New Zealand Association for Impact Assessment (NZAIA) submission on
Package 1: Infrastructure and development

About the New Zealand Association for Impact Assessment (NZAIA)

NZAIA is a community of impact assessment (IA) specialists and supporters. Our membership comprises
practitioners: environmental and social consultants; academics, researchers and students, and other
assorted professionals and interested parties. Our members include many of the leading IA experts in
New Zealand, with longstanding reputations and a wealth of New Zealand, Pacific and international
experience. We all share a deep interest in ex ante impact assessment, a decision-support method for
evaluating proposed policies, plans and projects for their unintended consequences, and therefore one
of the most widely practised and important global tools for safequarding the environment and the people
and communities who rely on it.

NZAIA is an affiliate of the International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA), a professional
association with approximately 1700 members located across 120 countries. NZAIA is also partnered
with the Environment Institute of Australia and New Zealand Inc. (EIANZ); and the Secretariat of the
Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP).

NZAIA submission on the NPS-Infrastructure

Summary comments

1. NZAIA s pleased to see that the assessment of effects on the environment is still a central part
of resource development decision-making, as evidenced by the proposed NPS-I. However, we
are concerned that some of the proposals in the NPS-I have the potential to affect the integrity
and effectiveness of this important decision-support process.

2. Our main concerns with the NPS-| are:

a. The balance between benefits vs adverse effects has been pushed toward the former.
But it is not clear what checks there will be on over-balancing in favour of benefits, to
the detriment of the environment (in its wider RMA sense).

b. In particular, trying to balance the dispersed, national, regional and local benefits
versus localized adverse effects seems hopelessly overweighted towards the former.

c. Indownweighting “amenity” there is a real danger that even significant
social/cultural/health impacts could too easily be discounted as amenity issues. Given
the expanded definition of infrastructure in the proposed NPS, to include a wide
variety of social facilities, protecting the right of communities to voice legitimate
concerns will be even more important.

d. The NPS-I recognises the inter-connected and spatial characteristics of much
infrastructure development, but the specific policies lack a coherent strategic
approach to planning infrastructure, at the regional or national level. This may be
coming in the reformed RMA. If so, some form of strategic effects assessment must be
a key part of such an approach. It would improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
subsequent project level decision-making.

e. While we support ‘the wellbeing of future generations’ being included as one of the
benefits of infrastructure that should be recognised and provided for, we believe it is
critical that more guidance be given to avoid different interpretations of the term. For



example, the Treasury’s Living Standard Framework lists 12 domains of wellbeing that
could be useful for guiding how the wellbeing of future generations can be defined.

Detailed responses to proposed policies

Subpart 1.
P1. Providing for the benefits of infrastructure

P1(2) asks planning decision-makers to ensure “the widespread, dispersed, and ongoing national,
regional, or local benefits of infrastructure are recognised and provided for relative to any localised
adverse effects on the environment”.

Will this in effect always mean that “local adverse effects” will be secondary to the perceived benefits
elsewhere? It would seem almost inconceivable that even a significant local adverse effect would
outweigh national benefits (especially as those are likely to be couched in economic terms). The
weight against local adverse effects will be additionally increased by P1(3)(b) requiring recognition of:
“the significant benefits of infrastructure to the functioning of districts, regions and New Zealand and
to the well-being of present and future generations”.,

This is likely to exacerbate situations where decisions about major infrastructure developments are
made primarily on the basis of economic evaluation, despite significant local community disruption,
especially where those communities are ill-equipped to raise their concerns in formal processes. In
addition to social license, we believe decision-makers at all levels must also recognise social justice as a
key criterion in their deliberations.

We recognise that decisions often do not fully recognise and enable all the benefits (including national
benefits) of infrastructure and adequately weigh up these relative to local adverse effects. However, in
large part this may be because benefits and local adverse effects are often measured in different
metrics. More clarity and guidance are needed on the use of appropriate metrics, but also on how
they should be weighted to ensure due consideration of local issues.Finally, who provides the
information about the “widespread, dispersed, and ongoing national, regional, or local benefits” that
planners will require, and how will that be generated?

