
 

 

Environment Southland’s submission on 
‘Action for healthy waterways - A 
discussion document on national direction 
for our essential freshwater’ 
 

Introduction 
Environment Southland thanks the Ministry for the opportunity to comment on the ‘Action for 

healthy waterways - A discussion document on national direction for our essential freshwater’ 

proposals, including a Draft National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, Proposed 

National Environmental Standards for Freshwater and Draft Stock Exclusion Section 360 Regulations. 

Environment Southland strongly supports the objectives of the proposals and and the desire to 

improve water quality and ecosystem health. Environment Southland registers its support of the 

Local Government New Zealand submission, prepared by the Regional Sector Water Subgroup, 

which represents the views of the sector at large. Environment Southland’s submission focuses on 

matters of particular interest and relevance to the Southland region and should be read as being in 

addition to the matters raised there.  

Environment Southland has identified some key themes of local significance that we have addressed 

up front. Environment Southland has also provided detailed responses to the questions raised in the 

document “Action for healthy waterways - A discussion document on national direction for our 

essential freshwater”. Our submission highlights the importance of understanding the context, 

whether it is our ecosystems or our local communities. 

Part 1 - Key Themes 
The proposals contained in this package are wide reaching and significantly shift requirements for 

managing freshwater in the region. The proposals will have a significant impact on Environment 

Southland, the wider Southland community. The following are key matters that  

1. Te Mana o Te Wai 

o Environment Southland supports the use of Te Mana o Te Wai as a strategic framework for 

managing freshwater. The use of Te Mana o te Wai is consistent with existing regulatory and 

advisory frameworks in place at Environment Southland.  

2. Regionally appropriate solutions 

o High-nitrogen catchments – Environment Southland acknowledges general support for the 

proposals but requests that an achievable staged implementation programme be applied, 

using a risk based approach to manage the identified catchments. Southland is unique in 

that 5 of the proposed high nitrogen catchments are within our borders. This raises 

implementation concerns for the region well above the norm. While Southland supports the 

need for freshwater improvements, delivering on the scale of work required for the high 

nitrogen catchments warrants consideration of a locally appropriate solution.  

o Hydroelectric exceptions (Manapouri power scheme) – Environment Southland 

acknowledges the importance of renewable energy generation and nationally significant 

infrastructure but does not support the proposed exception for the Manapouri power 



   

scheme. The Manapouri scheme has particular unique characteristics (for example the scale 

of the take and the diversion of the take outside of the catchment) that require the 

unimpeded ability to apply a local solution. Environment Southland wishes to retain the 

ability to apply methods that will allow for all of values in the Waiau catchment to be met. 

Environment Southland strongly disagrees with components of the Regulatory Impact 

Assessment relating to the exceptions that do not appear to be underpinned by supporting 

evidence.  

o DIN/DRP attributes – Environment Southland supports the need for attribute bottom lines 

for both DIN and DRP but does not support a nationally consistent bottom line. Bottom lines 

for DIN/DRP can differ significantly from the proposed bottom lines in waterbodies with 

particular characteristics (for example, soft bottom streams). Environment Southland 

strongly supports the LGNZ joint sector submission in relation to these attributes, in 

particular the ‘RSWS Technical Critique of STAG DIN/DRP Attribute’ appended to that 

submission.  

o The proposed Southland Water and Land Plan – The proposed Southland Water and Land 

plan was the first step towards implanting existing NPS-FM requirements in Southland. It 

traverses many of the same issues raised by the proposal but does so in a slightly different 

manner. The plan has been widely consulted on and is currently under appeal at the 

Environment Court. Environment Southland supports those parts of the proposal aligned to 

the plan but questions the value of requiring wholescale changes for components that will 

achieve the outcomes sought by the proposals (for example: identified high risk activities 

such as feed lots and stock exclusion). Environment Southland is concerned that many 

aspects of the proposal will delay water quality improvements associated with the proposed 

Water and Land Plan and the subsequent limit setting plan change, which is a significant 

work programme already well underway. Utilising existing work programmes will be the 

most effective and immediate way to realise water quality improvements. The significant 

changes in process (eg: creating long term visions, consultative planning process) and 

information (eg: new attributes, audited farm plans and overseer budgets) risk the 

effectiveness of processes at Environment Southland that are being undertaken to 

implement the existing NPSFM. 

3. Freshwater improvements guided by value for money investment  

o Increasing requirements for monitoring – A key theme of the proposals is that more 

monitoring is required across a spectrum of activities including determining attribute states, 

wetlands, Overseer budgets and other new compliance activities. Environment Southland 

does not support monitoring for the sake of monitoring. Given the extent of the proposed 

monitoring requirements Environment Southland will be required to invest significantly in 

these processes. This investment is likely to occur at the expense of programmes that will 

actively contribute to water quality improvement and compliance. 

o Value for investment in freshwater improvements – As an extension to the monitoring 

comments above, Environment Southland supports a proposal that offers value for money. 

