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SupportDo you support these proposed changes?

Please provide reasons for you response

I do support proposed precautionary approach towards increasing activities within Fiordland, but I am
anxious of the effects that it will have on the operators in there now and also the accessibility for the
recreational boat owner. If the number of visitors, commercially wise, is not going to decrease, then
I dont see a potential risk to the surrounding towns/communities that rely on those tourists/travellers
for business and revenue. If a recreational boat user is still able to access Fiordland, under similar
restrictions and regulations, then I dont see that being a problem either. My concern will be if those
restrictions are made unrealistic for a recreational user to abide to. Fiordland still needs to be available
to "all New Zealanders".

I do support the concerns raised in regards to the wilderness and remoteness values of Fiordlands
coastal environment, and do not want to see the degradation of this by "man". But I do see the Cruise
Ships, just passing through, that have no beneficial factor to the environment or the financial assistance
to the region ie. infrastructure/maintenance (apart from the fee going to ES), as the biggest
environmental risk to the Fiordland coastal area. The main risk being an oil spill and/or capsize. It is
a remote area of our country and help will not be there quickly, which could exacerbate the impact of
such an event on the coastal region and aquatic life.

I understand that any of the consents currently in place, will be under DOC jurisdiction. The National
Parks Policy is extremely overdue and have concerns that the highlighting of coastal activities and
their impact, by ES, will somehow fuel DOC's fire in obtaining information that could jeopardise the
future re-issuing of those consents. We also have the Milford Op's strategy in the proposal stage for
the likes of Milford Sound, who are trying to promote but control the number of visitors to the fiord
(which is a good thing). There is alot going on and it only seems to make sense that the communication
becomes very open and fluent with the communities and operators and population that are going to
be "scooped up" within its parameters. I'm quite confident in saying that it will not be the local
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communites and operators that are causing massive impact on the environmental resources, but more
so the "out of region" visitors that come to reap the rewards of its presence ie. blue fin tuna fishing,
diving, hunting.

Public Hearing

If others make a similar submission, I will consider
presenting a joint case with them at a hearing

Please choose one of the following options:

Trade Competition
If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to
make a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act
1991.

I could notPlease check the boxes that apply to you: I
could/could not gain an advantage in trade
competition through this submission.

I am notI am/am not directly affected by an effect of the
subject matter of the submission that: (a) adversely
affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to
trade competition or the effects of trade
competition.
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_____________________________________________________________________ 

  Certified Environmental Practitioner 

Chisholm  
Associates 

 
PO Box 125, Manapouri 9643    Ph (027) 221-4739  
       e-mail: bill@chisholm.co.nz  
 

24th July 2022 

SUBMISSION 

 

The Chief Executive Officer, 

Environment Southland, 

Price Street, Waikiwi, 

Invercargill.   

 

SUBMISSION TO ENVIRONMENT SOUTHLAND ON BEHALF OF WILLIAM 

PATRICK CHISHOLM, ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 5 

 

My submission is on the Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Proposed Plan Change 

5 – Section 16 Surface water activities on the internal waters of Fiordland from 

Yates Point to Puysegur Point: 

 

I WOULD LIKE TO BE HEARD ON THIS SUBMISSION. 

 

The address for service is:  Attn:  Bill Chisholm,  PO Box 125, Manapouri.  Ph (027) 

2214739; email bill@chisholm.co.nz 

 

My submission OPPOSES the proposed Plan change in its entirety.  It is, in fact, absurd 

for the following reasons: 

 

1.  The proposal seeks to manage the intensity and distribution of surface water activity 

but it doesn’t.  It doesn’t manage recreational vessels nor cruise ships.  Outside of 

Milford and Doubtful sounds these two categories make up over 70% of the tourist boat 

traffic and 90% of the visitors to the area.  Managing surface water activities of 

commercial charter vessels < 1000 tonnes will not have any meaningful effect on the 

values the Plan change seeks to “protect”. 

 

2.  The “wilderness and remoteness” values the Plan change seeks to “protect” are 

subjective at best, and somewhat overblown.  While Fiordland National Park has many 

wilderness and remoteness values, the internal waters are actually areas well-used by 

boaties.  It is normal for boaties to head for Fiordland in this area of the “”roaring forties” 

where there are no safe havens for hundreds of kilometres.  Assuming that these waters 

somehow have “remoteness” values to be preserved, defies the fact that these waters have 

been well-used by vessels since Captain Cook first entered them in 1772 (and parked up 

for 5 weeks).   
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_____________________________________________________________________ 

  Certified Environmental Practitioner 

3. Whomever considers the “wilderness and remoteness” values of Fiordland waters to be 

degraded wasn’t around in the 1970’s and 1980’s.  Back then, crayboats  and other 

fishing boats were everywhere in Fiordland (as well as helicopters undertaking live 

capture of deer).  Fiordland is nothing like this now.  Anyone stating that there are values 

under threat from the few mid-size charter vessels operating in Fiordland, is either not 

familiar with the area or has an ulterior motive.   

 

4.   The Kay Booth report is not fit-for-purpose.  The Environment Southland website 

states: 

 

The report provides the supporting technical basis for this proposed change to the 

Regional Coastal Plan. 

 

The Kay Booth report does nothing of the sort.  The Report provides a fairly thorough 

review of existing knowledge, literature etc and provides background material on the 

topic.  However, this report fails as a basis for Plan change in four ways: 

 

1. It contains no meaningful objective data,  

2. It fails to capture available data, especially consent activity data 

3. It makes conclusions unsupported by data  

4. It relies on data contaminated by trade-competitor bias.  

 

The report relies on interviews only.  It does not look at changes in the number of vessels 

working in Fiordland during the cray boom and what attitudes were like then.  It does not 

look at the consent activity data required by Environment Southland and whether there 

have been any changes in activities over the years.  Because of Covid, there were no 

interviews of  passengers or recreational boaties.  Only the opinions of 27 “primarily 

commercial tourism and charter boat operators” were analysed.  Perversely, these are the 

same people who are partly excluded from this process as “trade competitors”.  Yet the 

entire dataset used to analyse “trends” comes from these same trade competitors.  If 

Environment Southland believes that the opinions of trade competitors are too biased to 

allow their full participation in the process, then why are their opinions (and theirs alone) 

used to provide the basis for the Plan change?   

 

General comment 

 

The issue of natural character and its definition is complex, and its application to 

Fiordland has been fraught with anomalies.  For the Plan change 5 proposal there has 

been no consideration for the number of un-used consents currently issued.  There has 

been no consideration for the quality of commercial charter vessels, only the quantity.  

There has been no consideration of the number of passengers carried by each vessel.  

Larger-capacity vessels allow more people to visit.  There has been no consideration of 

the social and economic effects of closing this low-impact industry on a tourism sector 

already blighted by Covid.  There has been no consideration of the effects on commercial 

charter vessels undertaking research, surveying, monitoring, etc.  Many of these vessels 
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  Certified Environmental Practitioner 

will need consent to operate in Fiordland.  If they can’t get a consent then the research 

will not happen.     

 

Of particular concern is the practice of using “actual and potential effects” on ecological, 

landscape and natural character values as a way of allowing existing small-vessel 

commercial operators in Fiordland to exclude trade competitors.  Consequently, I expect 

some of the Kay Booth report interviewees have expressed “serious concerns” about the 

effects of more commercial vessels on natural character/wilderness values etc; whereas 

their hidden agenda is more about excluding trade competition. 

 

There is considerable scope for more and larger commercial charter vessels to operate in 

Fiordland.  I agree with the policy of encouraging day-trips to operate mainly from 

Milford and Doubtful Sounds.  However, there needs to be more provision for (an 

appropriate type of) commercial charter vessels elsewhere, to allow people to visit these 

areas in an environmentally sensitive way (i.e. not using recreational vessels or aircraft). 

Doing this will avoid the adverse “effects” on natural character of increased and 

unrestricted recreational and aircraft activity in these areas. 

 

The Fiordland Sounds are vast.  The stark landforms provide a level of natural character 

to passengers which significantly diminish the “effects” caused by passing vessels.  I 

have never heard complaints from rank-and-file passengers on charter vessels about the 

number of vessels operating anywhere in Fiordland, including Milford and Doubtful 

Sounds.  I personally have no problem with commercial charter vessels operating 

throughout Fiordland, providing they are of a suitable type (i.e. built to safely operate in 

the area).  I have no concerns about the actual or potential effects of appropriate 

commercial charter vessels on natural character or passenger satisfaction.  My issue of 

concern here is the use of “natural character” effects as a way to stifle trade competition.   

 

Commercial charter vessels provide a service to people who might otherwise not have the 

ability to visit Fiordland, go ashore and experience its significant landforms.  This 

includes the elderly and infirm.  If these people wanted to visit Fiordland in a safe and 

comfortable manner, they would either need to hire a helicopter, or go on an unrestricted 

recreational vessel.  These alternatives have far greater adverse “effects” on natural 

character than the occasional visit by a commercial charter vessel.  Commercial charter 

vessels  provide this  service to people who would otherwise be excluded from visiting 

this part of the World Heritage Area, while actually reducing the potential “effects” of 

unrestricted recreational vessels on natural character. The Coastal Plan should recognise 

this need for commercial services and make provision throughout Fiordland for more 

commercial operations. 

 

Regarding the situation with “commercial” versus “recreational” vessels and commercial 

fishing vessels.  All types have essentially the same “effect” on natural character.  Coastal 

Plans do not restrict recreational or commercial fishing vessels.  This is not because of 

their having no “effects” on natural character, but because it is politically expedient. 

 



_____________________________________________________________________ 

  Certified Environmental Practitioner 

Cruise ships also provide a service for those who would otherwise not be able to visit this 

part of Fiordland.  Indeed, cruise ships reduce “effects” on natural character because they 

take so many passengers i.e. the vessel-passenger ratio is considerably greater than 

smaller commercial charter vessels. 

   

In conclusion, this entire Plan change 5 proposal is absurd in the extreme and it 

should be withdrawn immediately.  

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 
W.P. Chisholm BSc, Msc (Hons) 

Certified Environmental Practitioner 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
23 August 2022 

 

 

Environment Southland 

Private Bag 90116 

Invercargill 9840 

Attn: Regional Coastal Plan Change 

 

BY EMAIL: consultation@es.govt.nz 
 

 

 

SUBMISSION 

Regional Coastal Plan Change 

 

This submission is made by the CRA8 Rock Lobster Industry Association Inc. (“the 

Association”). This organisation is a fully constituted and incorporated society that is 

recognised as the commercial stakeholder organisation representing the interests of the 

commercial rock lobster industry in the southern South Island including South Westland, 

Fiordland, Stewart Island, Foveaux Strait and adjacent islands. 

 

In summary, the Association supports all of the proposed changes. Reasons for our support 

are set out below. 

 

Members of the Association have witnessed significant changes in the Fiordland Marine Area 

in recent years in respect to the number of vessels operating under commercial surface water 

consents and the consequent impacts on the values that make Fiordland unique and important. 

Accordingly, the Association supports the actions of Environment Southland to halt further 

adverse effects until a complete assessment of the consenting regime and the effects of 

consents can be carried out as part of the review of the Southland Regional Coastal Plan 

(SRCP). 

 

A significant factor is the current lack of a framework to assess cumulative effects of surface 

water activities (SWA). Milford and Doubtful Sound have been the major areas of focus for 

SWA for many years but that is now changing and vessels and their activities (and effects) 

have spread to all areas of Fiordland. Ironically some of this spread is a reaction to the 

expectations of clients that they will experience remoteness not interrupted by other vessels 

or activities.  
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In addition, there are now associated activities that are currently not sufficiently contemplated 

within the SRCP that have adverse effects on remote and wilderness values. Specifically, the 

number of aircraft and helicopter movements in support of SWA. These can and do occur 

multiple times within a day where clients fly in to a vessel where they undertake a day trip 

and then fly out again.   

 

Another major concern is that many operators are not operating to the full extent of their 

consents. Therefore, the potential exists within currently granted consents for significantly 

more activity than is currently occurring. This will have impacts on wilderness and 

remoteness values but will also degrade the experience for clients in any of the fiords.  

 

There are a limited number of suitable anchorages within Fiordland that provide safe shelter 

for vessels. The proliferation and increase in size of vessels is creating issues at anchorages as 

many of them are limited in space. Safety of vessels and their passengers is compromised if 

operators of vessels cannot access these anchorages.  

 

The Association agrees that more guidance is required on the setting of consent terms. Effects 

and circumstances change over time. While consent terms of 20 years (or even longer) may 

be appropriate in some instances (eg: for structures), for most, shorter terms are more 

reasonable. This will allow a review of effects at the time of renewal.  

 

One point the Association submits should be considered in the review of the SRCP is that the 

effective halt on the granting of surface water consents in the Fiordland Marine Area may 

result in a shift or increase of some operations from Fiordland to Stewart Island. The 

Association believes that a similar regime for SWA and consents should be considered for 

Stewart Island. 

 

 

 

 
Malcolm Lawson 

Chief Executive Officer 
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DESTINATION 
MILFORD SOUND 
(DMS)

• We are the single, unified voice representing those

who operate in Piopiotahi Milford Sound.

• We take a planned and deliberate approach to the

future of our region.

• We are here to ensure that our jewel is a safe, well

managed and sustainable place for generations to

come.

• Our collective knowledge and understanding of

the region is second to none.

• We work in partnership with all who have an

interest to prioritise and progress what is right for

Piopiotahi.



DESTINATION 
MILFORD SOUND 
MEMBERS

• Milford Sound Tourism

• Real NZ

• Southern Discoveries

• Cruise Milford Sound

• Pure Milford

• Mitre Peak Cruises

• Fiordland Discovery

• Trojan – Milford Track and Mitre Peak Lodge

• Milford Sound Infrastructure

• QMUG (Air Operators)

• NZ Cruise Association

• Port of Otago

• Various Independent Transport Operators

• Welcome to additional new members

These members represent over $300m 

of total assets invested in Piopiotahi 

Milford Sound

A wide group of businesses who 

operate and care deeply for 

Piopiotahi Milford Sound



DMS STEERING COMMITTEE

Mark 
Quickfall

DMS Chairman, 
and representing 

Tourism

Roger 
Wilson

DMS Deputy 
Chairman, and 

representing Water 
Operators.

James 
Stokes

Representing Air 
Operators

Paul 
Anderson

Representing Land 
Operators

Committee 
Support

AJ Millward –
Strategic 
Consultant

Haylee Preston –
Administration 
Support
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DMS AND COLLABORATION 
DMS is proactively engaging with:

6

Conservation 
Boards

Ngai Tahu

Ministry of  
Transport

CAA

Milford 
Sound 

Stakeholders

Tourism 
Industry (TIA, 
TECNZ, TNZ)

MOP

Central 
Government

Local 
Government

Department 
of  

Conservation

MBIE

Regional 
Tourism 

Organisations

DMS believe that the future of 
Piopiotahi Milford Sound is 

dependent on establishing a 
collaborative governance 
model between public and 

private sector, and ensuring 
all stakeholders have a strong 

incentive to invest for a 
sustainable future.

Ministers 
and 

Politicians



PIOPIOTAHI 
MILFORD SOUND 

IT IS NOT 
BROKEN
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Research by the University of 
Otago showed very high 
satisfaction levels were 

being maintained (94%) at 
peak visitor levels.



MOP MASTERPLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

 Destination Milford Sound agree with the need for a masterplan but does not support all its
recommendations and questions whether there would be govt/industry support for the $400m price
tag.

 It is critical that the masterplan’s foundations are set firmly within the realities of what is possible to
deliver by the public and private sectors; the realities of the tourism industry and market; and what is
essential to protect the conservation values of the whenua.

 The masterplan also lacks substance on two major issues that are prerequisites for the sustainability of
Piopiotahi: a future collaborative governance structure, and stimulation of both public and private
sector investment to achieve a sustainable future.
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MOP MASTERPLAN KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Visitor Levy

Funding is important to develop quality infrastructure, facilities and contribute to conservation. Whilst Milford is considered a must
see, we cannot overprice the experience or people will simply switch off. Destination Milford Sound notes the potential unintended
consequences of charging Milford visitors a levy in re-directing them to other parts of the Fiordland National Park, or National
Parks throughout NZ which remain free. Funds collected should directly benefit Piopiotahi Milford Sound.

2. Improve Governance/Management of Milford
Destination Milford Sound support and encourage changes to existing governance structures. We consider a model that brings
together public and private sectors with iwi and regional councils is the way of the future. To date, governance and management of
tourism access to the conservation estate and other government managed assets involves many different agencies and timelines.
This leads to frustration for all involved, including officials and Ministers. We support reviewing, streamlining and implementing fit-
for-purpose and future focused decision making and governance.

3. Te Anau Hub
Destination Milford Sound supports the concept of a hub at Te Anau, subject to a wider investigation into the financial feasibility of 
such a facility, as we note that Te Anau is unlikely to be the key departure point for Piopiotahi Milford Sound or the destination of 
choice ahead of Queenstown. If capital costs and operational expenditure of such a facility are to be passed onto the Piopiotahi
Milford Sound visitor, what impact would this have on the elasticity of the market?
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MOP MASTERPLAN KEY RECOMMENDATIONS CONT.

4. Corridor Improvements (Knobs Flat/Park and Ride)
Destination Milford Sound supports improvements to the Corridor and considers this a good opportunity to plan for and manage
future growth. Support for the proposed development of the Knobs Flat and Kiosk Creek sites, including food and accommodation
offerings and an information centre. Knobs Flat is also an obvious staging point for park and ride activities, and logical point to
which private motor vehicles (without pre-booked parking at Milford) can drive to.

5. Close Airport runway
Destination Milford Sound does not support closing Milford Sound Airport to fixed wing aircraft. Public consultation was carried
out by MOP and 85% of respondents disagreed with removing the airstrip. Aviation is one of the best ways to extend the operating
day, which helps smooth visitor peaks throughout the day. Note that the 25 million runway repair figure quoted in the Milford
Opportunities Project does not relate to Milford Airport. It is based on a runway upgrade in the Chatham Islands to bring that
runway up to the required standard to accept movements of a Boeing 737 – an aircraft 17 times the weight of the heaviest aircraft
that lands at Milford. Destination Milford Sound believes the lack of airport facilities could be overcome by including an
appropriate scale airport terminal in the masterplan.
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MOP MASTERPLAN KEY RECOMMENDATIONS CONT.

6. Ban Cruise Ships
Destination Milford Sound does not support the proposal to ban cruise ships in Piopiotahi Milford Sound, the masterplan states
there is very little adverse visitor reaction to cruise ships visits. The prevention of access to Piopiotahi Milford Sound will have a
flow on effect to the number of cruise ships visiting New Zealand, which will have a negative effect on the economies of Otago, the
South Island and the rest of New Zealand. Destination Milford Sound will continue to work with the cruise industry to manage air
emissions, recognising that cruise ship technology continues to improve and the industry is working towards a zero-carbon future
for shipping.

7. Relocate Staff Housing and Construction of new multi-level accommodation block
Destination Milford Sound does not support the relocation of staff to a newly constructed accommodation block because there is a
considerable investment in staff housing by each of the operating companies, and $15m already spent by Central Government in
raising the Cleddau Delta to provide safer accommodation for staff.
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MOP MASTERPLAN KEY RECOMMENDATIONS CONT.

8. Milford Sound Infrastructure Changes
Destination Milford Sound does not support the construction of a new visitor centre adjacent to the current hotel site. This
appears to be an unnecessary capital investment when the existing visitor terminal can be repurposed and if necessary, enlarged
over the existing coach park, to cater for changing market trends and visitor requirements. The existing coach park would be
relocated to an alternative site, such as Little Tahiti.

Destination Milford Sound does not support reducing and reallocating parking to the site currently occupied by staff
accommodation. While DMS supports the introduction of pre-booked car-parking, in this case the existing number of 241 car-parks
should be retained to allow for up to 500 vehicles a day. DMS supports further investigation into solving Milford car parking issues
by the construction of a multi-level car park. This would allow existing car parks to be repurposed for visitor enjoyment. The top-
level of a multi-level carpark could act as a safe haven for staff and visitors in the event of a tsunami.
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DMS CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
 This conceptual site plan on the following slide proposes new facilities, upgrades and repurposing of many existing

facilities. Some of these improvements have already been planned for by existing businesses. Of note, key new
developments include several infrastructure assets of scale: airport terminal/facilities, a multi-level carpark and a
community centre – all if business cases prove them viable. In addition to this we agree with the proposed viewing
decks, some new walks and ancillary facilities for the airport and marina, again if business cases prove them viable.

 Significant upgrades are proposed for core facilities (hotel/café, existing public toilets and the runway). Innovative
repurposing of the existing visitor terminal, some carparking, and the walking system are proposed as cost effective
ways to maximise assets that have not yet reached end of life.

 It is envisaged that this solution would be achieved using a partnership management model, governed (following a
successful trial) by our new participatory governance model. All parties of the partnership will be held accountable by
the governance committee for delivering outcomes. The implementation group would be responsible for finding
solutions to current problems and future destination management planning. They would also be responsible for
delivering upon these solutions and plans.
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DMS Conceptual Site Plan
(legend on next slide)



DMS CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN LEGEND
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WHERE TO FROM HERE:

The DMS Committee meets regularly, with quarterly meetings for all 
members
We continue to engage regularly with government and the MOP project 

team
We believe locally designed solutions represent the future of Piopiotahi
We welcome you to join our unified voice

16



PIOPIOTAHI 
MILFORD 
SOUND

Destination Milford Sound 

July 2022
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In Māori legend, a single bird (the piopio) is said to have flown
to Milford Sound to mourn the passing of the legendary Maui,
who died here trying to win immortality for his people. The
legend of this majestic fiord has continued to grow and there
are few other places in Aotearoa that are as iconic, so
uniquely New Zealand, as Piopiotahi Milford Sound. It is a
taonga, revered through history by Māori through to early
European settlers, and in more recent times by domestic and
international travellers who have flocked here to marvel at
the grandeur and wealth of natural and cultural heritage.
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SUBMISSION FORM 
To: Proposed Coastal Plan - Commercial Surface Water Activities 

Name:  Mark Quickfall, Organisation: Destination Milford Sound, Mobile: 0274 336 576 
Email mark.quickfall@totallytourism.co.nz 
Postal address: C/- PO Box 634 Queenstown 
 
Date 26 August 2022  
 
 
This is a submission on the Proposed Southland Regional Coastal Plan – Plan Change 5. 
 
Destination Milford Sound submission: 
 
While the submitter supports the intention of PC5, the level of protection afforded through the provisions of PC5 (and any future review of the 
Regional Coastal Plan) should be balanced to enable the continued provision of high-quality tourism opportunities alongside protection of the 
important natural values. 
 
Our submission focuses on the importance of Milford Sound Tourism to New Zealand and the region. 

The attached DMS Position Paper responds and outlines Destination Milford Sound’s perspectives in relation to the Milford Opportunities Project’s 
masterplan, which was released in July 2021.  

Destination Milford Sound supports the broad direction of the masterplan.  However, Destination Milford Sound disagrees with some of the 
proposals in the MOP masterplan. Our perspectives are focused on core themes essential for the future of Piopiotahi Milford Sound and Fiordland. 

Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 - Section 16 
Surface water activities on the internal waters of Fiordland from 
Yates Point to Puysegur Point 

carmenr
Text Box
Destination Milford Sound - 04



Some themes impact directly on Milford Sound Piopiotahi and coastal waters.  It is important Environment Southland considers these themes when 
formulating the Coastal Plan.  

The attached DMS Position Paper sets out Destination Milford Sound’s vision for the future of Piopiotahi Milford Sound based on the collective view 
from the businesses and sectors that operate in or promote our region.   

Destination Milford Sound 

 We are the single, unified voice representing those who operate in Piopiotahi Milford Sound. 
 We take a fact-based, planned, and deliberate approach to ensure Milford Sound is a safe, professionally managed, and sustainable place for 

generations to come. 
 Our knowledge and understanding of our region, markets and visitor flows is indispensable. 
 We collectively acknowledge and have reflected on the accelerated pre-Covid growth in visitor numbers. 
 The gradual recovery we are expecting in visitor numbers gives us the opportunity to progress towards an improved Piopiotahi Milford 

Sound. 
 As a group, we have a shared interest in delivering quality, sustainable, and safe experiences to all Milford Sound visitors, both domestic and 

international. 
 We are engaging with government, iwi, key stakeholders and interest groups on solutions and a partnership model to improve Piopiotahi 

Milford Sound. 
 
The submitter wishes to be heard in support of their submission.  
If others, make a similar submission the submitter will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mark Quickfall 
On behalf of DMS 
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Neither support or opposeDo you support these proposed changes?

Please provide reasons for you response

The fundamentals of looking after waters and surroundings of Fiordland for the next generations can
not be argued with, we all want that for our people.

For the purpose of feedback here, we have excluded Milford Sound area as we believe Milford Ops
will address this in a wider format for that area in a more detail complex matter. Feedback is based
then on every other part of the Fiordland waters.

We do however, see a need to be environmental and economically sustainable for our community's
people and business.

When approaching ES staff for background information on usage rates of consents and percentile use
of existing consents being used in total, this was not able to be provided as it wasn't on hand nor was
there any knowledge of total PAXs travelling in on what days. This information is key to making an
informed choice on what peak usage might look like nor is there an agreed figure on usage from
community consultation. What should peak look like.....

