to the scale of the proposed reserve, it “should be included as a separate Place in
the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managed”.

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”,
or suggested that free, enduring public access must be retaineédcluding by helicopter.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibityblic access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.



Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters expressed concern that historic reserve does not adequately recognise and protect ecological and
biodiversity values €.9.“provides no strong protection for native wildlife and plants or landscape”.

1 Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in
terms of size and scaleg(g.“I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve

covering such a vast landscape”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a
freshwater perspective €.g.threatened braided riverbed environment with a high level of freshwater fish diversityhy
assessment is that on balance the natural resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed classification
and that historic reserve is appropriatevhen considering the historic resources present and the culturiakerest and
significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historicreserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological,
biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildliége present on the reserve, those features or
that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose
of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that thérivers are maintained in a freeflowing unmodified state, and in particular
that the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversidns

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Authorisation of any such activities involves a separate decisien
making process, the outcome of which would depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed
land classification.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters acknowledged the high significancef the area to mana whenua

| recommend that these comments araccepted | acknowledge that thathe Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reservarea isof
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classificati@ppropriately
reflects thesignificance of thehistoric resources, and the historical and cultural interestpresentwithin the area, and
provides appropriate protection forthe identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that somectivities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for natural values as it “will
allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not gllow

1 A submitter suggested that the justification for the recommendation implies the “mountains and rivers might
provide economically’, advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants.

1 A submitter suggested that the DOC system shouldontinue to be the only one used for concessions, and that
helicopter landing permissions should continue to be available

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted



HOK_01 — Kumara — 2809267

Protected Area | Recommendation 1D NEHIETEL PaneI. e Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Kumara HOK_01 2809267b Scenic Reserve (a) Scenic Reserve (a) 14 4

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 16.176da area containing a part of the Taramakau River and its ripani margin near the town of KumaraThe area is
in between private land and Taramaka®iverbed Conservation AreaActivities here include fishing, walking, swimming,
salmon fishing and jet boatingTaramakau River is @eed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area
Under Schedule 56 of the Deed of Settlemetite Taramakau River was and still is a significant indigenous fishery and
source ofmanu. The river remains a source of rich and abundant harvesthe area is noted particularly for itsuna/eel
andinaka fisheries. There is also goldmining history, so the recorded archaeological sites have high historical values a
the locations of both Maori and early post-European settlements.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Scenicreserve (a)to reflect the identified valuesThis 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 |

Mana Whenua PanelThe Mana Whenua Panel supports the recommendation of the Western South Isldwational
Panel

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a).

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing for ongoing recreational accesand offering sufficient protection in the context of climate changeAlso
accepted were comments noting that this outcome is supported the Mana Whenua Panebnd reflects the perspectives
of Ngai Tahu.

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

The Mana Whenua Panel havsignalled specificNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that “the TaramakauRiver is a Deed of Recognition area and StatutoAcknowledgementared’, “there was ga at the
mouth of the river, andkainga nohoanga (temporary settlements) were established along the length of the river”, “the
river itself was therefore a significant part of the pounanu trail”.

Given the Mana Whenuasupport for the notified classification | consider the classification is not inconsistent with the
identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification wilappropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g. active riverbed andiparian margins).

Scenic Reserve (a) - HOK_01_2809267b
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed support for the proposed classificatiomhile stating the need tomaintain recreationaland
fishery access

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agreethe proposed scenic reserveill provide for the public to have
freedom of entry and access to the reserve, subject to conditions necessary for the protection andbeglh of the reserve
and the publicthemselves, as per Section 19(2)(b) of the Reserves Act IBT&se comments hold merit under the
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Conservation Act, as they suppompromotion of recreation that is not inconsistent with the preservation of the natural and
historic resources present

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioiClassification as scenic reserve will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoeused elements in the

definition of conservationare considered,including, “safeguarding the options of future generationy, in relation to ‘natural

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

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

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

I recommend that these comments araccepted My conclusion is that, while recognising the significance of the area to
Ngai Tahu, on balance the natural and historic resources present are appropriately protected under the proposed
classification.| note that theMana Whenua Panehave supportedthe proposedscenic reserve

General @Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for tiFoposed classification without providing further justification,
agreeng they reflected the "information in the technical reports” or expressed support for the recommendations of
the Mana Whenua Panel.

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

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

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

1 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 conseration park providesadequate legal protection, while allowingommercial activities to
be considered on a casby-case basis.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (NoAllowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibityblic access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.
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HOK_01 — Kumara - Wardens Road — 2809268

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kumara- HOK_01 2809268c Tarahanga e Toru Historic | Tarahanga e Toru Historic | 17 36
Wardens Road Reserve Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 31.07%ha areathat contains a part of the Taramakau River braided river channel, riparian margin, ararégravel on
river terrace and morainenear the town of KumaraThe area borders both pwate land and public conservation land
Activities here include fishing, walking, swimming, salmon fishing and jet boatindaramakau River is &eed of
Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement areldnder Schedule 56 of the Deed &ettlement, the Taramakau
Riverwas and still is a significant indigenous fishery and source afanu. The river remains a source of rich and
abundant harvestsThe area is noted particularly for itduna/eel and inaka fisheries. There is also goldmining history, so
the recorded archaeological sites have high historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-European
settlements.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve(Tarahanga e Toru)to protectand illustrate the significance of the identified historic
and archaeological features and reflect the value of the areaNgai Tahu, while preserving the indigenous flora and
fauna present and providing for the existing recreational use of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelHistoric reserve (Tarahanga e Toru) appropriately acknowledges the mana of Ngai Tahu and the

immense cultural significance of the area to Poutini Ngai Tahu.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof historic reserve(Tarahanga e Toru)

Summary of acceptedsubmissions:The submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed classification
of historic reserve as appropriately reflecting the perspectives and cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu and the
statusof the Taramakau River as Beed of Settlement areaand notdthe ecological value of the area as a mahinga kai
site.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported b
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsand have signalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship
area, including kainga nohoanga along the length of the river which were related to the taking of mahinga kai and, in
particular, the retrieval of pounamu. The river was a significant pawf the pounamu trail which was transported from its
source to be traded up and down the aatry.

The Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area under the Ngai Tahu Claims
Settlement Act 1998.

This stewardship area is part of Poutini Ngai Tahu legends, customs and traditions centred around pounamu. The area
includes ara tawhito and connects to the passes used to link the east and west coaststhe mahinga kai resources that
supported pa, seasonal nohoanga and travellers. The Mana Whenua Panel identified that “the river itself was, therefore, a
significant part of the pounamu trail, via which the taonga was transported from its source to be traded up and down t
country” and “the tipuna had considerable 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 rive
and their dependence on it, and tikanga for therpper and sustainable utilisation of resources. All of these values remai
important to Ngai Tahu today.”

Under Section 4 of the Act, reasonable steps must be taken to actively protect relevant Treaty partner values and
interests.This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and t(
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstance$y 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
Ngai Tahu interests, including the identified historic resources and places, objects and natural features, and such things
thereon or therein ontained that are of cultural interesté.g.nohoanga, ara tawhitand mahinga kal). | note that the
Mana Whenua Panel have supported the notified classification, and | am not otherwise aware of any inconsistency
between the proposedlassification and the identified Ngai Tahu interests.

Rationale:Historic reserves are held for the purpose of “protecting and preserving in perpetuity such places, objects, and
natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational,
other special intrest” (Reserves Act 1977, 5.18(1)). The notified proposal was underpinned by the cultural interest of the
places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Panel and can be described as a
example of a substantie outcome for Ngai Tahu consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.

| acknowledgesubmissionsopposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural resources present
which hold value for recreational users. However, | do not accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified
proposal, particularly given that in this instance the places themselves and the natural features preskat are of
historic, archaeological, cultural, educationabr other special interestare protected under the primary reserve purpose.
Further, the scenic, archaeologial, geological, biologicaland otherscientific features indigenousflora and faunag and
wildlife areall required to beprotected “to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 197He ReservesAct also providesthat “the public shall have freedom of entry
and access to theeserve” subject to restrictions which are not unique to the proposed classification, i.e. those “necessary
for the protection and general welbeing of thereserve and for the protection andontrol of the public using it” (Section
18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

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

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve - HOK_01_2809268¢

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed support and commented that “the lagoon is an important ecosystem feature and has flax
which is a primary resource for river crossing by mokihi in the old dayi the grazing is rolled back thereare good
sites for restoring vegetation of cultural significance and providing shelter for mahinga kailook forward to
restrictions on dogshumans and vehiclesthat will encourage the torea to nest”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that thenatural resources presentd.g.described in the CVR to
represent high levels of rarity and distinctiveness in the fresh water community, described by the Mana Whenua Panel as “a
significant indigenous fishery and source ofmanu”), are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when
considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

1 A submitter expressed general support for the Tarahanga e Toru historic reserve, thoaplaracterisng it as
covering too large an area and advocating that a mixture of other classifications should also be usagtognise
areas of high ecological value

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturakesourcespresentare

appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the cultural
significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological,
biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildliége present on the reserve, those features or
that flora or fauna or widlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose
of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(thote 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)

1 Submitters expressedsupport for the recommendation as reflecting the cultural significance of the aresupport
for the proposed name was also noted

1  Submitters noted “there 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

1 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 resee@.(where it applies to
sections of the Taramakau riverbed/river mouth that contain physical evidence of the history on site, consistent

with the Reserves Act Guide, as well as the nohoanga site and the full Deed of Recognition area”).

| recommend that these comments aracceptedto the extentl agree thatthe areacontains significant historic andcultural
valuesfor Ngai Tahu (e.g. a significant part of the pounamu trails; a significant mahinga kai site and kdinga nohoanga were
established along the length of the river; Taramakau River a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement
areg which areappropriately protected under the proposed classification.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

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

9 Submitters noted that the proposed historic reserves recognise “sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatiohhey noted the values and
interests present, e.g. “pounamu traditions, the trails and passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o
Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai
Poutini with the east coast”. It was advocated that “the proposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai”.

| recommend that these comments argccepted | acknowledge that thathe Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reservarea isof
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classificati@ppropriately
reflects thesignificance of thehistoric resources, and the historical and cultural interestresentwithin the area, and
provides appropriate protection forthe identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua
Panel, without providing further justification.

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

1 A submitter stated support for the recommendations of the National Panel as reflecting the use of the land and
adequately protecting against its degradation.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submitters objected to historic reservelassification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Toruthe
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 identifiede.g.“public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and
other recreational facilitiesare not recognised orguaranteed under this category”, “historical reserves do not
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guarantee freedom of access, and impose restrictions on camping”). Concerns were raised that the
recommendation classification could allow activities which would diminish recreation values..“another area of
concern (...) is potential for hydro-electric development in this area of pristine unmodified rivers important for
recreation and biodiversity”).

1 A substantial number of submitters who commented othe whole area recommended as TarahangaToru offered
personal recollections of their recreational experiences and highlighted the extensive opportunities for tramping,
camping, mountaineering, hunting, kayaking, and packrafting

1 Submissions made in relation to the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Taised concerrs that both the
DOC conservation valuesreports and the Panels’ recommendation reports lacked full consideration of the
recreation values presenfe.g.“l am disappointed at the lack of recreation research done to aid the process of
reclassification”, “The DOC-supplied identified recreational values for the proposed historic resenare
disappointingly weak For this vast area of 180,000 ha the department should b&¢en able to do much better”).

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

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

1 Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e
Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreatiomalues €.9.“a classification under the National Parks Act or
alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological,
recreational and mana whenua valuel will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued
ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring publi@osultation for any concessions, works or changes

to access arrangements or future reclassifications”).

1 Submitters otherwise suggested thadccess be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Aetd.“either the
classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation
of other natural valuesare expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act"

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted While | agree that thearea recommended as Tarahanga e Toru holds
high value for recreation useand that theremay berecreation values associated witthe Taramakau River thatrerelevant
to this stewardship areamy assessment is that on balance public recreational access is adequately provided for, when
considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The public
“shall have freedom of entry and access to theeserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and general well-
being of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977). 1
acknowledge submitters concerns a kioric reserve classification can limit accestowever | do not accept that this
concern warrants overturning the notified proposalSich potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed
classification and exist elsewhere withithe legislation, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the
National Parks Act 1980.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 Submitters noted that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains “large enough areas necessary for
carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international agreements on climate change” (e.9.“a significant part of our
potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural fresh water sources”), advocating for a classification with a
greateremphasis on environmental protection

| recommend that these comments angot accepted While | acknowledgesubmitters’ comments the larger area
recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains unmodified areasy 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)

il

A submitter noted thatthere are uncommon ecosystemgincluding dunes and wetlandsand threatened species
presentwithin this stewardshiparea and the opportunity for ecosystem restoration in response to flood events or
coastal erosion recommendingscenic reserve or government purpose (river floodplain) reserve

Submitters opposed historic reserve classification for th@hole 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 resene.“this classification appears to provide
relatively weak protection to both conservation and public access”, “historic reserve classification could allow for
management and development that is inconsistent witthe recreational and biodiversity values present”, “the

highly valuable qualities of these areaaretheir wild, scenic, rugged, unmodified nature and free access (...) These
gualities are not protected at all by the recommendation of a historic reserve, in fact this level of protection doesn’t
come close to covering it”).

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.."This is because the primary purpose
of the reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific
features, and indigenous flora or fauna on the reserve”).

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

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agree that the area is of ecological valuparticularly from a
freshwater perspective€.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 culturaérest andsignificance of the

area to Ncai Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other

scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or
wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”

(Reserves Actl977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1

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 separatelye(g.the Taramakau river mouth should be excluded and vested to
mana whenua “due to its proven historical value”, “we would be supportive of a classification of Historic Reserve for
the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 of Mgii Tahu Claims Settlement Act (...) subject to
the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management
plans”).
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1 A submission made specifically in reference to this conservation area commedtithat “historic sites are not
recorded as being present, are present only at small discrete parts of the land parcélistoric/cultural values
appear to be principally experiential €.g.an historic route), recommendingscenic reserve or government purpose
(river floodplain) reserve

1 Submissionsregarding the whole areaecommended as Tarahanga e Tomere critical of the lack of clearly
defined purpose for the reserve or clear identification of the “place, object, and natural feature or other thing that is
to be preserved and protectetisuggesting that it is unclear how other conservation values would be protected

1 Submitters noted that the identified historical resourceare largely experiential or “cultural and non-physical in
nature, making management of these values, over and above secondary objectives and vatugsédcreation and
ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretatich

1 Some submitters suggested that their current opposition may be reviewed if the purpose is clarifigdvas stated
that this lack made it difficult for submitters to comment on the recommendatiore(g.“the proper identification of
the primary purpose of the historic reserve is a prerequisite for proper consultatidrhis 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 fana on the reserve (...) We simply do not know what we are
commenting on’).