Investment in water quality improvement should be prioritised where it will have the 

greatest impact over time. Environment Southland is not satisfied with the degree of 

economic analysis applied to these proposals which we submit need to more carefully 

consider the overall impacts against the projected improvements.  

o Investment on interim steps – Environment Southland wishes to draw attention to the risks 

involved when applying, or not applying, interim steps. Staging interim steps without having 

a clear picture of what will ultimately be required once the NPSFM is fully implemented risks 



   

inefficient investment in water quality improvements. Final requirements will only be clear 

once the limit setting plan change becomes operative by 2025. An interim step may 

necessitate investment (i.e: sunk cost) in particular mitigations that becomes a less efficient 

pathway than more extreme actions, such as systems or land use change, once the final 

requirements are known. At this point inefficient investment may decrease the viability of 

some operations who would have, if they were more certain of the final requirements, 

chosen a different mitigation strategy. Similarly, failing to take an interim step may increase 

environmental damage or remediation costs, particularly where waterbodies are providing 

valuable ecosystem services or they are close to environmental thresholds. 

4. Local implementation concerns 

o Implementing the package in Southland – Environment Southland considers that the local 

implications of enacting the entirety of the proposals as written, in the timeframes 

mandated, is not feasible. These capacity, capability and timing concerns have been 

articulated throughout Environment Southland’s responses to the questions below.  

o Impact analysis – Environment Southland submits that a full impact analysis, that evaluates 

the capability of Environment Southland, Territorial Authorities, farms, consultants and iwi) 

to effectively implement the proposals. Environment Southland could contribute to this 

assessment. 

o Impacts of other significant policies – Environment Southland’s implementation concerns 

are multiplied when the full suite of significant policy and regulatory changes proposed by 

Central Government fall in a constrained timeframe. The cumulative impacts of policies such 

as the Zero Carbon Bill, NPS’s and NES’s (Highly Proactive Land, Urban Development, 

Biodiversity, Air Quality) and the National Planning Standards must be considered. An 

analysis of a broader, complimentary, implementation programme that considers all various 

policies, rather that discussing implementation of each policy in a vacuum should also be 

undertaken. There are also links between the ability of the region to absorb substantive 

change across and the ability of Environment Southland to provide for the four wellbeings.  

5. Alignment with wellbeings  

o The four wellbeings – Environment Southland registers our strong support for the LGNZ joint 

submission as it relates to the ability of the proposals to provide for all four wellbeings. The 

proposals must be consistent with the government’s wider wellbeing framework.  

 

 



   

Part 2 - Responses to discussion document questions  
 

General responses to the proposals 

Proposals as a 
whole - please 
refer to questions 
1-3 on page 19 of 
the discussion 
document 

1. Do you think the proposals set out in 
this document will stop further 
degradation of New Zealand’s freshwater 
resources, with water quality materially 
improving within five years? 

In general No. The proposals are likely to stop further degradation for high nitrogen 
catchments with lag times of less than 5 years. The likelihood of success improves if more 
farms are required to make some level of reduction, not only those above x percentile. 
 
Locally, at Environment Southland the science, land sustainability, compliance, monitoring 
and enforcement areas will need substantially more resources to enact the proposals. 

2. Do you think the proposals will bring 
New Zealand’s freshwater resources, 
waterways and ecosystems to a healthy 
state within a generation? 

Yes in part. It is hard to accurately predict a generational outcome. The proposals may not 
bring all freshwater resources to a healthy state within a generation due to lag times and 
the need for catchment wide improvements in stream habitat to support ecosystems. 
Smaller catchments are more likely to see improvements within a generation.  
 
In Southland, the deteriorated state of some sensitive downstream receiving 
environments, such as estuaries, are unlikely to recover to a healthy state within a 
generation, regardless of the proposed policy tools or actions.  

3. What difference do you think these 
proposals would make to your local 
waterways, and your contact with them? 

 

18.    Does the proposal make the roles 
and responsibilities between regional 
councils and territorial authorities 
sufficiently clear? 

Yes in part. The proposals are mostly clear but should do more to clarify roles and 
responsibilities for the interim period between now and 2025. 

Impacts and 
implementation - 
please refer to 
questions 4-6 on 
page 19 of the 
discussion 
document 

4. What actions do you think you, your 
business, or your organisation would take 
in response to the proposed measures? 

Environment Southland submits that workloads will increase and system changes across 
its monitoring, science, compliance, enforcement, land sustainability and consents 
functions will be required that are currently unbudgeted for. Environment Southland will 
need to consider how it manages these changes and costs which have not been 
accounted for in the current Long Term Planning period.   
 
