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Minerals West Coast submission on discussion document: He Kura Koiora i 

Hokia – proposed National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 

Introduction 

1. Minerals West Coast is a charitable trust representing the minerals sector on the West Coast. 

Our mission is to promote, encourage, and support the mining industry on the West Coast. We 

are governed by a group of voluntary trustees, most of whom have a direct interest in the 

industry in the region. 

2. Our members include gold and coal mining companies, as well as those with an interest in 

quarrying and earthmoving. These businesses range from small scale, solo operators, to larger 

firms employing anywhere up to one hundred staff across different sites, as well as New 

Zealand’s largest mining companies. Other members include training institutes, engineering and 

mechanical support services, and geologists.  

3. It’s estimated the West Coast minerals sector employs about 600 people directly, in doing so 

supporting about as many contractors and support units. Mining jobs in the region pay about 

double the median annual salary, and in total the sector contributes to about 7% of regional 

domestic product. The median annual salary in the mining sector is $80,020. Accommodation, 

for comparison’s sake, pays about $20,790, half the median salary. 

4. In 2018 the West Coast coal fields produced 177,028 tonnes of thermal coal, and 1,321,908 

tonnes of metallurgical coal for export, primarily for steel manufacturing 

Executive summary: 

• Minerals West Coast accepts the issue at the heart of this National Policy Statement – that 

is, despite the best of intentions, despite the introduction of the Resource Management Act 

close to three decades ago, biodiversity is declining. 

• Minerals West Coast believes while a NPSIB is one tool that can help protect New Zealand’s 

3,000 – 4,000 species at risk of extinction, it is not the only tool. We must be wary of turning 

tools to achieve a goal into goals in and of themselves. 

• Mining on the West Coast can be and has been proven to be a temporary land use. Suburbs 

will never again be home to whole forests; mine sites will be. 

• Minerals West Coast agrees indigenous biodiversity is a taonga and a national treasure and 

should be managed, protected and enhanced to ensure no further species go extinct as a 

result of human activity. 

• A vibrant mining industry can help fund efforts to achieve vibrant ecosystems. 

• If we accept biodiversity is a national treasure – for example South Westland’s podocarp 

forests, Northland’s remaining kauri, kiwi in the central North Island, Canterbury’s alpine 
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tussock – then we must also accept protecting these treasures is the nation’s duty, 

therefore, the nation should pay. It is a public good. 

• As it stands, this policy will force regions to bear the cost. For example smaller, rural 

authorities like the West Coast Regional Council, plus the three district authorities who have 

large areas of biodiversity per capita and low rating bases with which to fund work being 

made compulsory by central authorities (namely MfE and DOC) will have to pass this cost on 

to ratepayers. 

• Not only will regions bear an unfair proportion of the cost for the nation’s benefit, 

landowners and land based industries in certain regions will end up doing the same.  

• For all our talk of love of biodiversity, the majority of our population lives in modified urban 

landscapes. About 44% of our population lives in our three largest cities, and close to 90% 

live in some urban settlement. 

• About 76.5% of New Zealand’s GDP comes from Auckland (47%), Wellington (16.3%), 

Canterbury (15.6%), and the Waikato (10.5%). These are arguably the some of the four most 

urbanised and/or deforested areas of the country, and with the possible exception of 

Wellington’s bush clad gullies and hill faces, the most modified by humans. 

• The main population centres may not have biodiversity in their backyard the way regions like 

Southland and the West Coast do, but they benefit from its protection, and are the best 

resourced to fund its management. 

 

Context: Why the West Coast lays claim to a greater share of indigenous biodiversity than 

many other regions in New Zealand      

The West Coast, after Southland (which comprises Fiordland National Park, in itself 4.7% of New 

Zealand’s land) lays claim to more conservation land than any region of New Zealand, and stretches 

from Awarua Point in the south, to Kahurangi Point in the north.   

The first wave of homo sapiens arrived in Aotearoa New Zealand from Polynesia about the end of 

the 13th century1. In the following two centuries a third of New Zealand’s original vegetation cover 

(80%) was burned as moa were hunted to extinction, and land was made easier for travel and 

 
1 (Peden, 2008) 

Deforestation of New Zealand, sourced from Te Ara, the Encyclopedia of New Zealand 



 

cultivation by New Zealand’s earliest human inhabitants. From the eighteen hundreds onwards, 

homo sapiens began arriving in greater numbers, this time largely from the north Atlantic.   

Another third of our indigenous vegetation was cleared, this time for the most part to convert land 

into agriculturally productive areas2, but also due to demand for timber resources, and to a smaller 

extent for demand for minerals, namely coal and gold, though the point should be made land 

cleared for mining can and does revert to indigenous vegetation as case studies below show.  

Today about one third of the country’s native vegetation cover remains, albeit with a bias towards 

inland and upland regions3, primarily dominated by the southern beech genus, nothofagus. 

Known extinctions of species since human inhabitation of Aotearoa New Zealand includes one bat, 

at least fifty-one birds, three frogs, three lizards, one freshwater fish, four plant species, and some 

invertebrates4. This is not merely due to the habitat loss outlined above, but also the introduction of 

kiore (Polynesian rat), kuri (Polynesian dogs), and latterly all manner of introduced pests and 

predators, including but not limited to: Norway rats, ship rats, cats, stoats, possums, mice, weasels, 

and ferrets. 

The West Coast, due to its lack of flat land and high rainfall, survived much of the initial Polynesian 

burning felt most acutely in the country’s drier east. Even in European times the population 

pressures were not as great as in other regions, and even road access to the whole West Coast 

wasn’t complete until State Highway Six between Haast and Wanaka was completed in 1965. As 

roads and bridges increased human access through the country, areas also became more accessible 

to introduced pests previously contained by rivers. 