Some data was provided from the 19-20 year pre covid, which seemed potentially inaccurate as the
biggest calender month was December which doesn't align with local peaks in visitors and the world
isn't travelling like it used too and won't for some time now and can't be used to reflect the "now"

From what could be seen was, there were a number of consents held against a boats not a company
to operate. For example there is currently only one operator operating for day cruise service for Doubtful
Sound. Yet on the face of consents there would appear to be multiple options.
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Guest feedback in my own business are always using words like tranquil, relaxed, remote, no people,
magical, truly unbelievable, privileged. I have also reached out to a New Zealand travel tips facebook
(35,000 followers) page to gauge feedback from people that have travelled to the Doubtful Sound area
on what there feelings were about commercial use in the Doubtful Sound area and 100% believed it
did not seem be over commercialised.

My own experience on a two night stay on Doubtful Sound was, only one other overnight operator
seen for a very short time frame of less than 1 hr for the two night 3 day trip. We did see 4-6 different
recreational boats and of course the fishing fleet which did not affect our wilderness experience. The
company we stayed did an outstanding job explaining the history, the environmental work current and
future state and how their own company was working with organisations within the community to
enhance pest free islands. All work funded by commercial operations.

Each person visiting Doubtful Sound area on average is spending $200- 300each per day. This would
be more for longer trips. Not considering applications for renewal or minor expansion does have a
massive flow on affect for our community.

Therefore going forward, we would like to see more detailed information on daily usage current state
and what does that look like in terms of overall usage on consents in that area as we believe this
information is key to making informed choice on to support or oppose.

Consultation with local communities on what they believe peak usage could look like for future state
and work backwards from there, this could mean reduction or potential increases.

What is the agreed interpretation (history, environment, conservation) required from commercial consent
holders as this is a key education that should be applied for the greater NZ good and ensure this area
maintains its beauty.

More accuracy on daily paxs visited and overlay on consented usage. (better planning with what we
have).

What work are the commercial operators putting into community environmental projects within this
area (what value does NZ gain from this)

What work would be done to manage recreational use and to ensure their vessels comply with meeting
environmental standards for the area.

Our people can't all get to these places by themselves and rely on commercial providers to see their
country before they pass and we, as a local business area rely on commercial activity help to keep
communities alive but agree it needs to be sustainable for both our environment ( our backyard) as
well as economically sustainable.

Public Hearing

I do wish to be heard in support of my submissionPlease choose one of the following options:

Trade Competition
If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to
make a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act
1991.

I could notPlease check the boxes that apply to you: I
could/could not gain an advantage in trade
competition through this submission.

I am notI am/am not directly affected by an effect of the
subject matter of the submission that: (a) adversely
affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to
trade competition or the effects of trade
competition.
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Hi Lucy, 

 

Thank you and the Environment Southland (ES) team for taking the step and putting in place 

some measures to curb pressures highlighted from Derek Brown and Myself from Fiordland 

Charters over the last 10 yrs along with numerous other long term charter operator/owners 

(Chris Lemin, Richard Aberneathy, Maria Kuster n Sean Ellis and Brian Humphires) by which 

we have been trying to notify ES, the Fiordland Marine Guardians and local Iwi over the last 

few years of our concerns of Fiordland marine area. I acknowledge this has taken some time, 

resources and alot of time!  

 

I (Fiordland Charters) along with Derek Brown support your temporary changes to your 

Coastal policy to pull the reins in on the increased amount of Fiordland commercial surface 

permits. We fully support FMG, Ngai Tahu, CRAY8 fisherman and local charter 

operators/owners position on this policy change.  

 

I seek to be informed on the proposed policy progress, updates and any further information.  

 

Warm regards 

Mitch 
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Environment Southland 
By email 
 

29th August, 2022 

 

Tēnā kōrua, 

 
Fiordland Marine Guardians’ submission on Coastal Plan Change 5 

 
The Fiordland Marine Guardians have considered the proposal for the plan change to section 16.2 – 
Surface Water Activities and wish to make the following comments. We wish to speak to our submission 
at the hearing. 
 
The Guardians are appreciative that the council has notified this proposed Plan Change in 
response to the concerns we raised with council in late 2020 regarding the adverse effects of 
increasing commercial and recreation surface water use on the significant values in the Fiordland 
Marine Area (FMA). We support the initiation of this plan change as a method to avoid these 
further adverse effects and ‘hold the line’ until the long-term carrying capacity for surface water 
activities in the FMA is developed through the review of the current Regional Coastal Plan.  

We are also appreciative that council has made several changes to this publicly notified Plan 
Change based on the submission by the Guardians to the limited notified Plan Change circulated 
to stakeholders in April. 

We support the changes to 16.1 Introduction, Issue 16.1.1 and Objective 16.1.1, and the addition 
in Objective 16.1.1 that ‘A sustainable “carrying capacity” that maintains the essential 
characteristics of the area needs to be determined.’ We think that this Objective would be further 
strengthened by the following change: 

Objective 16.1.1 Restore essential characteristics. As many of these characteristics have already 
been degraded by the increasing frequency, scale and/or duration of commercial and non-
commercial surface water activities the aim of this objective would send the message that this 
current (declining) state is not acceptable. Given the time it will take for this plan change and the 
planned Regional Coastal Plan Review to become operative, further unacceptable decline in these 
essential characteristics will occur unless this change is made. 

For example the current level of these surface water activities in Te Puaitahi/Breaksea Sound and 
Tamatea/Dusky Sound should not be the permitted baseline. 
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Council also needs to recognise now in this Objective that the ‘latent effort’ in existing consents is 
not acceptable and make the necessary changes needed to reflect this. 

The changes to Objectives 16.1.2 are supported. 

 

POLICIES 

The changes to Policy 16.2.1 are supported as these provide an improved explanation of the 
possible risks of surface water activities to natural character, landscape and amenity values.  

The Guardians are very supportive of the new wording for Policy 16.2.2 – Avoid adverse effects 
on internationally, nationally and regionally significant values. And in particular 1.-7., which 
describes how the adverse effects of SWA’s can be avoided. This list would be further 
strengthened by the following addition, 

i  recognising the values in the Fiordland (Te Moana o Atawhenua) Marine Act 2005 and the role 
of the Fiordland Marine Guardians in regard to this legislation; 

We would support a review of the areas in the Fiordland coastal marine area that would meet the 
criteria of this Policy. 

The Explanation (page 7) would be further strengthened by the addition of the following wording: 

- 1st para, 2nd sentence, ‘This unspoilt nature which has no habitation from the presence of for 
example bach’s, combined with…’   

-last para, 2nd sentence, change to ‘People then start seeking areas elsewhere such as Rakiura 
which still offer…’,  

 -last para, 3rd to last sentence, change to ‘In some areas of the Fiordland coastal environment 
these values have already been eroded.’ 

 

We strongly support new Policy 16.2.3 - Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on marine mammals 
with the addition in the last sentence, ‘….it is intended that this policy will have the flexibility to 
be able to include not only current research and/or guidelines but also to be informed by new 
research outputs which may then be taken into consideration,….’. 

The changes to Policy 16.2.4 are supported but we remain concerned that no mention is made (as 
suggested in our April submission), to include the growing trend for fly-in-fly-out day operations 
throughout the FMA. We believe the potential adverse effects on policy would be further 
strengthened by the following addition (page 8, 1st para), ‘Exclude commercial day-trips including 
fly-in-fly-out activities from….’. 



 
 

We support the changes made to Policy 16.2.5 – Non-commercial users, and in particular the 
addition of the reference to the Fiordland Marine Guardians’ User’s Guide Beneath the 
Reflections: Guide to Fiordland (2021) where all visitors to Fiordland are strongly encouraged to 
familiarise themselves with the rules contained within it before visiting. We acknowledge and 
support the council’s contribution to the Clean Vessel Pass initiative and their support for 
distributing the Guardian’s User’s Guide. But some explanation as to how the council would 
encourage visitors, and particularly non-commercial users to use this guide book would be 
helpful. 

We consider that the User’s Guide and our regular newsletters are a more effective and 
accessible ‘tool’ for non-commercial users in the Fiordland coastal marine area than the 
unnecessary duplication of it by a yet to be developed and potentially ‘resource-hungry’ exercise 
in producing an ‘additional’ code of practice. 

We support the changes made to Policy 16.2.6 – Fiord Terminology. 

We support some of the changes made to Policy 16.2.7 but are concerned that Tamatea/Dusky 
Sound and Te Puaitaha/Breaksea Sound have been demoted from providing a ‘wilderness’ to a 
‘remoteness’ experience in the proposed management of the adverse effects of surface water 
activities in these areas. This could result in these areas becoming a ‘new’ Milford 
Sound/Piopiotahi in terms of increased adverse effects of these activities on these values. This 
should not be the new baseline.  

We appreciate that this chapter of the coastal plan does not deal with Cruise Ships, however, we 
would like to better understand how this policy will align with the Cruise Ship Deed of Agreement, 
now and in the future.  

We also support the new text added in the last paragraph. 

We support the addition of new Policy 16.2.8 – Impact on wilderness and remoteness values, and 
in particular that it specifies what activities might negatively impact on the values specified in the 
policy. 

We suggest for clarity that 5. increased ancillary activities should read ‘increased ancillary activity, 
including helicopter landings below mean high water and on vessel-based landing platforms. This 
definition also needs to be added to the definition of Ancillary activities in the Glossary on page 
21 as requested further on in this submission. 

We also request the addition to this Policy’s list of matters to be considered to include the 
following: 

9. concentration of consented activity in any particular areas where such an activity may be made 
more concentrated by other surface water consent holders, for example an increase in activity in 
the more remote Tamatea/Dusky Sound; and 



 
 

10. provisions to prevent the continuous operation of any surface water activity consent on a 
daily basis outside of Milford Sound/Piopiotahi and Doubtful Sound/Patea. In effect we are 
requesting that the maximum daily allowance for the consent to be utilized is specified for each 
calendar year in order to prevent for example the continuous operation of fly-in-fly-out activities.  

In the Explanation to this Policy the following should be added to clarify this: 

9. & 10. are added in order to manage/spread of consented activity and to stop the concentration 
of this activity in any one area outside of Milford Sound/Piopiotahi. The allocation of a maximum 
number of days a consent can be utilised will prevent the continuous operation of a fly-in-fly-out 
model that would lead to a concentration of activity and consequential pressure on more remote 
Fiordland coastal marine areas. 

We support the important inclusion in this policy (page 13), of the reference to Policy 3 of the 
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement which requires the adoption of a precautionary approach 
towards proposed activities whose effects on the coastal environment are uncertain, unknown or 
little understood but potentially significant. We also support the addition of the reference to the 
2021 Lindis Consulting report, The Wilderness and Remoteness Values of Fiordland Waters in this 
policy. 

We support Policy 16.2.9 with the following addition, 

2 access services including maintenance, and repairs and vessel refuelling. 

We support Policy 16.2.10 – Monitoring of surface water activities including ancillary activities 
and their effects, should include the following addition: ‘Monitor the scale, geographical scope 
and distribution of surface water activities, including ancillary activities and their effects on visitor 
perceptions and the physical environment.’  

However, we recommend that this policy would be further strengthened by the following 
alterations, ‘Where possible, tThe opportunity should will be taken to obtain baseline information 
in advance of activities (including their ancillary activities) becoming an issue.’  

Without the ability to monitor and measure these potential adverse effects we suggest it is not 
possible to effectively manage them under this Plan Change. And we recommend that this policy 
would have a future-focused approach by including the potential adverse effects of the growth in 
‘fly-in-fly-out’ activities. For example, ancillary activities such as multiple daily helicopter landings 
on vessel-based landing pads can have a potentially greater adverse effect that that of the actual 
consented surface water activity.  

We refer to our final suggested addition in our submission, being the Addition to the Glossary, the 
definition of ancillary activities should also include ..or aircraft including helicopters which utilise 
vessel-based landing pads,…..’ 



 
 

This inclusion will provide the ability for council to better monitor the potential adverse effects of 
this activity on the intrinsic values of the Fiordland coastal marine area. And we understand that 
as the Department of Conservation monitors helicopter landings above the mean high water 
mark, there is an opportunity for information sharing with the department as these types of 
activities can be carried out by the same consent holder. The fact there are currently no rules 
around compliance monitoring of this activity, and subsequently no ability to enforce compliance 
is a massive gap in being able to effectively monitor any adverse effects on internationally, 
nationally and regionally significant values. We therefore suggest that the council work with the 
department to better understand how monitoring of this activity could be enabled. 

Also, it needs to be acknowledged that concentration of effort will occur where there is access. 
Consideration needs to be given to the geographical spread of access points for surface water 
consents to ensure this activity is not concentrated in one or a few areas (e.g. frequent helicopter 
flights into a particular anchorage to facilitate fly-in-fly-out day trips). There may be a way to 
factor this into individual consents to avoid such a scenario eventuating.  

We suggest that this policy would be strengthened if council included a policy to enable the 
review of consent conditions to include the surface water consent holder’s compliance record 
when applying for a renewal of a consent.  

We would also support the utilisation by council of initiatives such as visitor- and customer-based 
wilderness perception surveys in this review process rather than relying on feedback from 
consent-holders on what they regard their clients’ perceptions on their experiences. 

Policy 16.2.11 is supported.  

Policy 16.2.12 – Research ships is supported. But it is not until the Explanation of Rule 16.2.2 that 
any mention is made of research vessels that are owned and operated by universities, private 
research institutions and crown research institutions. Research conducted from these vessels has 
been valuable for informing management and for growing knowledge and understanding of the 
FMA, and we expect such research to continue to provide value in the future. An 
acknowledgement of the role of such vessels and institutions in increasing knowledge and 
understanding of the FMA in this section would be appropriate.  

We consider the wording “…be provided for” to be ambiguous and suggest this is 
modified/clarified.  

Policy’s 16.2.13-Activities that are ancillary to a principal commercial surface water activity is 
supported and in particular that it is strengthened by the inclusion of consideration of the 
cumulative effects of commercial SWA’s by ensuring the adverse effects of activities that are 
“spawned” by or ancillary to the principal surface water activity are considered or if necessary 
restricted when assessing resource consent applications. 



 
 

Policy 16.2.14 – Statutory functions and environmental cleanup activities, is supported with the 
following addition; b……or environmental cleanup work such as that carried out by the Southern 
Coastal Charitable Trust….’ 

We support the Policy 16.2.15 – Consent term, which outlines what council will consider (but not 
be limited to) regarding the term of an applicant’s surface water activity consent. However, 
council should also state what the maximum consent term should be. To date the historic practice 
of multi-decal terms for consents has resulted in a reduced ability for council to adaptively 
manage visitor pressure in the Fiordland coastal environment. Now that council is moving to place 
limits on the total number of surface water consents in this area, the value of these consents to 
operators will increase significantly. We suggest that the use of shorter consent terms will assist 
in keeping the ‘value’ of consents in check, whilst also providing opportunities for new operators 
to come onto the scene as existing surface water consents expire. Consideration should also be 
given to the intensity and impact of the proposed activity, whether it has increased over the 
period of the existing consent being active and the potential for further or an increase in its 
adverse effects with the new consent. 

 

RULES 

We support the changes to Rule 16.2.1 – Commercial Surface Water Activities, as these will 
enable council to better assess the potential for adverse effects of these activities on the values of 
the Fiordland coastal environment. We strongly support the addition of 7 b (that) “the frequency, 
location scale and/or duration of the lawfully established commercial surface water activity 
(including ancillary activities) is not increasing.” 

The Explanation to this rule on pages 18 & 19 is also strongly supported as it states clearly to all 
users what the values are in the Fiordland coastal area that need to be recognised and protected 
under this rule. We are pleased to see that the internationally, nationally and regionally significant 
values of the Fiordland coastal environment includes biodiversity values. 

  

The proposed changes to Rule 16.2.5 – Research Ships  

We are concerned that the explanation of this rule does not fully describe the value of research 
conducted aboard vessels such as those owned and operated by universities, private research 
institutions and crown research institutions. The research conducted by these institutions has 
collectively informed management of the FMA for many years and we expect this to continue in 
the future. The Guardians are supportive of research focused on the FMA, particularly when it can 
inform management (by risk identification, monitoring, characterisation, and improved 
knowledge of biological, chemical and physical systems and processes). We would expect the 



 
 

management agencies to be similarly encouraging of research by removing barriers to entry 
whilst also striking a balance with respect to resource utilisation.  

 

Regarding the new wording in the Additional Explanation to the Rules (page 20), that commercial 
surface water activities can adversely affect the international, national and regionally significant 
values of the Fiordland coastal area are supported as they strengthen this rule. And we also 
support the clarity provided by the inclusion of an additional explanation (page 20) that describes 
commercial backcountry activities as involving ‘the use of motorised ships which commence a trip 
on one day and complete that trip on another day’. 

We strongly support the addition to the explanation to the rules (page 21) that any further 
increases in commercial surface water including new consents is to be considered a non-
complying activity by the council until a sustainable carrying capacity is developed through the 
review of the Regional Coastal Plan. 

To strengthen this initiative an explanation of how the council proposes to assess what the 
sustainable carrying capacity of the Fiordland coastal marine area would add some clarification 
and certainty for the Guardians. 

And finally we note that in the Addition to the Glossary (page 21) provides a definition is of the 
term ancillary activities (to a commercial surface water activity), but for clarity we suggest this 
should also include the following wording, ‘.., or aircraft, including helicopters which utilise vessel-
based helicopter pads,…’ because of the potential for significant adverse effects of this ancillary 
activity on internationally, nationally and regionally significant values.  

 

On behalf of the Fiordland Marine Guardians, 

Ngā mihi, 

 

 

Dr. Rebecca McLeod 

Chair, Fiordland Marine Guardians 
PO Box 213, Te Anau 9640 

info@fmg.org.nz  

ph. 027 3312041 



 
 

 

  



 

 

 

 

SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGE 5 TO THE SOUTHLAND COASTAL PLAN UNDER THE FIRST 

SCHEDULE TO THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

 

To Environment Southland 
Private Bag 90116 
Invercargill 9840 
 
Attention: Regional Coastal Plan Change 
Email: consultation@es.govt.nz 
 
 

Submitter Meridian Energy Limited 
PO Box 2146 
Christchurch 8140 
 
Attention: Andrew Feierabend 
Phone: (03) 357 9731  
Mobile: 021 898 143 
andrew.feierabend@meridianenergy.co.nz 
 

 

Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian) makes the following general and specific submission on 

Proposed Plan Change 5 to the Regional Coastal Plan as set out in the attached document. 

Meridian confirms its submission does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade 

competition. 

Meridian would like to be heard in support of its submissions 

If others make a similar submission, Meridian will consider presenting a joint case with them at a 

hearing. 

 

 

Andrew Feierabend 

For and on behalf of Meridian Energy  

 

Dated this 29th day of August 2020  
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OVERVIEW OF SUMISSION 

1. Meridian is a limited liability company listed on the New Zealand Stock Exchange, with 51% of 

the company owned by the New Zealand Government. It is one of the three companies formed 

from the split of the Electricity Corporation of New Zealand on the 1st of April 1999.  

 

2. Meridian’s core business is the generation, marketing, trading and retailing of electricity and the 

management of associated assets and ancillary structures in New Zealand. As well as being New 

Zealand’s largest generator of electricity overall, Meridian generates 100%  of its electricity from 

renewable resources, meaning Meridian is also the country’s largest generator of renewable 

electricity. 

 

3. Within the Southland Region Meridian’s assets consists of the Manapōuri Power Scheme (MPS) 

in Fiordland which is the largest power station in New Zealand and the White Hill Wind Farm 

near Mossburn. 

 

4. Meridian’s interest in Plan Change 5 (PC5)stems from its ownership of the Manapōuri Power 

Station.   Activities on the surface water associated with the  maintenance and operation of the 

MPS are accessed from Patea/Doubtful Sound.   In addition the MPS Tailrace is located in 

Patea/Doubtful Sound.  Surface water activities associated with the maintenance of the tailrace 

are also undertaken. 

 

5. The continued development, operation, maintenance and upgrading of the MPS are matters of 

national significance (National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Generation 

2001(NPSREG) ) and  national and regional significance (Southland Regional Policy Statement). 

 

6. Relevant to the preparation and change of regional plans is the National Policy Statement for 

Renewable Electricity Generation.  PC5 must give effect to National Policy Statements as 

required by section 62(3) of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

7. The objective of the NPSREG is “to recognise the national significance of renewable electricity 

generation activities by providing for the development, operation, maintenance and upgrading 

of new and existing renewable electricity generation activities, such as the proportion of New 

Zealand's electricity generated from renewable energy sources increases to a level that meets or 

exceeds the New Zealand Government's national targets for renewable electricity generation.” 

 

8.  The NPSREG also:  

• recognises the benefits of renewable electricity generation activities  

• acknowledges the practical limitations of achieving New Zealand's target for electricity 

generation from renewable resources, including maintaining generation output  

• acknowledges the practical constraints associated with the development, operation, 

maintenance and upgrading of new and existing renewable electricity generation 

activities in particular the need to locate the renewable electricity generation activity 

where the renewable energy resource is available  

• guides the management of reverse sensitivity effects on renewable electricity 

generation activities  



• directs the incorporation of provisions for renewable electricity generation activities into 

regional policy statements and regional and district plans  

• provides for the development, operation, maintenance and upgrading of existing and 

new hydro-electricity resources.  

 

9. The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NSCPS) also recognises that in enabling people and 

communities to provide for their social and economic wellbeing that functionally some uses and 

developments can only be located on the coast or in the coastal marine area.   In particular 

Objective 6 and Policy 6. 

 

10. In addition to the Government initiatives outlined above, sections 7(i) and 7(j) of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (RMA) expressly require all persons exercising functions and powers 

under it to have particular regard to the effects of climate change and the benefits to be derived 

from the use and development of renewable energy. These include having particular regard to 

these matters in the preparation of regional and district planning documents.  

 

11.  Any regional plan objective, policy and rule framework must recognise and provide for the 

national significance of the on-going operation, maintenance and development of existing 

renewable generation assets.  

 

12. Meridian has identified that there is uncertainty within a number of provisions in PC5 that need 

clarification or improvement to ensure that activities on the surface of water associated with the 

MPS and tailrace are not subject to greater control or restricted as a result of Plan Change 5 over 

and above management controls that exist.   This is particularly the case as no consideration has 

been given to the NPSFM or provisions in superior documents related to the MPS in the 

documentation provided by Environment Southland supporting PC5. 

 

13. In reading Plan Change 5 and the Section 32 documentation the activities undertaken by 

Meridian associated with the maintenance and operation of the MPS accessed from 

Patea/Doubtful Sound are not the intended target of the changes to the provisions.  However, 

there is a lack of clarity: 

 

• whether, and how, the provisions apply to surface water activities associated with the 

MPS 

• if the provisions do apply, as to how those provisions that provide for existing activities 

to continue applies to surface water activities associated with the MPS which, are not 

new activities, but occur only intermittently. 

• As to the relationship between the provisions change in PC5 and Policy 16.2 9 which 

contains specific recognition of activities associated with the MPS. 

 

14. Meridian undertakes a number of activities associated with the maintenance, operation and 

construction of the MPS in accordance with the Manapōuri Te Anau Development Act 1963 

(MTADA).  The provisions of PC5 have been considered irrespective of MTADA. 

 

15. The submission of Meridian is focussed on seeking clarification and certainty of whether the 

provisions do apply to activities associated with the MPS.  In the event that they do apply, 

Meridian has sought specific changes to the provisions to ensure that they are appropriate. 

 



16. Meridian seeks the relief set out below, any relief of similar effect, and any consequential 

amendment necessary in response to Meridian’s submission. 

 

17. Meridian’s requests for specific relief outlined below should not be taken as limiting the general 

submissions and requests for relief set out in this section. 

 

 



 

PART TWO: CHANGES SOUGHT 

 

18. Based on the preceding context the Meridian has set out amendments to the provisions that would address its concerns.  The amendments sought are 

shown as bold, underlined, strike-through and highlighted text to the provisions.  The changes sought are shown in the track change version of the 

provisions in PC5. 

 

Provision Submission Change Sought 

All Provisions 
 

Oppose  
 
How the objectives, policies and rules in PC apply to activities 
associated with the operation and maintenance of the MPS 
and tailrace are not clear. 
 
The definition of commercial surface water activities is not 
changing.   It is : 
 
“Commercial Surface Water Activities - include any activities 
that involve the use of any ship less than 1000 gross registered 
tons where that ship has been offered or used for hire or 
reward, and includes commercial day trip activity and 
commercial back country activity but:  

• does not include any activity for which a reasonable 
charge is made towards recovery of the reasonable 
expenses incurred in undertaking the activity; and,  

• does not include a fishing boat, when its crew are engaged 
in the catching of quota and non quota fish and ancillary 
activities.” 

 

Amend Section 16.1 Introduction to Chapter 16 to include the 
following paragraph as the final paragraph: 
 
The rules applying to commercial surface water activities and 
ancillary surface water activities in this chapter do not apply to 
activities associated with the maintenance, operation and 
construction of the Manapōuri Power Scheme and tailrace in 
Patea/Doubtful Sound. 
 
