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TWP_o1 — Kakapotahi — 2805519

Protected Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
Area ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Kakapotahi TWP_01 2805519p| Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 11 6

DOC ConservationValues Report(CVR) Description

A 256-ha area of mtact indigenous forest on a hillside adjacent to and continuous with the Waitaha Scenic Reseaawmd
with SH6 going past its southern endThere have been proposals for a cycleway to pass through teéction of forest and
use part of the old road formationThe area is currently used by hunters

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Scenic reserve (a), tpreserve the high landscape and ecological valugandprotect any identified
historic or archaeological features, while providing for recreational usEomplementary conservation values with the
adjacent Waitaha Scenic Reserve

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U0 Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing for potential recreation development (cycleway), offering sufficient protection in the context of climate
change andreflecting 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 atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHahere 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 site specific values are not pres”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
resources presente.g. indigenous forestand reflects the context of the adjacent scenic reserve

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_01_2805519p

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the presence of a “potential cycle trail, which would also have to go through Pukekura Scenic
reserve’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the C¥Rdwhich are appropriately
reflected by the notified classificationThey hold merit under the Conservation Acas they support promotion of recreation
that is not inconsistentwith the preservation of the natural and historic resources present

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climamitigation . Classification as scenic reserve will support this

1



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

resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, andin relation to ‘protection’ of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted the area as “part of the rather unique Waitaha terminal moraine” and to contain “tall, first-growth
forest’. The natural values are noted to bghared “with the Adjacent Pukekura Scenic Reserte

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidime contiguous
nature of the adjoiningscenicreserve further supports your notified intention to classify this area as a scenic reserve

General(Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for‘managing the entire Waitaha Catchment from the alps to the sea, holistically as a
National Park’.
1 A submitter advocated fora national park classificationnoting the area to be “part of nationally rare braidedriver

ecosystems” and to contain “patches of remnant tall kahikatea and totara groves”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My view is that the natural resources identified in the CVR are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatioandthe material raised is of insufficient merit to
warrant reconsideration of the notified intention

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

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

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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.



TWP_o02 — Duffers Creek — 2809701

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel ST | G
ID Recommendation | Recommendation

Duffers Creek (Western Unit) | TWP_02_2809701k| Scenic Reserve (a) 9 8

Duffers Creek (Western Unit) | TWP_02_2809701I Disposal 6 20

Duffers Creek (Eastern Unit) | TWP_02_2809701m Scenic Reserve (a)| Neutral 10 6

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 0.280*haarea of regenerating lowland forest on one side of the state highwAyppears to include a private access way
to a dwelling. Part of a larger Species Management Unit for brown mudfishhe area acts as a buffer between the
adjacent private land and Pukekura Scenic Reserve and provides important scenic value from the.rblagl area may be
used by hunters

Duffers Creek (Western Unit)
Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedhigh ecological and high landscape valuesandprotect any
identified historic (gold mining) or archaeological features, whil@roviding for recreationaluse (hunting) of the arealt is
representative of the Harihari Ecological District and supports a diversity of common forest avifauna

Mana Whenua PanelDisposal, as the area is considered to contain no or very low conservation values, it is significan
modified, andwill not improve or enhance conservation values in adjacent conservation areas

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve for théWestern Unit’ of this stewardship area

Summary of accepted submission§hose submissionsaccepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
asfostering ecologicalrestoration with minimal intervention, andoffering sufficient protection in the context of climate
change

Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel have opposed the proposed classificatiadyocating for the
area to be disposed abn the grounds it has no or low conservation values. This position wagpported by submissions
from Treaty partnerorganisations.

Although | acknowledge the ManaNhenua Panel opposition to the notified proposal, my assessment, considering thog
submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present warrant proceeding with the notified proposa

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g. moderate naturalness valuegegenerating podocarp/broadleaf forestand reflects
the context of the adjacent scenic reserve

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_o02_2809701k

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification asscenic reservewill support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 in relation of ‘natural



’ o«

resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, andin relation to ‘protection’of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2.

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

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

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for “managing the entire Waitaha Catchment from the alps to the sea, holistically as a
National Park’.

1 A submitter advocated for a national park classification, noting the area to be “part of nationally rare braidedriver
ecosystems” and to contain “patches of remnant tall kahikatea and totara groves”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My view is that the natural resources identified in the CVR are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatioandthe material raised is of insufficient merit to
warrant reconsideration of the notified intention

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The proposed classification was opposed on the basis that the “recommendations of the MWP reflect the values,

interests, andperspectives of the Papatipu Rinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
e.g. moderate naturalness values, regenerating podocarp/broadleaf forest, adjacent to Pukekura Scenic Res@mraht
proceeding with the notified proposal.

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 provides adequate legal protection while allowing commercial activities such
as mining to be considered on a caday-case basis.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocatedfor disposal “to landowner to provide safe access off SH6”.
1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was
purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raisedvhich supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Disposal - TWP_o02_2809701l

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

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated they supporall recommendeddisposal of stewardship land where there are no conservation
values or naturalvaluesremaining.
9  One submission agreed that the area holds “little value”.

I recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although the assessment area contains modified elements (an access
road passing through the western area), my assessment is thia hatural resources described in the CVR.g.moderate
naturalness values, regenerating podocarp/broadleaf foresthd the landscape context of the area (adjacent to Pukekura
Scenic Reserve) represent sufficiently high conservation valuesjtstify the notified classification of scenic reservd note
this area is unlikely to pss the Conservation General Policy 6(c) test for disposal of holding “no, or very low, conservation
values’.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that they reflect tHegig
and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, andfulfil obligations
under the Treaty of Waitangi

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
e.g. moderate naturalness values, regenerating podocarp/broadleaf forest, adjacent to Pukekura Scenic Resarrant
proceeding with the notified proposal.

General (Allowed)
1 Submissions stated their agreement with the recommendation without providing further justification

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



Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggesteddispose of to landowner to provide safe access off SH6”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)
1 It was noted that disposals only form 01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access to conservation land
and expressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation opportunities such as angling or
hunting.

1 Submissions suggested that land be retained or that appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure public access is
maintained. Alternative suggested classificationgo protect public accessincluded recreation reserve or local
purpose reserve

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat there may be potential recreation and access values in
this assessment area (the CVR notes the area may be used for hunting) which merit considerafibe notified scenic
reserveclassification provides for the public to have freedom of entry and access to the reserve, subject to conditions
necessary for the protection and webbeing of the reserve and the public themselves, psr Section 19(2)(b) of the Reserves
Act 1977

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if modified/pasture, offers
potential for climate change mitigation,i.e.opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration

 Submissions argued that disposing of public conservation land compromises future sustainability and climate
mitigation options, noting that climate change is heightening pressure on ecosysteniswas noted that disposal
“will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.

| 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 mitigatiqsupported by the futurefocused elements within
the definition of conservation Though these areas are small, thepmprise regenerating forest anaontribute to the
integrity of the surrounding forested areaClassification as scenic reserve will support this outcome

 Submissions emphasised the importance of retaining land that protects other areas from flooding, slips, erosions
and damage from sea surges and rising sea levels, or that allows room for natural river proceSdesy suggested
reclassification as scenic reserve or ecological reserve to support restoration and allow room for natural river
processes

| recommend hat these comments ar@ot accepted The conservation area is not adjacent tany waterbodieswhere it plays
arole in flood or erosion bufferingso these comments do not raise relevant mattets consider.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 Submissions opposed disposastating that “widespread vegetation clearance, vulnerable ecosystems and
Aotearoa’s seriously declining biodiversity make retaining all conservation land essential”. They stated that
stewardshipland represents "a broad cross section of indigenous ecosystems, in various states of regenefation

 Submissions opposed disposal of lowland river terraces on the grounds that little remains in public conservation
land, andthat there is potential for restoration with minimal intervention through the natural gorse to native
succession process



| recommend that these comments aracceptedas theypromote the protection of the natural resources presente.g.
moderate naturalness values, regenerating podocarp/broadleaf forebuffering for the adjacenPukekuraScenic Reserve
Classification as a scenic reserve will suppothis outcome

1 Submissions suggestedhe area, as part of the wider Waitaha catchment, should be reclassified as a national park
(“holistically as a National Park either as a stand-alone park or being added to Westland Tai Poutini National
Park”) to allow integrated management andegeneration throughout the catchmenaind enhanceecological
connectivity “from the alpsto the sed. They suggested this could in future link across the Main Divide to the
Rangitata/Rakaia Headwaters Conservation Arednother submissionstated, “These river beds, flood plain and
land parcels can be linked by either LINZ held riverbeds and lands BUBLIC CONSERVATION LANDto the
entrance of the Morgan Gorge and should be managed as an integrated whole catchment as National. Pagy
are part ofnationally rare braidedriver ecosystemsThere are patches of remnant tall kahikatea and totara groves,
some iparian vegetation, wetlands and a mix of rough and developed pasture

| recommend that these comments angot accepted The natural values present are more closely aligned with those in the
adjacent scenic reserve than a potential national park classificatioa.§.moderate naturalness values, regenerating
podocarp/broadleaf forest, adjacent to Pukekura Scenic Reservid)e points raised do not justify overturning the notified
intention.

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

| recommend this comment isaccepted to the extenthat | agree that this stewardship area holds sufficient conservation

values to warrant retention as public conservation landlthough | acknowledge the Mana Whenua Panel opposition to the
notified proposal, my assessment, considering those submissions accepted, is that the natural and historic resources present
e.g. moderate naturalness values, regenerating podocarp/broadleaf forest, adjacent to Pukekura Scenic Res@mraht
proceeding with the notified proposal.

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, arguedhétic
conservation land is best retained for future generations or future conservation purposespressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection (and protection from development, mining, or other extractive activities)
across all stewardship land, or supported “a cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown
ownership.

1 One submission stated theywould “support scenic reserve”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 It was noted that “disposal could present an added cost in some situations where the recommendation to dispose
refers to part of a land parcel causing subdivision costs to be incurfed

1 Submissions also recommended consideration pfoductivity and whetherthe land could be used to support future
food security.