P2. Operational need or functional need of infrastructure to be in particular environments

P2(1)(c) : “to access or connect to particular natural or physical resources, including other
infrastructure;” P2(1)(c). Does this imply any argument about the need to locate for specific
resources (e.g. aggregate) will always outweigh any adverse effects of the activity.?

P3. Considering spatial planning

We support P3(1)(a) that planners “have regard to the extent to which the infrastructure has been
identified within a strategic planning document, including future development strategies..” but would
go further and recognise the tiered nature of impact assessment: so link strategic assessment of
effects in spatial plans and strategies to subsequent assessment of effects for proposed projects.



P4. Enabling the efficient and timely operation and delivery of infrastructure activities

Under P4(2)(b) planners must consider in their decision-making “relevant internationally, nationally
and regionally accepted standards and methods to manage common infrastructure activities and
effects; “

While we support the broad intent, there must still be room to recognise particular issues that
characterise the New Zealand context and which may not be represented in international standards
and methods. This is especially the case when considering effects on the environment.

P4(3) refers to infrastructure supporting activities and that planners must recognise and provide for
such activities, including recognising in (b) the operational and functional need of such activities (such
as quarrying)

This implies decision-makers should adopt a co-ordinated approach in dealing with the complex of
linked activities likely to be associated with major infrastructure development. This needs to be
reflected in the assessment of effects, especially when there is the potential for cumulative effects to
result from a number of activities in the same area, developed at the same time, or over a period of
time. One strategic assessment for a programme of activities undertaken for a specific development
may be required, not a multitude of separate assessments.

Subpart 2

P6 Assessing and managing the effects of proposed infrastructure activities on the environment

P6(1)(a) requires decision-makers to “have regard to the extent to which adverse effects have been
avoided, remedied, mitigated or minimised (as applicable) through the route, site, design and
construction method selection

We support this, as it should already be current practice. Proponents should be anticipating potential
adverse effects and seeking to avoid or minimise them through site selection, designs that employ
accepted environmental engineering methods, and best practice construction methods. This overall
approach should be based on early, in-house use of impact assessment by proponents as they develop
their projects. This reduces the pressure on the end-of-the-pipe AEE process and speeds decisions,
reduces community antagonism, and save proponents delays and costs. So planners should actively
encourage such approaches, especially by major infrastructure development companies.

However, decision-makers still need to be aware that residual effects may still need to be dealt with. It
cannot be assumed that all issues have been managed through project design and implementation
plans. Fine tuning projects to the local/regional environment/setting will still be important. But this
will be quicker if the main potential effects have been dealt with already.

Also, they must “...consider the technical and operational requirements and constraints of
infrastructure activities” [P6(1)(b)]

While we support this it should not preclude recognising and requiring appropriate responses to
significant likely effects.

According to P6(1)(c) decision-makers should “where considering a proposal involving existing
infrastructure only consider any change or increase in environmental effects when the proposal relates
to the reconsenting, renewal or upgrade of existing infrastructure;”

We support this, with the proviso that it does not refer to only considering the marginal change or
increase in effects. The overall nature of the changed or increased effect must be considered, to



ensure the changes would not result in significant adverse consequences due to tipping points, critical
thresholds, etc.

Lastly, we support the requirement that decision-makers “adopt relevant international, national
standards and recognised best practice standards and methodologies to assess and manage adverse
effects;...” [P6(1)(d)] but suggest requiring proponents to demonstrate explicitly that they too have
employed such accepted means to assess and manage adverse effects. We also recommend that both
decision-makers and proponents make clear the sources for any best practice standards and
methodologies they propose using in their work, particularly international sources.

P7 Operation, maintenance and minor upgrade of existing infrastructure
P8 Managing the effects of new infrastructure and major upgrades on environmental values

In both of these policies much depends on the phrase “where practicable”. For instance, a measure to
avoid, remedy, or mitigate an adverse effect can be deemed ‘practicable’ by consent planners, but ‘not
practicable’ by infrastructure providers due to its high cost. Therefore, more clarity and guidance are
needed on how the term “where practicable” is to be interpreted.