Today, the West Coast region has 1,898,560 hectares of the 8,838,470 hectare conservation estate5, 

about 21.5% of the total. On private land, there are wetlands and stands of lowland forests that are 

rare around New Zealand today. Of the 10% of New Zealand’s remaining wetlands, 30% are found on 

the West Coast – a greater share than is found in any other region, and more than can be found in 

the entire North Island6. Even on private land, biodiversity values are higher by comparison with the 

rest of New Zealand, as is the level of protection. For reference, see the map below, sourced from 

the Volume 19 of the journal for Ecological Management and Restoration7.  
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Threats to biodiversity today 

Ongoing habitat loss remains a concern, however, rates of clearance have slowed, and forest is 

relatively “safe”8 from vegetation clearance. Introduced predators and plant and animal pests are 

expanding their range, and this will likely get worse with climate change. New threats continue to 

arrive and emerge, with notable recent examples being myrtle rust and kauri dieback.  

Of all the threats to our native species, particularly our native fauna, introduced pests are by far the 

biggest threat9, yet there is scant effort made on this front in the context of the problem. Less than 

30% of New Zealand land reserves (including DOC land) receives any form of pest control10, and not 

even 5% is controlled for the full suite of pests and predators11. 

On private land (66% of New Zealand) there is little to no pest control.  

It is little wonder the Department of Conservation struggles to maintain even a fraction of its 

jurisdiction – in last year’s budget it received just 0.6% of Crown expenditure, and of this only a 

portion is for core conservation work.  

Protecting biodiversity on private land 

For what we would hope are obvious reasons, this is a contentious issue, especially on the West 

Coast. If there is a social benefit in protecting certain values on land, society at large should pay. If a 

transport authority wanted to put a highway through a property, or a transmission company wanted 

to put transmission lines across a farm, the landowner(s) would rightly expect compensation for the 

impacts. There is no denying the social benefit of the highway or the powerlines, but it would be 

remiss to deny the loss of value or amenity to the landowner as a result. Therefore, whether it is the 

NZTA or Transpower, or some other body, one way or another the landowner would expect to be 

compensated.  

If a landowner on the West Coast sees value in his or her land for its mineral or agricultural 

potential, and that potential is to remain unrealised due to the land’s classification as a Significant 

Natural Area, that is all fine and good, but a deal should be reached where some form of 

compensation is paid. Land has already been protected on private property in New Zealand 

successfully through this process as is highlighted further in our submission.  

A grouping of landowners’ comments is listed below. Names have been changed to respect their 

privacy.  
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Case study one: Phil Bennet, gold miner 

“I mined gold over fifteen years and now live on the West Coast and own land here. On our land 

today there’s land that was cleared in the past, not just by us, but also by old timers in the eighteen 

hundreds. That’s gone back to forest, and the land we’ve mined, and then there’s bush that nobody 

has touched, or at the very least predates European settlement.” 

“There’s a perception, possibly, people are rich, just because they own land. That may be true in the 

Waikato or the Bay of Plenty, where you can grow kiwi fruit or some other profitable, high value 

crop. But on the West Coast, just because you own a hundred hectares of marginal, swampy land, 

doesn’t mean you’re cash or asset rich. Most people who own land aren’t in a position to just sit on 

it, pay rates, and not draw any income. They’ll either gradually want to hump and hollow it, or flip it, 

or turn it to pasture for dairy farming or graze it, or pick moss, or mine – most people haven’t bought 

land just to own a lot of swamp they’re not going to do anything with, why…why would you spend a 

lot of money on a hundred hectares of swamp you can’t get a return out of – who would do that? For 

most landowners, it’s their only asset, the only thing they may hope to hand on to their children. But 

what are they handing on, a noose around their neck? Because, it’s not an asset after that, it’s a 

liability.”  

“No one’s saying we shouldn’t be protecting wetlands, and native bush, and wildlife. I’ve got no 

problem with it being preserved. A lot of it should be preserved. But if it’s owned privately, private 

landowners should be compensated. It seems to me all the people who live in urban areas, where the 

swamps are drained and the bush is cleared, are expecting the poor one or two percent of 

landowners who haven’t cleared bush and drained swamps to be the conscience of the country.” 

“They say there’s social benefits. For who? The whole country? Well then surely the whole country 

should pay to fund those benefits. Why should some poor old landowner have their whole block of 

land made a wetland worth preserving? It’s almost like one landowner having to bankroll 

infrastructure of sorts. If they want to refer to it as the lungs of the land and all this sort of thing fine, 

but pay for it.” 

“I know there’s pest control here, carried out by AHB or Ospri whoever for possums for TB. Haven’t 

seen a possum here for fifteen or sixteen years. It’s only because we’ve got a dairy company and 

farms. On the other hand, we’ve had Department of Conservation come and spray for gunnera and 

pampas. They’ve sprayed for that, spent a lot, with helicopters and by hand… on foot. For about two 

years they did that. But they’ve not come back since, haven’t been back for four or five years, and 

there’s every bit as much of the gunnera, and getting there too with the pampas, getting to the stage 

it was before they did anything, so all the money they’ve spent, in my opinion, was wasted, because 

they haven’t kept on top of it. We’ve got birds here, a lot of bird life, but there’d be a lot more if the 

stoats were controlled, the rats were controlled, the ferrets, but I can’t do it. I can’t go out and put 

out hundreds of traps, you know, or bait stations, monitor them, fence the deer out”.  

“If the government can’t fund it all themselves, aren’t they better to have mining operations, who 

would pay towards that funding? One way or the other, through a royalty, or as part of their consent 

conditions that they’ve got to pay for a certain amount of pest control. It’s a small footprint, it’s a 

temporary land use, and when it’s profitable it’s one of the few industries that has the money that 

can make a contribution to restoration or pest control. You don’t hear of a lot of moteliers, or cafes, 

or tourist shops undertaking pest control programmes.” 

