
 

 

 

Tūpuna Maunga o Tāmaki Makaurau – Draft Integrated Management Plan 

Submission by the Friends of Maungawhau 

Three members of the Friends of Maungawhau have contributed to this submission: 
Kit Howden, Christine Major, and April Glenday. 

The FoM committee endorses our comments. Please consider our comments as a 
single submission. 

Thank you. 
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Comments by Kit Howden, Friends of Maungawhau 

15 January 2015 

In general I support the overall policies and strategy in the Draft Tūpuna Maunga 
Integrated Management Plan [IMP]. However the following matters are of concern to 
me. 

1. The maunga are still public parks and there is free access to them. There are 
good strategic and policy statements however with the very general outline 
there is potential for conflict in developing the final actual access policy for 
each maunga. For example in 10.21: 
• Public access that is appropriate and respects the Tūpuna Maunga as taonga 
tuku iho. 
• Path alignment to guide appropriate public access and use. 
• Prioritisation and advocacy of pedestrian access and circulation on the 
Tūpuna Maunga. 

It is important the final access and pedestrian rights of access are protected and 
final routes and access be done through a management plan process having full 
public participation. Issues not covered include: 
– the right to roam 
– private access 
– closure for events 
– closure for safety during operations etc.  

2. The change of the maunga from being a general public recreation area to one of 
a heritage protected area with sacred sites is supported; however, the wider 
impacts of this need mention in the IMP. There are many impacts on the 
maunga and wider parks and open space network with social changes, 
population increase and lack of additional public open space being provided. 
The impacts are carrying capacity based – user/ user impacts and user / resource 
impacts as population and demands increase on a static public park land area 
where there is free public access. For example 5.03 ha on public parkland 
[including maunga] on the isthmus per 1000 people was available in 1991 and I 
estimate less than 0.5 ha of will be available in the next decade if present trends 
continue. This has challenging operational, financial and social implications on 
the maunga. Already staff are under much pressure. 

On way to mitigate this is to change public behaviour to adapt to the more 
crowded park conditions. Democratic action and public involvement is essential 
and this needs on the ground trained rangers / kaitiaki. On-the-ground rangers – 
paid or voluntary – should act not in a “police” role but through education and 
supporting the community. All the new policies and flashy IMP documents 
mean little unless there is meaningful public engagement at this level.  

A policy needs to be added to put priority on establishing a ranger / kaitiaki 
service. A statement is also needed to highlight the pressure on Auckland’s 
protected area system. 
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3. Many policies and strategies are good however how realistic are they 
considering funding has to come from the public purse? Already all parks are 
under funding pressure and little long-term additional funding will be available 
to implement the IMP without social and legislative changes. It is unlikely 
additional funds through will be available in the coming decade[s] to meet many 
of the IMP policies unless the wider public parks system suffers i.e. “rob Peter 
to pay Paul”! 

This needs to be acknowledged and a policy added to ensure the Maunga 
Authority [MA] seeks additional funding other than the rates-based financial 
system. Creative examples could be given to arouse public interest. E.g. - 
encourage community based trusts to raise charity funding, however this will 
require the Council and MA to develop a closer relationship with the 
community. Also allow commemorative plantings [no plaques] based on the 
Wellington system. This could occur in selected locations that meet ecological, 
mana whenua and ecological guidelines.  

A policy in the IMP is needed to explore alternative means of funding and 
financing to meet the IMP objectives in the long term.  

4. Many policies are general and open to interpretation and decision. For example 
the words “appropriate” and “inappropriate” are used many times. In cases 
where such general policy has to be decided it’s important this goes back to the 
Maunga Authority to decide. E.g. “Phasing out of inappropriate recreational 
activities” What does this mean? It is too general. It would be better to say – 
activity that is in conflict or not aligned to the purpose and protection of the 
maunga will be identified and discouraged or prohibited.  

Under Cultural Activities the details under the deed of settlement and Collective 
Redress Act are well covered but not the wider community activity and 
ceremonies, many of which take place without the Council or MA knowledge. 
E.g. spreading of ashes, wedding photos other cultural rituals, events etc.  

5. It appears my original suggestion has been ignored on the relationship of the 
PAUP and alignment with the management plan process. Because of the more 
general statements in the IMP, the rules in the PAUP may give more 
management direction. This still needs clarification to avoid duplication and 
costly planning. 

6. One detail of that concerns me is the management of flora and fauna and 
ecological restoration. I support an Ecological Restoration Plan – however, a 
more flexible holistic approach is needed and exotic species need to be 
considered and not all treated as pests. Many exotic trees are of heritage 
significance and representative examples need to be kept. For example, some of 
the oaks. 

