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11 Akiraho Street, Mount Eden, Auckland, New Zealand  
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Introduction to Greenpeace 

Greenpeace is a global organisation with approximately 4 million members worldwide.  
Greenpeace New Zealand has over 55,000 supporters.  The Greenpeace New Zealand Sign 
On campaign promoting action on climate change has garnered over 215,000 signatories.  
Each year, Greenpeace New Zealand’s Frontline programme talks to 250,000 New 
Zealanders. 

Greenpeace is an independent global campaigning organisation that acts to change 
attitudes and behaviour, to protect and conserve the environment and to promote peace.  
Greenpeace does not accept funds from governments, corporations or political parties but is 
solely funded by private donations from our supporters. 

Greenpeace key points 

1) Mining expansion is a highly risky and regressive development strategy which 
offers relatively little whilst harming the much more significant and tangible value of 
New Zealand’s reputation and unique biodiversity. 

Greenpeace is totally opposed to the Government’s intention to remove areas from the 
protection afforded by Schedule 4 of the Crown Minerals Act 1991 (Schedule 4) to enable 
exploration or mining to take place.  Specifically, we do not support the Government’s 
proposals to remove the following areas from Schedule 4:  

- The Inangahua sector of Paparoa National Park 

- The Otahu Ecological Area in the Coromandel 

- Parakawai Geological Area in the Coromandel 

- The additional seven areas in the Coromandel Peninsula totalling 2,574 hectares 

- 705 hectares of the Te Ahumata Plateau that are on Great Barrier Island  

Greenpeace further opposes the intended mineral survey of vast swathes of additional land 
both inside and outside of Schedule 4 including Stewart Island (Rakiura National Park), Mt 
Aspiring National Park, areas of Northland including Waipoua Kauri Forest, and inland 
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Nelson as depicted in maps on the MED website. This is an unjustifiable subsidy to the 
mining industry (including the fossil fuel industry). 

Greenpeace supports the addition to Schedule 4 of the 12,400ha of conservation land that 
now qualifies to be in Schedule 4.   
 
The Crown Minerals Act should be amended to make future additions to Schedule 4 of 
appropriate land automatic (to ensure protection from mining and exploration activities). This 
should include: marine reserves, national park additions plus scientific, scenic and nature 
reserves and other relevant areas. 

New Zealand’s biodiversity is unique in the world and represents a global heritage.  Mining 
as proposed is a breach of New Zealand’s stewardship responsibility for our conservation 
lands and biodiversity.  It reflects poorly on our reputation and previously demonstrable 
commitment to being a responsible global citizen.  

Likewise, in an era where the scientific evidence of a global climate crisis is overwhelming, 
mining expansion (particularly coal mining) is a regressive development strategy and 
completely incompatible with taking effective action to mitigate climate change. 

The Government’s mining proposals cast a pall on New Zealand’s reputation internationally 
and run counter to our obligations as a good-faith signatory to and participant in international 
United Nations (UN) agreements to tackle global climate change and protect biodiversity. 

Public conservation land is held in trust by the Government, on behalf of all New Zealanders, 
for the purposes of conservation.  The proposed mining is a significant breach of the 
guardianship role any Government assumes when inheriting existing conservation estate 
from preceding generations and administrations. 

The Minister of Conservation should retain exclusive decision-making authority in regard to 
Conservation estate.  There should be no dilution of this responsibility through the addition of 
the Minister of Energy and Resources in determining matters relating to access to 
conservation land.  The position of Minister of Energy and Resources lacks competence to 
assess conservation matters.  

There should be an end to all direct and indirect mining subsidies including: privileged 
access to public conservation land; exploration subsidies and a ‘favourable’ tax regime; free 
allocation under the emissions trading scheme; the present ban on considering climate 
change under the Resource Management Act; and low royalties for extracted minerals. 

Greenpeace believes the risk of reputational harm to the economy vastly outweighs any 
potential gains from mining. The Government’s own claims of potential economic benefits 
from mining have been grossly exaggerated. The mining proposal must also not be 
evaluated in an economic vacuum but must be assessed in the context of existing economic 
activity which relies on a New Zealand-specific reputation for environmental responsibility 
and protection. 

The onus falls on the Government to provide certainty that the proposed mining of Schedule 
4 conservation lands will not negatively effect or harm other economic activity and value 
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based on our existing reputation (such as our multi-billion dollar tourism and produce export 
sectors).  Greenpeace notes that the tourism industry has already expressed concerns about 
the proposals. 