 



 

Case study two: Tony King, a dairy farmer 

“Most land that’s been purchased was bought under the premise that at some point the owner may 

be able to develop it in some way. To have that land, or part of it, taken off you, it’s effectively 

confiscation. It’s like somebody buying a house and then the government saying ‘you still own it, but 

you can’t live in it, and you’re not allowed to do anything with it or make any changes to it, and 

that’s it, cause it’s quite a nice house just the way it is with nobody living in it. It’s got heritage value 

and you can’t disturb it. Bad luck you bought it ten years ago.” 

“We don’t want to lose any more wetlands or old growth established native bush. I personally think 

there shouldn’t be any more native vegetation cleared on the West Coast, but in the same breath, 

the landowner should be compensated by society. Some people now have got stock going through 

those forests. The government’s hinted there may be some money for fencing and things like that. To 

get back to the heritage house analogy, it’s like being told everything I said before, but here’s a tin of 

paint. You’ll still have to do the painting. It’s wrong.” 

“Let’s assume income from clearing bush for pasture at roughly $5,000 hectares per hectare, 

depending on soil quality and the milk powder payout. Half of that may end up as profit, so maybe 

$2,500 profit per year. Not taking into account the cost of clearing and that. On the Coast we’ve 

struck a better balance than the rest of the country. We’ve got a chance now, for not much money, 

let’s say a fair price for undeveloped land would be $10,000 a hectare, so let’s say 5,000 hectares, 

fifty million. Who cares if it were two hundred million? The government’s spending twelve billion on 

roads, so fifty or a hundred million for protecting biodiversity isn’t much in the scheme of things.” 

“Such a tiny amount of money would save so much grief. It would look good for any government. 

Why National aren’t jumping on this I don’t know, and saying we’ll turbo charge the Nature Heritage 

Fund, we’ll give them as much money as they need to go out and buy all the land, and the general 

public, there’d be a few saying “oh, bloody farmers, rah rah rah,” but the general public would 

support it. Townies would probably say, that’s good, it’s protected, and everyone’s happy.” 

Case study three: Des O’Reilly, gold miner 

“I’ve got access through my neighbour’s land, through an SNA. I need access for the water. There was 

an old track through here that had grown over, and I opened it up again. We need access for water 

for our alluvial mining operation. Without that, my business wouldn’t be viable. We’d be entirely 

reliant on rain, which even on the West Coast, doesn’t run like clockwork. In all honesty, I’m skeptical 

of the ecological value of it. Very skeptical. There isn’t a tree with a trunk diameter greater than the 

width of our body. To say it’s naturally significant… the ground I dug through when I reopened the 

track, there’s bricks and cut boards lying around. You can see old stumps through the bush. We’re 

within eight hundred metres of an historic mill. It would have been milled, the bigger, older trees 

were taken out of it, what we’ve got is fairly typical regeneration”. 

“Some people are clearing land now before this all goes through. I understand. They’re frightened by 

the lack of information and by a minister who’s not willing to work with landowners. Their sole 

asset’s potentially compromised. They’re trying to save what they’ve got. Most people buy land to 

retire on, or at least make a living off. They’re scared that’s being potentially taken from them”. 

“Areas with high ecological value on private land, pristine, untouched vegetation should be 

protected. But there should be a fair process that government should engage in. Something’s only 

worth what somebody’s willing to pay. If the government’s putting such a high ecological value on it, 

let’s say pristine native trees, they should pay a high monetary value.” 



 

Mining is a temporary land use – case studies of reestablishment of native 

forest on the West Coast following historic, recent, and present day mining 

operations 

Tailings Reserve, Craig’s Freehold 

Two canopy ages are visible in the photo below of what was historically known as Tailings Reserve 

on Craig’s Freehold, Hokitika, mined about the turn of the 19th/20th century. The area was clear 

felled and used as a place to dump historic mine tailings. Mining ceased in the early 1900s. 

 

The row of trees in the foreground of the photograph is predominately kahikatea, with other species 

growing in an establishing understory.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Above is a photo taken within the regenerating forest, no more than one hundred and twenty years 

after mining ended. Rimu, ferns, coprosma species, and moss are among the species present.  



 

The land would have simply been left as it was once miners were done with it. In those days there 

were no rehabilitation programmes or effects hierarchies, just early West Coasters battling poverty.  

Hokitika goldmine, Takutai 

The photos below show stripping operations on alluvial goldmine near Hokitika. Note the gully in the 

right of both pictures.  

 

 

The gully in the right of both photographs was left as bare gravel when mining finished in 1998. No 

topsoil was applied, and nothing was planted. In that time, a cover of native vegetation has 

reestablished, as shown in the photographs below.  

 



 

 

Among the species growing in the reestablished vegetation are a ground cover of ferns and 

kahikatea seedings. Tree ferns, kamahi, seven-finger/schefflera digitata, fuchsia excorticata, and 

comprosma species are included among the vegetation. 

Pit margin and face regrowth 

On the same mine, a large pit was dug to remove overburden and reach the layer of gold rich earth 

below. Below is a photo of stripping operations in the mid-1990s. 

 

As can be seen in the photos above and below, a margin was cleared at the top of the pit to allow 

access for machinery, and the pit was progressively benched as the mine grew deeper.  



 

 

As stated above, mining operations ended about 1998, and no topsoil was applied, and no planting 

was carried out.  

Below is a photo of the same pit, from a similar perspective, taken 22 years after mining ended. The 

margin at the top of the pit can be seen to have a layer of indigenous regrowth, distinguishable from 

the older, more established forest behind it.  The pit face, which is near vertical and was bare gravel 

when Helen Clark had just defeated Jenny Shipley in an election, has also been covered with 

vegetation.  

 

 

 



 

Below is a picture taken within the regrowth covering margin at the top of the pit. Along with an 

established ground cover of ferns is kamahi, red matipo, miro and kahikatea seedlings, and 

coprosma robusta. 

