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Ashleigh Watson

From: Sarah Godwin [DOC] <sagodwin@doc.govt.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 21 August 2024 10:37 am
To: Catherine Maffey
Cc: Christine Lanham; Malcolm Lucas; Amelia Smith [EXTERNAL] (DOC); Shona Bradley; Rosemary 

Broad
Subject: DOC content - Pack for Select Committee 
Attachments: Response to PCE Report - Conservation Covenants.docx; Response to SC questions - 

Variations.docx; Corrections to the DR - DOC corrections.docx

Importance: High

Mōrena Cat, 
 
Apologies for the delay – please see aƩached for DOC’s content to feed into the package going to Select CommiƩee. 
 

 Response to PCE Report – ConservaƟon covenants  

 Response to SC quesƟons on variaƟons. Note, our understanding of the quesƟons asked by the CommiƩee 
on variaƟons were a liƩle different. Please use our amended quesƟons/responses. 

 CorrecƟons for the DR (I’ve done these in track edits)  
 
Please let me know if you have any quesƟons,  
 
Thanks, 
 
 
Sarah Godwin [she/her]  
Policy Advisor | Policy and Regulatory Services Group  
Department of Conservation - Te Papa Atawhai  
Ph: +   
NOTE: my phone number has changed, I no longer use   
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to legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that any use, dissemination, 
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RESPONSE TO PCE Report – Conservation covenants  

Sch 5, Part 4  Rec 17  Para 38 PCE’s REC: I recommend that 
the committee is cautious about 
retaining conservation 
covenants as an approval under 
this bill. It will create a new 
approval, having substantial 
impact on the private property 
right to create covenants in 
perpetuity, which is well beyond 
the scope of this bill. 

Official’s response: 

• Conservation covenants have been included in scope of the Bill to enable 

more development than would be possible under the status quo. 

• The Departmental Report notes that revoking and amending 

conservation covenants is not a novel approach and has been enabled 

already through other existing legislation, for example in the Urban 

Development Act 2020 for specified development projects.  

• We have proposed that any changes to conservation covenants requires 
the landowner’s consent (Recommendation 239 refers). This essentially 

acts as an ineligibility criterion and applicants will not be able to apply for 

removal of conservation covenants under the Bill if they do not have the 

relevant landowner consent. This is an important requirement to uphold 

private property rights in the Bill. 

• The Panel will receive a report from DOC detailing information on the 

values associated with the covenant. This is to inform their decision and 

when setting conditions to address the proposed change or removal of 

the covenant. 

o For example, conditions could include upgrading fencing of the 

remaining covenant area to ensure that the impacts of the fast-
track project are minimised.  

• The Panel will decide what conditions are appropriate in any given case.  

 





 

 

If a fast-track project needs to change approvals to an extent that 
would go beyond what can be considered a variation in that case, the 
applicant can apply for referral to fast-track for fresh approvals. 
 

Schedule 10 – Rec 298 – Does this go beyond the scope of Fast 
Track?  

The “subsequent variations” referred to in rec 298 are only available 
for access arrangements that have first been approved or varied 
through the full fast-track process. 
 
If a fast-track project minerals operator wishes to progress from 
exploration to mining, they could, as per section 61, request a 
subsequent variation (via normal decision-makers) or a new access 
arrangement (via referral and Expert Panel), depending on how 
significant the change to the existing arrangement would be.  
 
If you were to require all subsequent variations to fast-track mining 
access arrangements to go through the referral process again, this 
would risk frustrating fast-tracked mining projects.  

 

classification

classification