Once a measure is deemed not practicable after going through the hierarchy of effects management
(avoid, remedy, mitigate), it effectively means the infrastructure proposal can be proceeded regardless
of the magnitude or cost of residual effects. If residual effects are later found to worth more than the
benefits of infrastructure, due to the need to rectify or restore a degraded environment, or
compensate significantly affected stakeholders or communities, the decision to allow its development
is economically inefficient, which is contrary to the intent of this national direction package. This
reinforces the need to have a consistent way as to how adverse effects should be objectively weighted
relative to the benefits of infrastructure as noted earlier.

Finally, we suggest that offsetting should be required where none of the three other approaches are
“practicable”.

Subpart 3

P9. Planning for and managing the interface and compatibility of infrastructure with other activities

In terms of engagement, P9(2)(a)(ii) says: “identify appropriate buffers and other methods to protect
existing, consented and planned infrastructure from the adverse effects of sensitive and incompatible
activities, including direct effects, reverse sensitivity effects, and risks to health and safety;”

We suggest first that there should be a specific reference to analysing the potential adverse effects of
likely infrastructure developments on other activities as the basis for identifying and responding to
possible problems; and second that this process be part of the strategic appraisal of policies and plans
at appropriate levels of government decision-making (national, regional or local). A strategic approach
would be more appropriate for managing potential cumulative effects of multiple activities within and
between localities.

The imposition of buffers or other methods on local communities and existing activities, without
careful consideration of community and stakeholder concerns, would see a significant loss of social
license. Assessment of the effects of using such controls, including early, sincere and well considered
engagement with local people, should be a minimum requirement.



P10 Assessing and managing the interface between infrastructure and other activities
According to P10(1), decision-makers must:

a) recognise that noise, vibration, dust and visual effects are all typical effects associated with
infrastructure activities that can be managed where practicable but not completely avoided,; and
b) recognise that:
i. amenity values change due to a range of factors;
ii. changes in amenity from infrastructure activities are necessary to achieve well-functioning urban
and rural environments;...

This policy is clearly intended to combat NIMBY objectors in the consent process. But there is a danger
that legitimate concerns about adverse effects will be ignored if this policy is implemented without
some caveats, particularly in view of the expanded definition of infrastructure to include a wide variety
of social facilities Important social, cultural or health concerns might be classed as “amenity” issues
and downplayed by decision-makers when set alongside the benefits of major developments.
Moreover, the total impact of multiple effects from an activity such as quarrying on local people may
not be recognised by dealing with effects such as noise, dust, etc., separately through environmental
standards. There must still be effective assessment of effects on local communities, and due
consideration of that information, regardless of perceived NIMBYism. We suggest this be reflected in
the wording of this policy.

Amendment to NPS-Renewable Energy (REG)

NZAIA welcomes recognition of effects in proposed amendments to the Objective.
However, we have two particular concerns:

1. P2 Enabling REG activities.

Enabling REG should not compromise the management of adverse effects; the same level of scrutiny
should be maintained. And where adverse effects cannot be avoided, remedied or mitigated, options
for offsetting should be required.

2. P4 Reconsenting, upgrading and repowering existing REG assets
According to P4(1)(b) decision-makers must:

“only consider the extent to which the effects of the proposed REG activity are different in scale,
intensity, duration and frequency from the effects of existing REG assets;..”

NZAIA supports this, with the proviso that it does not refer only to considering the marginal change or
increase in effects. The overall nature of the changed or increased effect must be considered, to
ensure the changes would not result in significant adverse consequences due to tipping points, critical
thresholds, etc.




Amendment to NPS-Electricity Transmission (now NPS-EN)

NZAIA has a number of concerns regarding the management of adverse effects as set out in the
proposed amendment.

1. P2 Operational need or functional need for EN activities to be in particular locations and
environments

In particular, P2(1) says: “Planning decisions must recognise and provide for EN activities that have an
operational need or functional need to be in particular environments, including in areas with section 6
RMA values, with unavoidable adverse effects on those environments.”