 



While it is considered that the activities associated with the 
MPS do not fall within the definition of commercial surface 
water activities Policy 16.2.9 is an existing policy addressing 
commercial surface water activities which does address 
activities associated with the MPS.  Clause (4) of that policy 
relates is “4.  carry out activities associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the Manapouri Power 
Scheme and tailrace.”  This means that intended or not there 
is the potential that some MPS related activities may be 
considered commercial surface water activities.   This 
combined with the more restrictive outcomes the provisions 
of PC5 are seeking undermines the ability to important 
maintenance and operational activities associated with the 
MPS to continue. 
 
The change sought in the submissions seeks to clarify that the 
rules applying to commercial surface water activities do not 
apply to activities associated with the MPS. 
 
The outcome sought in the submission is that the provisions 
are clear that they do not control activities associated with 
the MPS.  However, in the event that the clarity sought is not 
provided and provisions, particularly the rules in PC5 do apply 
to MPS related activities then other submission points seek 
changes to individual provisions. 
 

Policy 16.2.2 Oppose  
 
Policy 16.2.2 provides the policy support for the rules that 
introduce additional restrictions on commercial surface water 
activities in Patea/Doubtful Sound that could impact on the 
ability to undertaken surface water activities associated with 
the MPS. 

Amend Policy 16.2.2 to read: 
 
Policy 16.2.2 – Avoid adverse effects on internationally, nationally, and 
regionally significant values 
 
Avoid adverse effects on the international, national, and regionally 
significant values of the Fiordland coastal environment, by: 



 
The use of the word ‘avoid’ is very restrictive meaning that if 
circumstances specific to the MPS activities are not recognised 
and provided for in the policy then the important activities 
will not be able to occur, or even have a resource consent 
considered on its merits. 
 
While clause 2 is intended to provide for existing activities to 
continue, the intermittent nature of the surface water 
activities associated with the MPS, mean that as worded this 
policy cannot be relied upon to enable MPS related surface 
water activities. 
 
The changes sought in the submission will recognise the 
specific circumstances that are applicable to MPS related 
activities, without compromising the significant values that 
are present in the Fiordland Coastal environment. 
 
The change to the policy sought will acknowledge the practical 
and locational constraints that exist in undertaking MPS 
related activities.  This is consistent with the NPSFM, the SRPS 
and the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement recognising 
that functionally some uses and developments can only be 
located on the coast or in the coastal marine area and how 
infrastructure is to be addressed. 
 
This will also ensure this provision can be implemented in a 
manner consistent with Policy 16.2.9. 
 

1. recognising that the international, national, and regionally 
significant values of the Fiordland coastal environment include: 

a. outstanding natural character values, including wild and 
scenic values and outstanding naturalness;  

b. outstanding landscape and natural feature values; 
c. amenity values; 
d. significant habitats of indigenous fauna, significant 

indigenous vegetation and indigenous biological diversity 
(including marine reserves and habitat of the protected black 
coral, marine mammals and sea birds); 

e. spiritual and cultural values, relationships, and beliefs of 
tangata whenua;  

f. Ngāi Tahu customary use;  
g. taonga species present; and 
h. wilderness, remoteness and tranquillity values;  

2. not granting resource consent for new or intensifying (above that 
which lawfully existed at 18 July 2022) commercial surface water 
activities, including ancillary activities, where adverse effects on 
those matters identified in Policy - 16.2.2(1) will increase unless 
the commercial surface water activity is associated with the 
maintenance, operation and construction of the Manapōuri 
Power Scheme and tailrace; and  

3. using a precautionary approach in the consideration of resource 
consents for commercial surface water activities, including 
ancillary activities, to ensure the international, national and 
regional values of the Fiordland coastal environment are 
protected; 

 
until allocation limits are established through the Regional Coastal Plan 
Review process. 
 
Amend the explanation to the Policy by adding the following 
paragraph: 



 
The policy recognises the individual circumstances that are 
associated with the maintenance, operation and construction of the 
Manapōuri Power Scheme and tailrace in Patea/Doubtful Sound. 
 

Policy 16.2.3 Oppose  
 
The use of the word ‘avoid’ is very restrictive meaning that if 
circumstances specific to the MPS activities are not 
recognised.  When this is combined with the use of the words 
“excluding activities” in clause 3 this creates a very restrictive 
regime meaning that  the important activities  associated with 
the MPS will not be able to occur, or even have a resource 
consent considered on its merits. 
 
Clause 3 is of particular concern to the necessary activities 
associated with the MPS that occur in Patea/Doubtful Sound 
which is a known significant habitat for marine habitat.   The 
intermittent nature of any activities associated with surface 
water activities associated with the MPS mean that the  policy 
providing only for “excluding activities from areas” is too 
stringent. 
 
Meridian has undertaken monitoring of bottlenose dolphin 
populations in Patea/Doubtful Sound as part of its existing 
resource consent conditions relating to the operation of the 
MPS.  This is identified that activities associated with the MPS 
are able to co-exist with marine mammals.  Given the 
intermittent nature of activities associated with the MPS, 
management options other than exclusion is appropriate. 
 
The changes sought in the submission will recognise the 
specific circumstances that are applicable to MPS related 

Amend Policy 16.2.3 to read: 
 
Policy 16.2.3 – Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on marine mammals 
 
Avoid or mitigate adverse effects from commercial surface water 
activities on marine mammals including by: 
 
1. considering the level of underwater noise of the vessel, including 

ancillary activities, and methods proposed to minimise underwater 
noise (for example speed restrictions); 

2. considering speed restriction where this could minimise potential 
effects on marine mammals; 

3. unless associated with the maintenance, operation and 
construction of the Manapōuri Power Scheme and tailrace, 
excluding activities from areas which are significant habitat for 
marine mammals including whales, seals and the endangered 
bottlenose dolphin populations; and 

4. advocating for the use and understanding of current measures to 
avoid or mitigate potential adverse effects on marine mammals as 
appropriate. 

 
 
Amend the explanation to the Policy by adding the following 
paragraph: 
 
The policy recognises the individual circumstances that are 
associated with the maintenance, operation and construction of the 
Manapōuri Power Scheme and tailrace in Patea/Doubtful Sound. 



activities, without compromising the significant marine 
mammal values that are present. 
 
The change to the policy sought will acknowledge the practical 
and locational constraints that exist in undertaking MPS 
related activities.   
 
This will also ensure this provision can be implemented in a 
manner consistent with Policy 16.2.9. 
 
 

 

Policy 16.2.7 Oppose  
 
The changes sought in the submission will recognise the 
specific circumstances that are applicable to MPS related 
activities, without compromising the policy seeks to manage. 
 
The change to the policy sought will acknowledge the practical 
and locational constraints that exist in undertaking MPS 
related activities.   
 
This will also ensure this provision can be implemented in a 
manner consistent with Policy 16.2.9. 
 

Amend Policy 16.2.7 to read: 
 
Policy 16.2.87 - Remote and Wwilderness Vvalues in the 
Ffiords, Iinlets and Aarms 
 
Protect the opportunity for remoteness and wilderness experiences in 
all of the principle Arms, Inlets and Fiords of Fiordland apart from 
Milford Sound. 
Manage adverse effects of commercial surface water activities, 
including ancillary activities, in the Fiordland coastal marine area:  
1 to protect wilderness experiences of Rakituma / Preservation Inlet 

and Taiari /Chalky Inlet;  
2 to protect the wilderness experiences of the northern fiords, 

between (but not including) Piopiotahi / Milford Sound and Te 
Awa-o-Tū / Thompson Sound; 

3 to protect remoteness experiences of the Tamatea / Dusky Sound 
complex (including Tamatea / Dusky Sound, Te Puaitaha / Breaksea 
Sound, Te Rā / Dagg Sound and all associated ‘arms’) and 
wilderness experiences of the Cook and Bowen channels within 
the Tamatea / Dusky Sound complex;  

4 to maintain the predominantly remote experiences of the Patea / 
Doubtful Sound complex (including all ‘arms’, Te Awa-o-Tū / 



Thompson Sound and Kaikiekie /Bradshaw Sound), while 
acknowledging the need for activities associated with the 
maintenance, operation and construction of the Manapōuri 
Power Scheme and tailrace; and 

5 to maintain the recreational and visitor experiences of Piopiotahi / 
Milford Sound. 

 
 
Amend the explanation to the Policy by adding the following 
paragraph: 
 
The policy recognises the individual circumstances that are 
associated with the maintenance, operation and construction of the 
Manapōuri Power Scheme and tailrace in Patea/Doubtful Sound. 
 

Rule 16.2.1  Oppose  
 
This rule implements and is related to Policy 16.2.2.  The 
introduction of additional restrictions on commercial surface 
water activities in Patea/Doubtful Sound that could impact on 
the ability to undertaken surface water activities associated 
with the MPS. 
 
While clause 2a. is intended to provide for existing activities to 
continue, the intermittent nature of the surface water 
activities associated with the MPS, mean that as worded this 
rule, by referencing activites that lawfully existed as at 18 July 
2022 cannot be relied upon as providing for MPS related 
surface water activities.  There were no surface water 
activities occurring in Patea/Doubtful Sound on 18 July 2022.  
Therefore without different recognition this clause is of no 
assistance to MPS related activities.   
 

Rule 16.2.1 
 
……… 
7. Unless provided for by Rules 16.2.1(1)-(6) above or otherwise 

specified in this Plan, it is a discretionary activity to undertake any 
commercial surface water activities (including ancillary activities) 
in the internal waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur 
Point provided the following conditions can be met: 

a. the commercial surface water activity (including ancillary 
activities) lawfully existed as at 18 July 2022 and; 

b. the frequency, location, scale and/or duration of the lawfully 
established commercial surface water activity (including 
ancillary activities) is not increasing.; or 

c. the commercial surface water activity is associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the Manapōuri Power 
Scheme and tailrace 

 
 



This rule, if not change, combined with a policy approach of 
“avoid” means that the nationally significant activities 
associated with the MPS have not been recognised in the Plan 
Change. 
 
The changes sought in the submission will recognise the 
specific circumstances that are applicable to MPS.  This 
change sought in the submission does not change the 
approach of providing for existing activities through the PC5, 
but recognises that MPS related activities are different to 
other commercial surface water activities. 
 
The change to the rule sought will acknowledge the practical 
and locational constraints that exist in undertaking MPS 
related activities, and the difficulty in  recognising 
accommodating the intermittent nature of activities 
associated with the MPS through implementing a ‘hard date’ 
of lawfully existed as at 18 July 2022. 
 
This is consistent with the NPSFM, the SRPS and the New 
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement recognising that functionally 
some uses and developments can only be located on the coast 
or in the coastal marine area and how infrastructure is to be 
addressed. 
 
This will also ensure this provision can be implemented in a 
manner consistent with Policy 16.2.9. 
 

Amend the explanation to the Rule by adding the following 
paragraph: 
 
The policy recognises the individual circumstances that are 
associated with the maintenance, operation and construction of the 
Manapōuri Power Scheme and tailrace in Patea/Doubtful Sound. 
 

 



SUBMISSION FORM 
 

To: Proposed Coastal Plan Change 5 - Commercial Surface Water Activities 

 Environment Southland  

 Private Bag 90116  

 Email: consultation@es.govt.nz 

 

From: Haylee Preston (CEO) – Milford Sound Tourism Limited 

 

Proposed plan change: objective/policy/rule MSTL Comment

Policy 16.2.2 – Avoid adverse effects on nationally and regionally 
significant values 

Avoid adverse effects on the nationally and regionally significant 
values of the Fiordland coastal marine area, including by: 

a. recognising that the nationally and regionally significant 
values of the Fiordland coastal marine area include: 

 . outstanding natural character values, including 
wild and scenic values and outstanding 
naturalness; 

i. outstanding landscape and natural feature 
values, including abiotic, biotic and associative 
values; 

ii. amenity values; 

In our previous lodged submission, MSTL suggested that a 
timeframe for completion of the Regional Coastal Plan Review is 
inserted, otherwise there is potential that no new consents are 
able to be granted if the review process is delayed or halted for 
some reason.  
 
It appears that this has not occurred.  
 
Therefore, MSTL would like to clarify their position in relation to 
vessels that operate from Freshwater Basin Harbour, Milford 
Sound. Those operators who hold existing Resource Consents, 
should be allowed upgrade their vessels, which may include an 
increase in size, which may lead to intensifying their activity.  
 
The vessel would need to be able to safely operate within the 
harbour, and fit onto the operators allocated berth.  
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iii. significant habitats of indigenous fauna, 
significant indigenous vegetation and 
indigenous biological diversity, including marine 
reserves and habitat of the endangered 
bottlenose dolphin; 

iv. spiritual and cultural values, relationships, and 
beliefs of tangata whenua; 

v. Ngāi Tahu customary use; 
vi. taonga species present; and 
vii. wilderness, remoteness and tranquillity values; 

b. not granting consent for new or intensifying (above that 
which lawfully existed at [date of notification]) commercial 
surface water activities, including ancillary activities, 
where adverse effects on those matters identified in Policy 
- 16.2.2(a) will increase; and 

c. using a precautionary approach in the consideration of 
resource consents for commercial surface water activities, 
including ancillary activities, to ensure the national and 
regional values of the Fiordland coastal marine area are 
protected; 

until allocation limits are established through the Regional Coastal 
Plan Review process. 

MSTL would suggest that Policy 16.2.2 is revised to allow for 
possible intensification as a result of vessel upgrades, to existing 
Resource Consent holders. 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
29th August 2022 

 
Environment Southland,  
 
Email – consultation@es.govt.nz 
 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
 

SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGE 5 TO THE SOUTHLAND REGIONAL COASTAL PLAN 
 
Please find attached a submission on behalf of the Minister of Conservation with respect to proposed plan 
change 5 to the Southland Regional Coastal Plan – Section 16 Surface Water Activities. 
 
The coastal environment of Fiordland consists to a large extent of outstanding natural landscapes, 
outstanding natural character, and habitats for indigenous fauna that in combination hold significance at 
international, national and regional scales. The land area of the coastal environment adjoining the coastal 
marine area managed by the regional coastal plan, is mostly managed as part of Fiordland National Park. 
These areas hold wild and remote qualities that require protection and management of activities that may 
impact on these values. 
 
It is understood that an increase in volume and intensity of surface water activities in the internal waters 
of Fiordland are having an adverse effect on the values of the coastal environment. I agree that it is a good 
idea to limit further or increased activities until further consideration of the carrying capacity of the Fiords, 
and limits can be developed and implemented through a later full review of the regional coastal plan. 
 
It is noted that this plan change strengthens the integration between consideration of surface water 
activities and the management of adjacent National Park. This is strongly supported.     
 
My submission supports the intent and the detailed amendments to the Regional Coastal Plan. The 
attached submission provides detail on support for specific provisions and sets out the reasons for this.  
 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss this submission, please contact Linda Kirk on 027 627 
7502 or lkirk@doc.govt.nz    
 
Ngā mihi, 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
John Lucas 
Pou Matarautaki, Operations Manager 
Te Anau   
Department of Conservation 

carmenr
Text Box
Minister of Conservation - 11



 
 
 

Form 5: Submission on notified proposal for policy statement or plan, change 
or variation 

 
Pursuant to clause 6 of the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 

 

 
 

To: Southland Regional Council (the Council) 

Name of submitter: Minister of Conservation (the Minister) 

1. This is a submission on Plan Change 5 to the Southland Regional Coastal Plan 

2. I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 

3. The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates, and the detailed decisions 

sought to are set out in Attachment 1 to this submission. 

4. I seek the following decision from the Council: 

a. That the particular provisions of Proposed Plan 5 that I support, as identified in 

Attachment 1, are retained; 

b. That the amendments, additions and deletions to Proposed Plan 5 sought in 

Attachment 1 are made; and 

c. Further or alternative relief to like effect to that sought in 4. a. and 4. b. above. 

5. The decisions sought in this submission are required to ensure that the Southland Regional 

Coastal Plan: 

a.  Gives effect to the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010; 

b. Recognises and provides for the matters of national importance listed in section 6 of 

the Act and has particular regard to the other matters in section 7 of the Act; 

c. Promotes the sustainable management of natural and physical resources; and 



d. The changes sought are necessary, appropriate and sound resource management 

practice. 

6. I wish to be heard in support of my submission, and if others make a similar submission, I will 
consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.   
 

 

John Lucas 

Operations Manager 

Te Anau 

Department of Conservation 

Acting pursuant to delegated authority on behalf of the Minister of Conservation  

Date: 29/08/2022 

 

Note: A copy of the Instrument of Delegation may be inspected at the Director-General’s office at 

Conservation House Whare Kaupapa Atawhai, 18/32 Manners Street, Wellington 6011 

 

Address for service: 

Attn: Linda Kirk, RMA Planner 

lkirk@doc.govt.nz 

Ph: 027 627 7502 

Department of Conservation  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT 1: 
 

PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 5 TO THE SOUTHLAND REGIONAL COASTAL PLAN 
SUBMISSION BY THE MINISTER OF CONSERVATION 

 

The proposed provisions that my submission relates to are set out in the table below. My submissions are set out immediately following these headings, together with the 
reason and the decision I seek from the Council.  

The decision that has been requested may suggest new or revised wording for identified sections of the proposed plan. This wording is intended to be helpful but alternative 
wording of like effect may be equally acceptable. Text quoted from Proposed Plan Change 5 is shown in Italics. The wording of relief sought shows new text as underlined and 
original text to be deleted as strikethrough. 

Unless specified in each submission point, my reasons for supporting are that the provisions are consistent with the purposes of the Act. 

 
 

PLAN PROVISION SUPPORT/OPPOSE REASON RELIEF SOUGHT 

Chapter 16 Surface water activities on the internal waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur Point 

16.1 Introduction Support The additions to the introduction are 
supported as it sets out the tension or range of 
views on the impacts of increasing surface 
water activities in the internal waters of 
Fiordland. The amendments also clearly set out 
the intent to this plan change to avoid further 
adverse effects 

Retain as notified. 
 
 

Issue 16.1.1 Support The additions provide for integration of 
activities in the coastal environment and 
acknowledges that activities in the coastal 
marine area can affect the values on the land. 

Retain as notified 

Objective 16.1.1 Support The proposed amendments to this objective 
and the explanation are supported  

Retain as notified 



PLAN PROVISION SUPPORT/OPPOSE REASON RELIEF SOUGHT 

Objective 16.1.2 Support Objective 16.2.2 continues to support 
amended Issue 16.1.1 and the integrated 
management of activities in the wider coastal 
environment. 
 
The additions to the explanation the increase 
in the volume and diversity of surface water 
activities and the perception of the effects that 
have resulted from this. This provides a solid 
basis for the approach to managing further 
activities through this plan change. 

Retain as notified 

Objective 16.1.3 Support Consequential changes to plan references are 
supported  

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.1 Support The use of dual place names is supported and 
is consistent with the amended Policy 16.2.6 – 
fiord terminology. 
 
The Department supports the identification 
and protection of areas at risk of diminished 
natural character, landscape and amenity 
values.     
 

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.2 Support The Department strongly supports the intent of 
the redrafting of Policy 16.2.2.  The policy is 
directive with the use of the word “avoid” and 
is consistent with NZCPS Policies 11, 13 and 15 
for example.  The policy is essentially “holding 
the line” and provides clear direction that 
intensification of activities that may adversely 
affect significant values are not to be provided 
for until the allocation limits are proposed in 
the full review of the Coastal Plan. 

Retain as notified 



PLAN PROVISION SUPPORT/OPPOSE REASON RELIEF SOUGHT 

 

Policy 16.2.3 Support The intent of this new policy is strongly 
supported as giving effect to Policy 11 NZCPS 

Retain as notified 

Delete existing Policy 16.2.4 Support Deletion of the policy is supported as it is not 
appropriate to not apply limits to activities in 
Milford Sound in future. 

Delete existing policy as notified 

Policy 16.2.4 Support Minor changes to this policy to include dual 
place names is supported. 

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.5 Support Changes and additions to this policy 
appropriately include reference to natural 
features and marine mammals, make clear 
what is covered by the term ‘non-commercial 
users’ and includes appropriate detail on 
potential non-regulatory methods for these 
users to avoid or limit their effects on 
significant values of the fiords.  

Retain as notified 

Delete existing Policy 16.2.6 Support The deletion of Policy 16.2.6 is supported as it 
is expected that those activities that existed 
prior to 15 February 1997 will now have the 
necessary resources consents if they are still 
operating in Fiordland.  As such, this policy is 
outdated. 

Delete policy as notified 

Policy 16.2.6  Support The use of dual place names is supported. Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.7 Support The amendments and additions to this policy 
are supported as it refocuses on managing 
adverse effects of commercial surface water 
activities on the remoteness and wilderness 
experiences within the specific locations.  

Retain as notified  

Policy 16.2.8 Support New policy 16.2.8 is supported as providing 
appropriate detail of the matters to be 
considered when considering resource consent 
applications for surface water activities. 

Retain as notified  



PLAN PROVISION SUPPORT/OPPOSE REASON RELIEF SOUGHT 

Expanding the scope of consideration to the 
‘coastal environment’ rather than just the 
coastal marine area allows for how adjacent 
land is managed under the Fiordland National 
Park Management Plan to be considered and 
allow for integration between management of 
coastal waters and adjacent terrestrial 
environments. 

Policy 16.2.9 Support  The minor changes to this policy are supported 
and considered to be consistent with the intent 
of this rule. 

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.10 Support  The minor changes to this policy, in particular 
the inclusion of consideration of ancillary 
activities. 

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.11  The integrated management of the Fiordland 
coastal environment is strongly supported, and 
the additional wording provides for effects of 
activities on the management of the adjacent 
National Park.  

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.12 Support The additional explanation of how surface 
water activities for the purpose of research or 
statutory purposes are provided for in the 
coastal plan is supported 

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.13 Support The clarification of the policy and new 
explanation are supported. The policy 
appropriately clarifies that activities are 
considered holistically and included the range 
of various ancillary activities that may be 
related to the primary activity. 

Retain as notified 

Policy 16.2.14 Support The minor corrections to this policy are 
supported as improving clarity of the plan 

Retain as notified 



PLAN PROVISION SUPPORT/OPPOSE REASON RELIEF SOUGHT 

Policy 16.2.15 Support This new policy regarding the expiry date for 
resource consents is supported. The policy 
provides guidance to decision makers on 
particular matters that must be considered 
when determining the appropriate duration for 
consents in each case.  

Retain as notified 

Rule 16.2.1 Support The amendments to the rule are supported as 
these give effect to the changes in policy 
direction that new or increased activities will 
not be granted unless the adverse effects will 
not increase, or a precautionary approach is 
required. The consideration of ancillary 
activities is also supported and consistent with 
the new policy direction. 

Retain as notified 

Rule 16.2.2 Support Minor amendments to the rule and the 
additional explanation are strongly supported 
as giving effect to the change in policy 
direction.  

Retain as notified 

Definition: Ancillary activities (to a 
commercial surface water activity)  

Support  The definition specifying what is encapsulated 
by the term ‘ancillary activities’ is supported, 
and it is clear the examples are not an all-
inclusive list and could include other activities 
such as aircraft. 

Retain as notified 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 



Form 5: Submissions on a Publicly Notified Regional Plan under Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

 
Email your completed submission to: consultation@es.govt.nz by 29 August 2022 
 
Alternatively, you can post your submission to: 
Attention: Regional Coastal Plan Change 
Environment Southland  
Private Bag 90116 
Invercargill 9840 

 
You can also deliver your submission to:  
Environment Southland’s office on the corner of Price Street and North Road, Waikiwi, Invercargill 

 
Submitter details 
 
 Full Name (or name of agent if applicable): Fiona Black 

Organisation Name (that submission is on behalf of): Real Journeys Limited 

Submitter’s Service Address: P.O. Box1, Te Anau 

Postcode: 9640 

Phone: 032499033 

Email: opsadminstaff@realjourneys.co.nz 

Public hearing 

Please choose one of the following options: 

☐ I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission 

☒ I do wish to be heard in support of my submission 

☒ If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing 

 
Trade Competition 
 
If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your 
right to make a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 
 
Please check the boxes that apply to you: 

I could ☐ /could not ☒ gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
 

I am ☐ /am not ☐ directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 
(a) adversely affects the environment; and 
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

 

Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 - Section 

16 Surface water activities on the internal waters of Fiordland 

from Yates Point to Puysegur Point 

mailto:consultation@es.govt.nz
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Form 5: Submissions on a Publicly Notified Regional Plan under Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

Signature of Submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) 

 

  

 

Date: 26/08/2022 

 

Please note: All information contained in a submission under the Resource Management Act 1991, 

including names and addresses for service, becomes public information 

 



Form 5: Submissions on a Publicly Notified Regional Plan under Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

Scope of submission 

This is a submission on the Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 - Section 16 Surface water activities on the internal waters of Fiordland 

from Yates Point to Puysegur Point 

The specific provisions my submission relates to 
are:  
(Specify provision number and title, e.g. Policy 
16.2.8 – Impacts on wilderness and remoteness 
values) 

My submission is: 
 
(Please include whether you support, oppose or 
wish to amend the provision you have listed in the 
first column and the reasons for your views.) 