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

Process andConsultation (Not Allowed)

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



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

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

1 A submitter wanted to ensure that any potential right of first refusal or conflicts of interest was carefully managed

1 A submitter stated that recommendations should be based on “conservation values alone” and that “recreation and
use values are not conservation valués

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)
1 A submitter recommended investigating opportunities for a land exchange

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Onesubmission that selected no opinion stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for
restoration or carbon sequestrationandthat riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention,
with no grazing permitted

| recommend that this comment isaccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigation, supported by the futdi@cused elements within
the definition of conservation Though these areas are small, they comprise regenerating forest and contribute to the
integrity of the surrounding forested areaClassification as scenic reserve will support this outcome

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 acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was noted that land is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga NotificatiBrocess andthey may
recommendheritage protection measures as part of this disposal process
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

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



Duffers Creek (EasternUnit)
Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identified high ecological and high landscape valugandprotect any
identified historic (gold mining) or archaeological features, whil@roviding for recreationaluse (hunting) of the arealt is
representative of the Harihari Ecological District and supports a diversity of common forest avifaundile being
contiguous with the Pukekura Scenic Reserve and shay complementary conservation values

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve for théEastern Unit’ of this stewardship.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as offering sufficient protection in the context of climate change

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHahere 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 site specific values are not pees”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
resources presenfe.g.moderate naturalness valuesegenerating podocarp/broadleaf foregtand reflects the context of
the adjacent scenic reserve

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_02_2809701m
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€Classification 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 conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generations in relation to ‘natural
resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives atay live”, andin relation to ‘protection’ of a

resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987. 9.

General(Allowed)

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

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

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

10



Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for a national park classification, noting the area to be “part of nationally rare braidedriver
ecosystems” and to contain “patches of remnant tall kahikatea and totara groves”.

1 A submitter advocated for “managing the entire Waitaha Catchment from the alps to the sea, holistically as a
National Park’.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is that the natural resources identified in the CVR are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatipandthe material raised is of insufficient merit to
warrant reconsideration of the notified intention

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for disposal “to landowner to provide safe access off SH6”.
1 One submission opposed all reclassification of stewardship land to specially protected areas unless it was
purchased by the Nature Heritage Fund for the purpose of adding it to a national park

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of thespecific stewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

11



TWP_03 — Waitaha River Mouth — 2805515

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Waitaha River Mouth | TWP_03_2805515q | Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 11 12

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 25965haareathat hasimportant coastal lagoon, marsh an@akihi wetlands, glacial moraine surfaces and cliffs
Historical sites encompass the pr&uropean period and into the early twentieth century, including flaxmilling
Recreation use occurs along the beach and by huntdrscals use the unofficial "Greens Beadtbad”, which DOC does
not encourage

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedhigh ecological and landscape values, protect any identifieq
historic or archaeological features (Maori and European occupation, flax milling and gold mining), whilst providing for
recreationaluse (baches, beach use, seal viewing afid/D access) of the ared@ recorded inanga spawning site is

present

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing for ongoing recreational access, offering sufficient protection in the context of climate changad
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 atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHahere 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 site specific values are not pres”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.variety of old growth and regenerating podocarp and broadleaved forests; highly
natural; many threatened specieghistorical siteswhich encompass thepre-European period.

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_03_2805515q

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)
1 A submitter outlined the diverse recreational use of the aremcluding kayaking and biking/walking beach access

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the C¥Rdwarrant consideration They
hold merit under the Conservation Acis they support promotion of recreation that is not inconsistentith the
preservation of the natural and historic resources present

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

12



| 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 futdfozused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural
resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives atay live”, andin relation to ‘protection’ of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported a scenic reserve classification “because of its extremely high scenic valuesits high
biodiversity values, andthe rarity of strong protection along the coast

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR(e.g.variety of old growth and regenerating podocarp and broadleaved forestéghly natural, and
many threatened species andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the “information in the
technical reports" or 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 areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter advocated that “any change should not affect the existing permissions”.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter raised concermbout the description of jetboating as a historical activity, noting a “need to continue on
this river for hunting and recreatior?.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The points raised to not justify overturning the proposed classification
The notified scenic reserve classification provides for the public to have freedom of entry and access to the reserve, subjec
to conditions necessary for the protection and welleing of the reserve and the public themselves, per Section 19(2)(b) of
the Reserves Act 1977

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Several sibmitters advocated for a national park classification, noting the area to be “part of nationally rare braided
river ecosystems” and to contain “patches of remnant tall kahikatea and totara groves” (€.9.“managing the entire
Waitaha Catchment from the alps to the sea, holistically as a National Parkvould also like to see this area be
combined with the Conservation AreaWanganui-Otira catchments to protect the entire catchment as one”).

1 A submitter advocatedthat the area “deserves much higher classification as it has inherent ecological value’.

1 Submittersadvocated for a wildlife management area, noting that the “land deserves higher conservational
recognition” (e.g.“ecological values that appear similar to those on other nearby land with a higher protected
status”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is that the natural resources identified in the CVR are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatioandthe material raised is of insufficient merit to
warrant reconsideration of the notified intentionl note that this conservation area borders marginal strjndno wildlife
management area is in the immediate vicinity

13



General(Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

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

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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 anmeot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates thatsome activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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TWP_03 — Ounatai Lagoon — 2805516

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Ounatai Lagoon TWP_03_2805516r | Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 12 7

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 476745haareathat has a 20 km sand and gravel shoreline, three river mouths, intertidal and shallow rocky reef,
important coastal lagoon, marsh angakihi wetlands, glacial moraine surfaces and cliffslistorical sites encompass the
pre-European period and into the early twentieth century, including flaxmillingRecreation use occurs along the beach
and by hunters Locals use the unofficial "Greens Beadtoad”, which DOC does not encourage

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identified high ecological and landscape values, protect any identifig
historic or archaeological features (Maori and European occupation, flax milling and gold mining), whilst providing for
recreationaluse (baches, beach use, seal viewing afMd/D access) of the ared recorded Inanga spawning site is

present

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing for ongoing recreational access, offering sufficient protection in the context of climate changead
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 atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHalhere 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 site specific values are not pees”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.variety of old growth and regenerating podocarp and broadleaved forests; highly
natural; many threatened species

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_03_28055161

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter outlined the diverse recreational use of the area, including kayaking and biking/walking beach access

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the C¥Rdwarrant consideration They
hold merit under the Conservation Actas they support promotion of recreation that is not inconsistentith the
preservation of the natural and historic resources present

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported a scenic reserve classification “because of its extremely high scenic valuesits high
biodiversity values, andthe rarity of strong protection along the coast
1 A submitter noted that the area wa$not known for penguin nesting but likely that they will be present”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.variety of old growth and regenerating podocarp and broadleaved forests; highly natural, and
many threatened species andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

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

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

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

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for a national park classification, noting the area to be “part of nationally rare braidedriver
ecosystems” and to contain “patches of remnant tall kahikatea and totara groves”.

1 A submitter advocated for “managing the entire Waitaha Catchment from the alps to the sea, holistically as a
National Park’.

1 A submitter advocated for classification as a wildlife management area, noting higfidlife values, “naturally

uncommon ecosystems” and “at risk and/or threatened species”.

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My view is that the natural resourcesentified in the CVRare
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatioandthe material raised is of insufficient merit to
warrant reconsideration of the notified intention

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyrareaccepted
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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 recommended these comments are natowed,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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising suchactivities, through the grant of concessionsNo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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TWP_o03 — Ianthe Forest — 2805636

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
lanthe Forest TWP_03_2805636s | Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 11 4

DOC Conservation Values ReporbDescription

A 14041032ha areathat has a 20 km sand and gravel shoreline, three river mouths, intertidal and shallow rocky reef,
important coastal lagoon, marsh angakihi wetlands, glacial moraine surfaces and cliffslistorical sites encompass the
pre-European period and into the early twentieth century, including flaxmillingRecreation use occurs along the beach
and by hunters Locals use the unofficial "Greens Beadtoad”, which DOC does not encourage

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), tpreserve the identifiedhigh ecological and landscape values, protect any identifieq
historic or archaeological features (Maori and European occupation, flax milling and gold mining), whilst providing for
recreationaluse (baches, beach use, seal viewing afMd/D access) of the ared recorded Inanga spawning site is

present

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

Summary of accepted submissionshosesubmissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as providing for ongoing recreational access, offering sufficient protection in the context of climate changead
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 anea
no opposition was received from Treaty partner organisations regarding the notified classificatidracknowledge
statements of the Mana Whenua Panel théthere 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 site specificalues are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presenfe.g.coastal lagoon marsh and pakihi wetlands). The contiguousnature of the adjoining
scenic reserve further supports your naotified intention

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_03_2805636s

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)
1 A submitter outlined the diverse recreational use of the area, including kayaking and biking/walking beach access

| recommend that these comments araccepted These comments provide sitespecific details regarding the public access
and recreational features present which are consistent with those described in the C¥Rdwarrant consideration They
hold merit under the Conservation Acis they support promotion of recreation that is not inconsistentith the
preservation of the natural and historic resources present

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification as offering a high level of protection "in light of the impacts of
climate change.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that theprotection 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 futdfozused elements in the

definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural

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

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported a scenic reserve classification “because of its extremely high scenic valuesits high
biodiversity values, andthe rarity of strong protection along the coast

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.variety of old growth and regenerating podocarp and broadleaved forestéghly natural, and
many threatened species andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidime
contiguous nature of the adjoining senic reserve further supports your notified intention

General(Allowed)

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

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to 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 specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifihing, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
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classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for tlaetivities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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TWP_04 — Duffers Creek — 2809717

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Duffers Creek TWP_04_2809717t | Scenic Reserve (a) Scenic Reserve (a) 13 6

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 2874254ha areaof indigenous podocarp forest that backs onto Pukekura Scenic Reserwmlogged examples of tall
podocarp forest like this are uncommon in the ecological districiVithin a larger species management unit for brown
mudfish. There is goldmining history and associated sitesandthe area is predominantly used by hunters

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedhigh ecological and landscape values, protect any identifieq
historic (e.g.historic gold mining) or archaeological features, whilgproviding for recreationaluse (hunting and4WD
use) of the area

Mana Whenua PanelThe Mana Whenua Panel supports the recommendation of the Western South Island National
Panel for this conservation area

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as offering sufficient protection in the context of climate changend reflecting the notable natural resources present
Also accepted were comments noting that this outcome is supported by the Mana Whenua Panel and 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 have signalleNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly that “this
conservation area is adjacent to Ngai Tahu Forestry, an indication of Ngai Tahu presence, interest and use of the land in
this vicinity 7, “Ngai Tahu may have future aspirations for this land (such as forestry)”.

Given the Mana Whenua Panel support for the notified classification, | consider the classification is not inconsistent w
the identified interests.

Rationale: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 classificatibhe contiguous nature of the
adjoining scenic reserve further supportthe notified intention.

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_04_2809717t

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserve will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 in relation to ‘natural

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

1 A submitter supported a scenic reserve “because of the high biodiversity and scenic values, andthe rarity of this
relatively unmodified lowland podocarp foret’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.variety of old growth and regenerating podocarp and broadleaved forestéghly natural, and
many threatened species andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidine
contiguous nature of the adjoining scenic reserve further supports your notified intention

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 The proposed classification was supported “on the basis that those recommendations reflect the values, interests,
and perspectives of the Papatipu Rinanga in whose Takiwa the relevant land is located” (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 thatthese commentsare accepted The Mana Whenua Panel have noted Ngai Tahu interest in this area
related to the presence of Ngai Tahu forestry on adjacent land. | note that the Mana Whenua Panel have supported the
proposed classification andtherefore consider thisis not inconsistent with the identified interests

General(Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for “managing the entire Waitaha Catchment from the alps to the sea, holistically as a
National Park’.