We accept the logic behind this new policy, but it should not compromise the management of adverse
effects; the same level of scrutiny should be maintained. And where adverse effects really cannot be
avoided, remedied or mitigated, options for offsetting should be required.

2. P4 Identifying the location for EN activities and managing adverse effects through the route, site,
and method selection process

1) Decision-makers must:
a) recognise that it is the role of Transpower and the EDN provider to:
i. determine the purpose, scope, required capacity, and technical solution for a proposed EN
activity; and
ii. consider sites, routes, and methods where appropriate and identify the preferred site, route, and
method for EN activities and assets;
b) recognise and provide for the operational need or functional need of EN activities to be in particular
environments as directed by policy 2 in this National Policy Statement;
c) have regard to the extent to which any adverse effects have been avoided, remedied or mitigated by
the route, site, and method selection;
d) recognise that there will be unavoidable adverse effects on some values regardless of the route, site,
and method chosen.

Much of the policy depends on P4(1)(a)(ii) NZAIA recommends that Transpower and EDN provider
should need to demonstrate that they have considered the effects of options in a systematic way,
preferably using some form of strategic effects assessment/strategic environmental assessment. This
will then inform decision-makers under c) above. Regarding d), we believe offsetting be explicitly
required when significant adverse effects are truly unavoidable.

P5 General considerations when considering and managing the environmental effects of EN activities

1) When considering the environmental effects of EN activities and measures to avoid, remedy, or
mitigate any adverse effects on the environment, decision-makers must also:

c¢) recognise that changes in amenity from EN activities are unavoidable and necessary to achieve an
effective, efficient, safe, secure, reliable, and resilient EN;

d) adopt relevant international and national standards and recognised best practice standards and
methodologies to assess and manage adverse effects; ...

With regard to 1c), this is clearly intended to combat NIMBY objectors in the consent process.
However, we feel there is a danger that legitimate concerns about adverse effects will be ignored if this
policy is implemented without some caveats. Important social, cultural or health concerns might be
classed as “amenity” issues and downplayed by decision-makers when set alongside the benefits of
major developments.



And for 1d), we suggest requiring proponents to demonstrate explicitly that they too have employed
such accepted means to assess and manage adverse effects

P6. Enabling routine EN activities

1) Decision-makers must enable routine EN activities to occur in all locations and environments,
provided adverse effects on the environment are avoided where practicable, remedied where
practicable, or mitigated where practicable, acknowledging the existing nature of the assets.

It should be a requirement for Transpower and EDBs publish the standards, procedures, technical
guidance (e.g. ecological, env, etc.) they use to assess routine activities. Moreover, what level of
independent scrutiny will there be to ensure that effects management is effective, given the number
of such activities (especially for distribution networks), over large areas, in all environments?

Amendment to NES-Electricity Transmission Activities (now NES-
ENA)

There is a heavy reliance on Transpower/EDN operators to use in-house best practice or standards to
manage adverse effects, recognising that not all such effects will be avoidable.

We recommend, therefore, that there be some form of independent check on the standards/best
practice guidance used by Transpower and the EDN operators to ensure they are appropriate and
effective in the Aotearoa New Zealand context.

Amendment to NES-Telecommunication Facilities (NES-TF)

The proposed changes are mainly technical, to allow for more necessary activities to operate/maintain
telco networks, and continue services (including post-natural disasters; and remote areas). As with
the comments above, NZAIA recommends that there be some form of independent check on the
standards/best practice guidance used by operators to ensure they are appropriate and effective the
Aotearoa New Zealand context.

New NPS-Natural Hazards (NPS-NH)

NZAIA supports an NPS-NH. Our only comment at this stage is that as councils move towards
adaptation planning, for that to work well it will involve community engagement that canvases the
ways that the community think that hazard planning should be undertaken. An important component
of that will be the assessment of potential adverse effects of proposed responses to specific hazards.
Otherwise hazard prevention or management could result in significant, unintended adverse effects.

Submitted on behalf of NZAIA Core Group members by
Richard Morgan, NZAIA Submission Co-ordinator.
27 July 2025