 

 



 

Bare land prior to application of topsoil and seedlings, Oceana Gold, Globe Progress, Reefton area. 

The photo below is taken from one of the benches halfway up the pit face, showing regrowth on the 

face above it. 

 

 

Globe Progress, Reefton. 

OceanaGold mined at its Reefton site in Victoria forest park from the earliest earthmoving starting in 

2005, and the mine’s closure in late 2016. The site has been progressively rehabilitated since 

operations began, but the majority of rehabilitation has occurred since the mine’s closure. Below are 

three photos over the lifetime of six years of replanting within one area of the mine. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Vegetation cover established since replanting six years earlier. Photograph taken 25th November 2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Three beech species and manuka are used for planting to speed up successional processes and 

reestablish forest cover. As time has passed and the forest has reestablished, a greater variety of 

species has grown within the areas replanted due to bird and wind seed dispersal. See the plot chart 

below. 

Topsoil and slash timber applied. Photograph taken 28th November 2013. 



 

 

For a true appreciation of the scale and results of the replanting work, it is best to watch this three 

minute video. 

  

Nature Heritage Fund and QEII National Trust covenants 

To date, the Nature Heritage Fund has protected 341,881 hectares12 of private land through either 

outright purchase or some form of covenanting. The QEII National Trust has (through covenants) has 

achieved protection for 184,210.8 hectares13. Together, this equals 526,092 hectares, or 2% of New 

Zealand’s land, or 6% of what is held in the conservation estate.  

This would seem a reasonable course to take, rather than regulations simply resulting in confiscation 

without compensation. The aforementioned lion’s share of the nation’s wealth held by Auckland, 

Wellington, Canterbury, and the Waikato are not achieved through their abundance of unmodified 

pre-human landscapes, but towering central business districts of steel, concrete, and glass, and 

hectares upon hectares of landscapes feeding exotic grasses to exotic mammals.  

The fairest mechanism for protecting biodiversity on private land would seem to be greater public 

financial support through the Nature Heritage Fund possibly the QEII National Trust.  

The point could fairly be made, if society feels it’s worth protecting, then it must be worth paying for 

– if its values are not worth paying for, then are they really worth protecting? 

 
12 (Hutching, 2016) 
13 (QE II National Trust, 2018) 
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Where mining fits in 

As can be seen in the examples above, mining is a temporary land use. Mining, whether on the 

conservation estate or on private land, supports the West Coast/Te Tai Poutini economy and has 

done for the past seven or eight centuries. A functional economy is needed to fund environmental 

protection, and mining has a part to play. How that is managed in line with environmental and social 

sensitivities is always going to be difficult, but nonetheless necessary due to the importance of 

minerals in our daily lives. For many West Coasters, mining is a way of life, and has been for 

generations. The very fact this discussion document mentions ‘regenerating’ habitats and SNAs 

betrays an admission of the fact habitats can indeed be restored. Landslides, floods, and fires among 

other disturbances in the natural world are why we have pioneering nursery species like manuka and 

kanuka14, matagouri15, and even the introduced gorse16. Collectively these species can fix nitrogen in 

soil, prevent erosion, and provide a nursery crop to shade tolerant natives which eventually 

overgrow them eventually allowing forest to reestablish.  

Even on conservation land, which some believe should be completely out of bounds to any industry, 

with exceptions made due to some soft spot for tourism, there are cases where mining could well be 

part of the solution to our biodiversity crisis. 

As former Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, Jan Wright, noted in a 2010 report 

relating to mining on the conservation estate: 

“While commercial activities such as mining may have a major localised impact on the estate, 

introduced pests remain the biggest problem. For example, stoats kill around 40% of all juvenile 

kiwi and without active management only about 5% of all kiwi chicks make it to adulthood.25 

Many other native species face similar threats. Active management means either controlling 

predators or providing refuges from predation - such as building predator-proof fences or 

removing species to locations that are free of predators. Clearly, this is costly.”17 

“There are some circumstances when mining could benefit the conservation estate and the 
purposes for which it is held. The largest and most pervasive threat facing native species and 
ecosystems on the conservation estate is introduced pests, both plants and animals. Pests can even 
damage landscapes – the wilding pine invasion of the South Island high country is a worrying 
example. Current and projected public funding will not be enough to stop pests wiping out much of 
our unique biodiversity. Commercial use (including mining) of the conservation estate offers an 
opportunity to address some of that funding shortfall”.18 
 

Mining for mauri? 

 

If there is a lifeforce within our biodiversity, we know it is facing threats, largely from introduced 

predators and pests, as well as other human activity, simply leaving it alone won’t be enough to save 

it. As shown above, the cost of protecting it seems to be greater now than any interested parties can 

bear.  

 

 
14 (Department of Conservation, 2020) 
15 (Department of Conservation, 2020) 
16 (Orsman, 2008) 
17 (Wright, Making difficult decisions: Mining the conservation estate, 2010) 
18 (Wright, Making difficult decisions: Mining the conservation estate, 2010) 



 

The mining industry and conservation would benefit from the following: 

• Continued access to the conservation estate through access agreements with concession 

fees/royalties from the mining operation going directly to pest control or other DOC work that 

will benefit biodiversity values within the region the mining operation occurs 

• The right to remove native vegetation on private land via resource consents with part of the 

consent condition allowing for funding for pest control carried out by a local authority – in our 

case the West Coast Regional Council who already have expertise in such operations 

• Through an industry body or other appropriate mechanism, miners having some input into how 

these funds are managed, after all, they have skin in the game, and much at stake 

• Where biodiversity values on private land are deemed so great that they would not be 

replaceable, land is purchased by the government at an agreed price through the Nature 

Heritage Fund to ensure a fair deal for landowners while allowing for protection of indigenous 

habitats deemed by society or government to be irreplaceable.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Answers to questions: 

Below are Minerals West Coast’s answers to questions as asked in the discussion document. 