1 Submittersregarding the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e Tapposed theproposed historic reserveon
the grounds that the classification is not intended for large landscapes, but “for small-scale, discrete and recognised
archaeological and historical sites and buildings” and the “preservation of structures and objects”. They suggested
that historic reserve is inappropriate for the proportionally small extent of tangible heritage within the large area
(e.g.“The proposed 82,000 hectare Historic Reserve with no physical historical structures to conserve is contrary to
DOC’s own guidance that a site should not be classified as Historic Reserve unless there is obvious physical
evidence of its history remaining on site”, “The proposed Historic Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural,
ecological and recreational importance within which historical structures and objecse almost entirely post
colonisation (old benched tracks etc) and cover a vanishingly small percentage of the area”, “the area proposed for
historic reserve status appears far more extensive than required to provide for the protection of historic sites and
cultural values”, “While Amuri Pass and the Tass-Nancy Saddle may have been historic travelling routes for Maori,
there is virtually no built historic heritage in this vast wild area”).

1 Submitters commonly advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to protemt historic and
ecological values, while ensuring accesli.was arguedthat 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 peotion of historical values present

9 Submitters noted that the National Parks Act 1980 requires that “sites and objects of archaeological and historical
interest shall as far as possible be preservett 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 aneot accepted My assessment is that the proposed classificaticappropriately
reflects thehistoric resourcespresentwithin the area(e.g. a significant part of thgpounamu trails, kiinga nohoanga were
established along the length of the riveiTaramakau River is @eed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement
ared) and the nature of the historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters acknowledged the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, but suggested that given the long list of wider
conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve shouldédaésited, or that other classifications
would be more suitable €.9.“we acknowledge that there is an immense significance and rich history within this
area of Pounamu trails, settlements and P3, mahinga kai gathering, and its general importance to Poutini Ngai
Tahu. We feel that this only adds to the reasons for which it should be more strongly protected, and we believe that
its ecological value should be prioritized above all else”).

1 Submitters suggested that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and

mana whenua aspirations”.
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1 Submitters advocated for a national park classification “where proper recognition of Ngai Tahu’s presence past and
present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational vatues

1 Submitters referenced various examples wheibégai Tahu have a “major role” in management and planning of
National Parks €.g.“National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as
the topuni which recognises the tapussociated with Aoraki”, “the Treaty principle of partnership can be upheld
through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Papargi@onal Park”, “any outstanding
cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governaaed management (...) Kaitiakitanga of
this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and
provision for, the ability for Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands, provide for the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu and to exercise kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai. Such arrangements would be provided
for through an enlightened National Park Management Plan”).

1 Ecological area was alssuggested as an option which couldimultaneously protect mana whenua interests “if
historical values were established as principles in the gazetting of the classification and/or relevant management
plans”.

| recommend that these comments anegot accepted It is my conclusion thatthe proposed classificatiorappropriately
protectsthe natural andhistoric resources presentvithin the areaTahu (e.g.Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area
and Statutory Acknowledgement area; a significant past the pounamu trails; a significant mahinga kai site and kainga
nohoanga were established along the length of the rivegnd reflectsthe nature of the historical and cultural interests and
significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner interests

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification
(e.g.“values more suited to Conservation Park”, “request that the area be given national park status”).

1 Submitters raised concerns that "historic reserve status can be altered and allow for other purpbses

1 Submitters expressed support for the name Tarahanga e Toru for the land grouping, though advocated for various
other classifications €.9.“We think the name Tarahanga e Toru would be fitting for a higher status classification”).

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 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 isvested)

1 Submitters stated that both mining and potentiahydro-electric developmentare inappropriate “from recreation
and conservation perspectives” (e.g.“there arefour significant gold sources and the potential forare earth
mineralsidentified in the proposed historic reserveAll arein areas that recreationalists would consider far too
precious tomine”, “Another area of concern (...) is potential for hydro-electric development in this area of pristine
unmodified rivers important for recreation and biodiversity”, “if there are already 3,284 damns on New Zealand
rivers alone, then whyare the leaders of today pushing for more unnecessary ruin to the land?”). National park or
ecological area classification were suggested as preferabléeahatives.

1 A submitter who advocated for national park statusommented, “For us to sustain our thriving eco-tourism and
adventuretourism sectors here in NZ and our skilled workers that represent us overseas, we needtvagtied and
well-practised professionalsThis area is one of the best places in our country to gain and sustain these skils a
backyard for students [of] the well recognised Tai Poutini Polytechnic, the next generation of such professionals,
this area is our main training ground.

1 Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated
economic opportunities It was suggested that historic reserve classification would add “a great deal of cost in both
time and money relative to any extra protection givehand that a conservation park classification or retaining the
land in stewardship would provide “more than adequate legal protection”, and allow for commercial uses such as
mining to be considered on a casby-case basis
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f

A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevatas as stewardship, or
reclassificationas a conservation park

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

il

Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the lasgale
historic reserve recommendations by the Panels “suggests a failure to search out and find the correct reserve
classification for each one” or “a lack of detailed investigation by the Panels”.

A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of managememe 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 potentiamining .

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

f

Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on
public access €.9.“if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding
the preservation of the landscape”).

A submitter suggested that “if the vesting of this area does occur, proper funding and investment into clear
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 inpuhto decision-making (e.9.“I support mana whenua stewardship but
want assurances about public voice ifiver conservation”, “There is a high level of public interest in this very large
areaand the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty it this public interest can be reflected in
management”).

A submitter advocated that due to the scale of the proposed reserve, it “should be included as a separate Place in

the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managed”.

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

il

Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing afigtovision for public access”,
or suggested that free, enduring public access must be retained

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibityblic access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

il

Submitters expressed concern that historic reserve does not adequately recognise and protect ecological and
biodiversity values €.9.“provides no strong protection for native wildlife and plants or landscape”.

Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in
terms of size and scalee(g.“I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve
covering such a vast landscape”).

20



I recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | 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 culturdgérest andsignificance of the

area to Ngai Tahu.Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other
scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those features or that florauaafar

wildlife shall be managed and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters acknowledged the high significancef the area to mana whenua

| recommend that these comments argccepted | acknowledge that thathe Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reservarea isof
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classificati@ppropriately
reflects thesignificance of thehistoric resources((e.g.Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory
Acknowledgement area; a significant pamf the pounamu trails; a significant mahinga kai site and kainga nohoanga were
established along the length of the river)and the historical and cultural interest presentwithin the area, andprovides
appropriate protection forthe identified Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiongsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for natural values as it “will
allow for commercialactivities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not affow

1 A submitter suggested that the justification for the recommendation implies the “mountains and rivers might
provide economically’, advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o01 — Kumara - Cashman Street — 2809269

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kumara- HOK_01 2809269d | Conservation Park (Kohimara) | Neutral 12 12
Cashman Street

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1.1564a area of forest surrounded by private land near the townk@imara TaramakauRiver is aDeed of Recognition
area and Statutory Acknowledgement ared@here isalsogoldmining history, sothe recorded archaeological sitebave
high historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-European settlements.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Kohimara), taeflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionghosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notifiedstatusas
appropriate for the historic valuegresentor noted the recreationalvaluesacross the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panehave signalled specificNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship areparticularly
that “a historic Pa site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were locatedon the south side“the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, the Conservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant connection for Ngai Tahu “must be recognised, considered and provided foiThe Mana
Whenua Panel further specified that the Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgen
area

Giventhe Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrconsider the classification is not
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balancethe natural resources present(g.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presente.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave high archaeological potential if any parts of
them remainintact), and the significance of therea to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Consewation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_o01_2809269d
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree thatthe proposedclassification will appropriately provide for
recreationaluse | note that thelocation of this piece of landon the edge of the Kumara settlememheans not all of the
activities referred tooccur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported thelassification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the C\{&®g.on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River,
large areas of tailingsare visible on historic photographs on the Kumar&ashman Street areas and at least two of the
KumaraNorth Town Belt areasPart of thewider significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave
high archaeological potential f any parts of them remain intact The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the "information in thetechnical reports”, or supportedthe recommendations made by the Mana
Whenua Panel without providing further justification

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology andLandscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was concernedvith ensuring conservation park status providetgreater protection for indigenous
species, enhanced water quality for native fish species and ensured landscape contiriuity

1 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposedlassification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thathe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldewvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

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

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
in the recommendation report The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposethssification
without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see tharea maintained to allow these activities to occur.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibityblic access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising

24



such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic

resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o01 — Kumara - Town Belt North — 2809270

Protected Area Recommendation ID NEHIETEL PaneI. M) WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Kumara- Town Belt | HOK 01 _2809270e Conservation Park Neutral 12 13

North (Kohimara)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.151-ha area of forest surrounded by private land in the town of KumarfiearamakauRiver is aDeed of Recognition
area and Statutory Acknowledgement ared@here isalsogoldmining history, sothe recorded archaeological sitekave
high historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic valuegresentor notedthe recreational valuesacross the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel hee signalled specificNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship areparticularly
that “a historic Pa site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were located on the south side, “the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, the Conservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant connection for Ngai Tahu “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 Acknowledgen
area

Given the Mana Whenua Pandhave not opposedhe notified classification, | consider the classification is not
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balancethe natural resources present(g.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presentg.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave high archaeological potential if any parts of
them remainintact), and the significance of therea to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Consewation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_o01_2809270e
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposealassification will appropriately provide for
recreationaluse | note that thelocation of this piece of land on the edge of the Kumara settlemamneans not all of the
activities referred to occur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present across the wider area as described by the C&/B.¢n the land behind Kumara towards
Taramakau River, large areas of tailingare visible on historic photographs on the Kumar&ashman Street areas and at
least two of the KumaraNorth Town Belt areasPart of thewider significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara,; all of
the siteshavehigh archaeological potential if any parts of them remain intaftThe primary purpose of conservation parks
includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providetigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources presene(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected underthe proposed classificationThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@e not conservation values.

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see thearea maintained to allow these activities to occur.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibityblic access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter highlighted that the conservation park status may be useful for flood plain management and
recommendedstructures and earthwork®n the landarelimited.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the natural resources presendre
appropriately protected by the proposed conservation park classification, with the associated potential for mitigation of
flooding.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and providemachanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiontsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o01 — Kumara - Cashman Street — 2809271

Protected Area Recommendation ID NEHIETEL PaneI. M) WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Kumara- Cashman | HOK 01 2809271f | Conservation Park Neutral 12 12

Street (Kohimara)

DOC ConservationValues Report Description

A 0.303%ha area offorest surrounded by private land in the town of Kumard& aramakauRiver is aDeed of
Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement are@here isalsogoldmining history, so therecorded archaeological
siteshavehigh historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-European settlements.

PanelRecommendations

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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of acceptedsubmissions:Thosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic valuegresentor notedthe recreationalvalues across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel hee signalled specificNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship areparticularly
that “a historic Pa site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were located on the south side, “the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, the Conservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant connection for Ngai Tahu “must be recognised, considered and provided for”. The Mana
Whenua Panel further specified that the Tamakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgeme
area

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatioransider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.g.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presentg.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave high archaeological potential if any parts of
them remainintact), and the significance of therea to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_o1_2809271f
Support

Access and RecreatiofAllowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposedlassification will appropriately provide for
recreationaluse | note that thelocation of this piece of land on the edge of the Kumara settlemaneans not all of the
activities referred to occur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CV&d.on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River,
large areas of tailingsare visible on historic photographs on the Kumar&ashman Street areas and at least two of the
KumaraNorth Town Belt areasPart of thewider significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave
high archaeological potential f any parts of them remain intact The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providetigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources presene(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposedlassification. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximitpf the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

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

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allowsnting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see tharea maintained to allow these activities to occur.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibityblic access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

General @Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
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such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic

resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o01 — Kumara - Town Belt North — 2809272

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kumara- Town Belt | HOK 01 2809272g | Conservation Park Neutral 12 13
North (Kohimara)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 3.9908ha area made up of four sections of forest surrounded by private land in the town of Kum&eramakauRiver
is aDeed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement arddere is alsogoldmining history, sothe recorded
archaeological siteshavehigh historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-European settlementsThe
Kumara community maintains apopular local track, Taylor’s Hill, that 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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionghosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic valuegpresentor notedthe recreationalvalues across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel hee signalled specificNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area particularly
that “a historic Pa site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were located on the south side, “the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, the Conservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant connection for Ngai Tahu “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 Acknowledgen
area

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.g.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presentg.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave high archaeological potential if any parts of
them remainintact), and the significance of therea to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resourcesare protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_o01_2809272g
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposedlassification will appropriately provide for
recreationaluse | note that thelocation of this piece of land on the edge of the Kumara settlemaneans not all of the
activities referred to occur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CV&d.on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River,
large areas of tailingsare visible on historic photographs on the Kumar&ashman Street areas and at least two of the
KumaraNorth Town Belt areasPart of thewider significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave
high archaeological potential f any parts of them remain intact)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

1 A submission was also concernedith ensuring conservation park status providefgreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources presene(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioif he primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximitpf the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@e not conservation values.

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
in the recommendation report The submitter felt unable to assess the suitability of the proposethssification
without understanding the aspirations and their potential impact on natural values.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see thearea maintained to allow these activities to occur.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land di&ation.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better

biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_ 01 — Kumara - Town Belt North — 2809273

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP

Kumara- Town HOK_01 2809273H Conservation Park (Kohimara)| Neutral 11 14

Belt North

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 29.9087a area made up of twsections of forest surrounded by private land near the town of Kumafaramakau
Riveris a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement arddere is alsogoldmining history, sothe
recorded archaeological sitebave high historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-European
settlements The Kumara community maintains aopular local track, Taylor’s Hill, that passes throughone of the
sections

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Kohimara), taeflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionShosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic valuegresentor notedthe recreationalvalues across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel hee signalled specificNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship argparticularly
that “a historic Pa site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were located on the south side, “the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, the Conservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant connection for Ngai Tahu “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 Acknowledgen
area

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.@.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintie historic resources presentg.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscaperound Kumara; all of the sitedave high archaeological potential if any parts of
them remainintact), and the significance of thexrea to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_01_2809273h

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposealassification will appropriately provide for
recreational use, however | note not all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported thelassification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CV&d.on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River,
large areas of tailingsare visible on historic photographs on the Kumar&ashman Street areas and at least two of the
KumaraNorth Town Belt areasPart of thewider significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave
high archaeological potential f any parts of them remain intact)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissionsnoted the area may havéthe last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation
that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that
proposed, suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenicseve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as
more appropriate

1 A submissionadvocated for scenic reserve status, highlighting the naturally uncommon dune and wetland
ecosystems present

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providetigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources presene(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioif he primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| recommend that these comments aneot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economid-actors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@e not conservation values.