1 A submitter advocated for a national park classification, noting the area to be “part of nationally rare braidedriver
ecosystems” and to contain “patches of remnant tall kahikatea and totara groves”.

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My view is that the natural resources identified in the CVR are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatioandthe material raised is of insufficient merit to
warrant reconsideration of the notified intention

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural andhistoric
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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TWP_o05— Wahapo — 2805301

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Wahapo TWP_05_2805301u | Conservation Park (Wahapako) | Neutral 10 33

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1B98thaareaof forested landadjacent toSH6 and connecting toWestland/Tai Poutini National Park Multiple
concessions exist for a range of activitiegcross the entireTWP_05

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parkto reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting 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 submissiongExcepting those expressing general support for the proposal, ho submissions wer
‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified classification.

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship afea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHalhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusionis thatthe natural resources presente.g. indigenous forestcommon threatened and atisk
flora and fauna)are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiofihe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987s.

191)a)).

Conservation Park - TWP_05_2805301u

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area‘t@ntain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources present are
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose ofa conservation park includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration
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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 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 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting

these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 eradicatiori.

As | have recommended theseomments are not allowed, recommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1  Submitters advocated for an addition to the “Westland Tai Poutini National Park, as they are essentially part of the
same area” andthat this would “encapsulate an alpine to lowland sequence worthy of high of protection” noting
that the area is “part of Te Wahipounamu South West New Zealand World Heritage Area” (€.9.“land parcel lies
adjacent to land that has a higher protected status than that propo$gth podocarp/hardwood forest and has
similar values to the adjacent National Park“substantially unique and should be given the appropriate land
protection”).

9 Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterfeahd that it warrants a higher level of
protection than that proposed

1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection™)

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposedlassification. The points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionThe

primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

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

| recommend they arenot 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
(e.9.“add to Adams Wilderness Area”, “add to Westland Tai Poutini National Park”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessioris

1 A submitter advocated that “extractive concessions should be terminated as soon as possible”.
1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offered by conservation park noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classificationsandrecreation and use values are not conservation valdes

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classificationis “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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted “considerable public investment in pest control to protect native species in this area” advocating
for classification as national park

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

® A submitter advocated that “expansion of extractive and pastoral activities should not be permitted, and potentially
they should phase out”.

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o5 — Okarito Forks — 2805302

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Okarito Forks | TWP_05 2805302v | Conservation Park (Wahapako) | Neutral 9 39

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 87.9992ha area primarily forest intersected by a road andvith awatercourse running through it Multiple
concessions exist for a range of activities across the entire TWP.. 05

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parkto reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting 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 submissiongExcepting those expressing general support for the proposal, ho submissions wer
‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified classification.

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship afea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources preser{e.g. indigenous forestactive riverbed) are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatioThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that
its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

Conservation Park - TWP_05 2805302v

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area to “contain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources present are
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioffhe primary purpose of a conservation park includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

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

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

28



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 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 submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessioris

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

these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter described “an incredible area, surrounded on almost every side by National Park” which “clearly has
National Park values”, recommending classification as scenic reserve or national reserve “given the understandable
aversion to additions to National Parks fronNgai Tahu”.

1 Submitters advocated for an addition to the “Westland Tai Poutini National Park, as they are essentially part of the
same area” and that this would “encapsulate an alpine to lowland sequence worthy of high of protection” noting
that the area is “part of Te Wahipounamu South West New Zealand World Heritage Area” (€.9.“a
podocarp/hardwood forest and has similar values to the adjacent National Pgrisubstantially unique and should
be given the appropriate land protection”).

1 Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterieghd that it warrants anational park or
scenic reserveclassification (e.9.“because of the rarity and high ecological values of these remaining kahikatea
forests’, “naturally uncommon ecosystems”, “land parcel lies adjacent to land that has a higher protected status
than that proposed”).

1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection™)

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatiorThe points raised donot warrant overturning the notified intention. The

primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 19875. 191)a)).

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

| recommend they arenot 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 providing further justification
(e.g.“add to Westland Tai Poutini Park”, “add to Adams Wilderness Areaf possible”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated that “extractive concessions should be terminated as soon as possible”.
1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldewvel protection offered by conservation park noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classificationsandrecreation and use values are not conservation valdes

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classifications “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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted “considerable public investment in pest control to protect native species in this area” advocating
for classification as national park

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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”.

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Not Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o05 — Waitangi Forest (West) — 2805303

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Waitangi Forest | TWP_05 2805303w | Conservation Park (Mapouriki) | Neutral 11 51
(West)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 34919664-ha area primarily forestadjacent toWaitangi Conservation Area(East) andWestland/Tai Poutini National
Park Multiple concessions exist for a range of activities across the entire TWP_.05

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parkto reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting 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€Exceptingthose expressing general support for the proposal, no submissions wer

‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified classification.
Section 4 and Treatyprinciples: The Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that the natural resources preserfe.g. indigenous forestcommon threatened and atisk

flora and fauna) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiofhe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987s.

191)a)).

Conservation Park - TWP_05_2805303w

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area‘t@ntain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks.

I recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources presente.g.highly
natural with only minor areas modified by human impact) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification
The primary purpose of a conservation park includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are
protected” (Conservation Act 19875. 191)a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

1 A submitter noted their preference for all stewardship land to be reclassified at the highest possible level based on
its “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission 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 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 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that the “Perth and Whataroaivers provide excellent whitewater for intermediate and advanced
paddlers at low to moderate flowsadvocating for classification as an ecological argéPackrafters are exploring

these impassable canyons”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The concerns raised are addressed by the proposed classificatibhe
proposed conservation park will be managed “to facilitate public recreation and enjoyment”, subject to the protection of the
natural and historic resources presenigonservation Act 1987. 191)b)).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 Submitters advocated for an addition to the “Westland Tai Poutini National Park, as they are essentially part of the
same area” and that this would “encapsulate an alpine to lowland sequence worthy of high of protection”. It was
noted that the area is “part of Te Wahipounamu South West New Zealand World Heritage Aréaand that
“conservation park status does not afford enough protection to either the natural values or any historic values” (e.g.
“The area is rapidly becoming a biodiversity gem and the panels recommendedclassification of conservation park
is inconceivable’, “substantially unique and should be given the appropriate land protection”).

9 Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterieahd that it warrants a higher level of
protection than that proposede.g.“Add to Westland Tai Poutini Park(...)forest, braided river habitat, sufalpine
and alpine habitat with kea, tukgkarearea and whio plus long tailed bat, “land parcel has ecological values that
appear similar to those on other nearby landith a higher protected status”).

1 A submitter described “an incredible area, surrounded on almost every side by National Park” which “clearly has
National Park values”, recommending classification as scenic reserve or national reserve “given the understandable
aversion to additions to National Parks fronNgai Tahu”.

1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection")

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is that the natural resources preseetd.highly natural
with only minor areas modified by human impact) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatidbhe points
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raised do not warranbverturning the notified-intention. The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

1 Submitters noted that the proposed conservation parks are in close proximity to one another and “it appears to be
an inefficient way of managing land for conservatiohIt was recommended to combine the proposed parks where

the values are similar as this “provides greater opportunity for large landscape scale management”.

| recommend they arenot accepted There are no specifications in the Conservation Act 1987 or Conservation General
Policy regarding the size or proximity of distinct conservation parks

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters who advocatedor national parkstatus acknowledged the “past injustices and inequities around lack of
access to traditional resources including Mahinga Kai for Tangata Whenua”, suggesting that “these issues are
better addressed throughout the conservation law reform, than by leaving masssweathes of landpoorly protected
through this reclassification process

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not
the subject of the public notice

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification
(e.g.“better protection needed, add to Adams Wilderness Arééshould be National Park”).

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessions

9 A submitter advocated that “extractive concessions should be terminated as soon as possible”.

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldevel protection offered by conservation park noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classificationsandrecreation and use values are not conservation valdes

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classifications “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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted “considerable public investment in pest control to protect native species in this area” advocating
for classification as national park

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

w A submitter advocated that “expansion of extractive and pastoral activities should not be permitted, and potentially

they should phase out”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o5 — Ferguson Creek — 2805654

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Ferguson Creek | TWP_05 2805654x | ConservationPark (Pouerua) | Neutral 6 34

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 629798haarea primarily forest adjacent to Waitangi ConservatiorArea (East) and?oerua River Scenic Reserve
Multiple concessions exist for a range of activities across the entire TWP_.05

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parkto reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting 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 ofaccepted submissionsExceptingthose expressing general support for the proposal, no submissions wer

‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified classification.
Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources presente.g. indigenous forestcommon threatened and atisk
flora and fauna)are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiomhe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987s.

191)a)).

Conservation Park - TWP_05 2805654x

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area to “contain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources present are
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohe primary purpose of aconservation park includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration
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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 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 Submissions advocated for retaining the area stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting

these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 eradicatiori.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submittersadvocated for amaddition to the “Wilberg Range Scenic Reserve” to “provide landscape scale mountain
to sea protection” (€.9.“add to the integrity of the scenic reserves in this area”).

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

9 Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterieahd that it warrants a national park
classification (e.g.“because of the rarity and high ecological values of these remaining kahikatea forests”,
“substantially unique and should be given the appropriate land protection”).

1 A submitter described “an incredible area, surrounded on almost every side by National Park” which “clearly has
National Park values”, recommending classification as scenic reserve or national reserve “given the understandable
aversion to additions to National Parks fronNgai Tahu”.

1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection™)

| recommend that these comments angot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatiorThe points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionThe
primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

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

| recommend they arenot 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
(e.g.“addition to Wilberg Range Scenic Reserve”, “should be National Park”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessioris

1 A submitter advocated that “extractive concessions should be terminated as soon as possible”.

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offered by conservation park noted

support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classificationsandrecreation and use values are not conservation valdes

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classificationis “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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted “considerable public investment in pest control to protect native species in this area” advocating
for classification as national park

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising suchactivities, through the grant of concessionsNo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

® A submitter advocated that “expansion of extractive and pastoral activities should not be permitted, and potentially
they should phase out”.

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

38



Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o05 — Waitangitahuna River (West) — 2809661

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Waitangitahuna River | TWP_05 2809661y | Conservation Park Neutral 7 35
(West) (Wahapako)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 19053 ha areaof forested land adjacent to SH6 and connexd to Waitangitahuna Scenic Reserve at its southern end
Multiple concessions exist for a range of activities across ttemtire TWP_05

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parkto reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting 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€Exceptingthose expressing general support for the proposal, no submissions wer

‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified classification.
Section 4 and Treaty principlesThe Mana Whenua Panel did not oppose the proposed classification.