Q1: Do you agree a National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity (NPSIB) is needed to 

strengthen requirements for protecting our native plants, animals and ecosystems under the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

It is one tool that could be deployed. There’s more than one way to skin a possum, however. Given 

several attempts in the past that have all reached the same political quagmires as this one is going 

through however, one has to question why proven, more politically palatable and therefore effective 

tools like compensation through the Nature Heritage Fund or voluntary tools like the QEII Trust 

wouldn’t simply be better funded.  

Nonetheless such a tool could, in theory, work. There is the risk however, as noted in the Section 32 

Report, of a gold rush effect, where landowners clear SNA’s that would have otherwise be left 

untouched due to the prospect of confiscation without compensation. Indeed, Minerals West Coast 

understands this has already happened on the West Coast as a reaction to the proposals put forward 

to date. 

Q2: The scope of the proposed NPSIB focuses on the terrestrial environment and the restoration 

and enhancement of wetlands. Do you think there is a role for the NPSIB within coastal marine 

and freshwater environments? Yes/no, why/why not? 

Yes, provided it is made clear in statute which statutory tool takes priority over another where there 

is overlap with the likes of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management and the New 

Zealand Coastal Policy Statement. 

Q3: Do you agree with the objectives of the proposed NPSIB? Yes/no? Why/why not? (see Part 2.1 

of the proposed NPSIB) 

All but Objective 3. The main issue with objective three is simply that it is not an easily defined 

objective. At best it could be described as a value, based on a whakatauki created in a completely 

different context. The other five objectives are all tangible. Objective 3 is a vague notion. There is 

likely to be litigation required to define it, at expense to both the taxpayer and the private sector. 

Knowingly producing policy that will require litigation to interpret it is poor policy making.  

Q4: Hutia te Rito recognises that the health and wellbeing of nature is vital to our own health and 

wellbeing. This will be the underlying concept of the proposed NPSIB. Do you agree? Yes/no? 

Why/why not? 

As outlined above, this is not an easily understood phrase, irrespective of the language, in the 

context of a legal document. Minerals West Coast supports the weight given to the principles of the 

Treaty of Waitangi outlined in the proposed policy. If policy three simply reads, ‘recognise that the 

health and wellbeing of nature is vital to our own health and wellbeing’ - that is something that 

could easily be understood. It doesn’t however, and it is likely defining the true meaning will be 

difficult, even if only to reconcile differing views within Maori.  

Q5: Does the proposed NPSIB provide enough information on Hutia te Rito and how it should be 

implemented? Yes/no. Is there anything else that should be added to reflect te ao Māori in 

managing Indigenous Biodiversity? 



 

No. Again, we believe there is danger in having this as a legal phrase. It will be almost certain to be 

open to debate, and the meaning could end up being a source of litigation. The purported intent of a 

national policy statement is to reduce confusion, not create it, which this inevitably will. We support 

taking the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi into account, as it is already a directive within the 

Resource Management Act and working in with Māori as Treaty partners. There is a diversity of 

opinion among Māori that officials do not seem to consider when trying to distill it down to one 

“Māori world view”. The introduction of abstract and unclear concepts into law that is best made as 

clear as possible for both those who will enforce it and those who must adhere to it is simply bad 

policy making.             

Q6: Do you think the proposed NPSIB appropriately takes into account the principles of the Treaty 

of Waitangi? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

The second of the six objectives of the National Policy Statement is to ‘to take into account the 

principles of the Treaty of Waitangi in the management of indigenous biodiversity’. The government 

will no doubt be informed by its Treaty partners if there is any dissatisfaction with the draft and its 

handling of the principles of the treaty.  

Q7: What opportunities and challenges do you see for the way in which councils would be 

required to work with tangata whenua when managing indigenous biodiversity? What information 

and resources would support the enhanced role of tangata whenua in indigenous biodiversity 

management? Please explain. 

Not answered.  

Q8: Local authorities will need to consider opportunities for tangata whenua to exercise 

kaitiakitanga over indigenous biodiversity, including by allowing for sustainable customary use of 

indigenous flora. Do you think the proposed NPSIB appropriately provides for customary use? 

Yes/no, please explain. 

Not answered.  

Q9: What specific information, support or resources would help you implement the provisions in 

this section (section A)? 

 

The premise of the “problem with the current approach” as defined in Section A is that there the 

current system is underpinned by so-called ‘Western science’. The issue with this is it assumes 

science is somehow Western. This is an insult to other cultures and pays a far greater compliment to 

the West than it deserves. Matauranga Maori simply translates as Maori knowledge. Science itself is 

merely knowledge achieved by open enquiry, and the testing and challenging of evidence. 

By definition, science transcends all cultures and languages. How we act based on knowledge is 

determined by values, and they are influenced by one’s culture among other things. It would be of 

concern if we were to approach biodiversity in a manner that was anything but scientific.    

Q10: Territorial authorities will need to identify, map and schedule Significant Natural Areas 

(SNAs) in partnership with tangata whenua, landowners and communities. What logistical issues 

do you see with mapping SNAs, and what has been limiting this mapping from happening? 

This will consume enormous amounts of resource, especially from under-resourced authorities with 

smaller rating bases, especially as, unsurprisingly, the lower a population, generally the greater the 

biodiversity values are likely to be in an area. 



 

Q11: Of the following three options, who do you think should be responsible for identifying, 

mapping and scheduling of SNAs? Why?  

a. territorial authorities   

b. regional councils  

c. a collaborative exercise between territorial authorities and regional councils. 

Whoever ends up being landed with these responsibilities should be supported by central 

government.  