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether theroposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see tharea maintained to allow these activities to occur.
| 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 promsed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (e.g. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects on the conservatiowalues present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better

biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_01 — Kumara — 2809274

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kumara HOK_01 2809274i | Conservation park (Kohimara) | Neutral 12 12

DOC Conservation Values ReporbDescription

A 0.6527ha area of forest with a road running through it, it is surrounded by private lamg&ar the town of Kumara
Taramakau Rivelis a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement art@dere is alsogoldmining history,
sothe recorded archaeological sitebavehigh historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-European
settlements

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Kohimara), taeflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presenbr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel hee signalled specificNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship argparticularly
that “a historic Pa3 site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were located on the south side, “the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, the Conservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant connection for Ngai Tahu “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 Acknowledgen
area

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.g.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presentg.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscape around Kumara) and the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The primary
purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_01_2809274i

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider areajncluding walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposedlassification will appropriately provide for
recreationaluse, however | note not all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CVRd.part of the wider significant archaeological landscape

around Kumargold survey plans from the 1870s such as SO 8880 and SO 8879 also show dams and water races in this area
The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

(Conservation Act 1987. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

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

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions noted the area may havehe last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation
that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that
proposed, suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenicsexve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as
more appropriate

1 A submission was also concernedith ensuring conservation park status providedgreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualifior native fish species and ensurethndscape continuity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| 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 afistinct conservation parks.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national parklassification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

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

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see tharea maintained to allow these activities to occur.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land di&ation.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
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such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic

resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o01 — Greymouth - Kumara Tramway — 2809332

Protected Area

Recommendation
ID

National Panel
Recommendation

Mana Whenua Panel
Recommendation

Support

Oppose

Greymouth - Kumara
Tramway

HOK_01_2809332;

Conservation park
(Kohimara)

Neutral

12

12

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

Panel Recommendations

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

A 3.367Eha area ofprimarily forest at the back of the town of Kumara surrounded by private lanBaramakau River is a
Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement arfdere is alsogoldmining history, sothe recorded
archaeological siteshavehigh historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-European settlements

National Panel:Conservation park (Kohimara), taeflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

area

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissiongthosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic valuegresentor notedthe recreationalvalues across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that “a historic Pa site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were located on the south side, “the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, theConservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant cOnnection for Ngai Tahu “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 Acknowledgen

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.g.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintie historic resources presentg.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscape around Kumara) and the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The primary

purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

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

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_01_2809332]

Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposealassification will appropriately provide for
recreationaluse, however, | note thatot all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CVRd.part of the wider significant archaeological landscape
around Kumargold survey plans from the 1870s such as SO 8&8@ SO 8879 also show dams and water races in this area)
The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

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

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation
that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that
proposed, suggesting nationapark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as
more appropriate

1 A submission was also concernedith ensuring conservation park status providedgreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximitpf the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments angot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pafiel

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

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see tharea maintained to allow these activities to occur.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land di&ation.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification.
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o01 — Kumara - Cashman Street — 2809333

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kumara- Cashman | HOK 01 2809333k | Conservation Park Neutral 11 12
Street (Kohimara)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.1012ha area of primarily forest at thdack of the town of Kumarasurrounded by private landThere is goldmining
history, so the recorded archaeological sites have high historical values as the locations of both Maori and early post-
European settlementsTaramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Kohimara), taeflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionShosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic valuegresentor notedthe recreationalvalues across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that “a historic Pa3 site, urupa and gardens were located in the vicinity of the north side of the Taramakau River mouth”, “a
historic Pa site, mahinga kai and occupations sites” were located on the south side, “the south of the Taramakau River
mouth, the Conservation Area is surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this
area” and, this significant cOnnection for Ngai Tahu “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 Acknowledgen
area

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatioransider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.g.lowland forest)are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintie historic resources presentg.g.part of the wider
significant archaeological landscaperound Kumara; all of the sitedave high archaeological potential if any parts of
them remainintact), and the significance of thexrea to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_01_2809333k

Support
Access and Recreation

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, includingwalking, biking, hunting anda section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposealassification will appropriately provide for
recreationaluse, however, | note thatot all the activities referred to occur within this stewardship area
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CV&d.on the land behind Kumara towards Taramakau River,
large areas of tailingsare visible on historic photographs on the Kumar&ashman Street areas and at least two of the
KumaraNorth Town Belt areasPart of thewider significant archaeological landscaparound Kumara; all of the sitehave
high archaeological potential f any parts of them remain intact)The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification, or
agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible ldaded on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 Submissions noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation
that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that
proposed, suggesting national park, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as
more appropriate

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providetigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources presene(g.lowland
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioif he primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted There are no specifications in theConservation Act 1987 or
Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@e not conservation values.

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access,
or wanted to see tharea maintained to allow these activities to occur.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservationvalues present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
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such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic

resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o02 — Kumara Junction — 2809264

Protected Area Recommendation ID N T Panel' e Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Kumara Junction HOK_02_2809264I Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 4

DOC Conservation Values ReporbDescription

A 0.6273ha 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 thareno associated sites.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Scenic reserve (a) will provide continuity of landscape across the arg€his area provides buffering to
the adjacent Taramakau Scenic Reserve, with which it shares similar natural values.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve (a).

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
asoffering sufficient protection in the context of climate change and reflecting the notable natural resources present.

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.regenerating bush on outwash terrage

Scenic Reserve (a) - HOK_02_28092641
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

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

definition of conservationare considered,including, “safeguarding the options of future generationy in relation to ‘natural

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

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the recommendation adeing consistent withthe purposeof ascenicreserve andhoted it
will “provide a valuable buffer to the adjacent reserie

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

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification,
agredng they reflected the "information in the technical reports or expressed support for the recommendations of
the Mana Whenua Panel.

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

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

1 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 conseration park providesadequate legal protection, while allowingommercial activities to
be considered on a casky-case basis.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land dégation.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scem@servesand stewardship land to be
protected from developmen

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.
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HOK_03 — Taramakau River /Otira River — 2806316

Protected Area Recommendation 1D NEHIETEL PaneI. M) WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

Taramakau HOK_03 2806316m Tarahanga e Toru Tarahanga e Toru 23 45

River/ Otira River Historic Reserve Historic Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Reporbescription

A 3780.077-ha area that extends down the bed of Otira River from Otira and the bed of Taramakau River from Locke
Stream to Kumaralt is approximately 60 km of Taramakau River from its headwaters frthur’s Pass National Park to
Kumara. It includes braided riverbed, islands and alluvial flats, and was used by both Maori and Pakeha as a key
transport route. Taramakau River is @eed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement ar&zOC-managed
tramping routes pass through the upper are&ourteenconcessionsarein place, mainly norintensive grazing licences
but also a large number of gravel extraction permits.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Historic reserve(Tarahanga e Toru)to protectand illustrate the significance of the identified historic
and archaeological features and reflect the value of the areaNgai Tahu, while preserving the indigenous flora and
fauna present and providing for the existing recreational use of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelHistoric reserve (Tarahanga e Toru) appropriately acknowledges the mana of Ngai Tahu and the

immense cultural significance of the area to Poutini Ngai Tahu.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof historic reserve(Tarahanga e Toru)

Summary of accepted submissionshe submissions ‘accepted’ as holding meritsupported the proposed classification
of historic reserve for this stewardship area as appropriately reflecting the perspectives and cultural significance of the
area toNgai Tahu, and reflecting the status of the Taramakau River as a Deed of Settlement aké&s ‘accepted’ were
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 t
Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have supported the proposed historic reserve, supported b
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsandhave signalled Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship
area, including ara tawhito linking the east and west coasts using Rakimaurikura, the alpine crossing at the head of th
Taramakau River. This route was the easiest and favourite route diger trading pounamu and kai. Kaimatau (Mt
Alexander) was a tohu whenua or notable landmavisible from all over the Taramakau and inland Grey Valley as a
beacon for travellers.

The Taramakau River is a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement area under the Ngai Tahu Claims
Settlement Act 1998.

The Mana Whenua Panel indicated thatts central region of the West Coast is the heart of Poutini Ngai Tahu legends,
customs and traditions centred around pounamUiHistorical and contemporary associations with pounamu are integral
to Ngai Tahu identity” and “the immense historical, spiritual and cultural significance of this area cannot be
understated’. This stewardship area is part of a network of ara tawhitehe mountains are crisscrossed by pounamu
trails connecting the pa of Arahura, Taramakau and Mawhera with the great Ngai Tahu trading centre of Kaiapoi Pa.
Three passes in particular were lifelines for Ngai Tahu as trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace”
and “the varied and plentiful mahinga kai resources in this area supported pa and kainga nohoanga (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 understa
the nature of the nterests 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
Ngai Tahu interests, including the identified historic resources and places, objects and natural features, and such thin
thereon or therein contained that are of cultural interese(g.nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kaind tohu whenu3. |

note that the Mana Whenua Panel ha/supported the notified classification, and | am not otherwise aware of any
inconsistency between the proposedlassification and the identified Ngai Tahu interests.

Rationale:Historic reserves are held for the purpose of “protecting and preserving in perpetuity such places, objects, and
natural features, and such things thereon or therein contained as are of historic, archaeological, cultural, educational,
other special intrest” (Reserves Act 1977, 5.18(1)). The notified proposal was underpinned by the cultural interest of the
places, natural features, and historic resources, as described by the Mana Whenua Panel (e.g. “immense historical,
spiritual and cultural significance”) and can be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consistent with Section 4 of the Act and Treaty principles.

| acknowledge submissions opposing the notified proposal as not adequately reflecting the natural resources present,
which hold value for recreational users. However, | do not accept that these concerns warrant overturning the notified
proposal, particulaty 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 purpog
Further, the scenic, archaeologad, geological, biological, and other scientific features, indigenous flora and fauna, and
wildlife are all required to be protected “to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve”
(Section 18(2)(c)) of the Reserves Act 197He Reserves Act also provides that “the public shall have freedom of entry
and access to theeserve” subject to restrictions which are not unique to the proposed classification, i.e. those “necessary
for the protection and general welbeing of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section
18(2(b)) Reserves Act 1977).

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 ad cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve - HOK_03_2806316m

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturakesources presenare

appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiowhen considering the historic resources present and the cultural
significance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic, archaeological, geological,
biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are present on the reserve, those feature
that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be ranaged and protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose
of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submitters expressed support for the recommendation as reflecting the cultural significance of the wider area and
the Taramakau River in particularSupport forthe proposed name was also noted

1 Submitters noted “there 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

1 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 resee@.(where it applies to
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sections of the Taramakau riverbed/river mouth that contain physical evidence of the history on site, consistent
with the Reserves Act Guide, as well as the nohoanga site and the full Deed of Recognition area”).

I recommend that these comments araccepted to the extent agree that the area contains significant historic and cultural
values for Ngai Tahu (e.g. a significant part of the pounamu trails; a significant mahinga kai site and kdinga nohoanga were
established along the length of the river; Taramakau River a Deed of Recognition area and Statutory Acknowledgement
area which areappropriately protected under the proposed classification.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters supported the recommendation for the full Deed of Recognition area along the Taramakau rivetbed

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

1 Submitters noted that the proposed historic reserves recognise “sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensure Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation values, are at the forefront of the classificatiohhey noted the values and
interests present, e.g. “pounamu traditions, the trails and passes (particularly Rakimaurikura, Te Tarahanga o
Kaniere and Amuri Pass) that were trading routes for pounamu and kai in times of war and peace, connecting Tai
Poutini with the east coast”. It was advocated that “the proposed reserves must acknowledge the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu, and provide for Ngai Tahu wellbeing, kaitiakitanga and mahinga kai”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve areafis
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately
reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the greg.
nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounamand tohu whenug, andprovides appropriate protection for the identified

Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support for the proposed classification or the recommendations of the Mana Whenua
Panel, without providing further justification.

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

1 A submitter stated support for the recommendations of the National Panel as reflecting the use of the land and
adequately protecting against its degradation.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 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 decribed in the technical reports€.9.“I am disappointed at the lack of recreation
research done to aid the process edclassification”, “The DOC-supplied identified recreational values for the
proposed historic reserveaare disappointingly weak For this vast area of 180,000 ha the department should have
been able to do much better”).

1 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

9 Submitters emphasised that “guaranteed free public access should be a bottom line in any classification” (e.g.

“public access, the hut, bridge and track systems, and other recreational facilities are not recognised or guaranteed
under this category”, “historical reserves do not guarantee freedom of access, and impose restrictions on camping”,
“historic reserves may be leased by an administrating body potentially privatising the area”, “experience with
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management of the Waitaiki Historic Reserve is that access is denied for spurious reasons”, “fees may be charged
for access and use”).

1 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 tletensive opportunities for tramping
camping, mountaineering, hunting, kayaking, and packraftinge(g.“a long established history of multi-day
backcountry tramping, mountaineering and hunting trips”, “a massive network of huts and tracks, many of which
are community maintained”, “with over 60 backcountry huts the proposed area is also highly valued by the
tramping and hunting communities”).

1 Submitters were also concerned that recreation would be affected if the natural values of the areaot given
adequate protectionlt 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 placewhich would detract from the recretion values(e.g.“The appeal of these huts for many
visitors is the isolated location and untouched area¥he suggested classification to historic reserve would
potentially lower the recreation value of these areas by allowing easier access to mining and the development of
land”).

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

1 Submitters frequently advocated for national park classification for the whole area recommended as Tarahanga e
Toru Historic Reserve, to protect the high recreatiomalues €.g.“a classification under the National Parks Act or
alternatively, Part 4 of Conservation Act would provide more balanced and appropriate management of ecological,
recreational and mana whenua valuelt will better protect recreation, conservation and the highly valued
ecological and whitewater values in this area, requiring public consultation for any concessions, works or changes
to access arrangements or future reclassifications”).

1 Submitters otherwise suggested thaccess be explicitly guaranteed under the Reserves Aetd.“either the
classification be under the Conservation Act, or mechanisms to ensure practical enduring access and conservation
of other natural valuesare expressly provided for in any classification under the Reserves Act"

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted While | agree that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru holds
high value for recreation useand therearerecreation values relevant to this stewardship area (e.g. D@@naged tramping
routes pass through thaipper area) my assessment is that on balance public recreational access is adequately provided for,
when considering the historic resources present and the cultural interest and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The

public “shall have freedom of entry and access to the reserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and

general welltbeing of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act

1977).1 acknowledge submitters concerns historic reserve classification can limit access, however | do not accept that this
concern warrants overturning the notified proposal. Such potential access restrictions are not unique to the proposed
classification and exist elsewhere within the legislain, for example under the Reserves Act 1977 and s.4(2)(e) of the
National Parks Act 1980.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submitters noted that the area recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains “large enough areas necessary for
carbon sinks to help New Zealand meet international agreements on climate change” (€.9.“a significant part of our
potential carbon sinks, biodiversity bases, and natural fresh water sources”), advocating for a classification with a
higher emphasis on environmental protection

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted While I acknowledge submitters’ comments the larger area
recommended as Tarahanga e Toru contains unmodified areasy 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)

1 A submitter (who noted they farm on part of the conservation area) commented thmtrt of the areaholds low
conservation values and is suitable for disposadlescribing it as‘on riverbed predominantly gorse covered (we will
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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".

| recommend that these commentare not accepted Although that | agree thatthe parcel in question(an isolated parcel
adjacent toSH 73 immediately west of Harrington Creekjnay not hold natural resourcef substantivevalue, it forms part

of the TaramakauRiver braid plain, an areaof historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu (e.g.Taramakau River is a
Deed of Recognition area and Statutorfkcknowledgement ared My conclusion is thatthe 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.

il

Submissions specific to this conservation area stated opposition based on concern that historic reselogsnot
adequately reflect or protect the natural values, particularly the freshwater valuesy(“add headwaters of both

rivers to Arthur’s Pass National Park”).