The decision I would like Environment Southland 
to make is: 
(Please give precise details of the outcomes you 
would like to see for each provision. The more 
specific you can be the easier it will be for the 
Council to understand the outcome you seek. 
Suggested revised wording) 

Su
b
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t 
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General Comments: 

1. 
Real Journeys is disappointed that the council has chosen to undertake a plan change rather than getting on with the full review of the Regional Coastal Plan for Southland 
(RCP). We have concerns that the proposed changes will result in the displacement of commercial surface water activities to other areas outside the scope of the RCP such 
as Rakiura. The post COVID-19 changes to charter boat use, has also lead to increased vessel visitation (including recreational boats) to the Rakiura coastal waters which 
is also affecting the values of the Rakiura inlets especially on the east coast of Rakiura. Dr Kay Booth refers to this as a ‘wicked problem’ and even though this problem has 
been highlighted this proposed coastal plan change has been initiated rather than reviewing the whole plan. 

In addition it would be useful for the RCP to provide a policy framework for the use of nearer technologies such as drones.  

2. 
This proposed plan change represents a knee jerk reaction because the use of the Fiordland CMA for backcountry trips increased while the New Zealand borders remained 
closed due to COVID-19, and it is highly unlikely the 2021 level of backcountry trips will continue.  The increase in commercial surface water activities is largely due to a 
‘perfect storm’ of coinciding events, and we do not necessarily believe that the uptick trend will necessarily  continue.  The events being: 

➢ COVID-19 closing New Zealand boarders and ‘forcing’ New Zealanders to explorer their own backyard; 

➢ Some of the operators undertaking commercial backcountry activities in Fiordland at present would not be doing so now if not for the fallout from COVID-
19; 



Form 5: Submissions on a Publicly Notified Regional Plan under Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

➢ The baby boomer generation retiring with sufficient disposable income to undertake travel / tourism activities; 

➢ The race to the ‘bottom’ of Milford Sound / Piopiotahi cruise prices; and 

Specifically the following events are happening changing the use the Fiordland CMA: 

➢ With the boarders open up there has been an exodus of New Zealanders travelling offshore for their holidays reducing the demand for multiday day 
excursions in Fiordland; 

➢ As international visitors return to New Zealand in significant numbers there will be an increase in the number of people visiting Milford Sound/Piopiotahi 
increasing the demand for cruises which will likely cause some vessels to relocate back to Piopiotahi; 

➢ When the baby boomer generation get too old to undertake such trips, we are not convinced that the younger generations especially urban dwellers will 
want to visit Fiordland in the same numbers as at present. Recent Department of Conservation research found that urban dwellers were less likely to 
engage in outdoor activities especially ‘walking in nature’ activities1; and 

As the Milford Opportunities Project progresses that nature of Milford Sound/Piopiotahi as a visitor destination will change, which in turn will change the nature of visitor 
Milford Sound / Piopiotahi activity. 

3. 
Real Journeys speculates that the Council’s and other parties concerns regarding the effects of increased use of the ‘southern fiords’ in particular, could be managed 
through other more effective measures, compared to this proposed plan change. For instance at present the “Milford Wanderer’s” Discovery Expedition schedule seems 
to coincide with the “Fiordland Jewel’s” cruise schedule so both vessels are ending up at the same place at the same time. If both parties (Real Journeys and Fiordland 
Discovery) along with other operators such as Pure Salt, understood each other’s cruise schedules during the cruise timetable planning process, then we could work 
together to ensure our cruises were staggered across the fiords and over time. This could be done by publishing our proposed /draft cruise timetables on a private website 
which all parties could review before finalising our timetables, to work towards maintain better vessel spatial and temporal separation. 

4. 
Also the use of Fiordland CMA is subject to a great degree of seasonality.  That is pre-COVID the use and the current use of the Fiordland CMA varies across the four 
seasons of the year; with the greatest use during the summer months and the lowest use on the winter months. Hence visitors to Fiordland should expect a greater level 
of use in the summer months and if such visitors are after an experience predominately away from the sights and impacts of other craft they should visit the Fiordland 
CMA in winter months. 

5. 
Of particular concern in the context of the proposed plan change, is that fact that no consideration of the effect the Deed of Agreement Between the New Zealand Cruise 
Ship Industry and Environment Southland is having on the Fiords wilderness and remoteness values and the notion that it is acceptable, for these overseas Cruise Ship 

 
1 https://www.doc.govt.nz/globalassets/documents/about-doc/role/visitor-research/new-zealanders-in-the-outdoors.pdf 
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operators are not required to go through a resource consent process. Especially given their very poor environment track record of many large Cruise Ship operators and 
that they deliver very little economic benefit to the Southland Community, with the exception of Environment Southland. 

6. 
It is inappropriate for the council to adopt the fiord dualling naming convention that is not aligned with the ‘gazetted’ names for the Fiords. Specifically Milford 
Sound/Piopiotahi and Doubtful Sound/Patea are the gazetted names of these fiords - refer https://gazetteer.linz.govt.nz/place/17246. Also the correct dual naming 
convention needs to be carried across into the RCP Glossary.  

7. 
With respect to the identification or classification of the “Southern Fiords” in Fiordland, all the fiords south of Doubtful Sound/Patea are considered the “Southern Fiords” 
(refer page 12) and correspondingly all the Fiords north of Te Awa-o-Tū / Thompson Sound are considered the “Northern Fiords”. 

8.  
We are also disappointed in the ‘loose’ drafting of the proposed changed provisions such as the use of imprecise terminology such as ‘tenders’ when these vessels should 
be referred to as tender craft. 

9. 
The proposed plan change is very one sided. It does not address the ‘benefits’ of commercial surface water activities in that they provide opportunities for people to get 
out and immerse themselves in nature and this is important to developing our citizens connections to nature. A Department of Conservation (DOC) study  found that many 
New Zealanders’ have a strong connection to their lands and waters, and this fosters pro-environmental behaviours. https://www.doc.govt.nz/globalassets/documents/science-and-

technical/sfc333entire.pdf However, future support for conservation cannot be taken for granted, given the increasing ethnic diversity; the aging population in New Zealand; and 
the concentration of the country’s population in urban areas, distant from many of our remote special places. Therefore, the opportunities Real Journeys creates, to 
enable people to connect with, and experience the natural environment, has the benefit of developing stronger connections with the natural environment and promoting 
a greater conservation awareness of those visiting the Fiordland / Te Mimi o Tu Te Rakiwhānoa CMA.  Which was probably best related by David Attenborough: “No one 
will protect what they don't care about; and no one will care about what they have never experienced”. 

10. 
In addition many of the commercial surface water activity operators are actively involved in conservation initiatives in the Southern Fiords, with the likes of Pure Salt and 
Real Journeys contributing to the Department of Conservation Tamatea/Dusky Sound Restoration Plan. That is commercial surface water activities have other benefits for 
the Fiordland environment.  

11. 
The other RCP policy and rule gap is with respect to commercial vessels (contracted by commercial users) entering Fiordland CMA to undertake activities such as mooring 
installations, inspections, and to undertake subsequent activities for the repair and maintenance of moorings, wharves, jetties and other infrastructure. Generally coastal 
permits for marine structures include inspection clauses to check on the structural integrity and check the structures for bio-invasion of pest species. Most if not all of the 
contractors, that undertake activities, such as mooring inspections and installation do not have resource consent to undertake these activities in the Fiordland CMA and 
because of the ad hoc nature of these activities it is unrealistic to require such consent authorisations. Also it is in the best interests of the Council to provide for these 
activities to ensure in particular these structures remain safe and free of weed pests. That is these activities do not fall under the remit of policy 16.2.14 and / or Rule 
16.2.2. yet still need to be provided for. 

https://gazetteer.linz.govt.nz/place/17246
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12. 
RCP Appendix 4 Coastal Landscape Assessment also needs to be updated to enable effective implementation of proposed plan change 5. Currently Landscape Unit 19 
covers the entire Fiords (with the exception of Milford Sound/Piopiotahi) and in particular, this Coastal Landscape Assessment is not granular enough to be used to 
implement proposed policy 16.2.7. 

Moreover Appendix 1; Glossary also needs to be updated to include definitions for the concepts introduced in the proposed plan change 5. For instance: taonga species; 
outstanding natural character values; outstanding landscape and natural feature values; wilderness, remoteness and tranquillity values; and intensification 

13. 
In this proposed plan change there is no recognition and policy direction regarding the trade-off between the frequency of commercial surface water activities (intensity) 
and scale of commercial surface activities especially with respect to maintaining the likes of essential characteristics.  For instance for day trips in particular, an operator 
can carry the same number of passengers on a smaller vessel undertaking more frequent trips or undertake fewer day trips with the same number of passengers carried 
on a larger vessel. Specifically some sort of policy direct is required to indicate what the councils preference is; fewer trips with larger vessels or more trips with smaller 
vessels. 

14. 
Given that new or intensified commercial surface water activities will become non-complying activities if the proposed plan change is implemented as is more policy 
direction is required than the proposed policy 16.2.7. 

15. 
There are several new statements made in the revised Chapter 16 of RCP with no attribution, and in some cases such statements give a false impression.  

 
The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

16. 
Refer page 3, the following statement is still correct and 
should not be struck out; ‘Day visitors represent the bulk 
of visitors to Fiordland's waters.’ 

Reinstate this sentence:  

‘Day visitors represent the bulk of visitors to 
Fiordland's waters.’ 

Reinstate this sentence: 

‘Day visitors represent the bulk of visitors to Fiordland's 
waters.’ 

17. 
Refer pages 3 & 5, ‘Over time, recreational and 
commercial use of the internal waters of Fiordland has 
increased and has become more diverse.’  We disagree 
that the use of internal waters of Fiordland … has  
become more diverse. From the late 1990’s through the 
early 2000’s there was much more sea kayaking in the 
Fiordland CMA including kayaking through the Southern 
Fiords (backcountry trips). Now apart from mainly day 

We do acknowledge that there has been a change 
in ancillary activity with the use of paddle boards 
along with kayaks, therefore it would be more 
accurate to state: ‘Over time, recreational and 
commercial use of the internal waters of Fiordland 
has increased and has changed become more 
diverse.’   

Ensure ‘blanket statements’ in the RCP are correct.  
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trips in Milford Sound/Piopiotahi and Doubtful 
Sound/Patea backcountry kayaking trips are becoming 
far less common. Also Milford Sound/Piopiotahi was 
often used by recreational wind surfers, because of the 
ready road access and the consistent day breeze on fine 
days in summer.   

Remove blanket statements that do not seem to be 
based on fact.  

 
The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

18. 
Refer pages 4, 5, 6, 7 & 18, there is no explanation as to 
why Fiordland is considered internationally significant. It 
can only be presumed that this international 
significance, comes about through the Milford 
Sound/Piopiotahi’s significance as a visitor destination 
and UNESCO World Heritage listing of Te Wāhipounamu 
public conservation lands. However this World Heritage 
status only related to the land surrounding the Fiords. 

One of the things that makes the RCP relatively user 
friendly compared to the other planning documents 
we deal with, is the ‘explanation’ section included 
under each objective, policy and rule. Therefore it 
would be helpful to provide more context with 
respect to the statements that the Fiordland CMA is 
considered internationally significant.  

 

Include  an explanation as to why Fiordland is considered 
internationally significant plus reference to relevant data 
or  research that justify this assertion.  

19. 
Objective 16.1.2 - Preserve remoteness and wilderness 
values 

 
To preserve the remoteness and wilderness values of the 
internal waters of Fiordland coastal environment. 

We oppose this proposed revised wording of the 
body of this objective 

Reason; This objective relates to the internal waters 
of Fiordland. The change in wording from ‘internal 
waters’ will just create confusion. That is, RCP 
chapter 16 does not exist in a vacuum but must be 
considered in context of the other chapters in the 
RCP where ‘internal waters of Fiordland’ is the usual 
descriptor and comes from the Territorial Sea, 
Contiguous Zone, and Exclusive Economic Zone Act 
1977. 

This objective ‘explanation’ solely relates to the 
internal waters of Fiordland. To most operators and 

Reinstate this objective wording to the following: 

To preserve the remoteness and wilderness values of the 
internal waters of Fiordland 
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mariners ‘coastal environment’ is the environment 
outside the fiords on the coast.  

 
The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

20. 
Policy 16.2.1 - Identify and protect areas at risk of 
diminished natural character, landscape and amenity 
values 

Amend 

Reason; by altering this rule and not taking a ‘blank 
slate’ approach this proposed change does not 
identify the areas in the fiords where natural 
character, landscape and amenity values are 
vulnerable to the adverse effects of increased use. 
That is this policy continues to only really identify 
the areas of Doubtful Sound/Patea complex that are 
at risk, and does not encompass all of Fiordland. 

Rework the wording to reflect the intent of this policy, 
that is actually identify the areas at risk of diminished 
natural character, landscape and amenity values. 

21. 
Policy 16.2.2 – Avoid adverse effects on internationally, 
nationally, and regionally significant values 

Avoid adverse effects on the international, national, and 
regionally significant values of the Fiordland coastal 
environment, by: 

1. recognising that the international, national, and 
regionally significant values of the Fiordland coastal 
environment include: 

a. outstanding natural character values, including 
wild and scenic values and outstanding 
naturalness; 

b. outstanding landscape and natural feature 
values; 

c. amenity values; 
d. significant habitats of indigenous fauna, 

significant indigenous vegetation and 

Amend 

Reason; it is unrealistic to put a total hand brake on 
all new commercial surface water activities given 
that the tourism industry is in a state of flux and 
most operators do not know what tourism products 
will be required in ten years’ time. Also this policy 
will be very problematic with respect to the 
activities identified in our submission point 11, 
above, if they are not provided for in the rule 
framework. The intent of the policy needs to be 
made clearer, retain the internal waters of 
Fiordland descriptor, frame the policy in terms of 
the section 104D gateway test and correct the 
spelling. That is RCP chapter 16 does not exist in a 
vacuum but must be considered in context of the 
other chapters in the RCP where ‘internal waters of 

Amend the policy as follows. 

Policy 16.2.2 – Avoid adverse effects on internationally, 
nationally, and regionally significant values 

Manage adverse effects on the international, national, 
and regionally significant values of the internal waters of 
Fiordland, by: 

1. recognising that the international, national, and 
regionally significant values of the internal waters of 
Fiordland which include: 

a. outstanding natural character values, including 
wild and scenic values and outstanding 
naturalness; 

b. outstanding landscape and natural feature 
values; 

c. amenity values; 
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indigenous biological diversity (including marine 
reserves and habitat of the protected black 
coral, marine mammals and sea birds); 

e. spiritual and cultural values, relationships, and 
beliefs of tangata whenua; 

f. Ngāi Tahu customary use; 
g. taonga species present; and 
h. wilderness, remoteness and tranquility values; 

2. not granting resource consent for new or intensifying 
(above that which lawfully existed at 18 July 2022) 
commercial surface water activities, including 
ancillary activities, where adverse effects on those 
matters identified in Policy - 16.2.2(1) will increase; 
and 

3. using a precautionary approach in the consideration 
of resource consents for commercial surface water 
activities, including ancillary activities, to ensure the 
international, national and regional values of the 
Fiordland coastal environment are protected; 

until allocation limits are established through the 
Regional Coastal Plan Review process. 

Fiordland’ is the usual descriptor and comes from 
the Territorial Sea, Contiguous Zone, and Exclusive 
Economic Zone Act 1977. 

 

Including the word ‘maintain’ instead of ‘protect’ in 
16.2.2(3) is in accord with objective 16.1.1. and is 
also appropriate in terms of being in a holding 
pattern until allocation limits are established. 

 

This policy’s explanation identifies that; 

‘Too much activity can diminish the values that 
initially attracted people to an area. People then 
start seeking areas elsewhere which still offer the 
values they originally found in the now more 
popular area.’ But as previously stated this 
proposed plan change will very likely have this 
actual effect by displacing activities to areas of 
coastal Southland where the RCP does not control 
commercial surface water activities. 

 

With respect to the statement in the policy 
explanation: “The capacity of the Fiordland coastal 
environment to absorb human use including 
commercial surface water activities is limited”. We 
contend that this sentence should be reworded as 
below to articulate more clearly the crux of the 
issue. 

The capacity of the Fiordland coastal environment 
to absorb human use including commercial surface 

d. significant habitats of indigenous fauna, 
significant indigenous vegetation and 
indigenous biological diversity (including marine 
reserves and habitat of the protected black 
coral, marine mammals and sea birds); 

e. spiritual and cultural values, relationships, and 
beliefs of tangata whenua; 

f. Ngāi Tahu customary use; 
g. taonga species present; and 
h. wilderness, remoteness and tranquillity values; 

2. not granting resource consent for new or intensifying 
(above that which lawfully existed at 18 July 2022) 
commercial surface water activities, including 
ancillary activities, where adverse effects on those 
matters identified in Policy - 16.2.2(1) will be more 
than minor; and 

3. using a precautionary approach in the consideration 
of resource consents for commercial surface water 
activities, including ancillary activities, to ensure the 
international, national and regional values of the 
Fiordland coastal environment are maintained; 

until allocation limits are established through the 
Regional Coastal Plan Review process. 
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water activities is limited if the Fordland’s intrinsic 
values are to be retained.  

 
The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

22. 
Policy 16.2.3 – Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on 
marine mammals 

Avoid or mitigate adverse effects from commercial 
surface water activities on marine mammals including 
by: 

1. considering the level of underwater noise of the 
vessel, including ancillary activities, and methods 
proposed to minimise underwater noise (for example 
speed restrictions); 

2. considering speed restriction where this could 
minimise potential effects on marine mammals; 

3. excluding activities from areas which are significant 
habitat for marine mammals including whales, seals 
and the endangered bottlenose dolphin populations; 
and 

4. advocating for the use and understanding of current 
measures to avoid or mitigate potential adverse 
effects on marine mammals as appropriate. 

Oppose 

Reason; it has yet to be clearly demonstrated that 
commercial surface water activities are having 
adverse effects on marine mammals. Nevertheless 
we are do not want to see marine mammal 
protection eroded yet we believe it is the 
Department of Conservation who should primarily 
have the role in managing vessel interactions with 
marine mammals. 

We are disheartened that the council is ‘getting on 
board’ with the well-worn trope that commercial 
tourist vessels adversely impact on the Doubtful 
Sound Bottlenose Dolphin population in particular. 
Also it seems that we must iterate that the 
Fiordland Bottlenose Dolphin Population is not the 
most southerly population, there is population 
found in Foveaux Strait/ Rakiura 
(https://www.farout.org.nz/images/farout/documents/members-

other-publications/Photo-identification-of-bottlenose-dolphins-in-the-

far-south-of-New-Zealand-indicates-a-new-previously-unstudied-

population.pdf); this is particularly concerning given 
that Environment Southland has responsibility for 
the CMA of Foveaux Strait and Rakiura.  

 

Further the Doubtful Sound Bottlenose population 
is not resident in Doubtful Sound they do go outside 

Policy 16.2.3 – Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on 
marine mammals 

Avoid or mitigate adverse effects from commercial 
surface water activities on marine mammals including by 
advocating for: 

1.  holders of coastal permits for commercial surface 
water activities, to obtain a Department of 
Conservation Permit To Carry On a Commercial 
Operation under the Marine Mammal Protection 
Regulations; and 

1. considering the level of underwater noise of the 
vessel, including ancillary activities, and methods 
proposed to minimise underwater noise (for example 
speed restrictions); 

2. considering speed restriction where this could 
minimise potential effects on marine mammals; 

3. excluding activities from areas which are significant 
habitat for marine mammals including whales, seals 
and the endangered bottlenose dolphin populations; 
and 

2. the use and understanding of current measures to 
avoid or mitigate potential adverse effects on marine 
mammals as appropriate. 

 

https://www.farout.org.nz/images/farout/documents/members-other-publications/Photo-identification-of-bottlenose-dolphins-in-the-far-south-of-New-Zealand-indicates-a-new-previously-unstudied-population.pdf
https://www.farout.org.nz/images/farout/documents/members-other-publications/Photo-identification-of-bottlenose-dolphins-in-the-far-south-of-New-Zealand-indicates-a-new-previously-unstudied-population.pdf
https://www.farout.org.nz/images/farout/documents/members-other-publications/Photo-identification-of-bottlenose-dolphins-in-the-far-south-of-New-Zealand-indicates-a-new-previously-unstudied-population.pdf
https://www.farout.org.nz/images/farout/documents/members-other-publications/Photo-identification-of-bottlenose-dolphins-in-the-far-south-of-New-Zealand-indicates-a-new-previously-unstudied-population.pdf
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the fiord and may enter the fiords immediately to 
the north and south of Patea, plus the northern 
population may range further north than Jacksons 
Bay that is their range is not confined to Fiordland. 
Also recent research has found that the effects on 
the dolphin populations are more nuanced and 
cannot be just attributed to vessel interactions; for 
instance Doubtful Sound Dolphin calf survival is 
most related to when calves are born. 
(https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259772197_Reproductio

n_birth_seasonality_and_calf_survival_of_bottlenose_dolphins_in_Do

ubtful_Sound_New_Zealand) 

 

In addition, putting resource consent controls 
around commercial surface water activity consent 
holders interactions with marine mammals, will not 
address the real boating activity threat to marine 
mammals; as many recreational boaties do not 
know the Marine Mammal Protection Regulations 
and engage in activity that can impact of Marine 
Mammals. Specifically we assert that interactions 
around Marine Mammals should be managed by 
the Department of Conservation not the Council. 
The Council has a role in advocating for commercial 
surface water activity consent holders to hold 
commercial marine mammal viewing permits as this 
would ensure that these vessel operators become 
participants in the likes of the Fiordland Marine 
Mammal Liaison Group and the DOC SMART 
Operator programme. The SMART (Sustainable 
Marine Mammal Actions in Recreation and Tourism) 
programme aims to promote responsible vessel 
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operator behaviour around dolphins, whales and 
seals.  

 

Including policy direction with respect to effects of 
vessel underwater noise on marine mammals, is 
even more disappointing, will be hugely 
problematic and is unwarranted.  Because the 
effects of anthropogenic noise on marine mammals 
in an environment like Fiordland is so poorly 
understood; has not been comprehensively studied; 
and there is no evidence that vessel underwater 
noise is adversely affecting Fiordland Marine 
Mammal populations.  

 

The only research we are aware of is  ‘The 2005 
quantitative acoustic study of the Fiordland 
underwater environment’ 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230788938_A_quantitativ

e_acoustic_study_of_the_Fiordland_underwater_environment/link/5

675f58608ae502c99ce0c34/download 

 

Which predates the introduction of the Doubtful 
Sound/Patea Marine Mammal Code of 
Management with its Bottlenose Dolphin avoidance 
protocols and also the Real Journeys vessels 
included in this study have been re-engined or 
replaced and are likely to have different noise 
profiles. Nevertheless the study included the 
following conclusions yet, did not conclude that 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230788938_A_quantitative_acoustic_study_of_the_Fiordland_underwater_environment/link/5675f58608ae502c99ce0c34/download
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230788938_A_quantitative_acoustic_study_of_the_Fiordland_underwater_environment/link/5675f58608ae502c99ce0c34/download
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/230788938_A_quantitative_acoustic_study_of_the_Fiordland_underwater_environment/link/5675f58608ae502c99ce0c34/download
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underwater vessel noise was adversely affecting 
marine mammals: 

• “The acoustic environment of Doubtful Sound 
is unusually quiet compared to other parts of 
the NZ coast (e.g. Kaikoura, Banks Peninsula; 
pers. obs.), and is quiet by international 
standards (Wenz, 1962). 

• Tour boats in Fiordland produce sound levels 
that are audible to dolphins over ranges of 
many kilometres. In calm weather, noise from 
any of the larger tour boats is likely to be 
audible to dolphins near the surface along 
much of the main span of Doubtful Sound. 

• The convoluted form of Doubtful Sound 
greatly reduces the propagation of sounds 
from one arm into another, so creates natural 
“quiet zones”. For example, a boat travelling 
up the main span of Doubtful Sound will be 
audible only briefly in Crooked Arm.”  
 

Moreover there can be considerable other sources 
of noise in Fiordland such as heavy rainfall events 
and strong winds that create waves which will mask 
vessel underwater noise, hence determining the 
effects of engine noise on marine mammals will be 
a tall order.  

 

We appreciate that effects of anthropogenic noise 
on marine mammals can be significant in high traffic 
seaways such as the Strait of Gibraltar, the Strait of 
Hormuz, the Strait of Malacca, the Dover Strait, the 
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Bering Strait, and the Strait of Lombok where 
motorised vessel activity is continuous. But the 
same thing cannot be said for Fiordland. In most 
instances vessel noise diminishes to an insignificant 
amount for at least 12 hours every day (overnight) 
where the vast majority of vessels are either 
moored up or at anchor.  

 

Also vessel engines typically cruise at an optimum 
revolutions per minute (REVs) and at higher or 
lower REVs there is usually a harmonic created 
where the engine and the drive train vibrates to a 
greater degree. That is lowering vessel speed will 
not automatically result in less noise effects on 
marine mammals.  Plus operating at a slower speed 
will mean a vessel takes longer to pass a marine 
mammal and exposing, the marine mammal to 
noise for a longer period.  