Q12: Do you consider the ecological significance criteria in Appendix 1 of the proposed NPSIB 

appropriate for identifying SNAs? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

No, as we understand it these criteria are too broad, and will likely mean much of the country 

outside urban areas will be classified as highly significant. This is not the intent of the policy 

statement, but, regrettably, that will be the result. For example, with the need for only two ‘at risk’ 

species, or one ‘threatened’ species to meet that specification of ‘high’. By default, many areas of 

the West Coast would be caught simply for being host to manuka and weka.   

Q13: Do you agree with the principles and approaches territorial authorities must consider when 

identifying and mapping SNAs? (see Part 3.8(2) of the proposed NPSIB) Yes/no? Why/why not? 

We propose mandatory ground-truthing of mapping for accuracy. The temptation for under-

resourced councils fighting the clock will be to do desktop studies, and this is not going to be 

accurate enough. 

Q14: The NPSIB proposes SNAs are scheduled in a district plan. Which of the following council 

plans should include SNA schedules? Why?  

a. regional policy statement  

b. regional plan  

c. district plan  

d. combination. 

D, combination. 

Q15: We have proposed a timeframe of five years for the identification and mapping of SNAs and 

six years for scheduling SNAs in a district plan. Is this reasonable? Yes/no. What do you think is a 

reasonable timeframe and why? 

No, this is not reasonable without enormous amounts of resource being provided by central 

government to ensure councils are adequately staffed for such an undertaking.  

As one planner noted at a recent meeting held between Ministry for the Environment staff and 

miners, the mere exercise of one full time equivalent assessing wetlands on about fifteen properties 

to reaffirm their status or have them removed from the register took six months. There is considered 

to be a general shortage of ecologists within New Zealand capable of carrying out this work, and 

ground-truthing it, to the necessary standard.   

Q16: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the identification and management of taonga 

species and ecosystems? (see Part 3.14 of the proposed NPSIB) Yes/no? Why/why not? 



 

This is best asked of iwi and local government. 

Q17: Part 3.15 of the proposed NPSIB requires regional councils and territorial authorities to work 

together to identify and manage highly mobile fauna outside of SNAs. Do you agree with this 

approach? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

This would seem a logical approach. Again, central government support will be necessary. The 

document doesn’t even seem to define what highly mobile fauna includes, which is not helpful. 

Q18: What specific information, support or resources would help you implement the provisions in 

this section (section B)? 

Not answered.  

Q19: Do you think the proposed NPSIB provides the appropriate level of protection of SNAs? 

Yes/no? Why/why not? (see Part 3.9 of the proposed NPSIB) 

The definition for SNA’s could be so broad it is in effect meaningless and encompasses much of the 

country outside urban areas. 

Q20: Do you agree with the use of the effects management hierarchy as proposed to address 

adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity instead of the outcomes-based approach recommended 

by the Biodiversity Collaborative Group? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Yes, in principle, provided the differences in scale between companies is taken into account, or some 

notion of proportionality applied. It is possible the effects management hierarchy, as worded, 

provides for this outcome. For example, biodiversity offsets set a very high bar for alluvial gold 

mining companies employing fewer than half a dozen people. In few cases will it be possible for such 

operators to offset their effects to a measurable standard of no net loss, or net gain, on the 

resourcing they have available. In practice, this could mean a greater reliance on compensation for 

managing the residual effects of projects, after steps to avoid, remedy and mitigate on site have 

been taken. That could provide a favourable outcome for biodiversity, if, using this example, the 

miner paid a sum of money for pest control, or indigenous species research, in exchange for clearing 

an area of regenerating native forest. The effects management hierarchy must be allowed to work in 

a way that can deliver such outcomes for biodiversity. 

Our preference for such an approach would be for work carried out to be managed by regional 

councils and for those paying into any such funds to have a say via some form of advisory group to 

ensure money provided by their industry for works related to biodiversity to be managed in 

accordance with some input from the contributing industry.   

Q21: Are there any other adverse effects that should be added to Part 1.7(4), to be considered 

within and outside SNAs? Please explain 

No, but while we’re on this list it would be helpful to remove the effect ‘degradation of mauri’, 

which is a vague and subjective concept, and not necessarily open to debate or discussion. Some 

form of disruption to habitats will be necessary at times to allow for mining, as earth must be moved 

to allow for the resource to be accessed.  

Q22: Do you agree with the distinction between high- and medium-value SNAs as the way to 

ensure SNAs are protected while providing for new activities? Yes/no/Unclear? Please explain. If 

no, do you have an alternative suggestion? 



 

This is an arbitrary distinction as under this checklist nearly everything will be classified as high value, 

in our view, meaning anything that qualifies as medium-value will almost certainly qualify as high-

value.  

Q23: Do you agree with the new activities the proposed NPSIB provides for and the parameters 

within which they are provided for? (see Part 3.9(2)-(4) of the proposed NPSIB) Yes/no? Why/why 

not? 

As it is written it appears to allow for mineral and aggregate development. We are encouraged to 

see the wording under 3.9 (2) b) and c) – essentially noting that some activities have no choice as to 

where the activity can take place – we must mine where the minerals are.  

However, it appears such activities will be allowed only in ‘medium-value’ SNA’s, of which there will 

be none as almost everything will be classified as high, under Appendix 2.  

The use of the effects management hierarchy could, in theory, work, but there needs to an 

appreciation of the difference in scale between a small alluvial gold mine with half a dozen staff and 

a mine footprint of five or ten hectares at the most and a large publicly listed company with 

hundreds of millions of dollars in revenue per annum, disturbing hundreds of hectares of land.  

Q24: Do you agree with the proposed definition for nationally significant infrastructure? Yes/no? 

Why/why not? 

Not answered.  

Q25: Do you agree with the proposed approach to managing significant indigenous biodiversity 

within plantations forests, including that the specific management responses are dealt with in the 

NESPF? (see Part 3.10 of the proposed NPSIB) Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Not answered.  

Q26: Do you agree with managing existing activities and land uses, including pastoral farming, 

proposed in Part 3.12 of the proposed NPSIB? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Not answered.  