A submitter noted the presence dfnaturally uncommon ecosystems (including dunes and wetlands), at risk and/or
threatened speciesdepleted ecosystems (in relatively good conditiori)

One submitter, “an individual geomorphologist that studies hillslope and river evolution” cited variouslong-term
studies (“used the pristine rivers of the West Coast to demonstrate that Aotearoa New Zealand has among the

fastest erosion rates in the world”) and noted “these studies were only possible because [0f] 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 thehole 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 resened.“this classification appears to provide
relatively weak protection to both conservation and public access”, “historic reserve classification could allow for
management and development that is inconsistent wittht recreational and biodiversity values present”, “the

highly valuable qualities of these areaaretheir wild, scenic, rugged, unmodified nature and free access (...) These
gualities are not protected at all by the recommendation of a historic reserve, in fact this level of protection doesn’t
come close to covering it”).

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 asithiur’s Pass National Park

They highlighted that the area is largely remote and intact, with notable freshwater values and wildldeg(
“unmodified headwaters, uninterrupted mountains to sea, threatened ecosystems and species such as rare braided
riverbed, indigenous fish undammed pathways, sand spit, bird breedingeas and public access”, “covers more

than 250,000ha of mountainous country with largely intact indigenous ecosystems and extensive habitats of at risk
and threatened speciesMuch of this country has similar ecological value to that protected withiArthur’s Pass
National Park”, “hardwood and broadleaf forests, rare wetlands, endemic species like the giant mole weta, giant
land snails, kea, whiand petrel taiko and soils with scientific value”, “the vast landscape remains almost as it was
before humans arrived”, “a stronghold for taonga species including kea and whio”, “untouched kingdoms of

scientific biodiversity”, “contains roughly 60 kilometers of the Southern Alps. Within this area are numerous small
glaciers and many significant peaks, the headwaters of some of the West Coast’s major rivers”, “There are over
300km of river in this area, all of it is pristine and the majority of it is rematg’For the fauna especially, the remote
backcountry of the area provides a natural habitat suitable for recovering populations”, “outstanding and

Nationally Significant ecological, landscape and recreational values within this area that warrant the highest level
of protection”).

Several submitters advocated for the entire Tarahanga e Toru grouping to form a new national park to reflect the
“cultural, ecological, landscape and recreational values” (€.9.“a new Tarahanga e Toru/ 3 Passes National Park”). It
was recommended that this “grouping be extended south to include the entire Waitaha catchment”.

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

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agree that the area is of ecological value, particularly from a
freshwater perspective.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)y assessment is that on balance the natural resources present
are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the
cultural interest andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic,
archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientifietures, 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 the reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, S. 18(2)(c)).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

il

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 separatelye(g.the Taramakau river mouth should be excluded and vested to
mana whenua “due to its proven historical value”, “we would be supportive of a classification of Historic Reserve

for the sections of the Taramakau River covered by Schedule 56 & Myai Tahu Claims Settlement Act (...) subject
to the right of public access at no cost being guaranteed in the reclassification process and relevant management
plans”).

Submitters were critical of the lack of clearly defined purpose for the reserve or clear identification of the “place,
object, and natural feature or other thing that is to be preserved and protectesliggesting that it is unclear how
other conservation values would be protected

Submitters noted that the identified historical resourceare largely experiential or “cultural and non-physical in
nature, making management of these values, over and above secondary objectives and vatugsédcreation and
ecological), highly subjective and open to interpretatich

Some submitters suggested that their current opposition may be reviewed if the purpose is clarifiddvas stated
that this lack made it difficult for submitters to comment on the recommendatiore(g.“the proper identification of
the primary purpose of the historic reserve is a prerequisite for proper consultatidrhis is because the primary
purpose of the reserve takes priority over the protection of scenic, archaeological, geological, biological, or other
scientific features, and indigenous flora or fauna on the reserve (...) We simply do not know what we are

commenting o).

Submitters opposed the recommendation on the grounds that the classification is not intended for large
landscapes, but “for small-scale, discrete and recognised archaeological and historical sites and buildings” and the
“preservation of structures and objects”. They suggested that historic reserve is inappropriate for the proportionally
small extent of tangible heritage within the large area(g.“The proposed 82,000 hectare Historic Reserve with no
physical historical structures to conserve is contrary tbOC’s own guidance that a site should not be classified as
Historic Reserve unless there is obvious physical evidence of its history remaining on site”, “The proposed Historic
Reserve covers a vast area of great cultural, ecological and recreational importance within which historical
structures and objectsare almost entirely post colonisation (old benched tracks etc) and cover a vanishingly small
percentage of the area”, “the area proposed for historic reserve status appears far more extensive than required to
provide for the protection of historic sites and cultural values”, “While Amuri Pass and the Tass-Nancy Saddle may
have been historic travelling routes for Maori, there is virtually no built historic heritage in this vast wild area”).
Submitters commonly advocated for classification as national park over the whole area to protemth historic and
ecological values, while ensuring accest.was arguedthat 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
Submitters noted that the National Parks Act 1980 requires that “sites and objects of archaeological and historical
interest shall as far as possible be preservedt 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 aneot accepted My assessment is thatn balancethe proposed classification
appropriately reflects the historic resources presemithin the area(e.g.nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounanand
tohu whenug and the nature of the historical and cultural interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

il

Submittersregarding the entire Tarahanga e Toru areacknowledged the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu,

but suggested that given the long list of wider conservation values present, the extent of the proposed reserve
should berevisited, or that other classifications wouldbe more suitable €.g.“we acknowledge that there is an
immense significance and rich history within this area of Pounamu trails, settlements and P&, mahinga kai
gathering, and its general importance to PoutinNgai Tahu. We feel tha this only adds to the reasons for which it
should be more strongly protected, and we believe that its ecological value should be prioritized above all else”).
Submitters suggested that the proposed classification does “not adequately encompass both nature protection and
mana whenua aspirations”.

Submitters advocated for a national park classification “where proper recognition of Ngai Tahu’s presence past and
present, can be achieved alongside appropriate protection for natural and recreational vatues

Submitters referenced various examples whebégai Tahu have a “major role” in management and planning of
National Parks €.9.“National parks do not preclude additional mechanisms for protecting cultural values, such as
the topuni which recognises the tapussociated with Aoraki”, “the Treaty principle of partnership can be upheld
through shared governance and management practices as is the case for Papatgt@onal Park”, “any outstanding
cultural issues can be managed through some form of shared governaaad management (...) Kaitiakitanga of

this hugely valued and much used area should rest with the nation as a whole albeit with acknowledgment of, and
provision for, the ability for Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands, provide for the mana and
rangatiratanga of Ngai Tahu and to exercise kaitiakitanga and mahinga kasuch arrangements would be provided
for through an enlightened National Park Management Plan”).

Ecological area was alssuggested as an option which couldimultaneously protect mana whenua interests “if
historical values were established as principles in the gazetting of the classification and/or relevant management
plans”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted. It is my conclusion thatthe proposed classificatiorappropriately
protectsthe natural andhistoric resources presentvithin the area,and reflectsthe nature of the historical and cultural
interests and significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, providing appropriate protection for the identified Treaty partner
interests.

General (Allowed)

il

Submissions expressed general opposition to the proposed classification without providing further justification
(e.g.“values more suited to Conservation Park”, “request that the area be given national park status”).

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

Submitters expressed support for the name Tarahanga e Toru for the land grouping, though advocated for various
other classifications €.9.“We think the name Tarahanga e Toru would be fitting for a higher status classification”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

|l

Submitters in opposition noted that part of this area igrazedunder a concessiorand is important to the viability
of the farm It was roted that therehave 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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1 Submissions siggested revisiting the recommendationand considering this area for disposal

A submitter recommended that there should be a “grandfather clause that allows historic uses to continue

1 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 isvested)

1 Submitters stated that both mining and potentiahydro-electric developmentare inappropriate “from recreation
and conservationperspectives” (e.g.“there are four significant gold sources and the potential forare earth
minerals identified in the proposed historic reserveAll arein areas that recreationalists would consider far too
precious tomine”, “Another area of concern (...) is potential for hydro-electric development in this area of pristine
unmodified rivers important for recreation and biodiversity”, “if there are already 3,284 damns on New Zealand
rivers alone, then whyarethe leaders of today pushing for more unnecessaruin to the land?”). National park or
ecological area classification were suggested as preferable alternatives

1 A submitter who advocated for national park statusommented, “For us to sustain our thriving eco-tourism and
adventuretourism sectors here in NZ and our skilled workers that represent us overseas, we needtvegtied and
well-practised professionalsThis area is one of the best places in our country to gain and sustain these skills a
backyard for students [of] the well recognised Tai Poutini Polytechnic, the next generation of such professionals,
this area is our main training ground.

1 Conversely, other submitters opposed the classification as being too restrictive for mining and associated
economic opportunities It was suggested that historic reserve classification would add “a great deal of cost in both
time and money relative to any extra protection givehand that a conservation park classification or retaining the
land in stewardship would provide “more than adequate legal protection”, and allow for commercial uses such as
mining to be considered on a casby-case basis

1 A submitter noted various applications in progress and suggested retaining the relevareas as stewardship, or
reclassificationas a conservation park

==

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters queried the extent of land proposed for historic reserve classification, suggesting that the lasgale
historic reserve recommendations by the Panels “suggests a failure to search out and find the correct reserve
classification for each one” or “a lack of detailed investigation by the Panels”.

1 A submitter highlighted that as well as clarification of purpose, as details of managememe unknown, a further
public consultation process will be required

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land, limitations of the consultation, and potential conflicts of interest, particularly regarding the proposed Griffin
Creek hydro scheme or potentiamining.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 Submitters raised concern about potential vesting of the proposed reserve, suggesting that this may impact on
public access €.9.“if this were to take place there are no guarantees that public access is preserved, nor regarding
the preservation of the landscape”).

1 A submitter suggested that “if the vesting of this area does occur, proper funding and investment into clear
governance practices and management plans should be provided for to enable proper management of these highly
significant areas’.

1 Submitters who opposed the classification suggested that they might come to support the proposed reserve if
public access and participation in future management planning processes could be ensured, or if there is a
mechanism to ensure DOC has ongoing inpuhto decision-making (e.9.“I support mana whenua stewardship but
want assurances about public voice ifiver conservation”, “There is a high level of public interest in this very large
areaand the ongoing involvement of DOC provides greater certainty it this public interest can be reflected in

management”).
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1 A submitter advocated that due to the scale of the proposed reserve, it “should be included as a separate Place in
the CMS so the public can have input into how it is managed”.

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing aprbvision for public access

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedNo information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land dégation.

1 Submitters emphasised that free and enduring accessrigers should be assuredincluding via helicopter). A
submitter notedthat the riverbed area has “primary values for recreational use and access while clearly being of
high significance to mana whenua

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessmenis that public recreational access is adequately
provided for when considering the historic resources present and the cultural significance of the area taNphu. The
public “shall have freedom of entry and access to the reserve”, subject to restrictions “necessary for the protection and
general weltbeing of thereserve and for the protection and control of the public using it” (Section 18(2(b)) Reserves Act
1977).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters expressed concern that historic reserve does not adequately recognise and protect ecological and
biodiversity values €.9.“provides no strong protection for native wildlife and plants or landscape”.

1 Submitters suggested the proposed Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve is an unusual use of the designation in
terms of size and scaleg(g.“I am uncomfortable with the massive extension of the concept of a Historic Reserve

covering such a vast landscape”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | 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)y assessment is that on balance the natural resources present
are appropriately protected under the proposed classification when considering the historic resources present and the
cultural interest andsignificance of the area to Ngi Tahu. Under a historic reserve classification, “where scenic,
archaeological, geological, biological, or other scientific features, or indigenous flora or fauna, or wildlife are presarthe
reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall beanaged and protected to the extent compatible with the
principal or primary purpose of the reserve” (Reserves Act 1977, s. 18(2)(c)).

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that the “rivers aremaintained in a freeflowing unmodified state, and in particular
that the conservation classification does not allow for dams or flow diversidghs

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Authorisation of any such activities involves a separate decisien
making process, the outcome of which would depend on effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed
land classification.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)
1 Submitters acknowledged the high significancef the area to mana whenua

| recommend that these comments araccepted | acknowledge that that the Tarahanga e Toru Historic Reserve areafis
historical and cultural significance to Ngai Tahu identity. My assessment is that the proposed classification appropriately
reflects the significance of the historic resources, and the historical and cultural interests present within the greg.
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nohoanga, ara tawhito, mahinga kai, pounanand tohu whenug, and provides appropriate protection for the identified
Ngai Tahu interests.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiontsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 One submitter commented that “there needs to be more research in to the past and present land uses in this area,
with some of the highly modified areas to be considered for farming or production forestry

1 A submitter stated that the proposed classification does not provide strong protection for natural values as it “will
allow for commercial activities and leases that national park or scenic reserve status would not allow

1 A submitter suggested that the justification for the recommendation implies the “mountains and rivers might
provide economically’, advocating for separation between decision makers and permission applicants.

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_04 — Kapitea Creek — 2809265

Protected Area | Recommendation 1D N T Panel' e Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Kapitea Creek | HOK_04 2809265n Conservation Park (Kapitia) | Neutral 15 13

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 873.594:ha area of outwash terraces dominated by lowland regenerating forest, shrubland and areas of wetldral
areaextends ¢6 km inland from SH 6and the coastThe streams herere being monitored under the Bio18 Migratory
Fish workstream, and predicted to be significant habitat for longfin eel and inanga. Thereare 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 Co
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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presendr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that the area contains pounamu resources and “Pounamu is vested in Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu pursuant to the Ngai
Tahu (Pounamu Vesting) Act 1997 in recognition of its significance to Ngai Tahu”. The Mana Whenua Panefurther
noted that “reclassification of areas containing pounamu must expressly provide for the rights of Ngai Tahu over this

taonga, including access”.