 

It is really only the habitat use of Doubtful 
Sound/Patea by Bottlenose Dolphins that has been 
studied and it has been through this research that 
the Dolphin Protection Zones (DPZs) were 
established in the Doubtful Sound/Patea Marine 
Mammal Code of Management. However even the 
DPZs are not set in stone but need to be updated to 
reflect the changing use of the fiord by Bottlenose 
Dolphins. Therefore creating a policy direction 
which has the potential to restrict access when we 
do not know the other significant Fiordland habitats 
for marine mammals is unreasonable. 
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The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

23. 
Policy 16.2.4 - Restrictions on Commercial Day -trips in 
Patea/Doubtful Sound and Arms thereof 

Exclude commercial day-trip activities from Kaikiekie / 
Bradshaw Sound, Gaer Arm, First Arm and Crooked Arm 
west of Turn Point 

We support in principle, yet this policy still needs to 
be amended to ensure the gazetted name of the 
fiord is used. 

Reason; not using the Fiord’s gazetted place names 
creates inconsistency. 

Policy 16.2.4 - Restrictions on Commercial Day -trips in 
Doubtful Sound/Patea and Arms thereof 

Exclude commercial day-trip activities from Kaikiekie / 
Bradshaw Sound, Gaer Arm, First Arm and Crooked Arm 
west of Turn Point 

24. 
Policy 16.2.4 - Amount of commercial surface water 
activity in Milford Sound  

Place no limit on the amount of commercial surface 
water activity in Milford Sound. 

Support 

Reason; Real Journeys supports this ‘no limit’ policy 
being removed from the RCP as Milford Sound 
Tourism Limited has identified that no more vessels 
(over and above those currently consented) can 
operate safely out of Freshwater Basin. 

However the RCP requires some specific policy 
direction (over and above the proposed Policy 
16.2.7) as to how Milford Sound/Piopiotahi is to be 
managed especially in the light of the proposed 
non-complying activity status in Rule 16.2.1. and 
given the different nature of the commercial surface 
water activity use in Piopiotahi (predominately day 
trip activity). That is policy direction is required to 
enable an applicant to address the so called 
gateway test under s104D of the RMA. This is 
relevant in the context of the level of development; 
and level of typical tourist vessel activity in 
Piopiotahi, resulting in this Fiord as being identified 
as having less significant wilderness and remoteness 
values; and the economic significance of Piopiotahi 

Remove this policy. 
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as a ‘visitor’ destination (internationally and 
domestically). 

 
The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

25. 
Policy 16.2.5 - Non-commercial users 

Encourage non-commercial users of the internal waters 
of Fiordland to avoid or mitigate the adverse effects of 
their activities on natural character, natural features, 
landscape and amenity values, and as well as areas of 
significant indigenous vegetation, and significant 
habitats of indigenous fauna and marine mammals. 

Amend 

Reason; given this policy is the only policy related to 
non-commercial users then the policy should 
include reference to the requirement to adhere to 
the Fiordland Marine Regional Pathway 
Management Plan including obtaining and 
maintaining a ‘clean pass’. 

 

Nevertheless this policy is ‘toothless’ due to the 
following factors: 

1. The Council has done nothing since the RCP 
became operative in 2005 to initiate the 
development of ‘code of practice’ to 
address the potentially effects of 
recreational boat use on the experience of 
others and the environment of the internal 
waters of Fiordland.  

2. Through the Implementation Doubtful 
Sound Marine Mammal (and other wildlife) 
Code of Management, the Department of 
Conservation has found impossible to 
curtail some recreational boaties bad 
behaviour around Marine Mammals. In 
particular our skippers regularly observe 
recreational boaties driving very fast by the 

At the very least include the requirement for recreational 
boaties to maintain a clean pass for their vessel as per 
Fiordland Marine Regional Pathway Management Plan 
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most direct route from Deep Cove/ 
Taipaririki to the entrance of Patea. That is 
driving through the Dolphin Protection 
Zones in excess of five knots despite driving 
on the wrong side of the fiord and in at 
speeds in excess of 5 knots closer than 200 
metres from the shore in contravention of 
the Collision Regulations and Navigation 
Safety Rules (Maritime New Zealand Rule 
Part 22 and 91). 

3. The Department of Conservation has also 
found the poor behaviour of some 
recreational boaties is not confined to the 
water with regular vandalism of the likes of 
the Gut Hut in Doubtful Sound/Patea a hut 
which is most readily accessed by boat. 

4. Dr Kay Booth also identifies that the code of 
conduct on the water may be disappearing 
in the context of commercial users (refer 
section 8.4.3 of her report Wilderness and 
Remoteness Values of Fiordland Waters by 
Lindis Consulting). However the same goes 
for some recreational boaties in particular, 
as many are new boat owners and they do 
not even abide by the maritime ‘rules of the 
road’ and certainly have no concept of the 
accepted boating etiquette.  

Yet with recreational boat use around the 
Southland CMA is growing irrespective of COVID-19, 
something needs to be done to address potential 
effects of recreational boat use on the experience 
of others and the coastal environment of Southland. 
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Noting that it is not just a Fiordland problem. 
However to achieve a meaningful outcome requires 
much wider engagement with the recreational 
boatie community. A community that extends well 
beyond the bounds of Southland. 

 
The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

26. 
Policy 16.2.6 - Fiord Tterminology 

Advocate that the fiords in Fiordland be correctly 
referred to including the use of dual place names. 

We support in principle, yet this policy still needs to 
be amended to ensure the gazetted names of the 
fiords are used. 

Reason; not using the fiords gazetted place names 
creates inconsistency. 

That is the names that require amending are: 

• Milford Sound/Piopiotahi 

• Doubtful Sound/Patea 

In addition the RCP Glossary also needs to be updated 
with dual place names. 

27. 
Policy 16.2.87 - Remote and Wwilderness Vvalues in the 
Ffiords, Iinlets and Aarms 

Protect the opportunity for remoteness and wilderness 
experiences in all of the principle Arms, Inlets and Fiords 
of Fiordland apart from Milford Sound. 

Manage adverse effects of commercial surface water 
activities, including ancillary activities, in the Fiordland 
coastal marine area: 

1. to protect wilderness experiences of Rakituma / 
Preservation Inlet and Taiari / Chalky Inlet; 

2. to protect the wilderness experiences of the 
northern fiords, between (but not 
including) Piopiotahi / Milford Sound and Te Awa-o-
Tū / Thompson Sound; 

3. to protect remoteness experiences of the Tamatea / 
Dusky Sound complex (including Tamatea / Dusky 

Amend  

Reason; there is a disconnect from the policy 
heading and 16.2.7(5). Moreover given that new or 
intensified commercial surface water activities will 
become non-complying activities, greater policy 
direction is required to enable an applicant to 
address the so called gateway test under s104D of 
the RMA. That is, because of the varying 
characteristics of the more remote fiord complexes 
/ fiords in contrast to the more developed fiord 
complex of Doubtful Sound/Patea (in particular 
Deep Cove/ Taipaririki), and Milford Sound/ 
Piopiotahi policy 16.2.7 should be spilt into at least 
two policies. Specifically, remote and wilderness 
values are not strongly associated with Deep Cove / 
Taipaririki and Milford Sound / Piopiotahi.  

Policy 16.2.7 - Remote and wilderness values in the 
fiords, inlets and arms 

Manage adverse effects of commercial surface water 
activities, including ancillary activities, in the following 
Fiordland coastal marine areas to: 

1. protect wilderness values experiences of Rakituma / 
Preservation Inlet and Taiari / Chalky Inlet; 

2. protect the wilderness values experiences of the 
northern fiords, between (but not 
including) Piopiotahi / Milford Sound and Te Awa-o-
Tū / Thompson Sound; and 

3. protect remoteness  values experiences of the 
Tamatea / Dusky Sound complex (including Tamatea 
/ Dusky Sound, Te Puaitaha / Breaksea Sound, Te Rā 
/ Dagg Sound and all associated ‘arms’) and 
wilderness values experiences of the Cook and 



Form 5: Submissions on a Publicly Notified Regional Plan under Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

Sound, Te Puaitaha / Breaksea Sound, Te Rā / Dagg 
Sound and all associated ‘arms’) and wilderness 
experiences of the Cook and Bowen channels within 
the Tamatea / Dusky Sound complex; 

4. to maintain the predominantly remote experiences 
of the Patea / Doubtful Sound complex (including all 
‘arms’, Te Awa-o-Tū / Thompson Sound and Kaikiekie 
/ Bradshaw Sound); and 

5. to maintain the recreational and visitor experiences 
of Piopiotahi / Milford Sound. 

 

Also the policy heading references remote and 
wilderness ‘values’, yet the limbs of the policies 
refer to remote and wilderness ‘experiences’. Given 
that  remote and wilderness ‘values’ are the usual 
‘planning’ terms we contend reference to 
‘experiences’ should be replaced by ‘values’ 

Bowen channels within the Tamatea / Dusky Sound 
complex;. 

Policy 16.2.X Maintain the values associated with 
Doubtful Sound/Patea and Milford Sound /Piopiotahi 

Manage adverse effects of commercial surface water 
activities, including ancillary activities, in the following 
Fiordland coastal marine areas to: 

1. maintain the predominantly remote values of the 
Patea / Doubtful Sound complex (including Te Awa-
o-Tū / Thompson Sound and Kaikiekie / Bradshaw 
Sound all ‘arms’ apart from Deep Cove); and 

2. to maintain the recreational and visitor values of 
Piopiotahi / Milford Sound. 
 

28. 
Policy 16.2.8 - Impacts on wilderness and remoteness 
values 

When considering a resource consent for a commercial 
surface water activity, recognise and take into account 
matters that can impact on the international, national, 
and regionally significant wilderness and remoteness 
values of the Fiordland coastal environment including: 

1. increasing ship size; 
2. frequency of use; 
3. vessel appearance; 
4. cumulative effects including increasing number of 

ships; 
5. increased ancillary activity (including helicopters, 

tenders and kayaks); 
6. location, landform and scale; 
7. non-natural noise; and 

Amend  

Reason; mainly due to the imprecise nature of the 
policy wording which will compromise the 
implementation of this policy. That is RCP chapter 
16 does not exist in a vacuum but must be 
considered in context of the other chapters in the 
RCP where ‘internal waters of Fiordland’ is the usual 
descriptor and comes from the Territorial Sea, 
Contiguous Zone, and Exclusive Economic Zone Act 
1977.  

 

Also if an applicant is considering a new activity how 
will increasing ship size and increased ancillary 
activities be interpreted. Would an applicant need 
to consider the size of their vessel relative to other 

Policy 16.2.8 - Impacts on wilderness and remoteness 
values 

When considering a resource consent for a commercial 
surface water activity, recognise and take into account 
matters that can impact on the international, national, 
and regionally significant wilderness and remoteness 
values of the internal waters of Fiordland coastal 
environment including the effects of: 

1. increasing ship size; 
2. frequency of ship use; 
3. the scale, bulk and form of the ship exterior; 
4. cumulative effects including increasing number of 

ships; 
5. increasing ancillary activities associated with 

commercial surface water activity proposal 
(including helicopters, tender crafts and kayaks); 
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8. presence and use of structures, including moorings, 
related to the commercial surface water activity 
proposal. 

vessels and other vessel activity (regarding 
cumulative effects) which they might not have 
enough knowledge of. 

 

For maritime safety vessels need to be visually 
conspicuous which is usually achieved by a 
contrasting paint colour, to ensure the vessel does 
not blend into the environment, especially in 
conditions of restricted visibility. Therefore ‘vessel 
appearance’ requires further clarification or limiting 
to other significant vessel exterior characteristics 
(other than colour) that are likely to impact on 
landscape values; such as the vessel scale, bulk and 
form. 

Regarding; ‘location, landform and scale’, it is 
unclear this is a reference to the landscape in which 
a vessel is to operate. 

 

In this context the requirement to use structures  
should be confined to ‘new structures’.  

 

Also we contend that in the policy explanation there 
needs to be more clarity around the use of 
helicopters. In Real Journeys case helicopters are 
not used ‘allow visitors to get off the main vessel 
and become more immersed in the Fiordland 
coastal environment’; but to transfers passengers to 
and from the Southern Fiords at the end of one trip 
and the beginning of another. That is there is a great 

6. location, landform and scale of the landscape within 
which the proposed commercial surface water 
activities will occur; 

7. the ability of the landscape to absorb change; 
8. anthropogenic noise generated by the commercial 

surface water activity proposal; and 
9. presence and use of new structures, including 

moorings, required for the commercial surface water 
activity proposal. 
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difference between those ‘main’ vessels that have 
helicopter pad and those that do not.  

 
The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

29. 
Policy 16.2.9 - Use of Patea / Doubtful Sound and Te 
Awa-o-Tū /Thompson Sound as a Thoroughfares 

Provide for commercial surface water activitiesy to use 
Patea / Doubtful Sound and Te Awa-o-Tū / Thompson 
Sound as thoroughfares where it is necessary to: 

1. pick up or off-load passengers to or from shore; 
2. access services including maintenance and 

repairs; 
3. access wharves, moorings, or launching areas or 

slipway; 
4. travel from one arm of Patea / Doubtful Sound 

to another in the case of commercial 
backcountry activities and day trip activities; 

5. off-load cargo and uplift stores supplies; and 
6. carry out activities associated with the 

construction and maintenance of the Manapouri 
Power Scheme and tailrace. 

Support and amend 

Reason; we support the amendments to this policy 
as this will make the intent of the policy clearer, yet 
we contend the gazetted place name should be 
used for Doubtful Sound /Patea. Embark and 
disembark passengers is the correct terminology. 
Moreover, Deep Cove/ Taipaririki is one of only two 
places in Fiordland where wastewater (sewage) can 
be discharged ashore. Therefore use of the Doubtful 
Sound/Patea and Te Awa-o-Tū / Thompson Sound 
as a thoroughfares, should also provide for the 
discharge of sullage ashore 

Policy 16.2.9 - Use of Doubtful Sound/Patea and Te 
Awa-o-Tū / Thompson Sound as a thoroughfares 

Provide for commercial surface water activities to use 
Doubtful Sound/Patea and Te Awa-o-Tū / Thompson 
Sound as thoroughfares where it is necessary to: 

1. pick up embark or  disembark off-load 
passengers to or from shore; 

2. access services including maintenance and 
repairs; 

3. access wharves, moorings, or launching areas or 
slipway; 

4. travel from one arm of Doubtful Sound /Patea to 
another in the case of commercial backcountry 
activities and day trip activities; 

5. off-load cargo; waste and uplift supplies; and 
6. carry out activities associated with the 

construction and maintenance of the Manapouri 
Power Scheme and tailrace. 

30. 
Policy 16.2.10 - Monitoring of Ssurface Wwater 
Aactivities including ancillary activities and Ttheir 
Eeffects 
Monitor the scale and distribution of surface water 
activities, including ancillary activities, and their effects 
on visitor perceptions and the physical environment. 

Support  

Reason; we support the amendments to this policy 
as this will ensuring ‘monitoring’ is comprehensive 
to provide a good basis for management.  
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The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

31. 
Policy 16.2.11 - Fiordland National Park Management 
Plan 

To use the Fiordland National Park Management Plan 
review process as a means of achieving the sustainable 
integrated management of the adjoining coastal marine 
area environment and consider adverse effects on 
Fiordland National Park by having regard to the Fiordland 
National Park Management Plan through the 
consideration of resource consent applications. 

Amend  

Reason; we contend there should be consistency 
across the RCP and the council should stick to the 
description of the CMA as the internal waters of 
Fiordland. That is RCP chapter 16 does not exist in a 
vacuum but must be considered in context of the 
other chapters in the RCP where ‘internal waters of 
Fiordland’ is the usual descriptor and comes from 
the Territorial Sea, Contiguous Zone, and Exclusive 
Economic Zone Act 1977. Also there are two policy 
directions in play here (refer below) and just 
sandwiching them both into one sentence lacks 
clarity.  

1. Achieving integrated management; plus 
2. ensuring resource consent applications for 

surface water activities have regard to 
provisions of the Fiordland National Park 
Management Plan. 

Policy 16.2.11 – Integrated Management Fiordland 
National Park Management Plan 

To Use the Fiordland National Park Management Plan 
review process as a means of achieving the sustainable 
integrated management of the adjoining coastal marine 
area environment internal waters of Fiordland; and 
require resource consent applications to consider 
adverse effects on Fiordland National Park by having 
regard to the provisions of the Fiordland National Park 
Management Plan through the consideration of resource 
consent applications. 

32. 
Policy 16.2.13 - Surface Water Activities that are 
incidental ancillary to a principal commercial surface 
water activity 

Consider the cumulative effect of commercial surface 
water activities by ensuring the adverse effects of 
activities that are “spawned” by or ancillary to the 
principal surface water activity are considered and if 
necessary restricted when assessing resource consent 
applications. 

Amend  

Reason; imprecise wording and as written this 
policy may inadvertently capture voluntary 
activities undertaken as part of a commercial trip; 
such as pest control work and track or southern 
historic site maintenance work, mainly undertaken 
on public conservation land.  

Policy 16.2.13 – Commercial activities that are ancillary 
to a principal commercial surface water activity 

Consider the cumulative effects of commercial surface 
water activities by ensuring the adverse effects of 
activities that are “spawned” by or ancillary to the 
principal surface water activity are considered and if 
necessary restricted these commercial ancillary activities 
when assessing resource consent applications. 
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The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

33. 
Policy 16.2.15 – Consent term 

To protect the intrinsic values of the Fiordland coastal 
marine area when considering the term of consent for 
commercial surface water activities consideration will be 
given (but not limited) to: 

a. the duration sought by the applicant and reasons for 
the duration sought; 

b. whether uncertainty regarding effects / capacity 
could be addressed through shorter duration; 

c. relevant Ngāi Tahu, mana whenua and mana moana 
values; 

d. the value, permanence, and economic life of any 
capital investment and any related infrastructure; 

e. the desirability of applying a common expiry date; 
f. the applicant’s compliance with conditions of any 

previous resource consent and requirements to hold 
a Fiordland Clean Vessel Pass; or 

g. the applicant’s adoption, particularly voluntary, of 
practices which avoid or if avoidance is not possible 
adequately mitigate adverse effects. 

Oppose 

Reason; the inclusion of this policy is unwarranted 
given commercial water activities within the 
internal waters of Fiordland are either discretionary 
activities or non-comply activities. Where the 
consent authority can exercise full discretion as to 
whether or not to grant consent and as to what 
conditions to impose on the consent if granted. 

 

This policy creates a huge level of uncertainty for 
the tourism industry that can not be justified 
especially when the Industry is trying to recover 
from the fallout from the effects of COVID-19.  

 

The council has had since 2005 to undertake further 
assessments of the effects of commercial surface 
water activities and no such assessments have been 
undertaken (other than in Piopiotahi which was not 
repeated) resulting in ‘this’ knee jerk reaction of 
proposed RCP plan change 5. Consequently 
16.2.15(b) limb of this policy is very concerning. 
That is, the ability of commercial surface activity 
business to operate their business with surety of 
tenure is likely to be compromised as uncertainty is 
likely to remain regarding effects / capacity.  

 

Policy 16.2.15 – Consent term 

To protect the intrinsic values of the Fiordland coastal 
marine area when considering the term of consent for 
commercial surface water activities consideration will be 
given (but not limited) to: 

a. the duration sought by the applicant and reasons for 
the duration sought; 

b. whether uncertainty regarding effects / capacity 
could be addressed through shorter duration; 

c. relevant Ngāi Tahu, mana whenua and mana moana 
values; 

d. the value, permanence, and economic life of any the 
capital investment the applicant has in and any 
related infrastructure related to their application; 

e. the desirability of applying a common expiry date; 
f. the applicant’s compliance with conditions of any 

previous resource consent and requirements to hold 
a Fiordland Clean Vessel Pass; or 

g. the applicant’s adoption, particularly voluntary, 
codes of practices which avoid or if avoidance is not 
possible adequately mitigate adverse effects. 

 



Form 5: Submissions on a Publicly Notified Regional Plan under Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

Regarding the ‘value, permanence, and economic 
life of any capital investment and any related 
infrastructure’ how will this be assessed and who 
will make such an assessment. Day trip activity in 
the enclosed waters of Milford Sound/Piopiotahi 
and Doubtful Sound/Patea does not occur where 
there is a significant ‘sea state’ therefore these 
vessels operating in these fiords do not get the same 
pounding as vessels working on the coasts or 
environments like Foveaux Strait. Accordingly such 
vessels can have a very long life such as the “Milford 
Haven” built in 1970.   

 

We are totally opposed to a common expiry date as 
this makes the consenting process unworkable for 
organisations who hold multiple coastal permits; 
the Council; and Potentially Affected Parties such as 
Te Ao Marama Inc. Because ‘a common expiry date’ 
results in a large number of coastal permits 
becoming due for ‘renewal’ at the same time 
creating a huge work load. For instance six of our 
mainly Milford Sound/Piopiotahi coastal permits 
and four Southern Discovery fall due for ‘renewal’ in 
September of 2022 this has created a large increase 
in work load for the Council; and Potentially 
Affected Parties and such organisations are not 
necessarily resourced to deal with such peaks in 
demand. Specifically one Milford Sound/Piopiotahi 
coastal permit we applied for in July 2021 and 
another in October 2021 have yet to be granted 
because Potentially Affected Party approvals have 
not been forthcoming.  
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The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

34. 
Rule 16.2.1 - Commercial Ssurface Wwater Aactivity 

1. Except as provided for by (6) below, it is a prohibited 
activity to undertake commercial day trips on 
Crooked Arm west of Turn Point, Kaikiekie / 
Bradshaw Sound or First Arm. 

2. Except as provided for by (4) or (6) below, it is a non-
complying activity to undertake commercial day 
trips: 
a. on Hall Arm; 
b. on Patea / Doubtful Sound, Te Awa-o-Tū / 

Thompson Sound or Crooked Arm east of Turn 
Point. 

3. Except as provided for by (5) or (6) below, it is a non-
complying activity to undertake commercial 
backcountry activities: 
a. on Crooked Arm west of Turn Point; 
b. on Hall Arm; 
c. on First Arm; 
d. on Kaikiekie / Bradshaw Sound. 

4. Except as provided for by (6) below, it is a 
discretionary activity to undertake commercial day 
trips: 
a. on Hall Arm, provided that within this area the 

total number of commercial day trips undertaken 
by all operators does not exceed five on any day; 

b. on Patea / Doubtful Sound, Te Awa-o-Tū / 
Thompson Sound or Crooked Arm east of Turn 
Point, provided that within this area the total 

Amend  

Reason; Real Journeys provisional support the 
proposed change to Rule 16.2.1 in terms of the 
direction to dampen additional commercial surface 
water activities in the internal waters of Fiordland; 
provided the council promptly commences the full 
review of the RCP including relevant assessments. 

 

However as stated above, because all structure 
coastal permits include inspection conditions with 
respect to safeguarding these structures structural 
integrity (and therefore safety) and inspection of 
the structure for pests and unwanted organisms on 
a regular basis. Plus vessel coastal permits include 
conditions to inspect the hulls of vessels for pests 
and unwanted organisms six weeks after their 
return the Fiordland CMA. Moreover if through 
these inspections a problem is found then the pests 
need to be removed and the structure will require 
remediation, repairs and maintenance to make the 
structure safe to use. Such inspections require the 
engagement of outside contractors and do not fall 
under the remit of statutory functions. Therefore, 
to enable and ensure these inspections are 
undertaken a permitted activity status is required.   

 

Rule 16.2.1 - Commercial surface water activity 

1. Except as provided for by (6) below, it is a prohibited 
activity to undertake commercial day trips on 
Crooked Arm west of Turn Point, Kaikiekie / 
Bradshaw Sound or First Arm. 

2. Except as provided for by (4) or (6) below, it is a non-
complying activity to undertake commercial day 
trips: 
a. on Hall Arm; 
b. on Doubtful Sound/Patea, Te Awa-o-Tū / 

Thompson Sound or Crooked Arm east of Turn 
Point. 

3. Except as provided for by (5) or (6) below, it is a non-
complying activity to undertake commercial 
backcountry activities: 
a. on Crooked Arm west of Turn Point; 
b. on Hall Arm; 
c. on First Arm; 
d. on Kaikiekie / Bradshaw Sound. 

4. Except as provided for by (6) below, it is a 
discretionary activity to undertake commercial day 
trips: 
a. on Hall Arm, provided that within this area the 

total number of commercial day trips 
undertaken by all operators does not exceed five 
on any day; 

b. on Doubtful Sound/Patea, Te Awa-o-Tū / 
Thompson Sound or Crooked Arm east of Turn 
Point, provided that within this area the total 
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number of commercial day trips undertaken by 
all operators does not exceed five on any day. 

5. Except as provided for by (6) below, it is a 
discretionary activity to undertake commercial 
backcountry activities: 
a. on Crooked Arm west of Turn Point, provided 

that within this area the total number of 
commercial backcountry trips undertaken by all 
operators does not exceed an average of three 
per day, measured over the period of each 
calendar month; 

b. on Hall Arm, provided that within this area the 
total number of commercial backcountry trips 
undertaken by all operators does not exceed an 
average of three per day, measured over the 
period of each calendar month; 

c. on First Arm, provided that within this area the 
total number of commercial backcountry trips 
undertaken by all operators does not exceed an 
average of two per day, measured over the 
period of each calendar month; 

d. on Kaikiekie / Bradshaw Sound, provided that 
within this area the total number of commercial 
backcountry trips undertaken by all operators 
does not exceed an average of four per day, 
measured over the period of each calendar 
month; 

provided that no overnight mooring occurs in Hall Arm. 