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources presente.g.indigenous forest common threatened and atisk
flora and fauna)are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiomhe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987s.

191)a)).

Conservation Park - TWP_o05_ 2809661y

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area to “contain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources present 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. 191)a)).

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission 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 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 Submissions advocated for retaining the area in stewardship or reclassifying it as a conservation park, suggesting
these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submitters noted that the areasshould be classified as a scenic resenegting that it is an “integral part of the
landform and ecosystems within” the adjoining scenic reserveandthat classifying the area consistentlywould
“provide landscape scale mountain to sea protection” (€.g.“land parcel has ecological values that appear similar to
those on other nearby land with a higher protected staty)$substantially unique and should be given the
appropriate land protection”).

9 Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterfeahd that it warrants a national park
classification (e.g.“because of the rarity and high ecological values of these remaining kahikatea forests”).

1 A submitter described “an incredible area, surrounded on almost every side by National Park” which “clearly has
National Park values”, recommending classification as scenic reserve or national reserve “given the understandable
aversion to additions to National Parks fronNgai Tahu”.

1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection")

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatioand the points raised do not warrant overturning the naotified intentionThe
primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 19875. 191)a)).

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

| recommend they arenot 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

(e.g.“add to Rohutu SR”, “should be National Park”).
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and- historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessioris

1 A submitter advocated that “extractive concessions should be terminated as soon as possibfe

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offered by conservation park noted

support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classificationsandrecreation and use values are not conservation valdes

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than thgroposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

® A submitter advocated that “expansion of extractive and pastoral activities should not be permitted, and potentially
they should phase out”.

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o5 — Waitangitahuna River (East) — 2809662

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

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Waitangitahuna River | TWP_05 28096624 Conservation Park Neutral 7 36
(East) (Rohutu)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 19053 ha area,primarily forested landwith small areas of grazingadjacent to SH6 and conneeid to Rohutu Scenic
Reserveat its southern endMultiple concessions exist for a range of activities across ttemtire TWP_05

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parkto reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting 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€Exceptingthose expressing general support for the proposal, no submissions wer
‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified classification.

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusionis thatthe natural resources presente.g. indigenous forestare appropriately protected under
the proposed classificationThe primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and
historic resources areprotected” (Conservation Act 1987s. 191)a)).

Conservation Park - TWP_05_2809662a

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area to “contain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources presentre
appropriately protected under the proposed classificatioffhe primary purpose of a conservation park includes to be
managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

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 specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

!

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

Submissions 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.

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

these provide “more than adequate legal protection”.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

ll

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

As | haverecommended these comments are not allowddecommend they arenot accepted

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1

Submitters noted that the area should be classified as a scenic reserve, noting that it is an “integral part of the
landform and ecosystems within” the adjoining scenic reserve, andthat classifying the area consistently would
“provide landscape scale mountain to sea protection” (€.9.“land parcel has ecological values that appear similar to
those on other nearby land with a higher protected status”).

Submitters advocated for classification as a scenic reserve as the area contains “at risk and/or threatened species”
and “has ecological values that appear similar to those on other nearby land with a higher protected status” (e.qg.
“should be part of Rohutu Scenic Reserve as they adjoin this scenic reserve and so would help complete that”).
Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterfeahd that it warrants a national park
classification (e.g.“because of the rarity and high ecological values of these remaining kahikatea forests”,
“substantially unique and should be given the appropriate land protection®).

A submitter described “an incredible area, surrounded on almost every side by National Park” which “clearly has
National Park values”, recommending classification as scenic reserve or national reserve “given the understandable
aversion to additions to National Parks fronNgai Tahu”.

Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection")

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources present are appropriately
protected under the proposed classificatiohe points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionThe

primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

il

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

| recommend they arenot 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)

il

A submitter advocated for either national park, or aaddition to AdamsWildernessArea.
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1 Submissions advocated for a higher level of protection than that proposed without providing further justification
(e.g9.“add to Rohutu SR”, “should be National Park”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessions

1 A submitter advocated that “extractive concessions should be terminated as soon as possibte

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawvel protection offered by conservation park noted

support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classificationsandrecreation and use values are not conservation valdes

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classifications “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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does nqgtrohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

W A submitter advocated that “expansion of extractive and pastoral activities should not be permitted, and potentially
they should phase out”.

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o5 — Waitangi Forest (East) — 2809665

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

ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Waitangi Forest TWP_05 2809665k Conservation Park (Te Taho) | Neutral 15 113
(East)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 53834ha areathat includes almost the entire upper catchment of the Whataraad Perth Rivers up to the crest of the
Southern Alps andsome glaciersThe Department maintains tramping tracks and hutand it is highly valued by
backcountry adventurers and remote seekers for tramping, climbing, transalpine traverdasting, rafting and kayaking
and scenic glacier flights A reasonable portion of the site is part of th€e Wahipounamu South West New Zealand
World Heritage Area Multiple concessions exist for a range of activities across the entire TWP_.05

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parkto reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting natural and historic resources
while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the are&he area includes extensive and diverse indigenous fores
semibraided riverbeds, wetlands, subalpine and high alpine vegetation

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park retaining the area in stewardship at this time.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that it does not adequately reflect the higlalue natural resources presenthe following
quote is illustrative of the sentiment at large‘the area is rapidly becoming a biodiversity gem and the panels
recommendedclassification of conservation parks inconceivable”.

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
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 site specific values are not preseht

My assessment, considering those submissions acceptiedthat the natural resources present warrant@assification
which more appropriately reflects their valughan that which wasnotified. | note thatany subsequent process to identify
an appropriateclassification would be undertaken in a manner consistent with Treaty principles

Rationale:My conclusion, considering those submissions accepted, is that in this instantge natural resources present
warrant aclassification which more appropriately reflects their valughan that which was notified The CVR describes
Waitangi Forestashighly natural with only minor areas modified by human impactwherenatural ecological functioning
is maintainedthroughout the arealt shares the majority of its border witmational park and wilderness areaand
supportsseveral naturally uncommon eosystems and a range of rare and endangered specigse area does not contain
sufficient historic resources to justify the more holistic classification of conservation park over this extensive area

Conservation Park - TWP_ 05 2809665b

Support
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1  Submitters noted that the “Perth and Whataroa rivers provide excellent whitewater for intermediate and advanced
paddlers at low to moderate flows” and that the area would be the “jewel in the crown of a wild rivers reserve” (e.g.

“highly valued as best in class whitewater kayaking rivers”).
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1 Submittersadvocated for access to the area to be “preserved for future generations in as pristine a state as possible”
(e.g.“relatively undisturbed watersheds and deserve protection for future generations to enjoy”, “many outdoor
types, alpinists, trampers, kayakers and hunters would regard the area in which the parcels are located as the

backcountry adventure capital of New Zealand”).

| recommend that these comments angot accepted Although | agree that the proposed classification will support ongoing
public access to the areany assessment is that the natural resources presemarrant a classification which more
appropriately reflects their valuethan that which was notified

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who supported the proposedlassification noted the area to “contain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted| agree that there are high ecological values preseias described in
the CVR However, based on submissionseceived my assessment is thahese values warrant classification which more
appropriately reflects their valuethan that which was notified

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "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 specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions in support of conservation park advocated for greater protection from "intrusive development” such as
mining and hydro schemesstating that "most of the Southern Alps deserves protection equivalent to that of
National Park status.

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”.

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

1  Submitters noted that the “Perth and Whataroa rivers provide excellent whitewater for intermediate and advanced
paddlers at low to moderate flowsadvocating for classification as an ecological arear national parkto “protect
the outstanding recreational, landscape and ecological values for current and future generations” (€.9.“an excellent
recreational resource in a spectacular settirig‘Whataroa offers great potential for packrafting”, “Perth and the
Whataroa are two of the most enjoyable and popular Heli trips in NiZPackrafters are exploring these impassable
canyons”).

1 Submittersadvocating forclassification as an ecological area or national pankoted that therivers in the area were
described to be of “very high significance to paddlers in New Zealand” (€.9.“of national and international
significance to our community, collectively achieving more than a 1000 paddler days per annum”).
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1 Submissionsthat advocated for national park or wilderness are@ted that the area “has a rich history of tramping
and climbing, andis the equal of anything within Westland National Parkdescribing it as “the proving grounds
for many of NewZealand’s mountaineers and so hold an incredibly high recreational value” (e.9.“lce Lake, located
in the head of the Whataroa, is one of the most iconic glacizdrved lakes in the Southern Alps and a destination
for trampers’, “enjoyed and respected recreationally by trampers, hunters, kayakers, andrafters”).

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Although | agreethat the proposed classification is not appropriate for
this areg these commentsdo not hold merit regarding overturning the notified intention which is managed “to facilitate
public recreation and enjoyment” (Conservation Act 1987s. 191)b)). Rather,my assessment is that the natural resources
present warranta classification which more appropriately reflects their valu¢han that which was notified

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions noted that “parts of this land fit criteria for gazettal as wilderness area” advocating for national park
classification for the remainderSections of Scenic reserve or sanctuary area were also proposed.{the Perth
catchment being considered as an ideal extension of the Adams Wilderness Area

1 Submitters stressed the scenic value of the rivers within the area, advocating for classification as an ecological area
or national park €.9.“The Perth is a river of exceptional beauty”, “The lower Whataroa gorges are quite possibly
the most stunning placel’ve been in the world, “the glacial nature and huge mountains create an incredible
landscape, “outstanding bedrock gorges and untouched bush”).

1 A submitter suggested theareais “larger than the whole of Paparoa National Park” and “contains dramatic
mountainous terrain including peaks that are part of the Southern Alpandmore than 20 glacier$ advocating for
a national park addition(e.g.“The area is rapidly becoming a biodiversity gem and the panels recommended
classification of conservation parks inconceivable’, “substantially unique and should be given the appropriate
land protection”, “as our gift to future generations of our children and to the people of the world”).

9 Submitters advocated for an addition to the “Westland Tai Poutini National Park, as they are essentially part of the
same area” and that this would “encapsulate an alpine to lowland sequence worthy of high of protection”. It was
noted that the area is “part of Te Wahipounamu South West New Zealand World Heritage Area and that
“conservation park status does not afford enough protection to either the natural values or any historic values”.

9 Submitters noted that a national park addition would “better protect the outstanding natural landscapes, the
UNESCOworld heritage status” (€.9.“at risk and/or threatened species; scenery and/or ecosystems, the
preservation of which is in the national interest”).

1 Submitters noted the high ecological value of the aress warranting national park statusincluding “remnants of a
range of insects, snails, lizards, or plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threatesed
that it warrants a national park classification€.g.“because of the rarity and high ecological values of these
remaining kahikatea forests, “habitat for many threatened bird species”).

