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About the New Zealand Association for Impact Assessment (NZAIA)

NZAIA is a community of impact assessment (I1A) 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 dffiliate 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-3 Freshwater (FW)

Summary

New Zealand Association for Impact Assessment (NZAIA) supports reform of the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management, noting this national direction has been reformed several
times since 2014. Given the complexities inherent in freshwater management and the lessons learnt
over time, we consider it is appropriate to continue to update and improve the national direction.

We note that there is improved information and practice around Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) in New Zealand and internationally, especially for freshwater management. SEA is the use of
impact assessment to help guide the development and implementation of policies and plans for
natural resources, including freshwater. It provides an integrated approach to policy and plan making
by central and territorial government, by evaluating proposals for the sustainable management of
natural and physical resources, as required by the RMA.

NZAIA supports changes in the NPS-FW if they are strengthened by explicit requirements for the use
of SEA by councils, stakeholders and communities when developing and implementing FW policies
and plans.

Comments on specific parts of the proposed NPS-FW

Part 2.1: Rebalancing freshwater management through multiple objectives

We support prioritising the health and wellbeing of FW bodies, including surface and groundwater,
lakes and estuaries, recognising that there should be multiple objectives—social, economic,
environmental and cultural —when developing policies and plans. The use of SEA to date at
catchment and sub-catchment levels explicitly takes a broad, integrated approach and acknowledges
multiple objectives. We note that when developing FW policies and plans councils must incorporate



knowledge and objectives of multiple parties including water users, iwi, FW recreation groups, and
conservation groups in a collaborative approach.

Part 2.2: Rebalancing Te Mana o te Wai

Te Mana o te Wai is essential to FW management and the achievement of multiple objectives as in
2.1. Asin our comment above, the health and wellbeing of FW is a prerequisite for achieving other
objectives.

We believe that Te Mana o te Wai is fundamental to the development of policies and plans and
therefore should sit above the NPSFW revised objectives.

We agree that there can be progressive improvements in FW quality and quantity as defined in a plan,
as this approach is flexible and consistent with the adaptive management of a catchment, sub
catchment or water body. Progressive steps should be agreed with iwi and all parties in plan making
backed by the analysis and consultation in an SEA.

Part 2.3: Providing flexibility in the National Objectives Framework

We agree that the National Objectives Framework (NOF) has provided a consistent process for setting
environmental limits at a catchment level. The framework has provided a clear basis for setting
objectives in catchment planning, and a basis for the analysis of potential effects of options to achieve
objectives, with input from all stakeholders in respect to values and attributes of FW.

Our one proposed change to values is to shift (Drinking) water supply to “Compulsory values” — this
recognises potable drinking water is a fundamental human and animal right and a significant aspect
of human and faunal wellbeing in New Zealand.

We support the listing of the rest of the optional values and that councils should use and consider
these values regarding local considerations, through a collaborative planning process.

We consider compulsory attributes and thresholds (bottom lines) provide certainty and consistency
for councils across the country, and for the assessment of effects. We support a flexible approach to
the optional attributes recognising that different policy measures and actions can have different
outcomes for values and attributes and it may be necessary to set out changes in a sequence. Councils
can address the effects on attributes through an SEA and associated public engagement as part of the
planning process, and the development of action plans. We agree that changes to thresholds and
attribute ranges should only happen in a scientifically based and collaborative assessment process for
a defined area using objective measures. The revised NPS FW should spell out a requirement for this
type of assessment and the participation of all affected people and communities

We note that if the hierarchy of obligations to Te Mana o te Wai were to be removed, there would be
a need for clarity and guidance on how trade-offs between different attributes that provide for NOFF
values should be made.

Part 2.4: Enabling commercial vegetable growing

We support a new national standard that treats commercial vegetable growing and rotations
consistent with other types of food production, horticulture or agriculture. Growers should be
required to have certified FW farm environmental plans developed as part of an agreed sub catchment
plan and/or their individual, or joint irrigation resource consent under an existing plan. This approach
allows for collective consents in an area or catchment and a collective approach to environmental
monitoring and management. Water plans must address any localised issues around farm
management practices and their environmental effects including crop rotation.



Part 2.5: Addressing water security and water storage

We agree that water storage is an increasingly important aspect of water security. We consider that
water security must be addressed from more than a production viewpoint. Water storage on and off
farm should be designed wherever possible with multiple uses and values in mind including
environmental flows.

Off-stream storage proposals should include assessment of the effects on values and attributes of the
water abstraction source, including groundwater. Assessment should also consider the effects of the
construction and operation of dams and headworks. Assessment of discharge effects should take
place as part of the consent for a specific storage facility, which could include a community irrigation
scheme.

We agree that all types of water storage should be covered either by the national standards or the
catchment specific requirements of a regional water plan. Additional guidance could set out the size
and type of storage to be addressed through national or regional consent processes and the values
and attributes expected for a water storage reservoir.

Part 2.6: Simplifying the wetlands provisions

We support policies to protect and restore all wetlands. We note the need for greater flexibility for
farmers to manage and enhance wetlands and include constructed wetlands as part of their farm
environment plans. We agree that the definition of a “natural” wetland is complex and needs clarity
to facilitate restoration actions and to allow appropriate farming actions in and around wetlands.

We disagree that there is no technology available to allow rapid mapping of wetlands in a district and
are aware of the use of drone and GPS technology combined with satellite mapping that facilitates
this task. The national standards should set out a mapping standard.

We consider that the use of wetlands on farms to control nutrient, sediment and pathogen discharges
to water requires consistent and regular monitoring of the effects on FW quality and ecological
outcomes.

Part 2.7: Simplifying the fish passage regulations

We agree that councils could have greater flexibility to set rules around smaller structures such as
small culverts, weirs and channels in relation to fish passage, while noting the presence of specific FW
species in their region and in particular catchments.

Part 2.8: Addressing remaining issues with farmer-facing regulations

We agree, from our experience with farmers, that nitrogen caps are a work in progress and there is
noticeable improvement in recent years in applying these caps. Cutting red tape is not the appropriate
approach on its own and potentially counters the extensive work by councils and farmer groups to
improve farm practices and their collective efforts at improvements.

We agree with sensible efforts by councils to align monitoring and reporting of nitrogen use with
different farm calendars and that councils should have the flexibility to do this.

It is not sensible to remove or lift the 190 per kg cap because it appears to be working already. To
determine the outcomes of a cap require monitoring and substantive evidence over time by area.
Councils should be encouraged and have flexibility to identify a tighter cap depending on the ability
of the new cap to meet agreed multiple outcomes in a particular catchment.



Part 2.9: Including mapping requirements for drinking water sources

We agree with the need to map drinking water sources and any risks posed to people and communities
by cumulative effects on these sources. Councils should be required to undertake this work. The
proposed zones should be a minimum requirement.

Catchment specific SEA should consider the “relevant” areas and vectors for mapping taking account
of community inputs. We note that the mapping should include community supplies and rural areas
and small settlements where there are multiple household wells. Sufficient monitoring wells are
needed to develop a picture of FW supplies over a defined area.

Implementation — Freshwater farm plans

We support the use of FW farm plans to identify and manage effects and achieve desired FW
outcomes. FW farm plans will achieve optimal outcomes for councils when supported by SEA in their
design, monitoring and adaptation across a catchment.

Implementation — Treaty considerations

We agree that FW management is of fundamental interest to Maori and iwi must be part of the design
and implementation of all relevant SEAs, policies, council plans and action plans.
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