2) Greenpeace is opposed to mining expansion 

Greenpeace is totally opposed to the proposal to remove Schedule 4 protection from any of 
New Zealand’s conservation lands to allow mineral surveying or mining. 

Greenpeace is also concerned at the proposed expansion of mining in New Zealand in 
general, particularly the expansion of coal mining.  All mining is energy intensive and so 
generates considerable greenhouse gas emissions.  Coal mining is the worst because as 
well as the emissions associated with extraction, emissions from the use of coal remain the 
biggest global contributor to climate change.   

Greenpeace is opposed to the expansion of coal mining, including in areas outside of 
Schedule 4 and also outside of public conservation land, because of the contribution to 
climate change of coal mining and combustion.  Proposals to mine lignite coal for conversion 
to diesel and fertiliser make a mockery of any claims by New Zealand that we are taking 
climate change seriously.  Such proposals are further evidence that New Zealand’s climate 
change policies are failing. 

It is spurious to argue that the possibility of the development of unproven “clean coal 
generation” in the future justifies the extraction and burning of coal in the present.  If this is 
the Government’s authentic belief then, at the very least, the expansion of coal mining 
should be halted until such time as effective clean coal facilities are operational and proven 
and the Government has committed to only making New Zealand coal available for use in 
effective clean coal facilities.  This does not however overcome the negative localised effects 
of mining on ecological values and international reputation or the greenhouse gas emissions 
that arise from the process of extraction. 

Increased mining activity would be a regression to an extractive boom-and-bust mentality 
that is neither economically nor ecologically sustainable.  The appropriate and progressive 
direction for New Zealand, and essential to the evolution of a sustainable culture and 
economy, is a reduction of our dependency on non-renewable industry such as mining.  Coal 
in particular must be left in the ground if we are serious about tackling climate change and 
reducing carbon emissions. 

The experience of Oceana Gold near Reefton and the Stockton mine near Westport show 
that “modern” mining techniques are incompatible with conservation.  This was 
demonstrated by the recent Environment Court conviction of Oceana Gold for 15 breaches 
of its environmental obligations in 5 years at a mine in Victoria Conservation Park. 

3) New Zealand’s role as global citizen 

Greenpeace notes that New Zealand’s biodiversity is unique at the global level and 
represents a global heritage.  New Zealand’s stewardship of its conservation lands is a 
significant indicator of its commitment to being a responsible global citizen.  These mining 
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proposals fall well short of the level of responsibility New Zealand needs to exercise as a 
good global citizen. 

Greenpeace shares the concerns of the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 
over the inadequate conservation assessments in the Government’s discussion documents 
and supports the views of the IUCN and the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society 
regarding the conservation value of Schedule 4 land.  We note that the London Zoo has 
expressed serious concern at the risks to globally significant endangered endemic frog 
species posed by mining in Coromandel specifically. 

In their acceleration of climate change, the overall mining plans also fall far short of 
appropriate conduct for New Zealand as a good-faith participant in UN global initiatives to 
combat climate change, and signatory to international agreements on climate change 
mitigation and biodiversity protection. 

4) Climate change issues 

Under the current schedule four proposals, 3,000 ha of the Paparoa National Park could be 
mined for coal, which will be burned in New Zealand, producing CO2 emissions equal to half 
of all New Zealand’s annual emissions. 

Overall mining plans under this Government (including mining coal outside of Schedule 4) 
would see up to 9 billion tonnes of coal mined - leading to some 13 billion tonnes of carbon 
dioxide once burned– over two times the annual CO2 emissions of the USA. 

Mining and burning coal will lead to even higher per capita emissions (NZ is already 5th 
worst in the developed world) at a time when other countries are making real efforts to 
reduce emissions. 

As such, the proposals run counter to New Zealand’s obligations as a good-faith signatory to 
and participant in UN and other international agreements to tackle global climate change. 

5) Mining proposals are economically reckless 

Greenpeace believes the risk of reputational harm to the economy vastly outweighs any 
potential gains from mining.  Any such proposal must not be evaluated in an economic 
vacuum but must be evaluated in the context of existing economic activity which relies on a 
New Zealand-specific reputation for being an environmentally advanced nation which 
safeguards ecological value from unsustainable development through protection laws such 
as those pertaining to our conservation estate and specifically Schedule 4 protection of 
areas with high ecological and landscape value. 

The proposals themselves are reckless and have already impacted New Zealand’s clean 
green and 100% Pure international reputation through attracting critical international 
reporting of the proposals.  This reputation is at the heart of billions of dollars of economic 
value and jobs in tourism, agriculture and other sectors.  This value underpins New 
Zealand’s clean green brand and could be harmed irreparably by allowing mining in the best 
of our conservation estate (Schedule 4). 