1 A submitter described “an incredible area, surrounded on almost every side by National Park” which “clearly has
National Park values”, recommending classification as scenic reserve or national reserve “given the understandable
aversion to additions to National Parks from Ngi Tahu”.

1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g.“link the isolated section of the National Park on the south
side of Okarito lagoon to the rest of the Westland Tai Poutini National PatkNational Park would provide for
mountains to sea integrity and protection")

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the natural resources present warraatlassification which
more appropriately reflects their valughan that which was notified

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

| recommend they arenot 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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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submitters whoadvocatedfor national parkstatus acknowledged the “past injustices and inequities around lack of
access to traditional resources including Mahinga Kai for Tangata Whenua”, suggesting that “these issues are
better addressed throughout the conservation law reform, than by leaving masssweathes of landpoorly protected
through this reclassification process

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Potential changes to management or legislative frameworks are not
the subject of the public notice

General (Allowed)

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

(e.g.“add to Aoraki National Park for better protection”, “add to Rohutu Scenic Reserve”, “Prefer ecological area”).

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat the values presentwarranta classification which more
appropriately reflects their value than that which was notifiedHowever, because no further justification is provided
regarding the natural and historic resources of the specific stewardship ay@adno new material is raised, these
submission points do not raise any matters for further consideration

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for national park status, noting that a classification that allows for mining is inconsistent
with “assigning the appropriate protective conservation status for areas with high conservation values”).

1 A submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessions

1 Submittersnoted grazing and “extraction related” concessions in the area to be “harmful to the river ecosystem
health” suggesting these should be terminate@e.g.“extractive concessions should be terminated as soon as
possible”).

1 A submitter who expressed general concern about the ldawel protection offered by conservation park noted

support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.
pPp p y g

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classifications “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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter noted thatthe area is subject to “significant pest elimination work (possums, rats and mustelids)
undertaken in the Perth Valley by ZIP” and that the “scale, investment and outcome that this work will deliver”
justifies classification as either ecological area or national park

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and- historic
resources of the specific stewardship arealthough the proposed classification will support ongoing public access to the
area, my assessment is that the natural resources present warkaclassification which more appropriately reflects their
high value than that which was notified

General(Allowed)

w Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forgsarks, 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 concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic resources of
the specific stewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified classification
Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

W A submitter advocated that “expansion of extractive and pastoral activities should not be permitted, and potentially

they should phase out”.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowed, | recommend theyraotaccepted

Other (Not Allowed)

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

biodiversity work and more pest contrdl

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_06 — Wanganui Riverbed — 2805637

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Wanganui Riverbed | TWP_06_2805637c | Conservation Park Neutral 10 12
(Whakanui Awa)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 1679928ha areacovering the riverbed downstream of the Wanganui River Bridge on SHActive riverbed and
adjoining alluvial flats, braided river and localised patches of foredised by jetboaters, whitebaiters and includes a sma
part of the Harihari Coastal Walk, which includes a historic packtrack between Wanganui and Poerua rivErere are
multiple grazing concessions in this assessment area

Panel Recommendations

National Panel:Conservation parko reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting 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€Exceptingthose expressing general support for the proposal, no submissions wer
‘accepted’ as holding substantial merit with regard to your notified classification.

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusionis thatthe natural resources present(g.almost entirely alluvial flats with much being active
riverbed; includes localisedforest patchesand some mixed shrub/grassland, which are currently or have previously bee
usedfor grazing) are appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohhe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987s.

191)a).

Conservation Park - TWP_06_2805637c

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area to “contain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturatesources presente.g.almost
entirely alluvial flats with much being active riverbed; includes localised forest patches and some mixed shrub/grassland,
which are currently or have previously beensedfor grazing) are appropriately protected under the proposed classification
The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 19875. 191)a)).
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General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions 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 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”.

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

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 A submitter noted that the areds a “highly modified and active riverbed” raising concern thatunderthe proposed
classification “any further restrictions on the management of the flood hazard will increase the risk of avulsion and
potential loss of life’.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The points raised to not justify overturning the notified intentionThe
current review has already included climate change considerations, as per paragraph 16(gh©National Panels’ Terms of
Reference;'the panels are required to actively consider the Climate Change Commission report when making
recommendations on the future land status of stewardship lahdly assessment is thathe natural resources presente(g.
almost entirely alluvial flats with much being active riverbed; includes localised forest patches and some mixed
shrub/grassland, which are currently or have previously bearsedfor grazing) are appropriately protected under the
proposed classification The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic
resources are protected” (Conservation Act 19875. 191)a)).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submittersadvocated for classification as wildlife management area as “braided rivers are naturally rare
ecosystems and landforms which are also vulnerable to loss to farmingting that a similar area “TWP_09 Poerua
River Mouth” has received this classificatior{e.g.“naturally uncommon ecosystem$ “land parcel has ecological
values that appear similar to those on other nearby land with a higher protected status”).

1 A submitter advocated for a scenic reserve classification due to the presence of lowland forastito
“provide suitable protection & enhancement of rare dynamic braided riverbed

1  Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterieahd that it warrants a higher level of
protection than that proposed
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1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection")

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources presenig(g.almost
entirely alluvial flats with much being active riverbed; includes localised forest patches and some mixed shrub/grassland,
which are currently or have previously been used for grazihgre appropriately protected under the proposed classification

The primary purpose of conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected”
(Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

9 Submitters noted that the proposed conservation parks are in close proximity to one another and “it appears to be
an inefficient way of managing land for conservatiohIt was recommended to combine the proposed parks where

the values are similar as this “provides greater opportunity for large landscape scale management”.

| recommend they arenot 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
(e.g.“Wildlife Management Area should be considered”).

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested that “changes will affect the economic value of this land”, describing a “well used area with
many permissions and concessions
1 A submitter who expressed general concern about thaw-level protection offered by conservation park noted

support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 are not accepted. Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship area, and no new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
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classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for exampla in
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiamaking process, the outcome of which would
dependon effects on the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification.

General (Allowed)

w 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 concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic resources of
the specific stewardship aregandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified classification
Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter requested that “rivers are maintained in a free-flowing unmodified state” and that the “classification does
not allow for dams or flow diversion’
9 A submitter advocated that helicopter “landing permissions continue to be available” through the current DOC
concession SyStem

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_07 — La Fontaine — 2805638

Protected Area | Recommendation ID N T Panel' M) WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
La Fontaine TWP_07_2805638d Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 9 5

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

An 88940%ha areawhich includesthree small blocks of flat land on the south side of the lower Wanganui River adjacer
to the Oneone Wildlife Management Area to the wesandthe Wanganui Forest Conservation Area to the southargely
podocarp swamp forest angakihi with little recreational use It plays a significant role as a buffer between the farmland
and the Oneone Wildlife Refuge

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedecological and landscape valugsaandprotect any identified
historic or archaeological features, while providing for the potential recreational use of the ar€his conservation area is
of high landscape and ecological value, containing podocarp swamp forest and pakihi, some of which has been impacted
by previous vegetation clearance for grazing

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship afea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHalhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.largely podocarp swamp foresand pakihi).

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_o07_2805638d
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that ths commentis accepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resourcggesent 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 futdfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredincluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural

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

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values

present’ noting a “combination of wetland and lateral moraine forest systems”.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.largely podocarp swamp forest angakihi), andthey are appropriately protected and preserved
by the proposed classification

General(Allowed)

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

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

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

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifihing, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

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

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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
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resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

W A submitter advocated for further consultation to be undertaken with the “River authority to ascertain the value of
this land for flood mitigation and climate change adaptatiot

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o08 — La Fontaine Stream — 2805587

Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel

Protected Area . . Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation

La Fontaine Stream | TWP_08 2805587e | Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 4

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 10387%ha areaadjacent tothe Poerua Rrer and theWanganui Forest conservation area

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), foreserve the identifiedecological values and protect any identified historic or
archaeological features, while providing for the potential recreational use of the area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenicreserve.

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific 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. highly natural indigenous forestind coastal swamp)

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_08_2805587e

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserve will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 in relation to ‘natural
resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives atay live”, andin relation to ‘protection’ of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2.

Ecology andLandscape (Allowed)

I A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values
present’ noting a “lateral moraine forest systens

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.terrace faces support more mature vegetation dominated byru, kamahi andquintinia), and
they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification
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General(Allowed)

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

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

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

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

w Submissions advocated generally for all national parks, forest parks, scemserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w A submitter advocated for further consultation to be undertaken with “users of the baches and whitebaiters” and

the “River authority to ascertain the value of this land for flood mitigation and climate change adaptation”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_08 — Petersen Road — 2805593

Protected Area | Recommendation ID NEHIETEL PaneI. M) WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Petersen Road | TWP_08 2805593f Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 4

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 47658thaareaof primarily forest, next to private land and the Wanganui Forest conservation area

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedecological values and protect any identified historic or
archaeological features, while providing for the potential recreational use of the area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposal of scenic reserve.

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHélhere 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 site specific 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. indigenous forest)

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_08_2805593f

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that ths commentis accepted | agree that the protection of the existing 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 futtfizused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 in relation to ‘natural

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

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

I A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values
present’ noting a “lateral moraine forest systems”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.terrace faces support more mature vegetation dominated by rimu, kdmahi and quintinia), and
they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classification

63



General(Allowed)

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

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

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

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments angot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w A submitter advocated for further consultation to be undertaken with “users of the baches and whitebaiters” and

the “River authority to ascertain the value of this land for flood mitigation and climate change adaptation”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_08 — Wanganui Forest — 2805639

Protected Area Recommendation National PaneI. Mana WhenuaiPaneI Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation

Wanganui Forest | TWP_08 2805639c | Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 12 4

(East)

Wanganui Forest | TWP_08 2805639d | Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 12 5

(West)

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 648893tha forested conservation area which covers the moraine faces and outwash surface between the Wanganu
and Poerua Rivers, including a section adjacent to the coast and Poerua RiMeese include a large coastal swamp on
the true left of the Wanganui River mouth and part of the Harihari Coastal Walk, some of which was originally a pack
track which helped travellers to negotiate headlands on the Westland beach highway

Wanganui Forest(East)

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedecological values and protect any identified historic or
archaeological features, while providing for the potential recreational use of the ar@ais area is highly natural and
representative of the Harihari Ecological Districtontaining low altitude forested terrace scarp and tread, including areg
of swamp wetland and pakihi.