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrgonsider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources presere.f.regenerating forest with areas of
shrubland and pakihi wetland, predicted significant habitat for longfin eel and inanga) are appropriately protected under
the proposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presentg.g.recorded archaeological sites with
historical value through their association with mining of the Lamplough Le3dcdind the significance of the area to Ngai
Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are
protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kapitia) - HOK_04._2809265n

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classificationoutlining the proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthey support the classification, however I note that “little

recreational use” was identified in the CVR.
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter in support noted their view that the conservation area does not need to “extend beyond the streams
and wetland areas to maintain conservation valués

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesourcespresent(e.g.
regenerating forest with areas of shrublandnd pakihi wetland, predicted significant habitat for longfin eel and Tnanga) are
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioffhe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CV&d.recorded archaeological sitesvith historical value through
their association with mining of the Lamplough Leall The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed
so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the "information in thetechnical reports”, or supported the recommendation of theMana
Whenua Panel.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was concernegavith ensuring conservation park status providelgreater protection for indigenous
species, enhanced water qualityr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

1 A submitter recommended scenic reservas moreappropriate for ariver valley site, noting theregenerating native
vegetation (e.g. “the coastal terrace cliff and the entrenched gully walls have remnants of tall podocarps among the
well developed rata kamahi regeneration”) and calling it a “valuable remnant in a landscape that has seen a lot of
development.
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1 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.regenerating
forest, freshwater valuesyare appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioffhe primary purpose of

conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,
s. 19(1)(a)).

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

combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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)

1 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 stadus
submitter recommended adding the area to the Kumara Scenic Reserve.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 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.

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldevel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must bemade by accountable politicians, not by the Pariel

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

68



| recommend that these comments angot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservationvalues present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_04 — Chesterfield — 2809278

Protected Area | Recommendation ID NEHIETEL PaneI. e Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Chesterfield HOK_04 28092780 Conservation Park (Kapitia) | Neutral 16 12

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 181.646%a area ofoutwash terraces dominated by lowland regenerating forest, shrubland and areas of wetldine
streams hereare being monitored under the Bio18 Migratory Fish workstream, and predicted to be significant habitat fq
longfin eel and inanga. There area number of sites that have historical value through their association with mining of th
Lamplough Lead, one of the richest leads on the West Coddtere 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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presenbr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that the area contains pounamu resources and “Pounamu is vested in Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu pursuant to the Ngai
Tahu (Pounamu Vesting) Act 1997 in recognition of its significance to Ngai Tahu”. The Mana Whenua Panel further
noted that “reclassification of areas containing pounamu must expressly provide for the rights of Ngai Tahu over this

taonga, including access”.

Giventhe Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrgonsider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources presere.g.regenerating forest with areas of
shrubland and pakihi wetland, predicted significant habitat for longfin eel and Tnanga) are appropriately protected under
the proposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presentd.g.recorded archaeological sites with
historical value through their association with mining of the Lamplough Le3ddind the significance of the area to Ngai
Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are
protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kapitia) - HOK_04._28092780
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthey support the classification, however I note that “little

recreational use” was identified in the CVR.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted their view that the conservation area does not need to “extend beyond the streams and wetland
areas to maintain conservation valu€’s
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesourcespresent g.g.
regenerating forest with areas of shrublandnd pakihi wetland, predicted significant habitat for longfin eel and tnanga) are
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the C{&®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
so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the “information in the technical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

I 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was concerneavith ensuring conservation park status providefgreater protection for indigenous
species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

1 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

1 One submitter recommended an alternative classification of ecological area for the “10 km of Kapitea Creek with
predicted significant habitat for long finned eel and inanga

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.regenerating
forest, freshwater valuesire appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiomhe primary purpose of
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conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,
s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments anaot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or
Conservation General Policy regarding the size or proximity afistinct conservation parks

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 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.

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pafiel

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which wouldepend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land dégation.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 A submitter strongly recommendedretention of the “unique remnant of the gkahe wetlands.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources presentd.g.
regenerating forest with areas of shrublandnd pakihi wetland)warrant protection andare appropriately protected under
the proposed classificationThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and
historic resourcesare protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiontsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_04 — Kapitea Creek — 2809292

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kapitea Creek HOK_04_2809292p | Conservation Park (Kapitia) | Neutral 16 12

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.2555ha area of lowland regenerating foresthis areais 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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presendr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that the area contains pounamu resources and “Pounamu is vested in Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu pursuant to the Ngai
Tahu (Pounamu Vesting) Act 1997 in recognition of its significance to Ngai Tahu”. The Mana Whenua Panel further
noted that “reclassification of areas containing pounamu must expressly provide for the rights of Ngai Tahu over this

taonga, including access”.

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrgonsider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.g.regenerating forest)are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatiomhen also consideringhe significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The primary

purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kapitia) - HOK_04._2809292p
Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the notified status will appropriately provide forecreational
use The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural and historic resources presenCpnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)fd)note not all the activities
referred to occur within this stewardship area

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted their view thatthe conservation areadoes notneed to“extend beyond the streams and wetland
areas to maintain conservation valu€’s

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources presentd.g.
regenerating forest)are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present in the wider area as described by the CVRe primary purpose of conservation parks
includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the “information in the technical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was concerned ensuring conservation park status providégteater protection for indigenous
species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.regenerating
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioif he primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximitpf the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments angot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation valuweare present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classification is “politically unpalatable, then political judgement calls
must be made by accountable politicians, not by the Pafiel

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

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separatdecision-making process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o05 — Kumara Straight — 2809266

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kumara Straight | HOK_05 2809266q | Conservation Park (Kohimara)| Neutral 15 13

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 216.3974a area that has previously been mined and is largely comprised of regenerating forest on outwash terrace
and gentle hillslopes Permissionsarein place.

PanelRecommendations

National Panel:Conservation park (Kohimara), taeflect the mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presenbr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balancethe natural resources presente(g.regeneratingforestwith areas of
shrubland and pakihi wetland) are appropriately protected under theproposed classification, when also consideriniipe
historic resources presentd.g.heritage values relating toM3ori occupation and historic gold mining, likely significantly
more archaeological sites thamre currently recorded) The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_05_2809266q

Support
Access andRecreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that thenotified status will appropriately provide for recreational
use The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural and historic resources presenCpnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)fd)note not all the activities
referred to occur within this stewardship area

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

9 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present adescribed by the CVR€.g.heritage values relating to Maori occupation and historic
gold mining, likely significantly more archaeological sites tharare currently recorded) The primary purpose of
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conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,
s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the "information in thetechnical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providefigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.regenerating
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioffhe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or
Conservation GeneraPolicy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.
1 A submission recommended adding the area to the Kapitea Creek Scenic Reserve.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the scenic, natural and
historic resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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.

1 A submitter opposed theclassification due to concern that existing easement rights would be affected by any
change noting two existing easements for power and hydrelectricity.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

9 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@s not conservation values”.

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservationvalues present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification.
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o5 — Dillmanstown — 2809275

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Dillmanstown HOK_05 2809275r | Conservation Park Kohimara) Neutral 18 14

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 582.979%a area that has previously been mined and is largely comprised of regenerating forest on outwash terrace
and gentle hillslopes The Dillmanstownworkings and archaeological sites represent part of the last major rush on the
West Coast and one of the largedDOC manages the short walk to Londonderry Rock near Dillmanstown, and a trust
manages a section of the Grade-2 West Coast Wilderness Trail (mountain biking) in the are®ermissionsarein 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 ardldis also noted that there is an existing land
exchange proposal involving this area that is in the final stages of completiorhis transaction will need to be finalised
before the above recommendation is implemented.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presenbr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

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

G

that “Poutini Ngai Tahu ancestors and their stories areliterally embedded in this landscape”, “immense historical,

» o«

spiritual and cultural significance”, “the mountains are criss-crossed by pounamu trails”, “lifelines for Poutini Ngai Tahu

o«

as trading routed for pounamu and kai”, “mahinga kai resources in this area supported pa and kainga nohoanga”.

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balancethe natural resources present(g.regenerating forestand outwash terracep
are appropriately protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintie historic resources presentg.g.
four recorded archaeological siteseritage values relating to Maori occupation, likely more archaeological sites tharare
currently recorded and gold workings around Dillmanstown associated with the last major rush on théest Coas? and
the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its
natural and historic resourcesre protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_05_2809275r

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs,
including walking, biking, hunting and a section of the West CoadVilderness Trail.

The recreational values identifiedi.e. walking and biking)are consistent with those described in the CVR and | agree they
will be protected through the notified classificationThe proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public
recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s.

19(1)(b).
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CVRd.four recorded archaeological siteeritage values relating
to M3ori occupation, gold workings associated with the last major rush on the West Copa&the primary purpose of
conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,
s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the "information in thetechnical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.
1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providetigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources presene(g.regererating
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioif he primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximitpf the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| recommend that these comments aneot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.
1 A submission recommended adding the area to the Dillmanstown Amenity Area.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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.

1 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 hydetectricity.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@g not conservation values”.

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter indicated their ownershipof adjacent land and a willingness to consider a land swap with DOC.

1 A submitter noted their opposition todisposaland concerns oveintrusion from goldmining into the regenerating
forest.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservationvalues present rather than the proposed land classification.
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General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through thegrant of concessionsinsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o05 — Kumara Straight —2809334

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

gentle hillslopes.

Panel Recommendations

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

A 3.7982ha area that has previously been mined and is largely comprised of regenerating forest on outwash terraces

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.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presenbr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balancethe natural resources presente(g.regenerating forest with areas of
shrubland and pakihi wetland) are appropriately protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintpe
historic resources presentd.g.heritage values relating to M3ori occupation and historic gold mining, likely significantly
more archaeological sites thamre currently recorded. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resourcesare protected” (Conservation Act 1987, 49(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Kohimara) - HOK_05_2809334s

Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that thenotified status will appropriately provide for recreational
use The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the
protection of the natural and historic resources presenCpnservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)fd)note not all the activities
referred to occur within this stewardship area

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

9 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CV&d.heritage values relating to Maori occupation and historic
gold mining, likely significantly more archaeological sites tharare currently recorded) The primary purpose of
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conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,
s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification,
agreed it reflected the "information in theechnical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providetigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

1 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources presene(g.regenerating
forest) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioifhe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to
be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments angot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.
1 A submission recommended adding the area to the Kapitea Creek Scenic Reserve.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the scenic, natural and
historic resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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.

1 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 hydedectricity.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

9 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@s not conservation values”.

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservationvalues present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiontnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better
biodiversity work and more pest contrdl
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HOK_06 — German Gully — 2806209

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
German Gully HOK_06_ 2806209t | Conservation Park (Waimea)| Neutral 16 14

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 288.99%a area that is a mix of cutover and mature foresdrgely on steep gully sideswith the exception of the
northernmost block which is on terrace with incised stream$he areas represent the upper catchments, rastkeam
sections and tributaries of small streams that run into German Gully, Waimea and Sunday cre&kast retain high levels
of naturalness due to the indigenous forestry values and have high predicted water qualitye southern blocksare near
Shamrock Creek Amenity Area, a popular recreation area for walking, camping and gloisisicking. Hunting may occur
in the other areasAs well as goldmining history and archaeological sites, thesre 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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of acceptedsubmissions:Those submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presendr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with
this stewardship area, particularly thathe area contains pounamu resourceshich are “vested in Te Runanga o Ngai
Tahu pursuant to the Ngai Tahu (Pounamu Vesting) Act 1997” and the area“is adjacent to Ngai Tahu Forestry”. The

Mana Whenua Panel further noted that “reclassification of areas containing pounamu must expressly provide for the
rights of Ngai Tahu over this taonga, including access” and “Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such ag
forestry and pounamy”.

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrgonsider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.g.cutover forest with mature remnants
protecting tributaries of the main rivers freshwater values includinga diversity of whitebait specie}are appropriately
protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintipe historic resources presentg.g.historic values
associated withgold mining, two recorded archaeological siteand potentially other unrecorded heritage featurgsand
the significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. The primary purpose ofconservation parks includes to be managed so “that its
natural and historic resourcesre protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Waimea) - HOK_06_2806209t
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreational use that occurs,
including walking, biking and hunting.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational
use however, | note that “little recreational use” was identified in the CVR. The proposed conservation park will be

managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources

present Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)Ib)
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later
European occupatiofi.

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the C\{®&g.historic values associated with gold miningtwo recorded
archaeological sitesand potentially other unrecorded heritage featurgsThe primary purpose of conservation parks
includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the "information in thetechnical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was also concernediith ensuring conservation park status providefigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

1 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.cutover forest
with mature remnantsprotecting tributaries of the main rivers freshwater value$ are appropriately protected under the
proposed classification The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resourcesare protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.
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| recommend that these comments aneot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.
1 A submission recommended adding the area to the Shamrock Creek Amenity Area.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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.

1 A submitter opposed the classification due to concern that existingermissionswould be affected bythe changein
status,noting five existing concessions

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@e not conservation values”.

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land dégcation.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for new conservation parks to “come with additional Government funding for better

biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o07 — Stafford — 2809279

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Stafford HOK_07_2809279u Conservation Park (Waimea) | Neutral 12 13

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 288.99%a area of outwash terrace with a steep terrafeee above Waimea Creelostly cutover with large areas of
induced pakihi, but with remnant forest in steep gullies and terrace faceBhe northern ‘spike” has been humped and
hollowed and developed into pasturgossibly after mining. Although there are other blocks like this locally, lowland
coastal forest and wetlandare very rarein New Zealand because of the high level of habitat modificatiohe area
benefits from QEII covenants to the west and south, that protect similar ecological valukss 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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for theecologicalvalues present.

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

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

Rationale:My conclusion is thatthe natural resources preseng(g.lowland forest and wetland in a relatively natural
state) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose of conservation parks includes
to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Waimea) - HOK_07_2809279u

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
acrossthe wider area, including walking, biking, hunting ana section of the West Coast Wilderness Trail

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthey support the classificaiton, however I note that “little

recreational use” was identified in the CVR.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that lowlandwetland/ pakihi is rareand at risk of development on private landDisposal was
opposed and classification as a scenic reserve or Waimea Conservation Park was supported

1 A submission highlighted the distinctive ecological values present includingare lowland coastal forests and
wetlands, noing that adjacent land provides “prime habitat for the protected endemic fernbird” and many other
speciesand is under threat from farming, mining and invasive species
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide site specific details regarding the natural resources present
which are consistent with those described in the CVRe(g.lowland forest andwetland, including pakihi). | agree thatthe
natural valuesare appropriately protected through classification as a conservation parkhe primary purpose of
conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987,
s. 19(1)(a)).

1 A submitter noted their support for “permanently protecting this piece of land with a high level of protection
similar to a QEII covenant or greatet

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthey support the classificaiton, however | note thatQEII
covenantscan only be applied to private lando arenot a relevant consideration in this process

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthey support the classification, however | note thato historic
or heritage values werédentified in the CVR.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification with@uoviding further justification, or
agreed it reflected the "information in the technical reports

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

I 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submission advocated for retention by DOC as thegre a neighbour to the area and would like to see the land
remain aspakihi and regererating forestcross the boundary

1 A submission noted that the area is contiguous with the adjacent QEII covenant and the technical report is “not
correct” to state otherwise. The protectionand opportunity provided by the covenant was highlighted along with
the ecological values preseniThe submission also noted the presence of par roads in the area and the risk of
encroachmentwhich they recommended was checked

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the impacts of development andgrazing, highlight ing the “fertile” land and opportunity for
sequestration(e.g.“the land that has been developed is all exposed to flood hazard and the continued maintenance
of pasture and grazing has many negative conservation and carbon consequences”). The submitter recommended
allowing regeneration of the podocarp forest by excluding stock.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The proposed classification will supporthe protection of the natural
resources present, and as a result support theeasclimate mitigation potential. The points raised do not warrant
overturning the notified intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural
and historic resourcesare protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submission was concernegavith ensuring conservation park status providelgreater protection for indigenous
species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”. Alternative classification
as an ecological arear scenic reservavas recommended with the submission highlighting the presence of at
risk/threatened species and depleted ecosystems “in relatively good condition”.