  4



                                                                                                 

The “quality” and “pure” reputations that New Zealand enjoys have been built up over many 
decades with significant financial and cultural investment and are essential for New 
Zealand’s economic and social well being.  Furthermore, at a cultural level, the “clean green” 
reputation can be seen as a significant aspect of national identity. 

This reputation and identity offers the best advantage and opportunity for enhancing New 
Zealand’s economic strength rather than the outmoded extractive industry mindset that 
cannot serve New Zealand in a world moving towards clean and renewable technology and 
industry in response to the climate crisis.  

The Ministry and Government seem to assume that mining expansion and our positive 
reputation can co-exist however evidence is already to the contrary and the economic risk 
alone of tangibly harming New Zealand’s tourism industry for example exists as a very real 
risk of the proposed mining.  The onus must fall on the Government and Ministry to prove 
the proposed mining of Schedule 4 conservation lands will not harm other economic activity 
and value based on our existing reputation. 

Claimed economic benefits from mining have been wildly variant and almost certainly 
overstated.  It is clear that this proposal is primarily about encouraging mining through public 
subsidies (whether by privileged access to public conservation land or through taxpayer 
funded exploration work and low royalties from extracted minerals).  

Greenpeace believes that the mining proposal represents a return to old-style extractive 
industry thinking that is incompatible with New Zealand’s reputation and progress towards 
innovative knowledge-based and clean-technology industries. 

Greenpeace calls on the Government and MED to offer an economic vision for the 21st 
century that plays to the strength of our existing reputation and meets the challenges of 
climate change. This includes abandoning all plans to remove conservation land from 
Schedule Four or allow mining therein. 

6) The Minister of Energy and Resources has shown bias and predetermination 

The Minister of Energy and Resources has shown bias and predetermination in his approach 
to mining Schedule 4 land.  The position of the Minister of Energy and Resources has no 
competence to determine matters relating to access to conservation land. 

Public conservation land is held in trust on behalf of all New Zealanders for the purposes of 
conservation.  The Minister of Conservation should retain exclusive decision making 
authority in regard to Conservation estate.  

If the Government amends the law to allow the Minister of Energy and Resources joint 
decision-making authority with the Minister for Conservation in regard to access decisions, 
all such decisions will be at risk of judicial review. 

7) Mining plans breach Kiwi values 

According to a recent Shape NZ poll for the New Zealand Business Council for Sustainable 
Development, 53% generally oppose plans to remove the highest-level of conservation 
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protection (called Schedule 4) from 70 square kilometres of land in five areas, so that 
applications for exploration and mining activity can be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
Only 29% support the idea.   

When the mineral potential and conservation issues are detailed for each area, using words 
from the Government’s stock take report consultation document, opposition ranges from 52 
to 60%, and support falls to between 22 to 26%. 

Greenpeace, as part of a coalition of non-government groups, helped to promote a public 
demonstration in opposition to mining on Saturday 1 May 2010 in Auckland.  The 
demonstration attracted over 40,000 participants which rates it as one of the largest public 
demonstrations in decades.  Such a tangible expression of opposition is a sign of the 
genuine public feeling on the matter.  The Ministry and Government must take this 
opposition seriously and propose development alternatives that do not attack core public 
values such as those favouring the protection of existing conservation lands.  

8) Answers to questions in the stock take discussion document  

Q1 On the areas proposed for removal from Schedule 4: 
Section 7 of the discussion document sets out the areas proposed for removal from 
Schedule 4.  Do you think these areas should be removed from Schedule 4 so that 
applications for exploration and mining activity can be considered on a case-by-case basis?  
Yes or No? And why?  
 
All areas should be retained within Schedule 4.  All areas have high conservation values that 
justify protection from mining.  The recent Environment Court conviction of Oceana Gold for 
15 breaches of its environmental obligations in 5 years at a mine in Victoria Conservation 
Park shows mining is incompatible with conservation.   
 
The weak penalty also shows that the Resource Management Act is not an effective tool in 
preventing environmental damage from mining. 
 
Removal of these areas would undermine New Zealand’s clean green reputation.   
 
All areas containing coal or other fossil fuels should be retained in Schedule 4 because of 
the impact of fossil fuels on climate change. 
 

 
Q2 On the areas proposed for addition to Schedule 4: 
Section 8 of the discussion document sets out the areas proposed for addition to Schedule 4.  
Do you agree with the proposal to add these areas to Schedule 4?  Yes or No? And why?  
 