I claim it will be impossible to reverse the exotic micro species that sustain the 
larger flora; therefore, a totally indigenous flora is impossible. For example, the 
soil mycorrhizae – I understand that many of the species arising out of 
operational mulching and in forests and grassland are exotic. There appears to 
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be a simplistic “island” isolationist approach taken with ecological restoration. 
The maunga are too small to be independent natural indigenous areas on their 
own. They are surrounded by private landowners, many of whom have many 
exotic as well as invasive species. Therefore, a more holistic approach is needed 
to combine ecological restoration, biosecurity and biodiversity and community 
engagement towards a sustainable, cost-effective and mainly indigenous 
landscape. Priority is need on engaging with this with neighbours and public to 
control scheduled weeds and pests.  

I see the present timid practices on using herbicides to control weeds are 
wasteful and can result in more invasive species returning due to lack of 
encouraging replanting. If livestock are removed the dominant vegetation will 
be exotic grasslands – the lessons from withdrawing grazing from Maungawhau 
apparently have not been learnt. 

There is a detailed policy to remove feral cats and mustelids. However, these 
control rats and mice, and therefore more pesticide will be needed to poison 
these pests, but pesticides are to be phased out. Does this mean only mechanical 
trapping will be permitted which demand high cost operations? Has this been 
thought out?  

In addition no mention has been made of fire and it’s part of the historic 
ecology as well as danger to visitors. This needs to be covered.  

The future flora and fauna management needs greater consideration and 
discussion. 

Kit Howden  
10 Ashton Rd 
Mt Eden 
Auckland 1024 
New Zealand 
09 6301490 
0276671059  
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Comments by Christine Major, Friends of Maungawhau 

11 January 2015 

6. Tūpuna Maunga o Tāmaki Makaurau Maungawhau/Mount Eden  
Appendix 3: Summary of Current Activities Undertaken on the Tūpuna Maunga 
 
The number of “Community organised groups and education activities” for 
Maungawhau is listed in Appendix 3 as one.  
We assume this recognises Friends of Maungawhau who have undertaken ecological 
restoration on the Maunga since 2002. 
The City of Auckland Morris Dancers are another community group with a long-
standing relationship with Maungawhau in that they have celebrated May 1st since 
1978 by dancing at dawn near the existing trig station. 
 
9. Values and Pathways – Mauri Punaha Hauropi / Ecology and Biodiversity Value 
10.14, 10.15: Tūpuna Maunga Biosecurity and Pest Management Plan  
 
The value of promoting ecological and biodiversity best practice is stated alongside 
the goal of replanting and restoring the indigenous biodiversity of the Maunga. In 
addition there is an immediate issue of protecting a number of existing natural 
communities of threatened native plants (many of which are basalt specialists) on the 
Maunga. 
 
The phased reduction of the use of herbicides and pesticides is set as a goal but the 
use of these agents should not be discounted; in many circumstances they will be the 
cheapest/fastest/most effective option and in the absence of sufficient manpower the 
only control alternative. In addition use of pesticides may protect fragile slopes and 
archaeological sites from the destructive effects of mechanical weeding. 
 
The goal of “appropriate control of dogs” is stated. The potential for damage inflicted 
on fragile volcanic slopes and archaeological sites by the increasing numbers of 
unrestrained dogs (as Auckland’s population grows) should not be underestimated. In 
addition dogs damage plant restoration sites and disturb birdlife. 
 
9. Values and Pathways – Mana Whai a Rehia / Recreational Value 
10.21: Individual Tūpuna Maunga Management Plans 
 
Appropriate cycle access on the Tūpuna Maunga should be carefully considered. 
Cyclists tempted to stray from designated cycle tracks will cause significant damage 
to walking tracks, un-tracked slopes and vegetation. 
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Comments by April Glenday, Friends of Maungawhau 

21 January 2015 

The draft Integrated Management Plan is positioned as a "foundation" document and 
as such does an excellent job in describing the overall values of the maunga, 
particularly as they pertain to mana whenua. I congratulate the authors in putting the 
plan together in a relatively short period of time. My comments are as follows: 
 

Need for conservation plans 
The IMP should not be a substitute for individual conservation plans prepared for 
each maunga. The draft IMP emphasises the value of the maunga as taonga and tuku 
iho, but does not acknowledge the state of neglect and ongoing damage to many of 
them. A conservation plan is needed to identify and describe the features that must be 
protected and the threats to their preservation. 
 

