
The Panel directs that Heritage New Zealand provide it with the following information by Friday 
29 June, 2018:  
 

(a) A list of the landowners who it has written to as to the proposal to list the whole of 
Kakapo Bay including their land as a heritage resource and copies of that 
correspondence.  

Judith Davis,  
Edward and Elaine Guard,  
John and Narelle Guard,   
Dr Hansby,  
David Hayes,  
John and Bernadette MacKenzie,  
Dan Palmer and Lynda Guard,  
Robert and Maureen Roberts,  
Alan and Karen Roulston,  
 

(b) A list of those who attended any meetings and dates and locations of those meetings.  
On 9 June 2017, HNZPT Central Region staff travelled to Marlborough for 
meetings about Kakapo Bay.  Finbar Kiddle—Planner, Blyss Wagstaff—Heritage 
Assessment Advisor, and Christine Barnett—Archaeologist visited with: 
 

David Hayes, DOC at the DOC office in Picton, and with   
 
John and Narelle Guard, Elaine and Edward Guard, Daniel Palmer and 
Lynda Guard, and Bernadette and Angela MacKenzie at Kakapo Bay  
(see attached file note) 
 

(c) A copy of any agreement or terms of agreement reached, and/or correspondence said 
to encompass such an agreement, and copies of any replies.  

 
See attached correspondence. 
 

(d) If not apparent from the above responses, copies of written advice provided to 
landowners advising them a discretionary activity resource consent would be needed to 
erect any buildings on their land.  

Discretionary status was not fully spelled out in any of the correspondence, but 
the need for resource consent was noted in various places in the attached 
correspondence and during consultation. 

(e) Again if it is not apparent from any of the above responses, a detailed description of 
what Heritage New Zealand says is the ‘planned approach’ to management of the Bay.  

 
The approach that HNZPT developed with the input of property owners through 
correspondence and an on-site meeting should be evident in the attached 
correspondence and file note. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Kakapo Bay File Note 
 
 

File ref: 12017-012 
Date & Time: Friday June 9 

Building/place/site: Kakapo Bay 

List number: 

NZAA sites P27/77; P27/144 
 
Kakapo Bay is not entered on the New Zealand Heritage 
List/Rārangi Kōrero (‘the List’) but is a Proposal for entry on the 
List, assigned identifier no. 9029 in Heritage New Zealand’s 
database.  
 
 

People involved: 

 Owners of land at Kakapo Bay: John and Narelle Guard; Edward and Elaine Guard; Linda (Guard) 
and Dan; Bernadette McKenzie and Angela McKenzie 

 Heritage New Zealand: Finbar Kiddle, Christine Barnett, Blyss Wagstaff  

 

 

Reason for meeting: 

 Kakapo Bay, in Port Underwood, Marlborough, is of historical and archaeological significance for its 
layers of Māori and European history. 

 Notified for inclusion in the Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan, Ref 61 in Schedule 2: 
Category II and Locally Significant Resources, Appendix 13: Register of Significant Heritage 
Resources.  

 Heritage New Zealand submits in support of the bay being scheduled in the MEP; meeting to discuss 
proposed submission and implications of scheduling 

 Update Summary Report for Kakapo Bay – currently Proposal status for entry on the List 

 Update NZAA sites P27/77; P27/144  

 

 

Issues discussed: 

 Heritage New Zealand discussed the proposed contents of Heritage New Zealand’s submission 
and the implications of the proposed rules for the various zones in the Bay. Submissions are due 
on 23 June; opportunity to include comments from owners in Heritage New Zealand’s 
submission but there will also be further opportunity for this in future stages of the process. 

 The owners were cautiously supportive of the bay having some protection from inappropriate 
development. Wary about having to go through extra regulation though. 

 Heritage New Zealand clarified that the only extra regulation would be the requirement to 
consider heritage effects if applying for a resource consent, and limitation on the amount of 
earthworks that could be done in the Sounds Foreshore reserve without consent. The 
archaeology process would be the same as currently exists.  

 There was some concern from owners of land on the northern half of the bay that works to (for 
example) replace septic tanks would require archaeology. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 Heritage New Zealand suggested an option could be for owners to commission a joint 
archaeological assessment that covers the entire bay, which could then be used to assess effects 
of proposed works. 

 Owners queried why the proposed extent in the summary report did not include all of the 
northern land parcels. Heritage New Zealand clarified that it followed a contour line to 
encompass the flat part of the bay rather than the northern slopes. The owners accepted this. 

 
 

Agreed actions or follow up: 

 

 Finbar to email draft submission contents to owners 

 Narelle Guard to provide feedback on contents of revised summary report 
 
 


























































































































































































