These areas should be added to Schedule 4.  Parliament should amend the Crown Minerals 
Act to ensure that these kinds of areas are automatically added in future.  The Government 
should review all public conservation land outside of Schedule 4 to identify all that that 
deserves to be added to Schedule 4 because of its conservation values.   
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Q3 On the assessment of areas: 
The assessment of areas covered by Schedule 4 and those proposed for addition is outlined 
in sections 7 and 8 of the discussion document and Appendices 1 and 2.   
 
Greenpeace supports IUCN, Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society and Coromandel 
Watchdog’s assessment of these areas.  Removal of these areas would undermine New 
Zealand’s clean green reputation.  These areas are of high conservation value and the 
Government would betray a promise it made, to not allow areas of high conservation value 
to be mined, if it allows mining in these areas. 
 
The recent Environment Court conviction of Oceana Gold for 15 breaches of its 
environmental obligations in 5 years at a mine in Victoria Conservation Park shows mining is 
incompatible with conservation.  The weak penalty also shows that the Resource 
Management Act is not an effective tool in preventing environmental damage from mining. 
 

 
Q4 On the proposal to further investigate the mineral potential of some areas: 
The Government is carrying out a research and investigation programme on the mineral 
potential of areas with significant mineral potential over the next nine months, including the 
Coromandel, parts of Paparoa National park and Rakiura National Park, and a number of 
non-Schedule 4 areas. 
 
The Government has not released sufficient information on the areas chosen for 
investigation. The Government should abandon this research and investigation programme.  
Any research into the mineral potential of land should be carried out by the mining industry 
itself and not subsidised by the State.  The Government should not offer new fossil fuel 
subsidies (including conducting research into coal deposits) and all existing fossil fuel 
subsidies should be phased out in line with the declaration of the G20 group of countries.  
Fossil fuel exploration should be excluded from the investigations. 
 

 
Q5 On a new contestable conservation fund: 
Section 9 of the discussion document describes a proposed contestable conservation fund 
the Government proposes to establish, which would be made up of a percentage of the 
money the Crown receives from minerals (except petroleum) from public conservation areas.   
 
The Government should abandon the proposed conservation fund.  Should the fund be 
adopted by the Government mining companies and all organisations associated with mining 
companies should be excluded from benefiting from the fund and there should be no cap on 
monies accrued by the fund.  The Government should reverse the $54 million cut to core 
conservation funding and restore the $4 million conservation fund. 
 
The Government should increase the presently very low level of royalties received from 
existing mining. 
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Q6 On approval of access arrangements: 
In section 6 of the discussion document it is proposed that the joint approval of the land-
holding Minister and the Minister of Energy and Resources be required for an access 
arrangement on Crown land for mineral exploration or development.  Do you think this is 
appropriate? Why or why not? 
 
Public conservation land is held in trust on behalf of all New Zealanders for the purposes of 
conservation.  The Minister of Conservation has responsibility to make decisions to live up to 
that trust.  Decision making authority should remain exclusively with the Minister of 
Conservation.   
 
The Minister for the Environment should have the power to veto any Crown minerals permit 
or access agreement for fossil fuel extraction that increases New Zealand’s contribution to 
climate change (whether through domestic emissions or exported emissions). 
 

 
Q7 On any other issues: 
Do you have any further suggestions or comments on what has been said in the 
Government’s discussion document? 
 

9) Other points against mining proposals 

Necessity of precious minerals 

The government Minister has been heard to make the case in public discussion of the 
mining proposals that precious minerals are a progress and development imperative and 
essential to commonly used electronic goods used in New Zealand for example.  This is a 
spurious argument given that most proposed mining is for non-essential products such as 
coal or gold.  Furthermore many precious minerals are recyclable – such as cadmium and 
copper. 

It is not sustainable to be producing electronic goods which are then largely buried in landfill 
or exported with the minerals (cadmium, copper etc) contained within – many of which are 
also toxic (such as the heavy metal cadmium used in batteries).  Gold, Cadmium and copper 
for example are all recyclable and over 70% of gold is used for decorative and not 
technological purposes (much sits inert as bullion in depositories like Fort Knox).  New 
Zealand and the world does not need to mine any more of these minerals; we need to 
improve our recycling systems and reduce our dependency on them with more efficient 
technologies.  Electronic waste or “e waste” is a massive problem globally.  Reducing the 
supply and availability of minerals (by not mining more) actually incentivises recycling 
improvements and reductions in our non-renewable mineral dependency. 

ENDS 

Contact: Geoff Keey – Greenpeace Political Adviser - 021504486 
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