Terminology 
The draft IMP avoids any mention of archaeology, and in some instances appears to 
conflate geology with archaeology, history, heritage and/or culture. 

On Maungawhau, the crater rim, middens, terraces and rua (storage pits) are being 
worn away by too many feet on informal tracks. This is a continuing disaster that has 
been a long time in the making. But what are rua considered to be? Landform and 
cultural features? Or heritage features? There is a lack of clarity here that may carry 
over to the guidelines and strategies, leading to confusion and misunderstandings 
about what exactly needs to be protected and preserved. If there is a deliberate policy 
not to refer to "archaeological" values, then the chosen alternative terminology needs 
to be clearly defined. 
 
The words "geological history" are confusing in the following sentences: 
Page 66: Share the geological history of the Tūpuna Maunga network and the wider 

volcanic landscape through the connection of histories and stories of all 
people. 

Does this refer to Māori stories about how the volcanic cones were formed? Is the 
intention to relate Māori creation stories to geological history? 
 
Page 71: Reflect the important geological history of the Tūpuna Maunga network 

and the wider volcanic landscape through the connection of histories / 
stories from settler migrations. 

Does this refer to the geology of the volcanic cones or to their modification by Māori 
(terracing and earthworks)? 
 

Ecology 
The maunga have ecological value because they contain remnant and restored lava-
flow forest and scoria-cone forest that are unique to Tāmaki Makaurau. The draft IMP 
does not fully capture this value.  
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The draft IMP appears to use the following terms interchangeably, particularly in 
section 10.15 (page 93): 
• Planting, replanting and re-vegetation (of selected species) 
• Ecological restoration (weeding to encourage natural regeneration of native species) 
The latter is most important in the damaged and unstable areas where the Friends of 
Maungawhau have worked for many years. "Ecological linkages" make no sense 
unless ecological restoration is prioritised. 
 
The following paragraphs need to be amended: 
 
Page 78: Celebrate the ecological and unique geological nature of the maunga. 
It is the ecology that is unique, not the geology. (The volcanic geology of the maunga 
has been ruled out as the basis of a bid for Unesco World Heritage status.) 
 
Page 74: MAUNGA TŪ MAURI ORA, MAUNGA TU MAKAURAU ORA / IF 

THE MAUNGA ARE WELL, AUCKLAND IS WELL 
This section (pathways under "Ecology and Biodiversity Value") needs to be 
reordered and rewritten for the following reasons: 
1. There is no mention of ecological restoration (weeding). 
2. Mana whenua connections are mentioned only in regard to planting of 

traditionally used plants and fulfilling their kaitiaki role. But mana whenua need 
to take part in a coordinated ecological restoration programme on a regular basis. 
Some thought needs to go into encouraging Māori to participate and eventually 
lead this vital volunteer work on the maunga. As one of our members 
commented, "The Māori side, I feel, have got 'to get their hands dirty' and do 
something physical on the maunga, get their people to do some practical hands-
on assistance. Māori need to mobilise all their groups that have an interest in the 
various maunga." 

 
Page 75: RESTORE THE BIODIVERSITY OF THE TŪPUNA MAUNGA 
This section (pathways under "Ecology and Biodiversity Value") needs to be 
reordered and rewritten for the following reasons: 
1. Weed control is the first priority. 
2. Re-vegetation must follow and be integrated with ongoing weed control in a 

holistic approach. 
3. No areas should be re-vegetated without consideration of their potential for 

ecological restoration. 
4. Invertebrates can't be re-introduced until animal pests (including humans and 

dogs) are eliminated from the chosen area. This is a very long-term goal. 
5. Climate change should be mentioned. Re-vegetation plans will be affected by 

changes in the climate over the long term. 
 

Individual Tūpuna Maunga management plans 
Section 10.21 lists "actions" to be included in the management plans. A distinction 
needs to be made between policies and principles on the one hand, and actions on the 
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other. The management plans first need to state goals and policies, based on 
conservation plans and the overarching guidelines and strategies. Then, a realistic 
action plan and implementation timetable needs to be dovetailed to the policies, 
forming the basis for the annual operation plan on each maunga. 

The list of "actions" (actually policies or principles) on pages 95-96 give too much 
weight to abstract ideas and underplay the need for rehabilitation of the eroded, 
abused and weedy maunga. 

The bullet points "Native planting and ecological restoration and enhancement" and 
"Proactively manage exotic vegetation and plant pests" come way down the list. They 
need to be prioritised. 