6. It is a permitted activity to undertake any commercial 
surface water activities within the internal waters of 
Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur Point for the 
purposes of: 

As the RMA contaminant definition does not include 
pest species or unwanted organisms Rule 16.2.1 6b 
needs to include reference to pests and unwanted 
organisms to enable the removal of the likes of 
Undaria pinnatifida. Also as a first step to undertake 
any of the activities detailed in Rule 16.2.1 6b sites 
need to be inspected.  

 

As mooring involves the installation of a structure (a 
mooring) and that presumably the council wishes to 
discourage the installation of a mooring in Hall Arm 
then the clarification of ‘overnight’ should be 
removed from this Rule. 

 

We note in this rule explanation references 
controlling commercial surface water activity 
intensification for the protection of values enjoyed 
by recreational boaties. But there is nothing in this 
Chapter about protecting commercial surface water 
activity operators from the intensification of 
recreational boatie use and their poor behaviours. 
Yet we do appreciate (under Additional Explanation 
to Rules) the removal of the statement that 
“Commercial surface water activities are 
responsible for the majority of the adverse effects 
arising from the use of coastal waters adjoining 
Fiordland purely because commercial users are 
responsible for the majority of the activities” 

 

number of commercial day trips undertaken by 
all operators does not exceed five on any day. 

5. Except as provided for by (6) below, it is a 
discretionary activity to undertake commercial 
backcountry activities: 
a. on Crooked Arm west of Turn Point, provided 

that within this area the total number of 
commercial backcountry trips undertaken by all 
operators does not exceed an average of three 
per day, measured over the period of each 
calendar month; 

b. on Hall Arm, provided that within this area the 
total number of commercial backcountry trips 
undertaken by all operators does not exceed an 
average of three per day, measured over the 
period of each calendar month; 

c. on First Arm, provided that within this area the 
total number of commercial backcountry trips 
undertaken by all operators does not exceed an 
average of two per day, measured over the 
period of each calendar month; 

d. on Kaikiekie / Bradshaw Sound, provided that 
within this area the total number of commercial 
backcountry trips undertaken by all operators 
does not exceed an average of four per day, 
measured over the period of each calendar 
month; 

provided that no overnight mooring occurs in Hall Arm. 

6. It is a permitted activity to undertake any commercial 
surface water activities within the internal waters of 
Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur Point for the 
purposes of: 
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a. performing a statutory function of a central or 
local government agency, or statutory body. The 
statutory function work may occur within the 
internal waters of Fiordland itself or on adjacent 
land that is necessary to be accessed from the 
coastal marine area. 

Notwithstanding this provision, the commercial surface 
water activity shall operate in accordance with the other 
provisions specified in this Plan, except (1)-(5) above. 

b. undertaking the cleanup, removal and disposal of 
any oil/diesel spill, contaminants, rubbish and 
unlawful structures in or adjacent to the coastal 
marine area, including wrecks and sunken ships, 
in accordance with any statutory or regulatory 
obligation, contract of insurance or as part of any 
organised cleanup program. 

Notwithstanding this provision, the commercial surface 
water activity shall operate in accordance with the other 
provisions specified in this Plan, except (1)-(5) above. 

Notwithstanding 6a and 6b above, the commercial 
surface water activity shall operate in accordance with 
the other provisions specified in this Plan, except (1)- (5) 
above. 

7. Unless provided for by Rules 16.2.1(1)-(6) above or 
otherwise specified in this Plan, it is a discretionary 
activity to undertake any commercial surface water 
activities (including ancillary activities) in the internal 
waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur 
Point provided the following conditions can be met: 

Yet in the paragraph below we do not understand 
why “including rubbish and sewage” has been 
struck out. Most operators who have done some 
coast line clean up activities in Fiordland will attest 
to rubbish still being an issue.  

 

We suggest the following correction to this 
sentence  as ‘consents’ are plural.  

 

Surface water activities within the Fiordland coastal 
marine area have been increasing, therefore any 
further increases in commercial surface water 
activity including new consents are to be considered 
a non-complying activity until a sustainable carrying 
capacity is developed through the review of the 
Regional Coastal Plan. 

 

We do not understand why the following section 
has been struck out as an operator of commercial 
standalone sea kayaking excursions this explanation 
is essential to understand how this activity fits 
within the RCP framework.  

 

No threshold has been placed in any of the above 
rules on the number of small commercial non-
motorised boats, such as kayaks, that are able to 
operate in the Fiordland area because, by 
themselves, their effects are considered to be no 
more than minor. As with any commercial surface 

a. performing a statutory function of a central or 
local government agency, or statutory body. The 
statutory function work may occur within the 
internal waters of Fiordland itself or on adjacent 
land that is necessary to be accessed from the 
coastal marine area. 

Notwithstanding this provision, the commercial surface 
water activity shall operate in accordance with the other 
provisions specified in this Plan, except (1)-(5) above. 

b. undertaking the inspection, cleanup, removal 
and disposal of any oil/diesel spill, contaminants, 
rubbish, pests, unwanted organisms, and 
unlawful structures in or adjacent to the coastal 
marine area, including wrecks and sunken ships, 
in accordance with any statutory or regulatory 
obligation, contract of insurance or as part of any 
organised cleanup program. 

c. as required as a condition of a resource consent, 
the undertaking vessel hull and structure 
inspections activities including, cleanup, 
removal of any pests, unwanted organisms, and 
structure repairs, and maintenance. 

Notwithstanding this provision, the commercial surface 
water activity shall operate in accordance with the other 
provisions specified in this Plan, except (1)-(5) above. 

Notwithstanding 6a and 6b and 6c above, the 
commercial surface water activity shall operate in 
accordance with the other provisions specified in this 
Plan, except (1)- (5) above. 

7. Unless provided for by Rules 16.2.1(1)-(6) above or 
otherwise specified in this Plan, it is a discretionary 
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a. the commercial surface water activity (including 
ancillary activities) lawfully existed as at 18 July 
2022; 

b. the frequency, location, scale and/or duration of 
the lawfully established commercial surface 
water activity (including ancillary activities) is 
not increasing. 

8. Unless provided for by Rules 16.2.1(1)-(7) above or 
otherwise specified in this Plan, it is a non-complying 
activity to undertake any commercial surface water 
activity (including ancillary activities) in the internal 
waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur 
Point. 

For the purpose of this rule: 

• Patea / Doubtful Sound means all that part of the 
coastal marine area bounded to the west by an 
imaginary line drawn from Febrero Point to 
Regional Coastal Plan for Southland - March 2013 
July 2022- Chapter 16 page 18 the western 
extremity of the Hares Ears thence to the western 
extremity of Secretary Island, and bounded to the 
south and east by an imaginary line from Brig Point 
to the southern extremity of Elizabeth Island and 
the extension thereto excluding Te Awa-o-Tū / 
Thompson Sound, Kaikiekie / Bradshaw Sound, First 
Arm and Crooked Arm. 

water activity, however, resource consent is 
required so that cumulative effects can be 
managed. 

 

According, we suggest the following wording: 

No threshold has been placed in any of the above 
rules on the number of small ‘standalone’ (as 
distinct from ancillary activities) commercial non-
motorised boats, such as sea kayaks, that are able 
to operate in the Fiordland area because, by 
themselves, their effects are considered to be no 
more than minor. As with any commercial surface 
water activity, however, resource consent is 
required so that cumulative effects can be 
managed. 

 

activity to undertake any commercial surface water 
activities (including ancillary activities) in the internal 
waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur 
Point provided the following conditions can be met: 
a. the commercial surface water activity (including 

ancillary activities) lawfully existed as at 18 July 
2022; 

b. the frequency, location, scale and/or duration of 
the lawfully established commercial surface 
water activity (including ancillary activities) is 
not increasing. 

8. Unless provided for by Rules 16.2.1(1)-(7) above or 
otherwise specified in this Plan, it is a non-complying 
activity to undertake any commercial surface water 
activity (including ancillary activities) in the internal 
waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur 
Point. 

For the purpose of this rule: 

Doubtful Sound/Patea means all that part of the coastal 
marine area bounded to the west by an imaginary line 
drawn from Febrero Point to Regional Coastal Plan for 
Southland - March 2013 July 2022- Chapter 16 page 18 
the western extremity of the Hares Ears thence to the 
western extremity of Secretary Island, and bounded to 
the south and east by an imaginary line from Brig Point 
to the southern extremity of Elizabeth Island and the 
extension thereto excluding Te Awa-o-Tū / Thompson 
Sound, Kaikiekie / Bradshaw Sound, First Arm and 
Crooked Arm. 
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The specific provision our submission relates to: Our submission is: The decision we would like Environment Southland to 

make is: 

35. 
Addition to the Glossary Amend  

Reason, to ensure the proposed change to RCP is 
fully understood the Glossary needs to be further 
updated to include the definitions for the concepts 
introduced in the proposed plan change 5. For 
instance: taonga species; outstanding natural 
character values; outstanding landscape and 
natural feature values; wilderness, remoteness and 
tranquillity values; intensification and statutory 
functions. 

Also the correct dual naming convention needs to 
be carried across into the RCP Glossary. 

Ensure the RCP Glossary is comprehensive 

36. 
Appendix 4 – Coastal Landscape Assessment Amend  Update the Landscape Unit 19 Fiords and Unit 20 Milford 

Assessments to provide more granular detail regarding 
these ‘landscapes’ to unable applicants to adequately 
address the provisions of the RCP especially in relation to 
proposed plan change 5.  

 

Add further pages as required. You are not limited to the spaces provided 
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Te Ao Marama Inc. 
408 Tramway Road 

PO Box 7078  
South Invercargill 9812 

Phone: (03) 9311242 
office@tami.maori.nz 

 

29 August  2022 

Regional Coastal Plan, Plan Change 5  
Environment Southland        
Private Bay 90116 
Invercargill 
consultation@es.govt.nz 

 

 

Tēnā Koe, 

RE: Submission on Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5  

Please find attached a submission lodged, on behalf of Te Rūnanga o Ōraka Aparima, Te 
Rūnanga o Awarua, Hokonui Rūnaka and Waihopai Rūnaka in relation to the Regional Coastal 
Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 – Section 16 Surface Water Activities on the internal waters 
of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur Point (Plan Change 5) 

 

 

Nāhaku noa nā, 

 

 
Dean Whaanga 
Te Ao Marama Inc. 
Kaupapa Taiao Manager 
 
CC  
 Te Rūnanga o Ōraka Aparima 
 Te Rūnanga o Awarua 
 Hokonui Rūnaka  
             Waihopai Rūnaka   

carmenr
Text Box
Te Ao Marama - 14



 

 

2 | P a g e  

 

SUBMISSION ON THE REGIONAL COASTAL PLAN FOR SOUTHLAND: PLAN CHANGE 
5 – SECTION 16 SURFACE WATER ACTIVITIES ON THE INTERNAL WATERS OF 
FIORDLAND FROM YATES POINT TO PUYSEGUR POINT (PLAN CHANGE 5). 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. This submission has been prepared by Te Ao Marama Incorporated (TAMI) on behalf of 
Te Rūnanga o Ōraka Aparima, Te Rūnanga o Awarua, Hokonui Rūnaka, Waihopai 
Rūnaka,  (from herein referred to as ngā Rūnanga). 

2. This response is provided without prejudice to legal action Ngāi Tahu and its Papatipu 
Rūnanga are currently undertaking, or any other claims or allegations made, against 
the Crown. In particular, nothing in this submission overrides or limits any pleadings in 
the Ngāi Tahu wai māori case,[1] or the judicial review of various decisions made by the 
Minister of Conservation in the administration of the Conservation Act 1987.[2]” 

3. In May 2021 Te Ao Marama Incorporated and Fiordland Marine Guardians wrote to 
Environment Southland about their concerns regarding the high number of 
applications for surface water activities in the Fiordland coastal marine area.  

4. Te Ao Marama have been working in partnership with Environment Southland on the 
development of this plan change to address the matters raised in the letter and in 
subsequent discussions.  

5. A consultation Draft has been circulated to Te Ao Marama and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu.  

6. Te Ao Marama Incorporated and Ngā Rūnanga wish to be heard in support of its 
submission. If others make a similar submission, will consider presenting a joint case 
with them at a hearing. 

7. Overall, Ngā Rūnanga supports Plan Change 5 (subject to further improvements set 
out in Table 1)  

 

Papatipu Rūnanga 

8. Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Act, 1996 (the TRoNT Act) and the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement 
Act, 1998 (the Settlement Act) recognise the status of Papatipu Rūnanga as kaitiaki and 
mana whenua of the natural resources within their takiwā boundaries, in conjunction 
with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu as the iwi authority.  

 

[1]                               Tau & Ors v Attorney-General, HC Christchurch CIV 2020-409-534. 
[2]                               CIV 2020-409-000-521 and CIV 2021-485-342. 
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9. The consultation matters relates to lands and waters within the takiwā boundaries of 
Ngā Rūnanga. 

10. Specifically, the takiwā of each Papatipu Rūnanga is described in the Te Rūnanga o Ngāi 
Tahu (Declaration of Membership) Order 2001 as follows: 

Te Rūnanga o Awarua 

The takiwā of Te Runanga o Awarua centres on Awarua and extends to the coasts 
and estuaries adjoining Waihopai sharing an interest in the lakes and mountains 
between Whakatipu-Waitai and Tawhititarere with other Murihiku Rūnanga and 
those located from Waihemo southwards. 

Te Rūnanga o Ōraka-Aparima 

The takiwā of Te Rūnanga o Ōraka Aparima centres on Ōraka and extends from 
Waimatuku to Tawhititarere sharing an interest in the lakes and mountains 
from Whakatipu-Waitai to Tawhititarere with other Murihiku Rūnanga and 
those located from Waihemo southwards. 

Hokonui Rūnaka 

The takiwa of Hokonui Rūnaka centres on the Hokonui region and includes a 
shared interest in the lakes and mountains between Whakatipu-Waitai and 
Tawhitarere with other Murihiku Runanga and those located from Waihemo 
southwards. 

   Waihopai Rūnaka 

The takiwā of Waihopai Rūnaka centres on Waihopai and extends northwards 
to Te Matau sharing an interest in the lakes and mountains to the western 
coast with other Murihiku Rūnanga and those located from Waihemo 
southwards. 

 

Ngāi Tahu ki Murihiku Policy 

11. The Ngāi Tahu ki Murihiku Natural Resource and Environmental Iwi Management Plan 
2008 (Te Tangi a Tauira – the cry of the people)1 contains policy relevant to resource 
management, with reference to Statutory Acknowledgement Areas and other 
mechanisms included in the Settlement Act, as well as some tribal policy.  

 

 

 

1 Ngai Tahu ki Murihiku 2008. 
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REASONS FOR SUBMISSION 

 

12. Ngā Rūnanga supports Plan Change 5 as notified for the following general reasons: 

13.1 In May 2021 Te Ao Marama and Fiordland Marine Guardians wrote to 
Environment Southland about their concerns regarding the high number of 
applications for surface water activities in the Fiordland coastal marine 
area. TAMI have noticed an increase in the number of applications prior to 
a full review of the Regional Coastal Plan. Of most concern is the limited 
ability of the Regional Coastal Plan to deal with cumulative adverse effects 
of surface water activities.  

13.2 Te Ao Marama have been working in partnership with Environment 
Southland on the development of this plan change to address the matters 
raised in the letter and in subsequent discussions. It is critical that this plan 
change is based on a genuine Tiriti partnership that recognises and provides 
for the rights, interests and values of mana whenua, mana moana. Ngā  
Rūnanga acknowledges the partnership approach Environment Southland 
have taken on this kaupapa.  

13.3 The existing planning regime does not support a long term, ki uta ki tai 
approach towards resource management. While Ngā Rūnanga looks 
forward to a robust Regional Coastal Plan review, it acknowledges that Plan 
Change 5 is an interim step which will limit the expansion of activities 
beyond the current level. We will continue to advocate for a full review of 
the Coastal Plan that can take into account the integrated issues and future 
pressures on these valuable coastal and marine environments. 

 

14 Table 1 includes more specific reasoning for ngā Rūnanga support on the objectives, 
policies and rules notified as part of Plan Change 5. 

  



 

 

Te Ao Marama Inc. 
408 Tramway Road 

PO Box 7078  
South Invercargill 9812 

Phone: (03) 9311242 
office@tami.maori.nz 

 

Table 1:  Specific submission points 

 

SPECIFIC PROVISION SUBMISSION DECISION SOUGHT 

Wāhi ingoa - Introduction, Objectives, Policies, 
Rules, particularly Policy 16.2.6 – Fiord 
Terminology  

Ngā Rūnanga supports the use of Te Reo Māori place names, and seeks that 
Te Reo Māori is consistently used before English.  

Place names connect to whakapapa, mana, kawa, tikanga and mātauranga as 
well as identity, connections, practices, history, and future aspirations of 
mana whenua and mana moana, and are set out in the Statutory 
Acknowledgment descriptions. 

Retain as notified, ensure consistency 
in the order of language. 

Objectives 16.1.1 – Maintain essential 
characteristics and 16.1.2 – Preserve remoteness 
and wilderness values 

Ngā Rūnanga supports these objectives. In particular, Ngā Rūnanga supports 
the amendments to refer to the Fiordland Coastal Environment as opposed 
to just the coastal marine area. This provides for better integrated 
management. 

Retain as notified. 

Policy 16.2.2 - Avoid adverse effects on 
internationally, nationally, and regionally 
significant values. 

Rule 16.2.1 – Commercial Surface Water Activity 

Ngā Rūnanga supports Policy 16.2.2, which provides clear direction for new 
or intensifying commercial surface water activities (including ancillary 
activities) to not be granted where adverse effects on a range of listed values 
will increase. This policy and corresponding Rule 16.2.1 will limit activities to 
consented levels as at notification until a comprehensive assessment can be 
done through the Regional Coastal Plan review to put in place a long-term 

Retain as notified. 
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sustainable management approach. Ngā Rūnanga supports the non-
complying activity status. 

Policy 16.2.3 Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on 
marine mammals 

Ngā Rūnanga support the avoidance of adverse effects on marine mammals, 
including, but not limited to those Taonga species identified in the Ngāi Tahu 
Claims Settlement Act 1998.   While not all species that are considered 
taonga were listed in the NTCSA, all indigenous species are taonga to Ngāi 
Tahu because of their contribution to ecosystem health. 

Retain as notified. 

Policies 16.2.7 and 16.2.8 – Wilderness and 
remoteness  

 Retain as notified. 

Policy 16.2.11 Fiordland National Park 
Management Plan 

 Retain as notified. 

Policy 16.2.13 - ancillary activities  Ngā Rūnanga supports this policy, particularly the need to consider 
cumulative effects. 

Retain as notified. 

Policy 16.2.14 - Statutory function and 
environmental clean-up activities and Rule 16.2.1 

 

Ngā Rūnanga supports a policy enabling environmental clean-up as part of a 
statutory function. In particular, Ngā Rūnanga supports this policy being 
limited to a statutory function or regulatory/contractual obligation and 
would not support the inclusion of companies into this policy. While it would 
not be impossible for private companies to undertake this important work, a 
consent would (and should) be required to ensure there is oversight of the 
scope and nature of the commercial surface water use, work and ancillary 

Retain as notified. Do not expand this 
policy to include commercial 
companies. 
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activities that go along with these activities. It is hoped that this will avoid 
incremental creep occurring (which has been known to occur in the past with 
pest trapping/maintenance work being undertaken as permitted activity and 
then the scope being inappropriately broadened).  

Policy 16.2.15 - Consent Term  

 

Ngā Rūnanga supports the consent term being determined on the specific 
nature of the proposed commercial surface water activity, an understanding 
of the activity’s adverse effects, the relevant Ngāi Tahu values, and the 
national and regional significance of the Fiordland coastal marine area.  

Ngā Rūnanga supports the reference to the Iwi Management Plan (IMP) (Te 
Tangi a Tauria or its successor) in the explanation. The IMP must be given 
effect to, however it is for mana whenua to determine their values and this is 
dependent on the place and time. In practice, this means applicants need to 
engage with papatipu rūnanga to understand mana whenua mana moana 
values. 

Ngā rūnanga seek slight wording to take account for successor of Te Tangi a 
Tauira, and have outlined this below;  

With respect to Ngāi Tahu, mana whenua and mana moana values it is 
recommended resource consent applicants engage with Te Ao Marama 
Incorporated to understand values within the Fiordland coastal marine area 
environment. Iwi management plans such as Te Tangi a Tauira – the Cry of 
the People (Ngāi Tahu ki Murihiku Natural Resource and Environmental Iwi 
Management Plan 2008), or its successor, also provides direction on resource 
management issues for Ngāi Tahu, mana whenua and mana moana. 

Retain generally as notified, 
amending wording as suggested.  
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Glossary: Ancillary activities (to a commercial 
surface water activity) 

Ngā  Rūnanga support the new definition of ancillary activities as it captures 
the common ancillary activities and will ensure the appropriate and intended 
application of the policies and rules of Plan Change 5. 

Retain as notified. 



 

 

Te Ao Marama Inc. 
408 Tramway Road 

PO Box 7078  
South Invercargill 9812 

Phone: (03) 9311242 
office@tami.maori.nz 

 

 

SUMMARY 

 

15 Ngā Rūnanga support Plan Change 5 as notified for the reasons.  

16 Whilst supportive of this plan change, Ngā Rūnanga continue to advocate for the Regional 
Coastal Plan Review to address an array of issues in the Coastal Marine Environment. Ngā 
Rūnanga are seeking a long term, ki uta ki tai, approach to resource management in 
Murihiku that is based on a genuine te Tiriti partnership, recognising and providing for the 
rights, interests and values of Mana Whenua and Mana Moana.  

 

Nāhaku noa nā 

 
Dean Whaanga 
Te Ao Marama Inc. 
Kaupapa Taiao Manager 



 
Submission on Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5  
 
To: Environment Southland        

Private Bay 90116 
Invercargill 
consultation@es.govt.nz 

 

Name of submitter: Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (Te Rūnanga). 

1 This is a submission on the Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 – Section 
16 Surface Water Activities on the internal waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to 
Puysegur Point (Plan Change 5). 

2 This submission by Te Rūnanga relates to the whole of Plan Change 5 as outlined in 
Attachment A. 

3 Te Rūnanga wishes to be heard in support of its submission.  If others make a similar 
submission, we will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 

4 Overall, Te Rūnanga supports Plan Change 5 (subject to the more detailed comments 
set out in Attachment A). 

5 Te Rūnanga is not a trade competitor for the purposes of clause 6(4) of Part 1 of 
Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

Signed for and on behalf of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu: 

 

 
 
_________________________________ 
Trudy Heath         
General Manager, Te Ao Tūroa     
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 

 
Date:  29 August 2022 
 
Address for service:  
Jessica Riddell 
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 
PO Box 13 046 
Ōtautahi/Christchurch 8021 
Phone: 021 226 9328 
 
Email: Jessica.riddell@ngaitahu.iwi.nz 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 This is a submission on behalf of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (Te Rūnanga) on the 
Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 – Section 16 Surface Water 
Activities on the internal waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur Point (Plan 
Change 5). 

 

2 Background 

2.1 Te Rūnanga is the statutorily recognised representative tribal body of Ngāi Tahu 
whānui (as provided by section 15 of the Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Act 1996 (TRONT 
Act)) and was established as a body corporate on 24 April 1996 under section 6 of the 
TRONT Act.  

2.2 Te Rūnanga encompasses five hapū, Kati Kurī, Ngāti Irakehu, Kati Huirapa, Ngāi Te 
Ruahikihiki, Ngāi Tūāhuriri and 18 Papatipu Rūnanga, who uphold the mana whenua 
and mana moana of their rohe.  Te Rūnanga is responsible for managing, advocating 
and protecting, the rights and interests inherent to Ngāi Tahu as mana whenua. 

2.3 Te Rūnanga respectfully requests that Southland Regional Council accord this 
submission with the status and weight of the tribal collective of Ngāi Tahu whānui 
comprising over 70,000 registered iwi members, in a takiwā comprising the majority of 
Te Waipounamu.  A map of the takiwā of Te Rūnanga is included at Appendix One.  

2.4 Notwithstanding its statutory status as the representative voice of Ngāi Tahu Whānui 
“for all purposes”, Te Rūnanga accepts and respects the right of individuals and 
Papatipu Rūnanga to make their own responses in relation to this matter.  

2.5 Papatipu Rūnanga who have shared interests in Plan Change 5 are: Waihōpai Rūnaka, 
Te Rūnanga Ōraka Aparima, Te Rūnanga o Awarua, Hokonui Rūnanga and Te 
Rūnanga o Makaawhio.  

2.6 Te Ao Marama Incorporated has prepared a submission on behalf of Te Rūnanga o 
Ōraka Aparima, Te Rūnanga o Awarua, Hokonui Rūnaka, and Waihōpai Rūnaka. Te 
Rūnanga supports that submission. 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi   

2.7 The contemporary relationship between the Crown and Ngāi Tahu is defined by three 
core documents: Te Tiriti o Waitangi (the Treaty), the Ngāi Tahu Deed of Settlement 
1997 (Deed of Settlement) and the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 (NTCSA).  
These documents form an important legal relationship between Ngāi Tahu and the 
Crown. 