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources preseetd.lowland forest
and wetlandin a relatively natural stat§ are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioand the points raised
do not warrant overturningthe notified intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so
“that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity

| recommend that these comments aneot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

9 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@s not conservation values”.
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1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to recladsifiardship
land and limitations of the consultation.

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter noted their opposition to disposabf the pasture areasecommenced boundary adjustment to include
the river bankand stock exclusion toallow forestregeneration

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorisedd. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land digation.

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessiontsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_08 — Arahura River Mouth — 2809280

Protected Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
Area ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Arahura HOK_08 2809280v | Local Purpose (Kapukapuka| Local Purpose (Kapukapuka| 15 6

River Mouth Ngai Tahu) Reserve Ngai Tahu) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 22.18%ha narrow strip of backdune vegetation which is a mix of pasture, wetland and dune vegetation at the mouth
Flowery Creek and Arahura Rivelt includes the coastal lowland part of the Arahura River Mouth Species Managemen
Unit for black-billed gull (tarapuka, Larus buller)) (Nationally Critical). People access and walk down the beach from an
access road to the northiThere are Maori Reserve lands in the vicinity. The area is part of the estuary of the Arahura
catchment, managed by the Department as a Hd\wa site. 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. ba
Department’s Bio18 migratory fish programme has identified this catchment as significant to longfin eel. A grazing
licence is in place.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Local Purpose Kapukapuka Ngai Tahu) Reserve to appropriately reflect the identified values while
recognising the significance of this area tdNgai Tahu.

Mana Whenua PanelLocal Purpose (Kapukapuka Ngai Tahu) Reserve togive effect to the principles of the Treaty of
Waitangi, enable Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect to their ancestral lands and provide for the mana and rangatiratanga of

Ngai Tahu as well as reserve purposes.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof local purpose (Kapukapuka Ngai Tahu) reserve.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving it uncertain how the natural
resources present will be protected.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panehave signalled a range ofNgai Tahu interests associated with
this stewardship areae.g.“the entire Arahura river catchment is a place of immense spiritual and cultural significance for
Ngai Tahu”, “the river catchment has been a valued source of pounamu for centuriemdthe associated trails and trade
routes form part of its cultural significance to Poutini Ngai Tahu”, “the Arahura river mouth is highly significant as the

» o«

location of the old Arahura p3, and historical and contemporary mahinga kai values”, “maintaining access and restoration
is a high priority”, “there are Maori reserve lands in the vicinity of this conservation area”. They also noted future
aspirations of Te Riinanga o Ngati Waewae for Arahurato improve the connectivity between the river, the p3, the urupa

and Arahura marae and respond to impacts relating to climate change

I recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural significance of the area to Ngai Tahu. While such a local purpose
reserve could provide for the primary purpose of management and protection of Ngai Tahu values alongside the
conservation values thatare present, and might be described as an example of a substantive outcome for Ngai Tahu
consistent with Treaty principles, my assessment is that more work is requiredctarify 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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Local Purpose (Kapukapuka Ngai Tahu) Reserve - HOK_08_2809280v

Support
Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported classification as a local purpose reserve reclassification where specific “cultural and
historic values have been identified”.

1 A submission supported the classification noting the area has “historical significance as an old pa site” and is a
place of “historical & contemporary mahinga kai practices”, highlighting the connection the land would provide
between the river, p3, the urupa and marae.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agree that the area holdsultural and historic values| have
concluded based on comments in opposition that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to
comment on whether it appropriately protects théistoric and cultural values described, alongsidhe conservation of
natural resources and identifiedNgai Tahu values and interests.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions viewed the recommendation as recognising sites of significance to Ngai Tahu and ensuring “Ngai
Tahu values, alongside conservation valueare at the forefront of the classification” and ensuring Ngai Tahu have
a role“in management and decision-making”. The noted the values present, e.g. “Old p3, historical and
contemporary mahinga kai practices, adjacent to Maori Reserve lands, connection between river, pa, urupa and
marae.”

1 Submissions supported the recommendation on the grounds that it acknowledges the relationship between Ngai
Tahu and their ancestral lands, enables Ngai Tahu whanui to reconnect with their lands and supports the future
economic wellbeing and aspirations oNgai Tahu in relation to their takiwa, and therefore gives effect to the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural
significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, | have concluded based on comments in opposition thaté purpose of the notified
classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether iboth actively protects the identified Ngai Tahu values
and interests, andoromotes the conservation of the identified natural and historic resourcgsesent

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification.
1 A submitter noted theirpreference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)
1 A submission supported the classification but expressed concern it would affect existing permissions.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

9 A submission opposed the classification noting the opportunity for “for ecosystem restoration in response to flood
events or coastal erosion” and seeking classification as a historic reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it providappropriate
protection of the natural resourcesind subsequent protection against flood events or coastal erosjar if another
classification should be considered.
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Onesubmission opposed the recommendation on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined,
leaving it uncertainif ecologicaland othervalues will be protectedf incompatible with the primary purpose

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

1 A submitter highlighted the presence of at risk/threatened species and naturally uncommon ecosystems “including
dunes and wetlands” in relatively good condition, recommendingalternative classification as a historic reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in opposition that
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it provideppropriate
protection of the natural resources noted by submittey®r if another classification should be considered.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the species identified in theCVR and that korora have been recorded in the areadvocating for
any classification to protect threatened and aisk species

| recommend that this comment isiot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition thateé 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)

1 The significance of the area to Ngati Waewaewas acknowledged by one submitter who stated their concern that
harvesting could increase the risk of decline or extinction of threatened andrék species.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | recognise and acknowledge the historic and cultural
significance of the area to Ngai Tahu, | have concluded based on comments in opposition thaté purpose of the notified
classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether iboth actively protects the identified Ngai Tahu values
and interests, and promotes the conservation of the identified natural and historic resourgeesent
General(Allowed)

1 A submitter stated they were unable to support local purposeserves without greater clarity of purpose

| recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natueaid historical resources present.
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HOK_o09 — Stafford — 2809281

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP

Stafford HOK_09 2809281f | Conservation Park (Waimea) 12 14

Stafford HOK_09 28092819 Disposal 6 23

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A total of 2.6982ha made up of multiple areas dargely developed and partly occupied areas north of the Waimea Rive
in the historic settlement of StaffordThe 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 terrac
face The area’s naturalness, diversity and rarity values are lowlt does have accesdut 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 PanelDisposal, as the area is significantly modified and will not improve or enhance conservation
values in adjacent conservation areaghe area is considered to contain no or very low conservation values.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalfor the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block.

U Do not proceedwith the notified proposalfor the lowland, modified portions of the area.

Summary of accepted submissionfRegarding the vegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR identifies a
regenerating forest on terrace facejhose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit either expressed general support for
the proposed conservation park, or noted that outcome would support ongoing public access.

Regarding the lowland modifiedportions of this stewardship area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic
grassland),those submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit opposed the proposed conservation park, while advocating for
disposal, noting that the natural resources are modified from a history of minirfg.g. "this area was all mined in the
1980s";there is agreement that none of this land holds conservation value”), and that the historic resources are not of
high value (e.g. “no other artefacts, apart from old pieces of barbed wire fence from earlier farming in the 19588s, are
evident in the area”). Also accepted were comments noting that disposal of the area is supported by the Mana Whenua
Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 andTreaty principles: The Mana Whenua Panel havepposed the notified intention, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisationsinstead recommending the area be considered for disposal as the

pastoral components are “significantly modified” and contain “no or very low conservation values”.

Regarding thevegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace face
although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering tho
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present warrant proceeding with the notified propfosa
that part of the conservation area

Regardingthe lowland, modifiedportions of this stewardship area (which the CVR identifies as modified exotic
grassland) | have concludedgonsidering those submissions acceptethat the areadoesnot contain natural resources of
sufficient value to justify the notified intention of conservation parkThis is in accordance with theposition of the Mana
Whenua Panel
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Rationale:Regardingthe portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern blockwhich the CVR identifies as
regenerating forest on terrace faceny conclusionconsidering those submissions accepted that the proposed
classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural and historic resources preseftte primary

purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”

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

Regarding the lowland modified portions of the are@vhich the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslandiny
conclusion,in accordance with submissions receiveds that the area does not contain natural and historic resources of
sufficient value to justify the notifiedproposal of conservation park The isolated nature of the parcels between privately
owned properties further supports this approach. | note that the CVR highlights that it is unknown whether there are a
archaeological remains associated with the former township.

Conservation Park (Waimea) - HOK_o09_2809281f

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the proposed classificatioan the basis of preserving public access, should climbing
potential be discoveredin the future.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the natural and historic resources presenn
the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern blockwhich the CVR identifies asregenerating forest on terrace
face)are appropriately protected by the proposedlassification. This will support ongoing public access to the aredhe
proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the
natural and historic resources presenfJonservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(lregarding the lowland modified portions of the
area(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslangd)ny conclusion consideringsubmissionsaccepted,s that
insufficient natural and historic resourcesare present to warrant thenotified classification of conservation park.

General (Allowed)

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

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the natural and historic resources presenn
the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern blockwhich the CVR identifies asregenerating forest on terrace
face)are appropriately protected by the proposed classificatiatdowever, because no further justification is provided
regarding the natural and historic resources of the specifstewardshiparea and no new material is raised, thesebmission
points do not raise any matters for further consideratiofRegarding the lowland modified portions of the are@which the
CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland)my conclusion consideringsubmissionsaccepted,s that insufficient natural
and historic resourcesare present to warrant the notified classification of conservatn park.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submission suggested that the implementation of the proposed classification “needs to be followed up with
sufficient funding for pest eradicatiorf.
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As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and LandscapeAllowed)

1 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 resourqagsent, resulting from a history omining
(e.g.“the western area is called Raffertys Creek and was intensively mined back in the 18®&9, “this 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 inaccédssity by digger”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the lowland modified portions of the area
(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslandjontain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the
notified classification of conservation parkRegarding the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block
(which the CVR identifies asregenerating forest on terrace face)ny assessment is thahe natural and historic resources
presentare appropriately protected by the proposed classificatian

1 A submission was also concerned with ensuring conservation park status providegdeater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is thathe natural and historic resources preserih the
portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern blockwhich the CVR identifies asegenerating forest on terrace
face)are appropriately protected by the proposed classificatiafiRegarding thelowland modified portions of the aregwhich
the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslangd)ny conclusion consideringsubmissionsaccepted,s that insufficient
natural and historic resourcesre present to warrant the notified classification of conservation park.

1 Submissions noted the close proximity of the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”. It was
recommended to combine the proposed parks where the valus@® similar as this “provides greater opportunity for
large landscape scale managemeht

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or
Conservation GeneraPolicy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter who advocated fodisposal of the land to “various neighbours”, outlined their assessment of the
historic resources present, which were nobnsideredto warrant the notified classification of conservation park
(e.g.“the area on top of the terrace by Raffertys contains numerous old water races, mine shafts and tunnels, which
area common feature in this valley”, “no other artefacts, apart from old pieces of barbed wire fence from earlier
farming in the 1950s80s,are evident in the ared). Disposal was preferredo alleviate the legal issue of
“disconnected blocks and “ensure that the land is looked after and possibly developed as part of the currently
growing residential population of the old towri.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the lowland modified portions of the area
(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslandjontain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the
notified classification of conservation parkThe CVR highlights that it is unknown whether therare any archaeological
remains associated with the former townshigRegarding the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block
(which the CVR identifies asregenerating forest on terrace face)ny assessment is thahe natural and historic resources
presentare appropriately protected by the proposed classification.

1 A submitter advocated forclassification as a historical area or similar, highlighting the existence of a historic
cemetery.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the area containgsufficient historic resources
to warrant classification as historic reservdhe CVR highlights that it is unknown whether therare any archaeological
remains associated with the former township.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1  The proposed classification was opposed on the basis that the “recommendations of the MWP reflect the values,

interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the lowland modified portions of the area
(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslandjontain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the
notified classification of conservation parkRegarding thevegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR

identifies as regenerating forest on terrace facedthough | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the

notified proposal, my assessment, consiting those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
warrant proceeding with the notified proposafor that part of the conservation area

General (Allowed)

1 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.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 Submissionsopposed the classification due to a lack of clarity on the activities allowed for under the conservation
park status andwereconcerned the status would not protect the high conservation values identified.

1 One submission sought greater clarity on the possible economic activitiisat may occur, as signalleéh the
recommendation report

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

9 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@g not conservation values”.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forconsideration.
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General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Disposal - HOK_09_2809281g

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

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter notedthat the land did not hold anysubstantive conservation valug and was therefore suitable for
disposal (“there is agreement that none of this land holds conservation valie

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the lowland modified portions of the area
(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslandjontain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the
notified classification of conservation parkRegarding the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern block
(which the CVR identifies agregenerating forest on terrace facemy assessment is thahe natural and historic resources
presentare appropriately protected by the proposed classification

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the lowland modified portions of the area
(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslandjontain insufficient natural and historic resources to warrant the
notified classification of conservation parkRegarding thevegetated portion of the northern block (which the CVR

identifies as regenerating forest on terrace facedthough | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the

notified proposal, my assessment, congting those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
warrant proceeding with the notified proposafor that part of the conservation area

General (Allowed)

1 A submission expressed general support for the recommendation by the Mana Whenua Panel.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newmaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
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opportunities such asclimbing angling or hunting, or requested “appropriate mechanisms areused to ensure
existing and future public use is maintained or improved” (e.g.“Retaining this land in the conservation estate will
preserve public access if climbing potential is discovered in the future”, “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 undertakéh Alternative classification as a conservation park
was recommended.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the natural and historic resources preserit
the portion of indigenous vegetation in the large northern blockwhich the CVR identifies asregenerating forest on terrace
face)are appropriately protected by the proposed classificatiarm his will support ongoing public access to the aredhe
proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the
natural and historic resources presenonservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)({Regarding the lowland modified portions of the
area(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grasslangd)ny conclusion consideringsubmissionsaccepted,s that
insufficient natural and historic resourcesare present to warrant the notified classification of conservation parkhe CVR
notes that the area contains no tracks or facilities, and is likely to receive little recreation use.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that it forgoes future opportunities such as carbon sequestration
and climate mitigation, and the land should be protected fduture generations €.9.“The opportunities for carbon
sequestration through indigenous vegetatiorare rapidly diminishing and every hecare of the conservation estate
is of value”, “in the midst of climate and biodiversity crises, conservation land should be protected for indigenous
species to thrive and to safeguard the environment froaxtreme weather and other future issues”).