It is of great concern that this lengthy list makes no mention of establishing volunteer 
groups like the Friends of Maungawhau on other maunga, of supporting lone 
individuals like the man who cared for Takarunga/Mt Victoria, or of incentivising 
Māori to help restore the scarred and damaged maunga in a hands-on practical way. 
Management and rehabilitation can't be left to Council staff, contractors and a few 
volunteers. Māori have to be engaged in this work too. There is an over-emphasis on 
opportunities for mana whenua to undertake "cultural activities" and "traditional 
activities". This requirement is guaranteed by the Redress Act and doesn't need to be 
reiterated in every section of the IMP. 

In addition, a mana whenua-led ranger service needs to be set up as a matter of 
priority. Māori need to be empowered and trained to take up this role, which goes 
beyond traditional kaitiaki activities and will involve routine on-the-ground work in 
close liaison with Council and the community. 
 

Pre-historical claims 
The draft IMP states three times that the human occupation of Auckland "spans 
around 1,000 years". This suggests that human occupation was continuous over a 
millennium. In fact, Māori may have reached Tāmaki Makaurau eight hundred years 
ago or much less (see, for example: http://www.listener.co.nz/current-
affairs/historical/where-it-all-began/). Māori pre-history is complex and it has not 
been established that the maunga and surrounding areas were continuously occupied. 
I suggest that the IMP's pre-historical claims be conservative and that "spans around 
1,000 years" be amended to "goes back many centuries". 
 

Statutory requirement for an IMP 
It is perhaps a minor point, but the last two sentences in section 2.12 are puzzling and 
read like an add-on: 
Page 6: The Tūpuna Maunga are among the most significant spiritual, cultural, 

historical and geological landscapes in the Auckland region. The maunga 
are sacred to mana whenua as taonga tuku iho (treasures handed down the 
generations). A unified and cohesive approach is therefore essential which 
is why Ngā Mana Whenua ensured the statutory requirement for an IMP. 
The future of each of these significant places will be organised with equal 
consideration and reverence. 

http://www.listener.co.nz/current-affairs/historical/where-it-all-began/
http://www.listener.co.nz/current-affairs/historical/where-it-all-began/
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The statutory requirement for an IMP is not "ensured" by mana whenua or anyone 
else. The final sentence is vague and impracticable. Perhaps you mean: "Each of these 
significant places will be treated with equal consideration and reverence." But this 
can't be true. (There isn't a bottomless supply of money; priorities will have to be set). 
I suggest that these redded words be deleted. 
 

Delivering the Values and Pathways 
Section 10 on page 88 lists "a range of methods" by which the IMP will be delivered, 
but omits any mention of an action plan to implement policies and direct the annual 
operational plan. Unless there is a long-term action plan, the danger is that policies 
and strategies will be cherry-picked and decided ad hoc, according to annual 
budgetary and labour constraints. Further risks are a lack of transparency, decision-
making by Council officers, and disempowerment of mana whenua and other parties. 
 
Cooperation with volunteer conservation groups, the Volcanic Cones Society and 
Civic Trust Auckland (and, hopefully, in the future mana whenua groups) who are 
working to enhance and protect the maunga should also be added to this list. 
 

Whai Rawa Whakauka/ Economic and Commercial Value 
Pages 82-83 omit any mention of a levy system for tourism operators. Friends of 
Maungawhau support the introduction of concession fees so that all commercial and 
tourism operators on the maunga contribute to sustainable management. Commercial 
activities must not inhibit or restrict free public access. 
 

Pest Management and Biosecurity Plan and Ecological Restoration Plan 
Sections 10.14 and 10.15 refer to two separate plans as if pest control and ecological 
restoration are two different activities. Only the first of these two plans is shown in 
Figure 1 on page 9. The overall impression on reading through the IMP is that 
ecological restoration is of low priority. This may be due to the emphasis on the 
values of the maunga, and lack of recognition of their damaged and shabby state. 
Ecological restoration needs to be included in the Design Guidelines (section 10.13). 
 

Monitoring and Review 
In section 10.22, the "baseline database and inventory" should also include 
identification of all archaeological (cultural? heritage?) features. 
 
 
 
In conclusion, my impression is that the draft IMP as an "enabling document" fully 
expresses the values of the maunga and reflects the requirements of the Redress Act, 
but does not address present realities and issues of concern such as overuse, 
deteriorating tracks, erosion, rampant weeds on some maunga, obliteration of pre-
historic (archaeological/cultural) features, and lack of Māori involvement in hands-on 
care of the maunga. I hope that these issues will be tackled in the guidelines and 
strategies, and in the individual management plans. 
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