Q27: Does the proposed NPSIB provide the appropriate level of protection for indigenous 

biodiversity outside SNAs, with enough flexibility to allow other community outcomes to be met? 

Yes/no? Why/why not? 

No, our advice is that the constraints set will render development outside urban areas practically 

impossible. 

Q28: Do you think it is appropriate to consider both biodiversity offsets and biodiversity 

compensation (instead of considering them sequentially) for managing adverse effects on 

indigenous biodiversity outside of SNAs? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Yes, usually compensation will be some combination of offsets and financial compensation, and 

those proposing ways of allowing their development to go ahead while ensuring ‘no net loss’ or ‘net 

gain’ to the environment.  

Q29: Do you think the proposed NPSIB adequately provides for the development of Māori land? 

Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Not answered.  



 

Q30: Part 3.5 of the proposed NPSIB requires territorial authorities and regional councils to 

promote the resilience of indigenous biodiversity to climate change. Do you agree with this 

provision? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

What this will actually mean beyond the other obligations of the proposed policy is unclear.  

Q31: Do you think the inclusion of the precautionary approach in the proposed NPSIB is 

appropriate? (see Part 3.6 of the proposed NPSIB) Yes/no? Why/why not? 

One sees the logic, however the risk is this consistently leaves industry in the position of having to 

prove a negative at significant cost to both the business involved and also to the appropriate 

authority. The development of the precautionary approach had in mind a global audience, in 

particular, jurisdictions in which the rule of law is weak or non-existent. This is not the case in New 

Zealand, and, for this reason, the precautionary approach is not appropriate in New Zealand. For 

example, it could prevent DOC and others carrying out activities to enhance biodiversity.   

Q32: What is your preferred option for managing geothermal ecosystems? Please explain. a. 

Option 1  

b. Option 2  

c. Option 3  

d. Or your alternative option – please provide detail. 

No answer. 

Q33: We consider geothermal ecosystems to include geothermally influenced habitat, thermo-

tolerant fauna (including micro-organisms), and associated indigenous biodiversity. Do you agree? 

Yes/no? Why/why not? 

No answer. 

Q34: Do you agree with the framework for biodiversity offsets set out in Appendix 3 of the NPSIB? 

Yes/no? Why/why not? 

The effects management hierarchy, including the principles for biodiversity offsets, is generally 

sound. 

Appendix 3: 2 (ii) should be removed. An offset that is not technically feasible can’t be called an 

offset. As for the phrase ‘socially acceptable’, well, by whose definition? What is socially acceptable 

in a pub in Ikamatua will be different to what is socially acceptable in a craft beer bar on Cuba Street, 

Wellington. 

Note also that Principle 5 on like-for-like swaps is in conflict with Principle 9 on trading up. This 

needs to be resolved to provide for both avenues, as appropriate. 

Q35: Do you agree with the framework for biodiversity compensation set out in Appendix 4 of the 

NPSIB? Yes/no? Why/why not? Include an explanation if you consider the limits on the use of 

biodiversity compensation set out in Environment Court decision: Oceana Gold (New Zealand) 

Limited v Otago Regional Council as a better alternative. 

 

The Environment Court decision went down to the scale of individual plants, and is unworkable for 

land users and developers, also in respect of biodiversity offsets. This is one of the reasons Local 



 

Government New Zealand commissioned guidance on offsets and compensation, to produce a 

scheme that is actually workable in practice. There is a reason the Environment Court decision is 

unworkable and that is because it upheld the advocacy of Forest and Bird and the Environmental 

Defence Society. These people live in cities, by and large, and do not make their living on the land, 

and do not work in the private sector, and, in general have little or no understanding of how a 

business works. Anyone can come up with a scheme that suits their interests, and adversely affects 

another’s – this approach lacks accountability. Mining today is capable of managing and protecting 

biodiversity, and the effects management hierarchy, with some editing of content needed, for 

workability, is an enlightened and informed approach to providing for both mining and biodiversity. 

Applied as envisaged, it will lead to no net loss of, or a net gain in biodiversity, which is consistent 

with this NPS-IB.    

Q36: What level of residual adverse effect do you think biodiversity offsets and biodiversity 

compensation should apply to?  

a. More than minor residual adverse effects  

b. All residual adverse effects  

c. Other. Please explain. 

More than minor residual effects. If residual effects are no more than minor, then the purpose of the 

RMA will have been met. 

Q37: What specific information, support or resources would help you implement the provisions in 

this section (section C)? 

Some clear set of criteria for the effects hierarchy that has been established by qualified ecologists 

with an input from both environmental and industry groups. 

Q38: The proposed NPSIB promotes the restoration and enhancement of three priority areas: 

degraded SNAs; areas that provide important connectivity or buffering functions; and wetlands. 

(see Part 3.16 of the proposed NPSIB) Do you agree with these priorities? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

This is more work than anyone has the time, resource, or funding for, but is best done where 

possible by community groups and willing landowners. In general, however, this is a blunt 

instrument. On the West Coast, for instance, wetlands are not in short supply; they are in fact a 

common ecosystem, and, therefore, not a priority for management and protection.   

Q39: Do you see any challenges in wetland protection and management being driven through the 

Government’s Action for healthy waterways package while wetland restoration occurs through 

the NPSIB? Please explain. 

The healthy waterways package would require West Coast Regional Council to map and ground-

truth every wetland -  including wet paddocks, and boggy ground on high mountainsides - larger 

than 22 metres by 22 metres (0.05 hectares), which given the nature of the region would be all but 

impossible to do on any resourcing or time scale. It would be akin to going to Saudi Arabia and 

requiring their local government to count every sand dune that is more than 22m x 22m.    

Q40: Part 3.17 of the proposed NPSIB requires regional councils to establish a 10 per cent target 

for urban indigenous vegetation cover and separate indigenous vegetation targets for non-urban 

areas. Do you agree with this approach? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Not answered. 