1 Submitters advocated for retention irCrown ownershipand noted that disposal “will not assist with a reduction in
emissions from agriculture.

1 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.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the natural resources presenin the portion of
indigenous vegetation in the large northern blockwhich the CVR identifies agegenerating forest on terrace facegre
appropriately protected by the proposedonservation parkclassification, and the associated potential for climate
mitigation . Regarding the lowland modified portions of the are@which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland)
my conclusion, consideringsubmissionsaccepted|s that insufficient natural and historic resourcesire present to warant
the notified classification of conservation park.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to any disposal of stewardship laadvocating for retention in Crown
ownership on the grounds that; there are likely to b®atural values remaining, pasture areas are likely to contain
some indigenous species, even highly modified land holds opportunities for ecosystem restoration, and aress
forests could easily revert to a naturaltate (e.g“Most have remnants of native forests and provide islands of
habitat for native specie$, “often close to native forestand therefore seed sourgemeaning without grazing these
areas will overtime readily revert to fores}.

1 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 regenerdon.

1 A submissionhighlighted the ecologicalvalues present, including regeneratingndigenous vegetation and the
potential for freshwater ecological valuesThe submitterrecommended classification as aonservation park status
“as a minimum” (e.9.“These areas should be protected as they contain small sections of secondary growth
indigenous forest, including indigenous vegetation, regenerating forest and shrubland species”).

1 A submission recommended that only modified landlocked sites without restoration potential should be disposed
of.

1 A submission opposed disposal, emphasising the importance of protecting natural valusesd recommended a
“precautionary policy” to hold conservation future options open.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agreethat the natural resources presenin the portion of
indigenous vegetation in the large northern blockwhich the CVR identifies agegenerating forest on terrace facegre
appropriately protected by the proposed conservation park classification, and the associated potential for climate
mitigation . Regarding the lowland modified portions of the are@which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland)
my conclusion, consideringsubmissionsaccepted,s that insufficient natural and historic resourcesre present to warrant
the notified classification of conservation park.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated forthe area to be added to the “Historical Area” or “appropriate designation” noting the
presence of the historic cemetery

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is that the area contains insufficient historic resources
to warrant classification as historic reserv@he CVR highlights that it is unknown whether therare any archaeological
remains associated with the former township.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 One submission expressed a desire for maximum protection to allow nature to thrive, in keeping with the approach
of the indigenous people of Aotearoa

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Regardingthe lowland, modifiedportions of this stewardship area

(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic grassland) have concludedg¢onsidering those submissions acceptethat the
areadoesnot contain natural resources of sufficient value to justify the notified intention of conservation parkhis is in
accordance with theposition of the Mana Whenua PanelRegarding thevegetated portion of the northern block (which the

CVR identifies as regenerating forest on terrace fagedthough | 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 proposafor that part of the conservation area

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection, such as national park or conservation park classification, or supported “a

cautionary approach”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land and sought protection from development,
mining, or other extractive activities.

1 A submission advocated for no disposals and statehat there is “little or no added management burden to retain
these lands” and disposal may cause costs to be incurreBurther concern was expressed that the “only possible
advantage in the recommendation for land disposal is to the landowner who currently has a grazing license (or
those who are farming regardless of whether they have a grazing license or not)”.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultationjncluding the timeframe for response, whenompared to the scale of
information notified.

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownershioncernsregarding the limits of the
notification were further highlighted as the“proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where
disposal boundaries might be” making it difficult for submitters to comment. The submitter further stated that “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 suriieig)
is not explained or justified.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
Other (Not Allowed)
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund
As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouh&a®ngaNotification
Process for Disposal of Crowsowned Land.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o9 - Stafford (Central/East) — 2809281

Protected Area Recommendation ID NEHIETEL PaneI. M) WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
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 largelgveloped and partly occupied areas north of the Waimea Rive
in the historic settlement of StaffordThe 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 faceThe area’s naturalness, diversity and rarity values are lowlt does have accesdyut little recreation is
expected.

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Disposal, as thearea is considered to bef very low conservation value and to lack the historical
significance of the rest of HOK_09.

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, as therea is significantly modified and will not improve or enhance conservation
values in adjacent conservation areashe area is considered to contain no or very low conservation values.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation where thereare no conservation values remainingAlso accepted were comments noting that this was
outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panehave supportedthe proposed disposal investigation
supported by submissions from Treaty partneprganisations, on the groundsthat the area is significantly modified.

Rationale:My assessment is that the stewardship area is of low conservation value, and warrants further investigatfon
to the suitability of disposal | note that the CVR highlights that it is unknown whether therare any archaeological
remains associated with the former township.

Disposal - HOK_09_2809281h

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

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

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

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the modified nature of thepastoral components of this
stewardship area justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of dispadalote that the Mana

Whenua Panehave supportedthe proposed disposal investigation
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General (Allowed)

1 A submission expressed general support for the recommendation by the Mana Whenua Panel.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter suggested thatsurvey and assessmerghould occur prior to disposahnd listed the factors they
believed should beconsidered alsorecommendng exchange with neaby land with unprotected indigenous
vegetation where possible

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
opportunities such as climbing anglhg or hunting, or requested “appropriate mechanisms areused to ensure
existing and future public use is maintained or improved” (€.9.“Retaining this land in the conservation estate will
preserve public access if climbing potential is discovered in the ffure”, “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

| recommend that these commentare not accepted The highly modified pastoral areais unlikely to hold recreational
values which justify retention agublic conservation land Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental
investigation will trigger the formation of marginal stripsfor qualifying waterbodies whichwill secure ongoing public
access along the riparian corridor.

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 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 generationge.g.“The
opportunities for carbon sequestration through indigenous vegetatioare rapidly diminishing and every hectre of
the conservation estate is of value”, “conservation land should be protected for indigenous species to thrive and to
safeguard the environment from extreme weather and other future issues”, “they are all front country areas that
protect other significant areas from climate disruptionflooding, slips, erosion, and damage from sea surges and
rising sea level”).

1 Submitters advocated for retention irCrown ownershipor classification as a scenic reservar ecological area

1 Submitters opposed disposabf the “larger northern section” as it has potential for carbon capturefrom
revegetation and protection of the remaining indigenous forest

1 A submitter stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential fi&storation.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The area’s highly modified nature and landscape context (bordered by
farmland) limit the effectivenessof restoration for carbon sequestrationl note that any potential disposal arising from the

Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained
and protected as public conservation land.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of stewardship lardivocating 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 ane@ar forests
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could easily revert to a naturastate (e.g“Most have remnants of native forests and provide islands of habitat for
native species”, “often close to native forest (and therefore seed source) meaning without grazing these areas will
overtime readily revert to forest).

1 A submission highlighted the ecologicalalues present, including regeneratingndigenous vegetation and the
potential for freshwater ecological valuesThe submitterrecommended classification as a conservation park status
“as a minimum” (e.g.“These areas should be protected as they contain small sections of secondary growth
indigenous forest, including indigenous vegetation, regenerating forest and shrubland species”).

1 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 regenerton.

1 A submission recommended that only modified landlocked sites without restoration potential should be disposed
of.

1 A submission opposed disposal, emphasising the importance of protecting natural values and recommended a

“precautionary policy” to hold conservation future options open.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The area’s small size and landscape contextqurrounded by modified
farmland) limit the effectiveness of retaining the area for restoratiamhe highly modified nature of the areadxotic
grassland justifies referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposdlnote that any potential
disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginal strips for qualifying
waterbodies, which will be retmed and protected as public conservation land.

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the area tbe added to the “Historical Area” or “appropriate designation” noting the
presence of the historic cemetery.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The part of the stewardship area recommended for disposal is noted to
lack the historic valuespresent inother parts of the assessment are@he highly modified nature of the area (exotic
grassland) justifies referringthis area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 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 anmeot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
WhenuaPanel andany potential disposal of relevant land arisingrom the Departmental investigationwill be subject to

the first right of refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. The highly modified area is

unlikely to hold substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values’. The modified nature of the area (exotic grassland) justifies
referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposal.

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection, such as national park or conservation park classification, or supported “a
cautionary approach”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land and sought protection from development,
mining, or other extractive activities.

1 A submission advocated for no disposals and stated that there is “little or no added management burden to retain
these lands” and disposal may cause costs to be incurreBurther concern was expressed that the “only possible
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advantage in the recommendation for land disposal is to the landowner who currently has a grazing license (or
those who are farming regardless of whether they have a grazing license or not)”.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultationjncluding the timeframe for response, whenompared to the scale of
information notified.

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownershioncerns regarding the limits of the
notification were further highlighted as the “proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where
disposal boundaries might be” making it difficult for submitters to comment. The submitter further stated that “The
National Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposaljtthas recommended up to an additional 1000 hectares
of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation areas (subject to suriieig)
is not explained or justified.

9 A submitter stated that recommendations should be based on “conservation values alone”, and that “recreation and
use valuesare not conservation values.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
Other (Not Allowed)
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund
As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/Position Stated
General (Allowed)

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

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supporteconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouh€a®ngaNotification
Process for Disposal of Crowsowned Land.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_o09 — Stafford - High Street — 2809331

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel' Mana WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation

Stafford - High HOK_09 2809331w Conservation Park (Waimea) 11 13

Street

Stafford - High HOK_09 2809331x Disposal 6 19

Street

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.036%ha area of pasture north of the Waimea River in the historic settlement of StaffoFtie township sat withinthe
Waimea goldfield and is closely tied to the Scandinavian Hill diggings immediately behind.iThe area’s naturalness,
diversity and rarity valuesare 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 PanelDisposal, as therea is significantly modified and will not improve or enhance conservation
values in adjacent conservation area¥he area is considered to contain no or very low conservation values.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit opposed the proposed conservation
park, noting that the natural resourcesre modified from a history of mining (e.g.“it was mined to a depth of 6 meters in
the 19808, “there is agreement that none athis land holds conservation value”). Also accepted were comments noting
that disposal of the area is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and reflects the perspectives of Ngai Tahu.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panehave opposedthe notified intention, supported by
submissions fromTreaty partnerorganisations instead recommending the area be considered for disposathe
pastoral componentsare “significantly modified” and contain no or very low conservation values.

My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in accordance with the position of the Mana Whenua Pane
that the areadoesnot contain natural and historic resource®f sufficient valueto justify the notified intention of
conservation park.

Rationale:My conclusion, considering those submissions accepteds that the areais highly modified (described in the
CVR asmodified exotic grassland)and doesnot contain natural resources of sufficient value to justifthe notified
intention of conservation park The isolated nature of thearea,surrounded byprivately owned properties further
supports thisconclusion. | note that the CVR highlights that it is unknown whether therare any archaeological remains
associated with the former township.

Conservation Park (Waimea) - HOK_09_2809331w
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the proposed classification atie basis of preserving public access, should climbing
potential be discovered in the future

| recommend that these comments angot accepted| have concludedbased on comments in opposition that the
assessmentreais highly modified and containsinsufficient natural and historic valuesto justify the notified intention of
conservation park| note that the modified nature of the lande.g.exotic grassland)means it is unlikely thereare climbing
values presentThe CVR notes that the area contains no tracks or facilities, and is likely to receive little recreation use.
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General (Allowed)

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

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter, who advocated for the area to be disposed of, noted the modified nature of the natural resources
present, resulting from a history ofmining (e.g.“it was mined to a depth of 6 meters in the 19804t was suggested
that the land “has been held in trust by @C since its inception pending disposédland “is neither use nor
ornamentation to anyone except its immediate neighbouts

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agreethat the area(which the CVR identifies as modified exotic
grassland) contairs insufficient natural resources to warrant the notified classification of conservation park

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

1 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted| have concluded based on comments in opposition théte
assessment aress highly modified and contains insufficient natural andhistoric valuesto justify the notified intention of
conservation park | note that the CVR describes the area as having low diversity and pattern and does not identify the
presence of any threatened or atsk species.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The proposed classification was opposed on the basis that the “recommendations of the MWP reflect the values,
interests, and perspectives of the Papatipu Riinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in accordance
with the position of the Mana Whenua Panelisthat the areadoesnot contain natural and historic resourcesof sufficient
value to justify the notified intention of conservation park

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.
1 Alternative classification as a conservation area or historic reserve was recommended

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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.

1 One submission sought greater clarity on the possible economic activitiéisat may occur, as signalleih the
recommendation report

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@gs not conservation values”.

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated

Access and Recreation (Allowed)
9 Submissions queried whether the proposed classification allows hunting, fishing and “provision for public access”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forconsideration

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Disposal - HOK_09_2809331x

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 sal®w/accept recommendations.

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 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”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agreethat 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)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in accordance
with the position of the Mana Whenua Panel, is that the ardaesnot contain natural and historic resource®f sufficient
value (described in the CVR asnodified exotic grassland}to justify the notified intention of conservation park.

General (Allowed)

1 A submission expressed general support for the recommendation by the Mana Whenua Panel.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no nematerial is raised forfurther consideration.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access and ability for future
generations to enjoy these areas, expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation
opportunities such as climbing anglhg or hunting, or requested “appropriate mechanisms areused to ensure
existing and future public use is maintained or improved” (€.g.“Retaining this land in the conservation estate will
preserve public access if climbing potential is discovered in the fure”, “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

| recommend that these comments angot accepted| have concludedbased on comments in opposition that the
assessment area is highly modified and contains insufficient natural and historic values to justifye notified intention of
conservation park The CVRnotes 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)

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that it forgoes future opportunitisdeal with climate changesuch
as carbon sequestration and climate mitigatiorstating the land should be protected for future generation®(g.
“The opportunities for carbon sequestration through indigenous vegetation arerapidly diminishing and every
hectare of the conservation estate is of value”, “conservation land should be protected for indigenous species to
thrive and to safeguard the environment from extreme weather and other future issues”, “they areall front country
areas that protect other significant areas from climate disruptigfiooding, slips, erosion, and damage from sea
surges and rising sea level”).

1 Submitters advocated for retention irCrown ownership, or classification as a scenic reseryecological areaor
conservation park

1 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

1 A submitter noted that disposal “will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessment is that the areia highly modified (described in the
CVR asmodified exotic grassland) desnot contain natural resources of sufficient value to justifthe notified intention of
conservation park The isolated nature of thearea,surrounded byprivately owned propertiesfurther supports this
conclusion.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions advocatd for retention in Crown ownership on the grounds that therare likely to be natural values
remaining, that pasture areasarelikely to contain some indigenous specieghat even highly modified land holds
opportunities for ecosystem restoration and areas near forests could easily revert to a natstate (e.g“Most have
remnants of native forests and provide islands of habitat for native species”, “often close to native forest (and
therefore seed source) meaning without grazing theseeas will overtime readily revert to fores}.