2.8 Of significance, the Deed of Settlement and NTCSA confirmed the rangatiratanga of 
Ngāi Tahu and its relationship with the natural environment and whenua within the 
takiwā.   

2.9 As recorded in the Crown Apology to Ngāi Tahu (see Appendix Two), the Ngāi Tahu 
Settlement marked a turning point, and the beginning for a “new age of co-operation”.  
In doing so, the Crown acknowledged the ongoing partnership between the Crown and 
Ngāi Tahu and the expectation that any policy or management regime would be 
developed and implemented in partnership with Ngāi Tahu.  
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3 Ngāi Tahu Interests in Relation to Plan Change 5  

3.1 Te Rūnanga note the following particular interests in relation to Plan Change 5: 

 
Treaty Relationship  

 Ngāi Tahu have an expectation that the Crown (and their delegated authorities) 
will honour Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the principles upon which it was founded. 
All persons undertaking duties and responsibilities in accordance with the 
purpose this document shall recognise and respect the Crown's responsibility 
to give the principles of the Treaty.  
 

Kaitiakitanga  

 In keeping with the kaitiaki responsibilities of Ngāi Tahu whānui, Ngāi Tahu has 
an interest in ensuring sustainable management of natural resources, including 
protection of taonga and mahinga kai for future generations.  

 
 Ngāi Tahu whānui are both users of natural resources, and stewards of those 

resources. At all times, Ngāi Tahu whānui are guided by the tribal whakataukī: 
“mō tātou, ā, mō kā uri ā muri ake nei” (for us and our descendants after us).  
 

Whanaungatanga  

 Te Rūnanga has a responsibility to promote the wellbeing of Ngāi Tahu whānui 
and ensure that the management of Ngāi Tahu assets and the wider 
management of natural resources supports the development of iwi members. 
  

3.2 Statutory Acknowledgements are an instrument included in the NTCSA. Statutory 
Acknowledgements are areas acknowledged by the Crown of particular significance to 
Ngāi Tahu that recognise the mana of tangata whenua in relation to specific areas. 
The acknowledgements relate to ‘statutory areas’, which include geographic features, 
lakes, wetlands, rivers, areas of land and coastal marine areas. Statutory 
Acknowledgments particularly relate to the cultural, spiritual, historical and traditional 
associations with the area. 

3.3 The relevant Statutory Acknowledgements in respect of Plan Change 5 is Te Mimi o 
Tū Te Rakiwhānoa (Fiordland Coastal Marine Area).  

3.4 Tribal history is embedded in Te Mimi o Tū Te Rakiwhānoa. The NTCSA describes the 
Ngāi Tahu associations with Te Mimi o Tū Te Rakiwhānoa (refer to Appendix Three 
for a full description). These associations are material to decision making under the 
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) and to this plan change. These association 
are expressed through the metaphorical understanding of land and waters and Ngāi 
Tahu whakapapa which connects us to this place. These associations include the 
formation of landscape, historical narrative, wāhi ingoa (place names), mahinga kai, 
wāhi tapū and archaeological sites.  

3.5 In addition, the NTCSA includes recognition of taonga species as part of the cultural 
redress for mahinga kai, to give practical effect for Ngāi Tahu to undertake kaitiaki 
obligations. Through the settlement, the Crown acknowledged the relationship Ngāi 
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Tahu has with these species. While not all species that are considered taonga were 
listed in the NTCSA (for various reasons), all indigenous species are taonga to Ngāi 
Tahu because of their contribution to ecosystem health. 

 

4 General Position and Reasons for the Submission 

4.1 Te Rūnanga supports Plan Change 5 as notified for the following general reasons: 

 
 In May 2021 Te Ao Marama and Fiordland Marine Guardians wrote to 

Environment Southland about their concerns regarding the high number of 
applications for surface water activities in the Fiordland coastal marine area. Te 
Rūnanga shares those concerns and has noticed an increase in the number of 
applications prior to a full review of the Regional Coastal Plan. Of most concern is 
the limited ability of the Regional Coastal Plan to deal with cumulative adverse 
effects of surface water activities.  
 

 Te Ao Marama and local rūnanga have been working in partnership with 
Environment Southland on the development of this plan change to address the 
matters raised in the letter and in subsequent discussions. It is critical that this 
plan change is based on a genuine Tiriti partnership that recognises and provides 
for the rights, interests and values of mana whenua, mana moana. Te Rūnanga 
acknowledges the partnership approach Environment Southland have taken on 
this kaupapa.  
 

 The existing planning regime does not support a long term, ki uta ki tai approach 
towards resource management. While Te Rūnanga looks forward to a robust 
Regional Coastal Plan review, it acknowledges that Plan Change 5 is an interim 
step which will limit the expansion of activities beyond the current level. We will 
continue to advocate for a full review of the Coastal Plan that can take into 
account the integrated issues and future pressures on this valuable coastal and 
marine environment. 

 
4.2 Appendix Four includes more specific reasoning for Te Rūnanga support on the 

objectives, policies and rules notified as part of Plan Change 5. 
 

5 Decision Sought 

5.1 Te Rūnanga supports Plan Change 5 in its current form and seeks that it be adopted.   
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APPENDIX ONE: NGĀI TAHU TAKIWĀ 
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APPENDIX TWO:  TEXT OF CROWN APOLOGY  

The following is text of the Crown apology contained in the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 
1998.  

Part One – Apology by the Crown to Ngāi Tahu  

Section 6 Text in English  

The text of the apology in English is as follows:  

1.  The Crown recognises the protracted labours of the Ngāi Tahu ancestors in pursuit of 
their claims for redress and compensation against the Crown for nearly 150 years, as 
alluded to in the Ngāi Tahu proverb “He mahi kai takata, he mahi kai hoaka‟ (“It is work 
that consumes people, as greenstone consumes sandstone‟). The Ngāi Tahu 
understanding of the Crown's responsibilities conveyed to Queen Victoria by Matiaha 
Tiramorehu in a petition in 1857, guided the Ngāi Tahu ancestors. Tiramorehu wrote:  

This was the command thy love laid upon these Governors … that the law be made 
one, that the commandments be made one, that the nation be made one, that the white 
skin be made just equal with the dark skin, and to lay down the love of thy graciousness 
to the Māori that they dwell happily … and remember the power of thy name.  

2.  The Crown hereby acknowledges the work of the Ngāi Tahu ancestors and makes this 
apology to them and to their descendants.  

3.  The Crown acknowledges that it acted unconscionably and in repeated breach of the 
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi in its dealings with Ngāi Tahu in the purchases of 
Ngāi Tahu land. The Crown further acknowledges that in relation to the deeds of 
purchase it has failed in most material respects to honour its obligations to Ngāi Tahu 
as its Treaty partner, while it also failed to set aside adequate lands for Ngāi Tahu's 
use, and to provide adequate economic and social resources for Ngāi Tahu.  

4.  The Crown acknowledges that, in breach of Article Two of the Treaty, it failed to 
preserve and protect Ngāi Tahu's use and ownership of such of their land and valued 
possessions as they wished to retain.  

5.  The Crown recognises that it has failed to act towards Ngāi Tahu reasonably and with 
the utmost good faith in a manner consistent with the honour of the Crown. That failure 
is referred to in the Ngāi Tahu saying “Te Hapa o Niu Tireni!‟ (“The unfulfilled promise 
of New Zealand‟). The Crown further recognises that its failure always to act in good 
faith deprived Ngāi Tahu of the opportunity to develop and kept the tribe for several 
generations in a state of poverty, a state referred to in the proverb “Te mate o te iwi‟ 
(“The malaise of the tribe‟).  

6.  The Crown recognises that Ngāi Tahu has been consistently loyal to the Crown, and 
that the tribe has honoured its obligations and responsibilities under the Treaty of 
Waitangi and duties as citizens of the nation, especially, but not exclusively, in their 
active service in all of the major conflicts up to the present time to which New Zealand 
has sent troops. The Crown pays tribute to Ngāi Tahu's loyalty and to the contribution 
made by the tribe to the nation. 
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7.  The Crown expresses its profound regret and apologises unreservedly to all members 
of Ngāi Tahu Whānui for the suffering and hardship caused to Ngāi Tahu, and for the 
harmful effects which resulted to the welfare, economy and development of Ngāi Tahu 
as a tribe. The Crown acknowledges that such suffering, hardship and harmful effects 
resulted from its failures to honour its obligations to Ngāi Tahu under the deeds of 
purchase whereby it acquired Ngāi Tahu lands, to set aside adequate lands for the 
tribe's use, to allow reasonable access to traditional sources of food, to protect Ngāi 
Tahu's rights to pounamu and such other valued possessions as the tribe wished to 
retain, or to remedy effectually Ngāi Tahu's grievances.  

8.  The Crown apologises to Ngāi Tahu for its past failures to acknowledge Ngāi Tahu 
rangatiratanga and mana over the South Island lands within its boundaries, and, in 
fulfillment of its Treaty obligations, the Crown recognises Ngāi Tahu as the tangata 
whenua of, and as holding rangatiratanga within, the Takiwā of Ngāi Tahu Whānui.  

9.  Accordingly, the Crown seeks on behalf of all New Zealanders to atone for these 
acknowledged injustices, so far as that is now possible, and, with the historical 
grievances finally settled as to matters set out in the Deed of Settlement signed on 21 
November 1997, to begin the process of healing and to enter a new age of co-operation 
with Ngāi Tahu.” 
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Appendix Three: Text of Relevant Statutory Acknowledgement Area from the Ngāi Tahu 
Claims Settlement Act 1998  

Te Mimi o Tū Te Rakiwhānoa (Fiordland Coastal Marine Area) 

Statutory area: The statutory area to which this statutory acknowledgement applies is Te 
Mimi o Tū Te Rakiwhānoa (Fiordland Coastal Marine Area), the Coastal Marine Area of the 
Te Anau constituency of the Southland region, as shown on SO Plan 11503, Southland 
Land District, as shown on Allocation Plan NT 505 (SO 19901). 

Preamble: Under section 313, the Crown acknowledges Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu’s 
statement of Ngāi Tahu’s cultural, spiritual, historic, and traditional association to Te Mimi o 
Tū Te Rakiwhānoa as set out below. 

Ngāi Tahu association with Te Mimi o Tū Te Rakiwhānoa: 

The fiords of this region represent, in tradition, the raised up sides of Te Waka o Aoraki. The 
waka (canoe) foundered on a submerged reef and its occupants, Aoraki and his brothers, 
Rāraki, Rakiroa and others, were turned to stone. They stand now as the highest peaks of 
Kā Tiritiri o te Moana (the Southern Alps). The fiords at the southern end of the Alps were 
hacked out of the raised side of the wrecked waka by Tū Te Rakiwhānoa, in an effort to 
make it habitable by humans. The deep gouges and long waterways that make up the fiords 
were intended to provide safe havens on the rugged coastline, and stocked with fish, forest 
and birds to sustain travellers. 

For Ngāi Tahu, traditions such as these represent the links between the cosmological world 
of the gods and present generations, these histories reinforce tribal identity and solidarity, 
and continuity between generations, and document the events which shaped the 
environment of Te Wai Pounamu and Ngāi Tahu as an iwi. 

Particular stretches of the coastline also have their own traditions. The visit of Tamaahua to 
Piopiotahi (Milford Sound) in search of Poutini, who had absconded with his wife Waitaiki, is 
linked to the creation of Pounamu further north on Te Tai Poutini (the West Coast). The 
koko-takiwai which is found in Piopiotahi has its basis in a visit to Piopiotahi by the waka 
Tairea. A woman, Koko-takiwai, and her children, known as Matakirikiri, were left behind by 
the Tairea and were turned into varieties of pounamu. 

Place names along the coast record Ngāi Tahu history and point to the landscape features 
which were significant to people for a range of reasons. For example, in his voyage around 
the Sounds in the waka Takitimu, Tamatea gave the chiselled terrain the name “Te Rua-o-
te-moko”, likening the deep gouges adorning the impressive cliff faces of the fiords to the 
tattoos on a chief’s face. Martins Bay (Whakatipu-waitai or Kōtuku) to the north of the fiords 
was the site of an old settlement, located to control the pounamu resources to be found 
here. An area of Doubtful Sound is known as Kahui-te-kākāpō, while Dagg Sound had a 
canoe harbour known as Te Rā. Breaksea Island (within Breaksea Sound—Te Puaitaha) is 
known as Te Au Moana, referring to the ocean current that sweeps around the inlet. Cape 
Providence is known as Ōrariki, a cliff near here is called Taka-o-te-karehu-Tamatea, 
referring to an episode when some tattooing ink belonging to Tamatea washed over board. 
Chalky Sound is known as Taiari and a rock in the Sound is known as Te Kakahu-o-
Tamatea, a place where Tamatea had his clothes spread out to dry after being drenched by 
the salt spray. Preservation Inlet has the name Rakituma. 



Attachment A 

Page 9 of 13 
 

The area was visited mainly by Ngāti Mamoe and Ngāi Tahu, who had various routes and 
nohoanga for the purpose of gathering koko-takiwai and manu (birds), particularly the 
kākāpō. The area played a significant role in the history of conflict between Ngāi Tahu and 
Ngāti Mamoe, with a number of Ngāti Mamoe taking refuge in the isolation of the fiords in 
order to escape the unforgiving attitudes of some sections of Ngāi Tahu. The noted rangatira 
Tarewai from Otago Heads met his end here at the hands of Ngāti Mamoe, having pursued 
them from the Otago Peninsula to Rakituma. Tarewai and his warriors were successfully 
ambushed by those they were pursuing, with the result that no one ever returned to Otago 
from this battle. Te Whare Pā in Rakitimu was the scene of one of the last major battles 
between Ngāti Mamoe and Ngāi Tahu. 

Another dark piece of history occurred at Te Tauraka o te Hupokeka (Anita Bay). Hupokeka 
and his whānau (family) regularly visited Piopiotahi, travelling from Murihiku to gather koko-
takiwai, and staying at a nohoanga in Anita Bay. It was here, in the 1820s, that he and his 
whānau were slaughtered by sealers in retribution for an incident of which they were quite 
innocent. 

Because of its attractiveness as a place to establish permanent settlements, including pā 
(fortified settlements), the coastal area was visited and occupied first by Ngāti Mamoe and 
later by Ngāi Tahu. Through conflict and alliance these two iwi have merged in the 
whakapapa (genealogy) of Ngāi Tahu. Battles sites, urupā and landscape features bearing 
the names of tūpuna (ancestors) record this history. Prominent headlands, in particular, were 
favoured for their defensive qualities and became the headquarters for a succession of 
rangatira and their followers. Notable pā and nohoanga occurred in many areas on the 
Fiordland coast including: Milford (Lake Marchant) and Caswell Sounds; Kahui-te-kākāpō 
(Doubtful Sound), known as the gathering place of the kākāpō, in reference to the gathering 
of kākāpō meat and feathers which was one of the key reasons that Ngāi Tahu Whānui 
regularly travelled to the fiords; Dagg Sound gets the sun all day, and consequently is well 
known as a nohoanga site, it also has a good canoe harbour known as Te Rā; Rakituma is 
the site of several pā or nohoanga, including one at Matauira and another at Te Whare Pā. 

It was the koko-takiwai and kākāpō which primarily attracted Ngāi Tahu to Fiordland. The 
koko-takiwai is favoured as a softer type of pounamu, more easily shaped into a finer quality 
of end product. It was therefore particularly sought-after for the making of ornaments, such 
as hei-tiki. The area also offered many other mahinga kai to sustain parties on their arduous 
expeditions, including a range of manu (birds), fish and kaimoana resources. 

The tūpuna had considerable knowledge of whakapapa, traditional trails and tauranga waka, 
places for gathering kai and other taonga, ways in which to use the resources of the area, 
the relationship of people with the coastline and their dependence on it, and tikanga for the 
proper and sustainable utilisation of resources. All of these values remain important to Ngāi 
Tahu today. 

There are two principal trails linking the Fiordland coast with the rest of Te Wai Pounamu 
(the South Island). A sea route around the fiords links Piopiotahi to Murihiku, and was the 
main route by which the koko-takiwai gathered from that end of the fiords was transported. 
The inland route for transporting koko-takiwai by backpack lay over what is now known as 
the Milford track, over Ōmanui (McKinnon Pass), down the Waitawai (Clinton River) to the 
head of Te Ana-au (Lake Te Anau). From there, the pounamu would be transported by 
mokihi to the head of the Waiau River, and from there down the Waiau to Te Ara a Kiwa 
(Foveaux Strait). In addition, a trail from Martins Bay, up the Hollyford Valley and over into 
the Routeburn Valley to the pounamu source at the head of Lake Whakatipu-wai-māori, was 
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commonly used by Tai Poutini iwi, who regularly travelled south via this route to obtain koko-
takiwai. 

Hence tauranga waka (landing places) occur up and down the coast and wherever a 
tauranga waka is located there is also likely to have been a nohoanga, fishing ground, 
kaimoana resource, with the sea trail linked to a land trail or mahinga kai resource. The 
tūpuna had a huge knowledge of the coastal environment and weather patterns, passed 
from generation to generation. This knowledge continues to be held by whānau and hapū 
and is regarded as a taonga. The traditional mobile lifestyle of the people led to their 
dependence on the resources of the coast. 

The fiords are the repository of many kōiwi tāngata, secreted away in keeping places 
throughout the region. There are also many other wāhi tapu in the area, including examples 
of rock art in Chalky Sound. Urupā are the resting places of Ngāi Tahu tūpuna and, as such, 
are the focus for whānau traditions. Urupā and wāhi tapu are places holding the memories, 
traditions, victories and defeats of Ngāi Tahu tūpuna, and are frequently protected in secret 
locations. 

The mauri of Te Mimi o Tū Te Rakiwhānoa represents the essence that binds the physical 
and spiritual elements of all things together, generating and upholding all life. All elements of 
the natural environment possess a life force, and all forms of life are related. Mauri is a 
critical element of the spiritual relationship of Ngāi Tahu Whānui with the area. 
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Appendix Four: Specific submission points 
 

Specific provision Submission Decision sought 

Wāhi ingoa - Introduction, Objectives, 
Policies, Rules, particularly Policy 16.2.6 – 
Fiord Terminology  

Te Rūnanga supports the use of Te Reo Māori place names, and 
seeks that Te Reo Māori is consistently used before English. As set out 
in the Statutory Acknowledgment description, place names along the 
coast record Ngāi Tahu history and point to the landscape features 
which were significant to people for a range of reasons. 

Retain as notified, ensure 
consistency in the order of 
language. 

Objectives 16.1.1 – Maintain essential 
characteristics and 16.1.2 – Preserve 
remoteness and wilderness values 

Te Rūnanga supports these objectives. In particular, Te Rūnanga 
supports the amendments to refer to the Fiordland Coastal 
Environment as opposed to just the coastal marine area. This provides 
for better integrated management. 

Retain as notified. 

Policy 16.2.2 - Avoid adverse effects on 
internationally, nationally, and regionally 
significant values. 

Rule 16.2.1 – Commercial Surface Water 

Activity 

Te Runanga supports Policy 16.2.2, which provides clear direction for 
new or intensifying commercial surface water activities (including 
ancillary activities) to not be granted where adverse effects on a range 
of listed values will increase. This policy and corresponding Rule 
16.2.1 will limit activities to consented levels as at notification until a 
comprehensive assessment can be done through the Regional Coastal 
Plan review to put in place a long-term sustainable management 
approach. Te Rūnanga supports the non-complying activity status. 

Retain as notified. 

Policy 16.2.3 Avoid or mitigate adverse 
effects on marine mammals 

Te Rūnanga supports the avoidance of adverse effects on marine 
mammals, including, but not limited to those Taonga species identified 
in the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.   While not all species that 
are considered taonga were listed in the NTCSA, all indigenous species 
are taonga to Ngāi Tahu because of their contribution to ecosystem 
health. 

Retain as notified. 
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Policy 16.2.13 - Ancillary activities  Te Rūnanga supports this policy, particularly the need to consider 

cumulative effects. 

Retain as notified. 

Policy 16.2.14 - Statutory function and 
environmental clean-up activities and Rule 
16.2.1 

 

Te Rūnanga supports a policy enabling environmental clean-up as part 
of a statutory function. In particular, Te Rūnanga supports this policy 
being limited to a statutory function or regulatory/contractual obligation 
and would not support the inclusion of companies into this policy. While 
it would not be impossible for private companies to undertake this 
important work, a consent would (and should) be required to ensure 
there is oversight of the scope and nature of the commercial surface 
water use, work and ancillary activities that go along with these 
activities. It is hoped that this will avoid incremental creep occurring 
(which has been known to occur in the past with pest 
trapping/maintenance work being undertaken as permitted activity and 
then the scope being inappropriately broadened).  

Retain as notified. Do not expand 
this policy to include commercial 
companies. 

Policy 16.2.15 - Consent Term  

 

Te Rūnanga supports the consent term being determined on the 
specific nature of the proposed commercial surface water activity, an 
understanding of the activity’s adverse effects, the relevant Ngāi Tahu 
values, and the national and regional significance of the Fiordland 
coastal marine area.  

Te Rūnanga supports the reference to the Iwi Management Plan (IMP) 
(Te Tangi a Tauria) in the explanation. However, the wording should be 
amended slightly to provide for any additional or replacement IMPs (for 
example, Te Rūnanga o Makaawhio also have an interest in the 
Fiordland area and may develop an IMP in the future). While IMPs 
must be given effect to, it is for mana whenua to determine their values 
and this is dependent on the place and time. In practice, this means 
applicants need to engage with papatipu rūnanga to understand mana 
whenua mana moana values. 

Retain Policy 16.2.15 as notified, 

with a minor amendment as follows:  

 
With respect to Ngāi Tahu, mana 
whenua and mana moana values it 
is recommended resource consent 
applicants engage with Te Ao 
Marama Incorporated and/or 
papatipu rūnanga to understand 
values within the Fiordland coastal 
environmentmarine area. Te Tangi 
a Tauira – the Cry of the People 
(Ngāi Tahu ki Murihiku Natural 
Resource and Environmental Iwi 
Management Plan 2008) and other 
future Iwi Management Plans also 
provides direction on resource 
management issues for Ngāi Tahu, 
mana whenua and mana moana. 



Attachment A 

Page 13 of 13 
 

Glossary: Ancillary activities (to a commercial 

surface water activity) 

Te Rūnanga supports the new definition of ancillary activities as it 
captures the common ancillary activities and will ensure the 
appropriate and intended application of the policies and rules of Plan 
Change 5. 

Retain as notified. 

  



 
 

 
 

22 August 2022 

 

Submission on Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 – Section 16 Surface 

water activities on the internal waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur Point 

 

To: Regional Coastal Plan Change 

Environment Southland 

Private Bag 90116 

Invercargill 9840 

 

Name of submitter: The Royal Forest and Bird Society of New Zealand 

PO Box 6230, Dunedin North 

Dunedin  

 

Name of Plan Change: Regional Coastal Plan for Southland: Plan Change 5 – Section 16 Surface water activities 

on the internal waters of Fiordland from Yates Point to Puysegur Point. 

Purpose:  

• Introduce a new policy which requires the avoidance of adverse effects on the Fiordland coastal 

environment including by not granting resource consent for new or intensifying commercial surface 

water activities (above that which currently exist). 

• Introduce a new policy which requires the avoidance or mitigation of effects from commercial surface 

water activities on marine mammals. 

• Delete an existing policy which places no limit on the amount of commercial surface water activity 

occurring within Piopiotahi/Milford Sound.  

• Provide recognition of the cultural significance to mana whenua of the Fiordland coastal environment 

by including the use of dual place names. 

• Introduce a new policy to manage adverse effects of commercial surface water activities on 

wilderness, remoteness, and other recreational and visitor values. 

• Introduce a new policy to identify the matters which can impact on wilderness and remoteness 

values.  

carmenr
Text Box
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• Enable private companies to undertake pest management work, where it is being undertaken in 

conjunction with statutory bodies. 

• Enable private companies to undertake maintenance of lawfully established structures within the 

coastal marine area, where this is required because of statutory or resource consent requirements.  

• Introduce a new policy regarding matters to be considered when determining a resource consent 

term of consent.  

• Amend a rule to change the activity status from discretionary to non-complying, for new or increasing 

commercial surface water activities within the internal waters of Fiordland. 

 

Forest and Birds position on the proposed plan change: 

I, Chelsea McGaw of the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society support the proposed plan change. 

I, do wish to be involved in any pre-hearing meeting that may be held for this application. 

I, do wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint submission with them at a hearing. 

 

Forest and Bird Reasons for support: 

Forest and Bird are concerned that unlimited numbers of surface water activities could have adverse effects 

on landscape, wildlife and biodiversity in Milford Sound/Piopiotahi.  Wilderness and remoteness are becoming 

increasingly rare values, and those which do remain must be preserved, with the strictest regulation. 