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve for théEast section of this stewardship area

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledgestatements of the Mana Whenua Panel théthere 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 site specific 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.low altitude forested terrace, areas of swamp wetland and pakihi). The contiguous
nature of the adjoining Minehan Scenic Reserve further supports your notified intention

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_08_2805639c¢
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserve will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfoezused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural
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resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, andin relation to ‘protection’of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2.
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values

present’ noting a “lateral moraine forest systems”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.terrace faces support more mature vegetation dominated by rimu, kdmahi and quintinia), and
they are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidihe contiguous nature of the adjoining
Minehan Scenic Reserve further supports your notified intention to classify this area as a scenic reserve
General(Allowed)

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

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

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

Oppose
Permissions, Economic Factors and Land UgBlot Allowed)

I Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiing, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification
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General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

w A submitter advocated for further consultation to be undertaken with “users of the baches and whitebaiters” and

the “River authority to ascertain the value of this land for flood mitigation and climate change adaptation”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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Wanganui Forest (West)

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Wildlife management areato reflect the identified values while ensuring that wildlife and wildlife
habitat values are protectedThe identified conservation values are of a complementary nature to the adjacent Oneone
Wildlife Management Area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof wildlife management aredor the ‘West section of this stewardship area.

Summary of accepted submission&hose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as 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 afea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenuanel 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 site specific values are not present”.
Rationale:My conclusion is that he proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural

and historic resources presenfThe contiguous nature of the adjoining Oneone Wildlife Management Area further
supports your notified intention.

Wildlife Management Area - TWP_08_2805639d

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 The area was noted to include korora nest sites and to be adjacent to Mt Oneone, a study site for sooty shearwaters.

1 A submitter described the area as in a “highly natural state and habitat for a broad range of avifauna”.

9 A submitter supported the proposed classification “to protect freshwater habitats, mostly at lakes, wetlands and
estuaries.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.highly natural and representative of the ecological districthe coastal face and terraces support
dense kiekie and dense but short stature swamp vegetation dominated by harakelk@dthey are appropriately protected
and preserved by the psposed classificationThe contiguous nature of the adjoiningOneone Wildlife Management Area
further supports your notified intention.

General (Allowed)

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

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted However, because no further justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration
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Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 The proposed classification was noted to "reflect the use of the land and adequately protect against degradation of
the land”.

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

Oppose
General(Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for an addition to the “Saltwater Ecological Area” without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter advocated for further consultation to be undertaken with “users of the baches and whitebaiters” and

the “River authority to ascertain the value of this land for flood mitigation and climate change adaptation”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_o09 — Poerua River Mouth — 2805644

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Poerua River Mouth | TWP_09 2805644g Wildlife Management Area | Neutral 11 5

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 5310365ha areawhich is around half active riverbed and half wetland forest and swanip contains astrip of coastal
forest and wetland south of Poerua River and an 8 km stretch of the adjacent Poerua RiveAredind 50% is in the
Saltwater Forest Ecological Management UniThe kahikatea forest within this area is one of the best examples left in th
region. There are concessions for whitebait bacheA historic occupation site is in the vicinity of the coastal and river
mouth areg andthere is goldnining history.

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Wildlife management areato reflect the identified values while ensuring that wildlife and wildlife
habitat values are protectedThe area isdescribed as onef the best examples of kahikatea forest in the region

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalwildlife managementarea

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the notified classification
as reflecting the notable natural resources present

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

The Mana Whenua Panel have signalleNgai Tahu interests associated with this stewardship area, particularly that “a
historic occupation site is in the vicinity of the coastal and river mouth area”.

Given the Mana Whenua Panel have not opposed the notified classification, | consider the classification is not
inconsistent with the identified interests

Rationale: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 classificatibhe proximal nature of the
Oneone Wildlife Management Area further supports your natified intention

Wildlife Management Area - TWP_09_2805644g

Support
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 The area was noted to include korora nest sites and to be adjacent to Mt Oneone, a study site for sooty shearwaters

9 A submitter described the area as in a “highly natural state and habitat for a broad range of avifauna”.

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “to protect freshwater habitats, mostly at lakes, wetlands and
estuaries.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.highly representative and natural; supporta sequence of vegetation in response to the saturated
nature of the soil9, andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidihe proximal nature

of the Oneone Wildife Management Area further supports your notified intention
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General(Allowed)

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

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 The proposed classification was noted to "reflect the use of the land and adequately protect against degradation of
the land”.

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

Oppose
General(Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for an addition to the “Saltwater Ecological Area” without providing further justification.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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”.

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

9 A submitter advocated for further consultation to be undertaken with “users of the baches and whitebaiters” and
the “River authority to ascertain the value of this land for flood mitigation and climate change adaptation”.

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_10 — Duart Farm (East) — 2805648

Protected Area Recommendation 1D N T Panel' e Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Duart Farm (East) | TWP_10 2805648h | ScenicReserve (a) Neutral 10 4

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 2230304-ha areamade up of &ven lowland, forest and wetland areas surrounded by farmland, originally part of the
Duart Farm settlement blockThe largest section contains important remnants of large historic wetlands classified as
"swamp" that covered the plain before it was cleared for farmimarts of the area are next to the Poerua River

Panel Recommendations

National Panetl Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedecological and landscape valugesandprotect any identified
historic or archaeological features, while providing for potentiakcreational useof the area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledgestatements of the Mana Whenua Panel théthere 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 site specific 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.largely covered in indigenous vegetation dominated by mature kahikatea; contain
wetland and shrubland dominated by sedge species and harakgkehe proximal nature of the adjoiningscenic reserves
further supports your notified intention.

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_10_2805648h

Support
Climate Changeand Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserve will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futifoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 in relation to ‘natural
resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives atay live”, andin relation to ‘protection’ of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2.

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values
present’ noting the rarity of “remaining forest on alluvial flat’.
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| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.largely covered in indigenous vegetatiordominated by mature kahikateagontain wetland and
shrubland dominated by sedge species arfthrakeke, andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification. The proximal nature of the adjoining scenic reserves further supports your notified intention

General (Allowed)

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

its “high cultural conservation value”.

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

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

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

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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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”.

I recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specifistewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

w Submissions advocated generally for alational parks, forest parks, scenic reserves and stewardship land to be
protected from development

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
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resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

TWP_11 — SH6 - Harihari — 2805657

Protected Area | Recommendation ID Netions! Panel- e WhenualPaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
SH6 - Harihari TWP_11_2805657i Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 10 4

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 12745ha areaadjacent toSH6, a large house inside Harihari townshipandthe Wilberg Range Scenic Reserve which it
shares complementary values witilhe topographic map suggests there could be a small waterway but there is no othg
evidence to suggest this

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedhigh ecological and landscape valugsandprotect any
identified historic or archaeological features, while providing for potentialecreational useof the area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHalhere 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 site specific values are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.small, forested section; likely to support a mixed podocarp/broadleaved forgsthe
proximal nature of the adjoining scenic reserve further supports your notified intention

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_11_2805657i

Support
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasingimportance when considering the need for climate mitigatiorClassification 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 conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 in relation to ‘natural

resources’, “the air, water and soil in or on which any plant or animal lives or may live”, andin relation to ‘protection’ of a
resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expangi@@onservation Act 1987%. 2.
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values
present’ noting the area “adjoins SH6 and Wilberg Range Scenic reserve”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.small, forested section; likely to support a mixed podocarp/broadleaved forgsandthey are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatiorhe proximal nature of the adjoining scenic reserve
further supports your notfied intention.

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification, referencing the "information in the
technical reports” or without providingfurther 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 néurther justification is provided regarding the natural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiing, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

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

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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

w 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 aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionblo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

TWP_12 — Duart Farm (West) — 2805647

Protected Area Recommendation ID N T Panel' e Whenua'PaneI Support | Oppose
Recommendation Recommendation
Duart Farm (West) | TWP_12 2805647j Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 9 5

DOC Conservation ValuesReport Description

A 1289181ha areaon outwash flats and moraine adjacent to Westland Tai Poutini National Park and Mt Hercules Scen
ReserveGiven this location, it likely supports a range of native forest birds, lizards and invertebrate fauna

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedhigh ecological and landscape values and protect any
identified historic or archaeological features, while providing for potentialecreational useof the area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship atea
acknowledge statements of the Man&henua Panel thatthere 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 site specific values are not present”.
Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural

and historic resources presente.g.lowland forest on outwash flats and moraine; likely supports a range of native fajina
The proximal nature of the adjoining scenic reserve further supports your notified intention

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_12_2805647j
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need falimate mitigation. Classification 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 conservation are consideredncluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8 in relation to ‘natural

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

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values

present’ noting a “lateral moraine forest systems”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrant considerationMy view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR é.g.lowland forest on outwash flats and moraine; likely supports a range of native fajipnandthey
are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatidie contiguous nature of the adjoiningMt
Hercules Senic Reserve further supports your notified intention

General(Allowed)

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

1 A submitter noted theirpreference 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 theatural
and historic resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised, these submission points do not raise
any matters for further consideration

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for classification asational park noting “naturally uncommon ecosystems” and “at risk
and/or threatened specie$and that the area “lies adjacent to land that has a higher protected status than that
proposed.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My view is that the natural resources identified in the CVR are
appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed classificatioandthe material raised is of insufficient merit to
warrant reconsideration of the notified intention

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiiting, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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.

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

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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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”.
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| recommend that these comments angot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of thespecific stewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification
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General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

80



TWP_13 — Poerua Riverbed — 2805649

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Poerua Riverbed | TWP_13 2805649k | Local Purpose(River Neutral 8 13
Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 371068haarea along Poerua Rivewhich contains a naturallyrare braidedriver ecosystemThere is limited evidence
of freshwater rarity anddistinctiveness, althoughthe area may be able to support rare species

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to appropriatefgflect the identified values of the
conservation area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

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

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving it uncertain how the natural
resources present will be protected

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship afea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHalhere 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 site specific values are not present”.
Rationale:Further policy work by the Departments required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to

identify any potential management implicationsThis process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local
purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - TWP_13_2805649k

Support
General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification,
agreed they reflected the "information in the technicakports”, or 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 specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

M Submitters suggested that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
gg prop p

margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and development”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the naotified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present
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1 Submissionssuggested thatthe proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers” (e.g.“braided river systems, an internationally
endangered and naturally uncommon ecosystefi‘of national importance for biodiversity”).

1 Submitters suggested that ecological area, wildlifmanagement area, or scenieserve may be appropriate
alternatives. One submitter advocated for a government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve

9 Submitters argued that the proposed classification is “out of step with taking a strategic, landscape level approach
considering classifications of nearby langbarcels”. They advocated for river areas to be given the same status as
adjoining public conservation landwhile another submitter advocated fogovernment purpose reserveTe Mana o
te Wai) where no adjoining classifications exist

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in oppositichat
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whetherappropriately protectsthe
natural resourcesdescribed or if another classificatiormay be more appropriate

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

1 Submissions noted that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should be classified
to promote revegetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”. Local purpose reserve

classifications were opposed as “they can have their status changed without notification”.