1 Submissionsopposeddisposal of anyconservationland due to the current biodiversity crisis and the potential role
the land may play in future conseration, noting theintent of Te Mana o te Taicand recommending a
“precautionary policy” (e.9.“l 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 futtiye

1 A submission highlighted the ecological values present in the aréacluding “small sections” of secondary growth
of indigenous forest, regenerating forest/shrubland, potential instream values and the role of the area as a
“stepping stone” between modified areas. Classification as a conservation park status “as a minimum” was
recommended

1 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 regenertion.

1 A submission recommended that only modified landlocked sites without restoration potential should be disposed
of.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessment is that the areia highly modified (described in the
CVR asmodified exotic grassland) desnot contain natural resources of sufficient value to justifthe notified intention of
conservation park The isolated nature of thearea,surrounded byprivately owned propertiesfurther supports this
conclusion.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

1 One submission expressed a desire for maximum protection to alloature to thrive, in keeping with the approach
of the indigenous people of Aotearoa

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My conclusion in light of those submissions accepted, and in
accordance with the position of the Mana Whenua Panel, is that the adm@snot contain natural and historic resource®f
sufficient value (described in the CVR asnodified exotic grassland)to justify the notified intention of conservation park.
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General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition tdisposal of any stewardship land in general terms, expressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection, such as national park or conservation park classification, or supported “a
cautionary approach”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submission expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land and sought protection from development,
mining, or other extractive activities.

1 A submission advocatedagainstdisposals and stated that there is “little or no added management burden to retain
these lands” and disposal may cause costs to be incurre.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultationjncluding the timeframe for response, whenompared to the scale of
information notified.

1 A submitter noted that “there is no requirement” that land with low conservation values is disposed of, expressing
opposition to any disposal of riverbed or pastoral land in public ownershi@oncerns regarding the limits of the
notification were further highlighted as the “proposed disposals do not give even a general indication where
disposal boundaries might be” making it difficult for submitters to comment. The submitter further stated that “The
National Panel is recommending 65 hectares for disposaljtthas recommended up to an additional 1000 hectares
of land may be disposed of where there is pastoral land alongside river conservation areas (subject to suiiielg)
is not explained or justified.

M A submitter stated that recommendations should be based on “conservation values alone”, and that “recreation and
use valuesare not conservation values.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
Other (Not Allowed)
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

No Opinion/Position Stated
General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionfnsufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 One submission noted that disposal of land will be subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouh&a®ngaNotification
Process for Disposal of Crowsowned Land.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_10 — Big Dam Hill — 2809285

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Big Dam Hill HOK_10 2809285y | Conservation Park(Waimea) | Neutral 16 13

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1206.803ha area of lowland ridges and gullies separating Waimea Creek from Arahura Ri\Rairt of the area has beelr
logged in the past, but it still holds large tracts ahdigenous podocarp/hardwood forests, numerous streams, forested
catchments and induced wetlandsThe southern section of the area on the river terraces near the Arahura River is part
a DOC Nga Awa site. There areten recorded archaeological sites, all closely tied to the Waimea goldrush and comprise
the physical mining operations alongside the settlements that supported thesad the transport networks that
connected them Recreation includes people walking the former forest service gravel roads, amdasional hunting by
locals. Various permissionsarein 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 PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(dRecommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for the historic values presendr notedthe recreational values across the wider area

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalled specific Ngai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly
that the area is in the vicinity ofNgai Tahu forestry and thatNgai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land, such as
forestry.

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrgonsider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources preserg.@.tracts of indigenous forestwetlands part
of a Nga Awa site) are appropriately protected under theproposed classification, when also considerintpe historic
resources presentd.g.ten recordedarchaeologicalsites associated with the Waimea goldrush)Yhe primary purpose of
conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act
1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Waimea) - HOK_10_2809285y
Support

Access and RecreationAllowed)

1 A submissionsupported the classification, outliningthe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
across the wider area including walking, bikingnd hunting.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the notified status wilkppropriately provide for recreational
useasidentified in the CVR. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and
enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)\b)
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Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later
European occupatiofi.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agreethat the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values present as described by the CVRd.Aarchaeologicalsites associated with goldmimg). The

primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the "information in thetechnical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology andLandscape(Allowed)

1 A submission was concerned with ensuring conservation park status provid&gteater protection for indigenous
species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

1 Alternative classification as a ecological area was recommended with the submissibighlight ing the presence of
at risk/threatened species and depleted ecosysterfis relatively good condition”.

1 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources preseng(g.indigenous
forest modified by logging, freshwater value$ are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary
purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).
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1 Submissions noted the close proximitpf the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providifigrther justification,
or expressed concern thahe classification would not provide any greater protection than the current status.

1 A submission recommended adding the land to the Shamrock Creek Amenity Area without providing further
justification.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship area and no newaterial is raised forfurther consideration.

Permissions Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offeredby conservation park, noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”. The support was contingent on the
land being registered as a specially protected area if significant conservation values were present

1 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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classifications, and recreation and use val@s not conservation values”.

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

1 A submitter sought clarification on the economic, welbeing and development aspirations of Ngai Tahu referred to
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 | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
No Opinion/ Position Stated
Access andRecreation(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted No information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which support®consideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does nqgtrohibit public access for the activities, if authorisede(g. in a hunting
permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would depend
on effects onthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.
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General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The legislation does not provide for absolute protection from
development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for authorising
such activities, through the grant of concessionisufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaand no new material is raised which supportgconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submissionraised thechallenge of ensuring cattleare excluded from waterwaysnd that ongoing graing may
be contray to the Naional Policy Statement forFreshwater

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_11 — North Bank Arahura Road — 2806208

Protected Area Recommendation 1D N T Panel' e Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation

North Bank Arahura HOK_11 2806208a Stewardship Stewardship 10 13

Road

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 74.455ha area that runs parallel with Old Christchurch Roatt is coastalpodocarp/broadleaved forest with some
wetland areas on a coastal terracBouth Island fernbird (At Risk- Declining) have been heard in the wetland
Surrounding and nearby areas have been cleared for plantations and farmifbe area is bisected by a road to Red Jack
The area likely receives little recreation use except occasional huntirihis piece of conservation area has been
identified by Te Rinanga o Ngati Waewae as a possible site for Papakainga housing, and discussions have occurred with
the Depatment.

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 PanelRetain as stewardship, supporting th&/estern South Island National Panel’s recommendation.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal retaining the area in stewardship

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported retaining the area in
stewardship to recogniséNgai Tahu interests or expressed general support for the proposal.

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel supported theotified proposal, supported by submissions
from Treaty partner organisationsThe Mana Whenua Panehave signalled a strong connection to thisstewardship area,
particularly that “the entire Arahua area is a place of immense spiritual and cultural significance for HgTahu”, “the
conservation area is alsan integral partof a wider vision that Te Rnanga o Ngati Waewae have for Arahura, to improve
the connectivity between the river, pa, the urupa, and Arahura marae and respond to impacts relating to climate change”,
“discussions have previously occurred with the Department of Conservation and Mana Whenua regarding the provision
of Papakainga to be established in the vicinity of the Arahura Mardeand “further assessment of the values and

opportunities of this conservation area for Ngai Tahu is required”.

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

interests.This obligation is not absolute and unqualified, howeveActive protection requires you to properly understand
the nature of the interests claimed and to reconcile that material with any wider or competing rights or interests, and t(
make informed decisions that are reasonable in the circumstances.

My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is tlitas reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in
stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may require. I note
that any further work will be undertaken in a manner consistent with Treaty principles.

Rationale:l have concludedbased onthose submissionsaccepted, and consideringhe identified Ngai Tahu interests,
that it is appropriateto retain the arean stewardshipat this time. | note that as stewardship land the area will remain
protected until an appropriate classification is determined.

Retain in Stewardship - HOK_11_2806208a
Support

Treaty Considerations

1 A submission supported the retention of the area as stewardship land to enatdatinuing discussions withTe
Rinanga o Ngati Waewae regarding the Papakainga opportunity next to Arahura Marae.

122



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

| recommend that these comments araccepted My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is tlitsis reasonable
in the circumstancesto retain this area in stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including
what Treaty principles may require

General

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use

1 A submission advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as@nservation park, suggesting
these provide adequate legal protection.

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

Other

1 A submission supported retention in stewardship due to the “special circumstances” of the area to allow further
negotiations and activities to occurand advocated for a similar approach in other locations

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards

1 A submission opposed the classification noting the opportunity for carbon sequestrati@md seeking classification
as an ecological area or scenic reserve

1 A submission opposed retention as stewardship land for the purposeRafpakainga housing, stating concern that
this is “clearly in conflict with natural and carbon values that should be protected for the long term” and noting that
the “consequence of the recommendation is the destruction of forest that is actively sequestering carbon,

disturbance of soil stores of carbon and disturbance of streams and bogs”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted While | agree thatthe natural values present may support climate
mitigation, it is my assessment, considering submissions accepted, is tlitas reasonable in the circumstanceo retain this
area in stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may require. |
note that as stewardship land the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined.

Ecology andLandscape

1 Submissions expressedopposition to retaining in stewardshipdue to the ecological values presenmoting the
importance of protecting theregeneratingremnant coastal podocarp/broadleaved forest and wetlarahd
suggesting an alternative classificatiorof ecological areascenic reserveor another classification which would
protect the forest(e.g.“rare coastal terrace regenerating podocarp forest The regeneration of kahikatea and rimu
is well advanced, ten to twelve metres tall, with many trees greater than 25cm in diameter”, “It has some wetland
and waterways providing habitat for a number of threatened freshwater fish species (brown mudfish, koura and
tuna for example)”).

1 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 brests across land typese(g.“There has been land clearance in the area over the last 10
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years, a higher level of protection is-needed for what remais) This network of native forest is one of the three
large remnants of indigenous forest in the maritime zone between Taramakau and Arahura rivgrs

1 The need to clear forest to provide Papakainga housing was questioned by submitters when there may be cleared
sites available

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | agree that the area holds ecological valuey assessment,
considering submissions accepted, is thdt is reasonable in the circumstance® retain this area in stewardship to further
explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may require. | note that as stewardship land
the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined.

General

1 Opposition to the retention as stewardship land was notetivhen there arevalues that existthat would justify
reclassification”.

1 A submission expressed general opposition to retaining in stewardship, suggesting an alternative classification as
“reserve status either scenic or conservation park”.

1 A submissionnoted preference for “the highest possible classification” due to the land’s “high cultural conservation
value”.

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

Permissions, Economid-actorsand Land Use

I 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 activitieaas
recommended that the land is either disposed of or classified into an appropriate category based on the values
present €.g.“Leaving an area as stewardship land leaves it open to ecologically degrading activities including
mining, stock grazing, logging and residential developments and thiout rigorous protection from the

environmental impacts of those industries”).
As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted

Process and Consultation

1 Submissions opposed the recommendation based on concerns about the process used to reclassify stewardship
land and limitations of the consultationjncluding the timeframe for response, whenompared to the scale of
information notified.

1 A submission queried the extent of land in South Westland not included in the reclassification process.

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

Other

1 A submission suggested that consideration be given to the surrounding modified/developed land parcels being
purchased to provide &apakainga site.
1 A submission expressed concern about unauthorised grazing at the site

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

No Opinion/ Position Stated

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

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new materiabised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate desibn-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

1 A submission roted that the North Bank of the Arahura river was formerlyodocarp forest and is of high
conservation valugand expressed support for holding this land in the conservation estate.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agree that the area holds ecological valuay assessment,
considering submissions accepted, is thdt is reasonable in the circumstanceto retain this area in stewardship to further
explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including what Treaty principles may require. | note that as stewardship land
the area will remain protected until an appropriate classification is determined.

Treaty Considerations

1 A submission recommended consultation witlTe Riinanga o Ngati Waewae as the ar@ is “contiguous with
Arahura Pa associations/cultural consideratioh
1 A submission suggested retaining as stewardship to allow further discussions witlyai Tahu.

| recommend that these comments araccepted My assessment, considering submissions accepted, is tlitsis reasonable
in the circumstancesto retain this area in stewardship to further explore Ngai Tahu interests and aspirations, including
what Treaty principles may require

General

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

| recommend that these comments aneot 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 justificath 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

1 A submission opposed disposalfathe land noting it can cause costs to be occurrehd there is little burden to
retaining.

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted
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HOK_12 — Duffers Creek — 2809283

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Duffers Creek HOK_12 2809283b | Conservation Park (Okiiki) Neutral 15 13

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 55.659%ha pakihi wetland with associated forest and shrubland, much of it cutover and regenerating from a history of
logging and mining. There is a myriad of stream channels throughout the wetland3ther than occasional hunting, little
recreation use is likely

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation park(Okiikd), to reflectthe mosaic of values present and protect natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the area.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d)Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified status as
appropriate for thehistoric values present or noted the recreational values across the wider area.

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

The Mana Whenua Panehave signalled specificNgai Tahu interestsassociated with this stewardship area, particularly
that the area“is adjacent to Ngai Tahu Forestry, an indication of Ngai Tahu presence, interest and use of the land in this
vicinity ” and “Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as forestry)”.

Giventhe Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classificatidrgonsider the classification isnot
inconsistent with the identified interests.

Rationale:My conclusion is thaton balance the natural resources prese(d large pakihi wetland with associated forest
and shrubland, much of it cutover and regenerating from a history of logging and minipngre appropriately protected
under the proposed classification, when also considerinpe historic resources preseniThe primary purpose of

conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act
1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

Conservation Park (Okiika) - HOK_12_2809283b
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submission supported the classification, outlininghe proximity to Hokitika and recreationaluse that occurs
across the wider area including walking, biking, hunting

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the notified status will appropriately provide for recreational
useasidentified in the CVR (occasional hunting by local$. The proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate
public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the natural and historic resources present (Conservation Act
1987, s. 19(1){b)

Historic and Cultural Values (Allowed)

9 Submissions supported the classification as appropriate to protect the “abundant evidence of long Maori and later

European occupation”.
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I recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the proposed classification of conservation park appropriately
protects the historic values presenfThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural
and historic resourcesare protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing furthestification,
agreed itreflected the "information in thetechnical reports”, or supported the recommendation of the Mana
Whenua Panel.

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

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

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

1 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.

1 A submission supported the classificatiordue to the higher levels of protection it will offemoting the mining

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,| recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommendedhesecomments arenot allowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Alternative classification as an ecological area wascommended with the submission highlighting the presence of
”.

9 A submitter noted the area may have “the last remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that
may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatened” and warrants a higher level of protection than that proposed,
suggesting nationalpark, wildlife management, scenic reserve, nature reserve or scientific reserve as more
appropriate.

1 A submission was also concernedith ensuring conservation park status providetigreater protection for
indigenous species, enhanced water qualitipr native fish species and ensured landscape continuity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessments that the natural resources present

wetlandwith associatedforestand shrubland, much of it cutover and regenerating from a history lafgging and mining)
areappropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987, s. 19(1)(a)).

1 Submissions noted the close proximitpf the proposed conservation parks to one another and recommended
combining the proposed parks to ensure “long-term protection and maintenance of biological diversity”.

| recommend that these comments aneot 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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