Milford Sound/Piopiotahi is a renowned landscape and environment throughout the world, and is often 

depicted in photographs and images of Aotearoa to both attract visitors and portray Aotearoa’s ‘100% pure’ 

image. The north-eastern sector, from Manapouri to Milford Sound/Piopiotahi, is the most intensely used 

portion of Fiordland National Park, largely due to its accessibility and the level of promotion it receives. The 

establishment of Fiordland National Park in the early 1950s coincided with the opening of the Homer Tunnel 

for public use, which provided road access directly to Milford Sound/Piopiotahi. Milford Sound/Piopiotahi is 

perhaps the grandest of all the fiords, it is certainly the best known and most popular attraction for visitors to 

Fiordland National Park. Some of the reasons why Milford Sound/Piopiotahi is so revered, is its natural beauty, 

remoteness and wilderness, with some people even stating “it truly feels like you’ve stepped back in time”. 

Allowing excessive surface water activities Milford Sound/Piopiotahi would be irresponsible and are contrary 

to its value. 



 
 

 
 

Fiordland National Parks is one of the wettest regions in the world. As the rainfall drains from the forests 

above, it becomes stained with tannins which pour down the cliff faces into the fiord. This creates a unique 

underwater environment as the dark freshwater does not mix with the sea water in the fiord, which limits the 

amount of light that reaches into the depths. It is important that this unique underwater world is undisturbed 

by man-made activity. 

Some of the wildlife found at Milford Sound/Piopiotahi are native birds such as kea, tui, kereru, 

korimako/bellbirds, pukeko, whio/blue ducks and the tawaki/Fiordland crested penguin, which is one of the 

rarest of New Zealand’s mainland penguins. There are also marine animals present such as kekeno/fur seals, 

stingrays, crayfish, octopus, sharks and over 100 other fish species, dusky and bottlenose dolphins, and both 

humpback and southern right whales have even been spotted passing by on their migration south for the 

summer. Sponges, corals and sub-tropical fish also reside in the Milford Sound/Piopiotahi waters, something 

that is rarely seen anywhere else in the world. The fiord also supports the world’s largest population of Black 

Coral reefs, with around seven million colonies with some of them up to 200 years old. Whilst not all of the 

aforementioned species can be found in/around the waters of Milford Sound/Piopiotahi, it is of concern that 

increased road traffic associated with higher number of water vessels (and people travelling to them) could 

cause harm to the terrestrial species as well. In 1948 an important rediscovery was made, when takahe were 

found in the Murchison Mountains in Fiordland after the species had been ‘officially’ extinct for 50 years, and 

it is possible that there could be other species in the area in low numbers which have not been sighted there 

yet.  

Piopiotahi (Milford Sound) Marine Reserve (established in 1993) covers an area of 690 hectares along the 

northern side of Milford Sound, from the head of the Sound to Dale Point. The Marine Reserves Act (MRA) 

(1971) states that ‘marine reserves are to be maintained in a natural state’.  

2) Marine reserves shall be so administered and maintained under the provisions of this Act that— 

(a) they shall be preserved as far as possible in their natural state: 

(b) the marine life of the reserves shall as far as possible be protected and preserved: 

(c) the value of the marine reserves as the natural habitat of marine life shall as far as possible be 

maintained: 

(d) subject to the provisions of this Act and to the imposition of such conditions and restrictions as may 

be necessary for the preservation of the marine life or for the welfare in general of the reserves, the 

public shall have freedom of access and entry to the reserves, so that they may enjoy in full measure 

the opportunity to study, observe, and record marine life in its natural habitat.  

Although the MRA allows for public access to reserves, it is explicit in that it is to ‘study, observe, and record 

marine life in its natural habitat’ as part of scientific study of marine life. 



 
 

 
 

The Fiordland Park National Management Plan (FPNMP) (2007) states: 

5.6 Boating and Facilities 

(d) Retain extremely low levels of commercial use on some of the fiords between Milford Sound / 

Piopiotahi and Doubtful Sound/Patea (Caswell, Charles and Nancy Sounds); 

(e) Retain some of the fiords along the coast between Milford Sound / Piopiotahi and Doubtful Sound / 

Patea with no commercial use, possibly those adjacent to the Glaisnock Wilderness Area (Sutherland 

and Bligh Sounds); 

(h) Seek the protection of significant wildlife and its habitat in the waters and foreshore of Fiordland, 

including marine mammals; 

(i) Ensure boating activities and the access they provide to the islands of Fiordland National Park do not 

adversely affect the biodiversity and recreation values on these islands; 

(j) Not allow the establishment of base/accommodation facilities for recreation and tourism purposes 

(i.e. “floating hotels”). The Department of Conservation will seek bylaws to achieve this within the life 

span of this plan; 

Although the FNPMP does not have jurisdiction over the coast or water, it still remains a relevant document 

for Council consideration under the various ‘other matters’ provisions of the RMA. It also has direct 

implications for boating activities which involve people coming ashore, with the on-land activities directly 

covered by the National Parks Act (1980) and FNPMP. Additionally, Policy 5 of the NZCPS 2010 requires the 

consideration of adverse effects on lands or waters in the coastal environment held under the Conservation 

Act 1987 and the National Parks Act 1980. 

In conclusion, Forest and Bird are supportive of Plan Change 5, and its objective of restricting surface water 

activities to control over-intensification of tourism activities and to preserve the biodiversity, eco-systems and 

environment of Milford Sound/Piopiotahi.



 
 

 
 

Proposed changes: 

Clause Proposed Change Purpose and impact Forest and Bird comments 

Add 
Policy 
16.2.2 

Avoid adverse 
effects on 
nationally and 
regionally 
significant values 

Use of the phrase “avoid” sets a high bar of 
protection for these values. 

Agree. Use of the term ‘avoid’ has greater force 
for an environmental bottom line approach. As in 
the ‘King Salmon’ case, which determined that 
‘avoid’ has its ordinary meaning of ‘not allow’ or 
‘prevent the occurrence of’. 

16.2.2 (b) Specifically directs that new consents will not 
be granted where any adverse effects on 
those values. 

Agree. No consents should be granted where 
there are any adverse effects. 

An “end-date” Enabling ongoing discussion of this matter 
through the remainder of the Regional Coastal 
Plan review. 

Disagree. Forest and Bird do not agree that an 
end-date is required, and the rule should stay 
effective unless a new rule is agreed through 
the Coastal Plan review process. 

Add 
Policy 
16.2.3 

Avoid or mitigate 
adverse effects on 
marine mammals 

Provides additional protection for marine 
mammals including significant habitat areas 
for the endangered bottlenose dolphin. 

Agree, however this rule should be broader and 
consider other marine species that aren’t 
marine mammals, such as tawaki/Fiordland 
crested penguin. Tawaki are susceptible to 
human disturbance when nesting1 and there is a 
concern that increased tourism in Fiordland may 
disturb breeding birds and cause nests to fail. 
Forest and Bird would encourage a ‘buffer zone’ 
being established around their known nesting 

 
1 Department of Conservation: Fiordland crested penguin/tawaki - https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/native-animals/birds/birds-a-z/penguins/fiordland-crested-penguin-tawaki/  

https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/native-animals/birds/birds-a-z/penguins/fiordland-crested-penguin-tawaki/


 
 

 
 

Clause Proposed Change Purpose and impact Forest and Bird comments 

areas, these areas can be found here: 
https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Overview-
of-Milford-Sound-showing-tawaki-breeding-
areas-searched-and-approximate-
nest_fig1_317507643  

Delete 
Policy 
16.2.4 

Deletion Removes “no limits on the SWA in Milford 
Sound/Piopiotahi” as the new policies conflict 
with this. 

Agree. This policy needs to be deleted for the 
reasons stated. 

Amend 
Policy 
16.2.6 

Insertion of 
“including the use 
of dual place 
names” 

Clarifies an existing policy which calls for 
“fiords correctly referred to”. 

Agree with the change and use of dual place 
names.  

Amend 
Policy 
16.2.8 to 
16.2.7 

“Manage adverse 
effects of 
commercial SWA 
in Fiordland” 

Specifically provides protection for remote 
and wilderness values whilst maintaining 
recreational activities. 

Agree in principle, provided recreational 
activities do not cause adverse effects. 

Add 
Policy 
16.2.8 

“Impacts on 
wilderness and 
remoteness 
values” 

Direction for consent applicants and 
processing officers of the specific matters that 
require recognition when considering impacts 
of activities on wilderness and remoteness 
values. 

Agree. However, ‘wilderness & remoteness’ 
definitions should be added to the Coastal 
Plan definitions, due to peoples’ different 
interpretations of what wilderness and 
remoteness means, or what their values are.  

https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Overview-of-Milford-Sound-showing-tawaki-breeding-areas-searched-and-approximate-nest_fig1_317507643
https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Overview-of-Milford-Sound-showing-tawaki-breeding-areas-searched-and-approximate-nest_fig1_317507643
https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Overview-of-Milford-Sound-showing-tawaki-breeding-areas-searched-and-approximate-nest_fig1_317507643
https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Overview-of-Milford-Sound-showing-tawaki-breeding-areas-searched-and-approximate-nest_fig1_317507643


 
 

 
 

Clause Proposed Change Purpose and impact Forest and Bird comments 

Amend 
Policy 
16.2.11 

Additional 
consideration of 
adverse effects on 
the National Park 

Must “have regard to the Fiordland National 
Park Management Plan”. 

Agree. As previously stated, Policy 5 of the 
NZCPS 2010 requires the Coastal Plan to 
consider adverse effects on lands or waters in 
the coastal environment held under the 
Conservation Act 1987 and the National Parks 
Act 1980. The Coastal Plan also must give 
effect to various ‘other matters’ provisions of 
the RMA, of which the NPA (1980) and FNPMP 
should be considered.  

Add 
Policy 
16.2.15 

Consent term 
direction 

To provide guidance for staff and applicants to 
ensure consent terms reflect specific nature of 
the proposed activity and its effects. 

Agree. Although consent terms haven’t been 
explicitly provided as part of this review, it is 
anticipated that these will be reflective of the 
activities being proposed, the likelihood for 
them to change throughout the term and 
whatever effects the activity generates. Forest 
and Bird agree with the consideration criteria 
proposed in the tracked changes document. 

Rule 
16.2.1 

Increased 
strengthening of 
the consent 
requirements 

Inserts a non-complying activity status for 
more remote areas and aims to ensure no 
further intensification of SWA. 

Agree. Adding a non-complying activity status will 
strengthen the policy and deter further 
intensification. 



 
 

 
 

 

 

Chelsea McGaw 

Regional Conservation Manager (RCM) Otago & Southland 

The Royal Forest and Bird Society of New Zealand 

c.mcgaw@forestandbird.org.nz 

027 279 2500 

PO Box 6230, Dunedin North, Dunedin 9059 

 

 

 

Jenny Campbell 

Branch Secretary 

On behalf of: Forest and Bird Southland Branch 

jennycam@xtra.co.nz 

0273510180 

mailto:c.mcgaw@forestandbird.org.nz
mailto:jennycam@xtra.co.nz
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FORM 5 
SUMBMISSION ON PROPOSED SOUTHLAND REGIONAL COASTAL 

PLAN – PLAN CHANGE 5 
 

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 
 
 
 
To:   Southland Regional Council (Environment Southland) 
 
Submitter Details:  
 
Name of submitter:  Totally Tourism Limited 
 
Address for Service: Totally Tourism Limited  

C/- Southern Planning Group 
63 Antimony Crescent 
Cromwell 9310 

 
Attention: Sean Dent   

 sean@southernplanning.co.nz  
021 946 955 
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1. This is a submission on the Proposed Southland Regional Coastal Plan – Plan 
Change 5. 

 
2. Trade Competition  
 

The submitter could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this 
submission. 

 
3. Omitted  

 
4. Totally Tourism Limited’s submission is that: 
 

4.1 Totally Tourism Limited “TTL” operates Mitre Peak Cruises at Milford Sound 
pursuant to Coastal Permits AUTH-20191120 and 207134. TTL also provides 
access to Milford Sound through their subsidiary companies Milford Sound 
Scenic Flights and The Helicopter Line.  

 
4.2 As an existing holder of Coastal Permits for the operation of commercial 

surface of the water activities, the submitter has a direct interest in the 
outcome of Plan Change 5 “PC5”. 

 
4.3 The submitter generally supports PC5 subject to the following comments: 

 
4.4 The submitter acknowledges that the consultation fact sheet states that:  
 

“The Plan Change is a temporary measure until a long-term integrated 
management approach is developed through the review of the Southland 
Regional Coastal Plan, which is due to be completed by the end of 2023.” 

 
4.5 Accordingly, it is the submitter’s opinion that the provisions that are 

implemented at the conclusion of PC5 should not necessarily constitute the 
starting point or baseline for the provisions that are to be drafted in the 
comprehensive and full review of the Regional Coastal Plan in 2023. 

 
4.6 This is because PC5 is seen as a ‘stop gap’ measure to halt further commercial 

surface of the water activity based upon incomplete information of the 
effects of these activities on the environment (this will be discussed in more 
detail below). 

 
4.7 The submitter agrees with the Southland Regional Council “Council” that the 

intrinsic values of the southern fiords inclusive of Milford Sound in which they 
operate, do require protection to ensure that visitors to the area continue to 
have a high-quality recreation experience. 



 

4.8 However, the level of protection afforded through the provisions of PC5 (and 
any future review of the Regional Coastal Plan) should be balanced to enable 
the continued provision of high-quality tourism opportunities alongside 
protection of the important natural values. 

 
4.9 There also needs to be a clear understanding of the values and the threshold 

at which commercial surface of the water activities will result in their 
degradation. 

 
4.10 Taking the above into consideration, the submitter makes the following 

specific comments on PC5: 
 
Threshold of Acceptable Activity 
 
4.11 Supporting the submitter’s views about balancing the opportunities for 

visitation to the Coastal Marine Area with protection of the values of this area, 
the Section 32 Report notes, with regard to the Lindis Consulting report on 
Wilderness and Remoteness Values of Fiordland Waters, that : 

 
 In its conclusions the report discusses that there are a range of opinions on 

whether the wilderness values of the Fiordland CMA are being eroded, with 
no agreement that there is currently an imbalance but general agreement 
about the management problem, being: the need to balance the protection 
of wilderness values with the opportunity for people to visit Fiordland. Further, 
the study discusses that an increase in boating activity will exacerbate the 
impact of recreation and tourism activity on wilderness and remoteness 
values of the Fiordland CMA. The report states: 
 

The existing amount and type of boat activity is eroding 
wilderness values for some people. More boat activity will 
exacerbate this impact. It is likely that people who find the 
current extent of activity acceptable (with respect to wilderness 
values) will shift their judgement (perceive it as unacceptable) 
in response to some amount of increase in activity. It is not clear 
at what point this balance may tip (questions of carrying 
capacity were beyond the scope of this study). (Booth (2022) 
p.92) 

 
4.12 While the submitter supports the intention of PC5 to not grant or intensify 

commercial surface of the water activities beyond those that exist as at 18 
July 2022 (where adverse effects on the matters in Policy 16.2.2(1)will 
increase), in the short term (until the full review of the Regional Coastal Plan) 
the submitter notes the importance of the conclusions of the Lindis Consulting 
report.  

 



 

4.13 In particular, the discussion of Objective 3 being the discussion about how 
increasing commercial boat activity may impact on wilderness and 
remoteness values, the report recommends next steps being: 

 
• Fill the information gap about visitors’ perceptions and experiences 

(gather data from recreationists and tourists). However, challenges in 
doing so include considerable uncertainty about post-Covid use 
patterns and methodological difficulties (as outlined in section 3.5.3). 
 

• Conduct a carrying capacity assessment for the fiords focused on the 
visitor experience. 

 
4.14 Given that there are uncertainties as to the threshold of activity or the carrying 

capacity of the fiords and the clear need for further research and assessment, 
the submitter considers it is important to acknowledge this in the explanation 
to Policy 16.2.2. As such, the submitter suggests that the explanation is 
modified to read as shown below in track changes: 

 
Explanation – The Fiordland coastal environment is largely unspoilt. It is 
an area that is known nationally and internationally as one of the last 
remote vestiges in the world. This unspoilt nature combined with its 
dominating and awe-inspiring landscapes and diverse array of 
indigenous biodiversity results in an area which is internationally, 
nationally, regionally, and culturally significant. Tangata whenua have a 
long association with Te Mimi o Tū Te Rakiwhānoa (Fiordland coastal 
marine area). Ngāi Tahu have extensively visited Te Mimi o Tū Te 
Rakiwhānoa for example for the gathering of mahinga kai and taonga. 
The traditional routes followed are of significance, as are the places they 
journeyed to and the uses.  
 
The unique climate, terrestrial vegetation and topography in this area 
has resulted in distinctive marine and terrestrial ecosystems. The pristine, 
forested catchments of the fiords are recognised through their National 
Park and World Heritage status, with a number of important marine areas 
identified as Marine Reserves and china shops. The Fiordland coastal 
environment is highly valued for its outstanding natural character and 
recreational experiences offered, such as wilderness and remoteness 
values. It is home to a wide variety of coral, seaweed, fish and marine 
mammals. The fiords provide important habitat for protected species 
such as bottlenose dolphins (terehu), New Zealand fur seals (kekeno), 
Fiordland crested penguins (tawaki) and blue penguins (kororā). The 
latter three are recognised under the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act 
1998 as taonga species. Taonga species are more than just those which 
are protected in the Act however, including marine mammals, birds, 
plants and all indigenous species. The significant values of Fiordland are 



 

sensitive to increasing activity which can, if not managed appropriately, 
result in a degradation of these values.  
 
Too much activity can diminish the values that initially attracted people 
to an area. People then start seeking areas elsewhere which still offer the 
values they originally found in the now more popular area. The growth in 
activity can be both commercial and private. Over the last decade 
there has been growth in the level of commercial and recreational 
activity that is occurring within the Fiordland coastal environment. To 
ensure the significant values of the Fiordland coastal environment are 
maintained for future generations, it is imperative that increasing levels 
of activity do not compromise Fiordland’s intrinsic values, such as 
outstanding natural character values, indigenous biological diversity, 
and wilderness and remoteness values, and values held by mana 
whenua. The capacity of the Fiordland coastal environment to absorb 
human use including commercial surface water activities is limited. If use 
continues to increase, for example from an increased frequency of 
vessel trips, larger vessels, more vessels, and/or more ancillary activities, 
eventually the intrinsic values of the Fiordland coastal environment will 
be eroded. For some people these values have already been eroded. 
As such, this policy limits the effects of commercial activities across the 
Fiordland coastal marine area to consented levels that existed at 18 July 
2022 until such a time as a comprehensive assessment is completed 
through the Regional Coastal Plan Review. Such comprehensive review 
will include the undertaking of a carrying capacity assessment of the 
fiords based on visitor experience inclusive of detailed information 
gathering on the perceptions and experiences of current activity levels 
from visitors. 
 
Given the international, national, and regionally significant values 
present and their sensitivity, this approach is appropriate to ensure these 
values are preserved and protected for future generations. 

 
Proposed Rules for Commercial Surface Water Activities. 

 
4.15 The submitter generally supports proposed Rule 16.2.1(7) and (8). As a 

precautionary approach until the comprehensive review is completed, the 
submitter agrees that any intensification of commercial surface water 
activities should be assessed as a Non-Complying Activity. 

 
4.16 However, the submitter has intentions of replacing their two existing vessels in 

the future. The replacement vessels would result in a modest increase in 
passenger capacity from that presently consented, with a potential reduction 
in the consented number of daily trips. 

 



 

4.17 It is considered that such a proposal, while increasing the scale of the vessel(s), 
would in fact decrease the intensity of activity and frequency/visibility of 
commercial vessels within Milford Sound. It is also likely that a newer vessel 
would be more fuel efficient and have a lesser acoustic footprint. 

 
4.18 Accordingly, the submitter holds the opinion that should such an application 

be made while the provisions of PC5 have legal effect, this proposal should 
pass both gateway tests under Section 104D of the Act in that the 
environmental effects will be no more than minor, and the proposal will not 
be contrary to the relevant Objectives and Policies. In this case, the change 
would not increase adverse effects on those values identified in Policy 
16.2.2(1). 

 
4.19 Should Council not agree that this consenting outcome may be possible 

under PC5 as notified, then it is requested that consequential amendments 
are made to Policy 16.2.2 and the provisions of Rule 16.2.1 to enable such 
changes to incumbent commercial surface of the water activity operators. 

 
5. The submitters seek the following decision from the Southland District Council: 
 

 That PC5 is adopted as notified except where amended to take into account 
the concerns raised in the body of this submission; 

 
 The submitter also seeks such further or consequential or alternative 

amendments necessary to give effect to this submission, and to: 
 

(a) promote the sustainable management of resources and achieve the 
purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 ("Act"); 

 
(b)  meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; 
 
(c)  enable social, economic, and cultural wellbeing; 

 
(d) represent the most appropriate means of exercising the Council's 

functions, having regard to the efficiency and effectiveness of other 
means available in terms of section 32 and other provisions of the Act. 
 

6. The submitter wishes to be heard in support of their submission.  
 

7. If others make a similar submission the submitter will consider presenting a joint 
case with them at a hearing. 

 



 

 
(Sean Dent on behalf of Totally Tourism Limited) 

Date…29 August 2022 
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Mr. Kevin Wood (97846)Consultee

kevin.wood@otago.ac.nzEmail Address

University of OtagoCompany / Organisation

PO Box 56Address
Dunedin
5054

Surface Water Activities, Coastal Plan Change 5Event Name

University of Otago (Mr. Kevin Wood - 97846)Submission by

2Submission ID

29/07/22 12:09 PMResponse Date

SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.1Version

OpposeDo you support these proposed changes?

Please provide reasons for you response

The University of Otago is over 150 years old and has undertaken marine research in Southern New
Zealand water for over a century. The University has dedicated marine research facilities in Otago
Harbour, Stewart Island, and Fiordland. We are a multidisciplinary with research strengths in both
biological and physical marine sciences. We offer undergraduate and postgraduate degrees focusing
on pure and applied marine science, and aquaculture. All our research is undertaken for the public
good and the results are published.

Policy 16.2.12 provide for ships that facilitate monitoring and research on the coastal marine area.
Rule 16.2.2 deems that research undertaken by the University of Otago is not ‘genuine research’, but
a commercial surface water activities. In fact the policy and associated rule conflates research for
compliance. The list of statutory bodies that undertake compliance is listed.

The purpose of the proposed plan change is to further restrict commercial surface activities, so will
significantly limit any future research.

Public Hearing

I do wish to be heard in support of my submissionPlease choose one of the following options:

Trade Competition
If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to
make a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act
1991.
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I could notPlease check the boxes that apply to you: I
could/could not gain an advantage in trade
competition through this submission.

I amI am/am not directly affected by an effect of the
subject matter of the submission that: (a) adversely
affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to
trade competition or the effects of trade competition.
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26/08/22 2:35 PMResponse Date

SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.1Version

OpposeDo you support these proposed changes?

Please provide reasons for you response

1 The consultation questioning did not allow for people to express their own feelings and opinions.
Question wording prompted specific answers, they were not open ended or indicative of ones
experiences and/or feelings of usage/activities in the Fiords.

2 In the Coastal Plan Change the repetitive use of: 'found that for some people the wilderness values
of the fiords have already been lost; whilst others believe they remain unaffected by changes in use'.
This is not evidence that 'recreational and commercial use of the internal waters of Fiordland has
increased and has become more diverse'. Or evidence that management of increasing levels of use
is required, to preserve the wilderness and remoteness values of the internal waters of Fiordland and
to manage impacts on the recreational experience of Fiordland National Park.

3 Regarding the statement 'found that for some people the wilderness values of the fiords have already
been lost; whilst others believe they remain unaffected by changes in use'. How many people have
found the wilderness values of the fiords have been lost compared to how many believe they remain
unaffected. The statement is contradictory and ambiguous. A plan change shouldn't be based on
anything other than hard facts/numbers.

4 The Fiords and National Parks are owned by the people of Aoteroa and there should be access
for all. The commercial operators have adopted sustainability values & practices. The commercial
clients are currently 'giving back'. These comfort seekers are more in number than the true wilderness
seekers, but both likely use motorised transport means to get to and from their Fiordland adventure.
The very few number of wilderness seekers values should not 'out weigh' those values of the more
plentiful comfort seeker. Should you look at Fiordland operating companies feedback reviews outside
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of Piopiotahi, and you will not find a theme of 'negative visual or noise impact' during their experiences.
You will find comments suggesting solitude and grandeur, excellent service & memories for life.
Howmany people who took the survey thought the wilderness and remoteness values were in jeopardy
compared with the number who did not? Where are these statistics?

We all cherish our backyard, Fiordland, and don't wish to see it overrun and ruined. I would speculate
traffic in some of the farther reaches of Fiordland consists largely of DOC boating and aerial activity
e.g. Anchor Island in Dusky Sound.

As the operator of the only operating Floatplane company in the South Island and iconic historical
transport option for traveling into Fiordland, from above we don't see an abundance of watercraft in
the Fiords except the transport associated with the bird work for DOC and the back country huts
accessed by boats during the 'Roar'.
The floatplane has permitted landing areas designated throughout Fiordland and these must be
continued to be available for recreational access and safety reasons for the floatplane for longevity.

Public Hearing

I do not wish to be heard in support of my
submission

Please choose one of the following options:

Trade Competition
If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to
make a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act
1991.

I could notPlease check the boxes that apply to you: I
could/could not gain an advantage in trade
competition through this submission.

I amI am/am not directly affected by an effect of the
subject matter of the submission that: (a) adversely
affects the environment; and (b) does not relate to
trade competition or the effects of trade
competition.
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