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated that a change in classification “should not affect the existing permissions”.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed concern that “it is not clear who this would be vested in, or that this involves protecting for
any conservation purposé. A wildlife management area onational park addition was preferred

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 acceptedNo justification is provided regardingrecreation values of the specific
stewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified classificatidrhe purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately provides for the public
recreational access described
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TWP_13 — Ferguson Creek — 2805655

Recommendation

National Panel

Mana Whenua Panel

PELEEIEE] (A ID Recommendation Recommendation SUR[FElt | Ol
Ferguson Creek TWP_13 2805655) | Disposal Disposal 6 25
(Pasture)

Ferguson Creek TWP_13 2805655k | Local Purpose(River Neutral 10 14
(Riverbed) Conservation)Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

FergusonCreek (Pasture)

Panel Recommendations

A 25131&haarea of And along FergusonCreek which contains a naturallyare braidedriver ecosystem and parts that
have been developed into farmland and grazin@here is limited evidence of freshwater rarity andistinctiveness,
although the area may be able to support rare species

National Panet Disposal of stable areas of developed pasture within this conservation anehich contain both rough
and developed pasture

Mana Whenua PanelThe Mana Whenua Panel considers that theastoral components of this conservation area are
highly modified and should not form part of public conservation landrherefore, the pastoral components of this
assessment area should be disposed of

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

modified.

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

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit supported the proposed disposal
investigation based on the low conservation values present, noting that the land has been converted to pasflse
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 Panel have supported the proposed disposal investigation
supported by submissions from Teaty partnerorganisations on the grounds that the pastoral components are highly

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

Disposal - TWP_13_2805655j

Support

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed support for disposal of stewardship land that has no conservation value or natural values
remaining, such as land that is fully converted to pasture

| recommend that these comments araccepted The modified natureof the pastoral components of this stewardship area
(e.g.some parts have been developed infarmland and grazing andgravel extractionconcessions are in place) justify
referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposdlnote thatany parts of the areadentified to
have substantivenatural values areunlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and legislative disposal tests
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Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

1 Submissions supported the recommendations of the Mana Whenua Panel on the basis that they reflect tHegig

and interests of mana whenua, recognise Ngai Tahu’s connection to their ancestral lands, andfulfil obligations
under the Treaty of Waitangi

| recommend that these comments araccepted The modified nature of the pastoral components of this stewardship area
(e.g.some parts have been developed infarmland and grazing andgravel extractionconcessions are in placgjustify
referring this area to the Department to investigate the suitability of disposdlnote that the Mana Whenua Panel have
supported theproposed disposal investigation

General (Allowed)

1 Submissions stated their agreement with the recommendation without providing further justification.

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

Other (Not Allowed)

1

It was noted that disposals only form 01% of the stewardship land in the West Coast reclassification process

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

Oppose
Access and Recreation (Allowed)

il

Submissions objected to disposal on the grounds that this represents a loss of public access to rivers and other
conservation land andexpressed opposition to any disposal which means a loss of recreation opportunities such as
angling or hunting.

Submissions noted that riparian access via marginal strips not guaranteed, particularly if the river change©ne
submitter cited various past examples where river erosion has resulted in access being limited to private |zard
noted that "the increased flood risk with climate impacts means even currently stable areas may not stay this.way
Submissions suggested that land be retained or that appropriate mechanisms are used to ensure public access is
maintained. Alternative suggested classifications included recreation reserve or local purpose reserve

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation
will trigger the formation of marginal stripsfor qualifying waterbodieswhich will secure ongoing public access along the
riparian corridor to Poerua Valley Road

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

T

1

1

)l

Submissions opposed disposal on the grounds that all public conservation land, even if modified/pasture, offers
potential for climate change mitigation(i.e.opportunities for restoration and carbon sequestration, as well as for
flood/erosion buffering, or allowing room for natural river processgsGovernmentpurpose reserve (river
floodplain) was suggested as an alternative classification

Another submitter recommendedspecific consideration of “the active and dynamic nature of rivers and adjacent
flood plains and required connectivity between riverbed and floodplainsindthe required space for rivers to have
sufficient room to move Such an approach would be in line with international flood management and climate
change risk assessmefit

Submissions argued that disposing of public conservation land compromises future sustainability and climate
mitigation options, noting that climate change is heightening pressure on ecosystems

It was noted that disposal “will not assist with a reduction in emissions from agriculture”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The modified natureof the pastoral components of this stewardship
area g.g.some parts have been developed infarmland and grazing andgravel extractionconcessions are in place)and
the lanscape context (adjacent to modified pasturdinit the appropriateness of retaining it for ecosystem restoration and
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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 opposed disposattating that “widespread vegetation clearance, vulnerable ecosystems and
Aotearoa’s seriously declining biodiversity make retaining all conservation land essential”.

1 Submissions opposed disposal of lowland river terraces on the grounds that little remains in public conservation
land.

1 Submissions particularlyemphasised the importance ofinternationally endangered” braided river systemsas
being of high biodiversity and landscape valueThey recommended a “landscape approach’ and consideration of
the “spatially and temporally dynamic nature of braided rivers”.

1 Submissionssuggestedthat even modifiedland is likely to retain some natural value®r opportunities for
ecosystem restoratior(e.g.most "have remnants of native forests and provide islands of habitat for native spetjes
“what has been described as pasture is likely to retain indigenous speciesjuncus, carex etc”).

1 Submitters advocated for riparian margins to be expanded and grazing to be excluded to support restoration

1 Local purpose (river conservation) reserve was suggested “for ecological reasons” and to provide riparian
protection, as well as pviding buffering for suggested additions to the Westland Tai Poutini National Park

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The modified natureof the pastoral components of this stewardship
area €.g.some parts have been developed infarmland and grazing andgravel extractionconcessions are in placgand
the landscape context (adjacent to modified pasturgystify referring this area to theDepartment to investigate the
suitability of disposal. | note that any potential disposal arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the
formation of marginal strips for qualifying waterbodies, which will be retained and protected as public conservation land

Treaty Considerations (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted The proposed disposal investigation was supported by the Mana
Whenua Pane] andany potential disposal of relevant land arisingrom the Departmental investigationwill be subject to
the rights of first refusal process as set out in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998. | note that any parts of the area
identified to have substantive “conservation & mahika-kai values” are unlikely to pass the Conservation General Policy and
legislative disposal tests

General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed opposition to disposal of any stewardship land in general terms, arguedhatic
conservation land is best retained for future generations or future conservation purposespressed a desire for
maximum environmental protection (and protection from development, mining, or other extractive activities)
across all stewardship land, or supported “a cautionary approach” and preference to retain land in Crown
ownership.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian
Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submissionin opposition stated “any change should not affect the existing permissions”.
9 It was noted that “disposal could present an added cost in some situations wherghe recommendation to dispose
refers to part of a land parcatausing subdivision costs to be incurred

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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
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1 A submitter wanted to ensure that any potential right of first refusal or conflicts of interest was carefully managed

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

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

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

1 A submitter stated that recommendations should be based on “conservation values alone” and that “recreation and
use values are not conservation valués

As | have recommended these comments are natowed,l recommend they arenot accepted

Other (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter suggested “land swapsshould be considered ahead of disposal, to improve public access and
biodiversity outcomes in the area

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

No Opinion/Position Stated

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 One submission that selected no opinion stated that no land should be disposed of if there is potential for
restoration or carbon sequestratioyand that riverbeds and adjacent land should be retained for flood retention,
with no grazing permitted

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted The modified natureof the pastoral components of this stewardship
area €.g.some parts have been developed infarmland and grazing andgravel extractionconcessions are in placejmit
the appropriateness of retaining it for ecosystem restoration and carbon sequestratibnote that any potential disposal
arising from the Departmental investigation will trigger the formation of marginaktrips for qualifying waterbodies, which
will be retained and proected as public conservation land

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raisedvhich supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.

Other (Not Allowed)

1 It was noted that land is subject to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga NotificatiBrocess andthey may
recommendheritage protection measures as part of this disposal process
1 One submission suggested any funds from land sold should go to the Nature Heritage Fund

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

86



FerqgusonCreek (Riverbed)

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Local purpose (river conservation) reserve, to appropriatefgflect the identified values of theiverbed
related parts of the conservation areaThis area provides habitat for braided riveavifauna and a diversity of freshwater
fish, while providing connectivity for avifauna across the river valley between other public conservation lands

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof local purpose (river conservation) reserve for the ‘riverbed’ section
of the stewardship area.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed opposition to the notified
classification on the basis that the purpose of the reserve is not clearly defined, leaving it uncertain how the natural
resources present will be protected

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship aned
no opposition was received from Treaty partner organisations regarding the notified classification. | acknowledge
statements of the Mana Whenua Panel théthere 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 site specific values are not pees”.

Rationale:Further policy work by the Departments required to describe the purpose of the proposed reserve and to
identify any potential management implicationsThis process will provide clarity as to whether the proposed local
purpose reserve reflects the natural and historic resources present, or if another classification is more appropriate

Local Purpose (River Conservation) Reserve - TWP_13_2805655k

Support
General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providing further justification,
agreed they reflected the "information in the technicakports”, or 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 specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Oppose
Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

1 Submissions noted that the area “will be subject to flooding from climate change effects” and should be classified
to promote revegetation and “become part of our emission reduction programme”. Local purpose reserve

classifications were opposed as “they can have their status changed without notification”.

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

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9  Submitters suggested that the proposed classification “provides no confidence that freshwater values or river
margins and corridors will be protected from inappropriate use and developmént
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| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the purpose of the natified classification provides insufficient
detail to comment on whether it appropriately promotes the conservation of the natural resources present

1 Submissions suggested thathe proposed classification does not give consideration “to the very high and
nationally important natural conservation values of the rivers” (e.g.“braided river systems, an internationally
endangered and naturally uncommon ecosystefri‘of national importance for biodiversity”).

1 Submitters suggested that ecological area, wildlifmanagement area, or scenieserve may be appropriate
alternatives. One submitter advocated for a government purpose (climate mitigation) reserve

9 Submitters argued that the proposed classification is “out of step with taking a strategic, landscape level approach
considering classifications of nearby langbarcels”. They advocated for river areas to be given the same status as
adjoining public conservation landwhile another submitter advocated fogovernment purpose reserveTe Mana o
te Wai) where no adjoining classifications exist

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | have concluded based on comments in oppositichat
the purpose of the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whetherappropriately protectsthe
natural resourcesdescribed or if another classificatiormay be more appropriate

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated that a change in classification “should not affect the existing permissions”.
As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter expressed concern that “it is not clear who this would be vested in, or that this involves protecting for
any conservation purposé. A wildlife management area or national park addition was preferred

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

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 acceptedNo justification is provided regarding recreation values of the specific
stewardship areaandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified classificatidrhe purpose of
the notified classification provides insufficient detail to comment on whether it appropriately provides for the public
recreational access described
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TWP_13 — Dry Creek — 2805656

Protected Area Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Supoort | Opoose
ID Recommendation Recommendation PP PP
Dry Creek TWP_13 2805656l | Conservation Park(Pouerua) | Neutral 8 15

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 66.375haarea of land along Dry creekvhich contains a naturallyrare braidedriver ecosystemThere is limited
evidence of freshwater rarity andlistinctiveness, althoughthe area may be able to support rare species

Panel Recommendations

National Panet Conservation park (Pouerua)o reflect the mosaic of values present, protecting natural and historic
resources while facilitating public recreation and enjoyment of the arglé contains areas of a complementary nature to
the adjacent Waitangi Forest Conservation Area, similarly recommended as conservation park

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof conservation park.