 

 

Q41: Do you think regional biodiversity strategies should be required under the proposed NPSIB or 

promoted under the New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy? Please explain. 

Not answered.  

Q42: Do you agree with the proposed principles for regional biodiversity strategies set out in 

Appendix 5 of the proposed NPSIB? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

There are some fine lists in Appendix 5, nonetheless the idea any region (especially those with small 

rating bases that have actually some biodiversity left to protect) being able to fulfil such 

requirements is naïve. It’s all well and good having a goal, but a goal is as good as its ability to be 

achieved. There is nothing noble in having aspirations that cannot be realised.  

Q43: Do you think the proposed regional biodiversity strategy has a role in promoting other 

outcomes (eg, predator control or preventing the spread of pests and pathogens)? Please explain. 

Possibly, but one has to wonder why this is not best done through the Department of Conservation 

by simply increasing its funding or reprioritising its existing funding towards more pest control. And 

if it is going down that road, it should be pest control, not merely predator control. The full suite – 

deer, pigs, goats, rabbits, possums, mice, hedgehogs, trout, salmon, chamois, and thar. Again, one 

has to ask: is this not asking a bit much of a local authority that draws its rates from a resident 

population of 30,000 people?  

Q44: Do you agree with the timeframes for initiating and completing the development of a 

regional biodiversity strategy? (see Part 3.18 of the proposed NPSIB) Yes/no? Why/why not?  

Not answered.  

Q45: What specific information, support or resources would help you implement the provisions in 

this section (section D)? 

Not answered.  

Q46: Do you agree with the requirement for regional councils to develop a monitoring plan for 

indigenous biodiversity in its region and each of its districts, including requirements for what this 

monitoring plan should contain? (see Part 3.20) Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Not answered.  

Q47: Part 4.1 requires the Ministry for the Environment to undertake an effectiveness review of 

the proposed NPSIB. Do you agree with the requirements of this effectiveness review? Yes/no? 

Why/why not? 

Not answered.  

Q48: Do you agree with the proposed additional information requirements within Assessments of 

Environment Effects (AEEs) for activities that impact on indigenous biodiversity? (see Part 3.19 of 

the proposed NPSIB). Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Not answered.  

Q49: Which option for implementation of the proposed NPSIB do you prefer? Please explain.  



 

a. Implementation as soon as reasonably practicable – SNAs identified and mapped in five years, 

scheduled and notified in plans in six years.  

b. Progressive implementation programme – SNAs identified and mapped within seven years, 

scheduled and notified in plans in eight years 

As long as possible with as much central government support as possible.  

Q51: Which of the three options to identify and map SNAs on public conservation land (PCL) do 

you prefer? Please explain.  

a. Territorial authorities identify and map all SNAs including public conservation land  

b. Public conservation land deemed as SNAs  

c. No SNAs identified on public conservation land  

d. Other option. 

SNA’s should not be identified on conservation land. This land already has adequate legal protection- 

this includes the National Parks Act, Reserves Act, the Wildlife Act, the Resource Management Act, 

and the Conservation Act and its statutory land management planning system, and under access 

arrangements through the Crown Minerals Act. 

Q52: What do you think of the approach for identifying and mapping SNAs on other public land 

that is not public conservation land? 

One would assume the biodiversity values of road reserves to be compromised, and likely necessary 

for nationally significant infrastructure. There could be great cost for little benefit in carrying out this 

process.  

Q53: Part 3.4 requires local authorities to manage indigenous biodiversity and the effects on it of 

subdivision, use and development, in an integrated way. Do you agree with this provision? 

Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Yes.  

Q54: If the proposed NPSIB is implemented, then two pieces of national direction – the NZCPS and 

NPSIB – would apply in the landward-coastal environment. Part 1.6 of the proposed NPSIB states if 

there is a conflict between instruments the NZCPS prevails. Do you think the proposals in the 

NPSIB are clear enough for regional councils and territorial authorities to adequately identify and 

protect SNAs in the landward-coastal environment? Yes/no? Why /why not? 

Biodiversity is biodiversity wherever it’s found, and it would seem appropriate, as well as logical, for 

the national policy statement dedicated to biodiversity to take precedence in such situations.  

Q55: The indicative costs and benefits of the proposed NPSIB for landowners, tangata whenua, 

councils, stakeholders, and central government are set out in Section 32 Report and Cost Benefit 

Analysis. Do you think these costs and benefits are accurate? Please explain and provide examples 

of costs/benefits if these proposals will affect you or your work. 

We believe the West Coast Regional Council has carried out its own cost benefit analysis and defer 

to its submission on this matter.  



 

Q56: Do you think the proposed NPSIB should include a provision on use of transferable 

development rights? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Yes.  

Q57: What specific information, support or resources would help you implement the provisions in 

this section (section E)? 

A new Section 32 Report taking into account the impacts on all districts and regions.  

Q58: What support in general would you require to implement the proposed NPSIB? Please detail.  

a. Guidance material  

b. Technical expertise  

c. Scientific expertise  

d. Financial support  

e. All of above  

f. Other (please provide details). 

All of the above.  

Q59: Do you think a planning standard is needed to support the consistent implementation of 

some proposals in the proposed NPSIB? Yes/no? If yes, what specific provisions do you consider 

are effectively delivered through a planning standard tool? 

No, a NPS-IB should be enough.  

Q60: Do you think there are potential areas of tension or confusion between the proposed NPSIB 

and other national direction? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Yes, there should be clarity where overlaps occur with other national policy statements and Acts.  

Q61: Do you think it is useful for RMA plans to address activities that exacerbate the spread of 

pests and diseases threatening biodiversity, in conjunction with appropriate national or regional 

pest plan rules under the Biosecurity Act 1993? Yes/no? Why/why not? 

Not answered. 

Q62: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 

No answer. 

 