Summary of accepted submissionshose submissions ‘accepted’ as holding merit expressed support to the notified
classification on the basis that it will secure actual or potential public access as the river maves

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 afea
acknowledge statements of the Mana Whenua Panel tHalhere 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 site specific values are not pees”.

Rationale:My conclusionis that the natural resources presenig(g.could be described as a marginal strip; modified
landscapes on river terracesare appropriately protected under the proposed classificatiohhe primary purpose of
conservation parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act

1987s. 191)a)).

Conservation Park - TWP_13 28056561
Support

Access and Recreation (Allowed)

9 A submitter supported the proposed classification to protect “actual or potential public access as the river moves”.

I recommend that these comments araccepted| agree that the proposed classification will support ongoing public access
to the areaThe 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. 191)Db)).

Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

1 A submitter who supported the proposed classification noted the area to “contain high ecological values very
similar to the existing National Parks’.

| recommend that these comments araccepted to the extenthat | agree that the naturalesources presente.g.could be
described as a marginal strip; modified landscapes on river terraces) are appropriately protected under the proposed
classification. The primary purpose of a conservation park includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources
are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).
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General(Allowed)

1 Submissions expressed general support for the proposed classification without providifugther justification, or
agreed it reflectedthe "information in the technical reports.

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

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

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 Submissions 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 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”.

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

Oppose
Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)

9 A submitter advocated for classification as wildlife management area as “Braided riverbeds have value as a rare
ecosystem and landforfinoting that a similar area “TWP - 09 Poerua River Mouth has received this classification

1 Submitters advocated forlocal purpose reserveriver conservation for ecological reasonssuggesting that the area
“should be allowed to revert to being part of the natural area, andprovides riparian protectiorr.

1 Submitters noted the high ecological value of the area, including “remnants of a range of insects, snails, lizards, or
plant speciation that may be nationally at risk, endangered, or threaterieghd that it warrants a higher level of
protection than that proposed

1 A submitter advocated forgovernment purpose reservéloodplain due to the presence of naturally uncommon
ecosystems and the area providégood opportunities for restoration of depleted indigenous ecosystems”.

1 Submitters expressed concern around conservation park recommendations for areas bordering national parks,
noting these areas “represent some of the most pristine landscapes in New Zealand and likely the world and as
such warrant inclusion to those NationaParks” (e.g."National Park would provide for mountains to sea integrity
and protection")

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted My assessment is thathe natural resources presenig(g.could be
described as a marginastrip; modified landscapes on river terracgsare appropriately protected under the proposed
classification. The points raised do not warrant overturning the notified intentionThe primary purpose of conservation
parks includes to be managed so “that its natural and historic resources are protected” (Conservation Act 1987. 191)a)).

9 Submitters noted that the proposed conservation parks are in close proximity to one another and “it appears to be
an inefficient way of managing land for conservatiohIt was recommended to combine the proposed parks where
the values are similar as this “provides greater opportunity for large landscape scale management” (€.9.“I also do
not support Dry Creek becoming a separate conservation patkshould be made part of the same named area as
Waitangi Forest”).
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| recommend they arenot 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
(e.g.LPR River Conservation for ecological reasorfbecause requires better protection”).

| recommend that these comments anmeot accepted Insufficient justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised for further consideratian

Permissions, Economic Factors and Land Use (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter whoexpressed general concern about the lel@vel protection offered by conservation park noted
support for that classification for land “potentially containing crown minerals”.
1 A submitter advocated that any change of status shoufdot affect the existing permissions”.

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated for the proposed classification to be revised, stating that “conservation values alone must
determine recommended classificationsandrecreation and use values are not conservation valdes

1 A submitter stated that if a national park classifications “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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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 anmeot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects o the conservation values present rather than the proposed land classification

General(Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments aneot acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend they arenot accepted
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TWP_14 — Abut Head — 2805255

Recommendation National Panel Mana Whenua Panel

Protected Area . . Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation

Abut Head TWP_14_2805255m Scenic Reserve (a) Neutral 13 5

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 628357haarea of foresbn moraine and alluvial flats at Abut Head including sections of beach and the Whataroa
River and estuaryThe area is only accessible by jetboat and is used by whitebaiters, walkers and hunfdrs area is
largely intact coastal and lowland forestandalso contains sandy and rocky coastal environments and swanijne area is
part of Te WahipounamuSouth West New Zealand World Heritage Area

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Scenic reserve (a), toreserve the identifiedhigh ecological and landscape valugsandprotect any
identified historic or archaeological features, while providing for theecreational useof the areaThis area is listed as a
Marine Mammal and Bird site under the Regional Coastal Plafhe area is part of the Te Wahipounamu - South West
New Zealand World Heritage Area

Mana Whenua PanelNeutral.

S.49(2)(d) Recommendation

U Proceedwith the notified proposalof scenic reserve.

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

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

No specific Ngai Tahu interests were raised for consideration by the Mana Whenua Panel for this stewardship anea
no opposition was received from Treaty partner organisations regarding the notified classification. | acknowledge
statements of the Mana Whenua Panel théthere 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 site specificalues are not present”.

Rationale:My conclusion is that tie proposed classification will appropriately promote the conservation of the natural
and historic resources presente.g.largely intact coastal and lowland forest; a representative suite of native avifauna an
invertebrate fauna likely to be present The proximal nature of theAbut Head Scenic Reservéurther supports your
notified intention.

Scenic Reserve (a) - TWP_14_2805255m
Support

Climate Change and Natural Hazards (Allowed)

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

| recommend that these comments araccepted | agree that the protection of the existing natural resources present is of
increasing importance when considering the need for climate mitigatioi€lassification as scenic reserve will support this
outcome. The relevance of this factor for reclassification decisions is evident when the futdfoeused elements in the
definition of conservation are consideredincluding, “safeguarding the options of future generation8in relation to ‘natural

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

resource, “restoration to some former state and its augmentation, enhancement, or expansion” (Conservation Act 1987%. 2.
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Ecology and Landscape (Allowed)
1 A submitter noted the area as “a significant land mark and feature” expressing support for scenic reserver
national park classification

1 A submitter supported the proposed classification “because of the high landscape, natural and scenic values
present’ noting “lateral moraine forest systems” and “high coastal values and habitat for marine mammals”.

| recommend that these comments araccepted They provide sitespecific details regarding the natural resources present
which warrantconsideration My view is that the natural resources identified in these comments are consistent with those
described in the CVR €.g.largely intact coastal and lowland forest; a representative suite of native avifauna and
invertebrate faunais highly likely to be presen), andthey are appropriately protected and preserved by the proposed
classification. The proximal nature of theAbut Head Scenic Reservéurther supports your natified intention.

General(Allowed)

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

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

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

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

1 Submissions opposed reclassification as scenic reserve, noting that though it does not prohifiing, it adds
extrarestrictions with consequent negative economic benefits, suggesting that retaining the land in stewardship or
reclassifying it as a conservation park provides adequate legal protection while allowiogmmercial activities such
asmining to be considered on a casby-case basis

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

Process and Consultation (Not Allowed)

1 A submitter advocated that further discussions “with back users should occur prior to recommendation and
consideration of the area for climate adaption and mitigation”.

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

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

Other (Not Allowed)

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

As | have recommended these comments are not allowédecommend 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”.

| recommend that these comments aneot accepted Insufficient information is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification. The proposed classification does not prohibit public access for the activities, if authorised (for example in a
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hunting permit). Authorisation of such activities involves a separate decisiemaking process, the outcome of which would
depend on effects orthe 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 acceptedfor further consideration The legislation does not provide for absolute
protection from development- rather it contemplates that some activities may be acceptable and provides a mechanism for
authorising such activities, through the grant of concessionslo justification is provided regarding the natural and historic
resources of the specific stewardship areandno new material is raised which supports reconsideration of the notified
classification.
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TWP_15 — Waitangitahuna River Mouth — 2805256

Protected Area Recommendation | National Panel Mana Whenua Panel Support | Oppose
ID Recommendation Recommendation
Waitangitadhuna TWP_15 2805256n Local Purpose Local Purpose 20 10
River Mouth (Waitangitahuna Ngai (Waitangitahuna Ngai
Tahu) Reserve Tahu) Reserve

DOC Conservation Values Report Description

A 2772646haarea of svampland, forest andopen flats along the Waitangitahuna Valley. The Waitangitahuna river
mouth is separated from the Waitangiroto Nature Reserve by the riv8he assessment area includes grazing licences,
baches and accommodation, accessible by jetboat or tratkeough adjacent farmland The area is within Okarito North
Ecological Management Unit and part of Te Wahipounamu - South West New Zealand World Heritage Are& historic
Pa site, occupation site and mahinga kai site are in the vicinity of the Waitangitahuna River Mouth. This area is
surrounded by Maori Reserve land. DOC has been approached by neighbouring properties for exchanges of lanthese
discussions have not yet been resolved or progressed

Panel Recommendations

National Panel Local purpose(Waitangitahuna Ngai Tahu) Reserve under Section 23 of the Reserves Act to
appropriately reflect the identifiedecological, landscape and recreatiomalues while recognising thehistorical
significance and thesignificance of this area to Ngai Tahu.

Mana Whenua Panel:Local purpose (Waitangitahuna Ngai Tahu) reserve, to give 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)(d) Recommendation
U0 Do not proceedwith the notified proposalof local purpose (Waitangitahuna 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 Panel has supported the notified recommendation, supported by
submissions from Treaty partner organisations.

The Mana Whenua Panel hava strong connectionwith this stewardship area, particularly that “a historic Pa site and
occupation site are located in the vicinity of the Waitangitahuna River Mouth conservation area, as well as a site for

mahinga kar’, “surrounded by Maori Reserve land in recognition of the historic occupation within this area”.

conservation values that ar
consistent with Treaty principles, my assessment is that more work is required to clarify and describe the purpose of t
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 implicationsThis will provide clarity as towhetherthe proposed local purpose
reserveis appropriate, or ifanother classification should be considered
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