Environment Southland has a significant role in implementing the proposed NPS. The 
actions undertaken would be first and foremost determined by mandatory provisions and 



   

timeframes. The planning mechanisms already underway at Environment Southland to 
implement the existing 2014 (17) NPS are unlikely to change substantially, but the 
additional requirements of the proposed NPS will further pinch on an already constrained 
process. Initial estimates point to the potential for rate increases 30% or more per annum 
to undertake the work required to implement the proposals.  

5. What support or information could the 
Government provide to help you, your 
business, or your organisation to 
implement the proposals? 

Government could contribute in several ways to implement any requirements of a new 
NPS: 

- As a general principal for Government funding and resourcing could be to 
prioritise activities or actions that have a low expectation of cost recovery.  

- Monitoring requirements for new attributes could be handled centrally.  
- Monitoring networks will need to expand across New Zealand and there could be 

ways to efficiently manage this process centrally.  
- Increase support/funding or rates rebates for implementation of riparian corridor 

management plans ie: continuous corridors of riparian vegetation 
- Examine cost and benefit impacts of the proposal at a national and local scale and 

direct funding to offset the largest costs.  
- Support for iwi/hapū in identifying and integrating cultural values. 
- Support in identifying threatened species and habitats. 
- For wetlands – support to identify and map wetlands (financial or through 

centralised wetland mapping).  
- Funding for community groups implementing freshwater improvement measures. 

6. Can you think of any unintended 
consequences from these policies that 
would get in the way of protection and/or 
restoration of ecosystem health? 

Yes. As articulated in part one of this submission, there may be unintended consequences 
relating to matters including sunk costs for interim measures, social welfare and 
wellbeing and the deferment of investment to improve water quality into other areas - 
such as monitoring for monitoring’s sake.  

Water 
commission and 
other comments - 
please refer to 
questions 7-8 on 
page 19 of the 
discussion 
document 

7. Do you think it would be a good idea to 
have an independent national body to 
provide oversight of freshwater 
management implementation, as 
recommended by KWM and FLG? 

Yes. Especially if it is paid for by central government. 

8. Do you have any other comments?  



   

 

Questions on the proposed amendments to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management and ecosystem-health aspects of the proposed 
National Environmental Standards for Freshwater 

Te Mana o te Wai 
- please refer to 
questions 9-12 on 
page 36 of the 
discussion 
document 

Te Mana o te Wai 

9. Do you support the Te Mana o te Wai 
hierarchy of obligations, that the first 
priority is the health of the water, the 
second priority is providing for essential 
human health needs, such as drinking 
water, and third is other consumption and 
use?  

Yes. Environment Southland supports the Te Mana o te Wai hierarchy of obligations and 
acknowledges that without the health of the waterbody the essential human health 
needs and consumptive uses cannot be met. The Te Mana o te Wai hierarchy is also 
largely consistent with the existing framework in Environment Southland’s proposed 
Water and Land Plan with the key difference being that Environment Southland’s 
approach treats Te Mana o te Wai as an integrated rather than hierarchical system.  
 
The principle of Te Mana o te Wai also underpins the work of the Regional Forum, a 
community based group established to advise Environment Southland and Te Ao Marama 
board members on how to achieve the communities’ aspirations for freshwater. 

10.    Do you think the proposals will have 
the desired effect of putting the health of 
the water first? 

Yes. The proposals are clear in prioritising the health of the water body.  

11.    Is it clear what regional councils have 
to do to manage freshwater in a way 
consistent with Te Mana o te Wai? 

No. While there are specific obligations for Regional Councils to implement the NPS, it 
could be made clearer how this is consistent with Te Mana o te Wai. It would be helpful 
to better explain the link between numeric and measurable factors such as 
allocation/limits and Te Mana o te Wai. 

12.    Will creating a long-term vision 
change how councils and communities 
manage freshwater and contribute to 
upholding Te Mana o te Wai? 

No. It is not clear how a long-term vision is expected to change management of 
freshwater and contribute to upholding Te Mana o te Wai. The Regional Policy Statement 
already sets out how freshwater should be sustainably managed.  
 

New planning 
process for 
freshwater and 
redrafted 
National Policy 
Statement - 
please refer to 

New planning process for freshwater 

17.    Do you support the proposal for a 
faster freshwater planning process? Note 
that there will be opportunity to comment 
on this proposal in detail through the 
select committee process on the Resource 
Management Amendment Bill later this 

Yes. Environment Southland supports streamlined freshwater planning process, a more 
efficient process can result in shorter turnaround times for plan changes and reduced 
costs for councils (ratepayers). Any proposals to implement a specific freshwater planning 
process should be carefully examined to ensure they do result in the desired efficiencies 
and do not add more steps to the process.  
 



   

questions 17 on 
page 36 of the 
discussion 
document and 
questions 40-42 
on page 53 

year. The implementation of the new freshwater planning process is likely to be considerably 
strained as the notification date of 31 December 2023 approaches. Government must be 
confident that there is a sufficient availability of qualified commissioners to handle 
multiple regional plan changes occurring at the same time.  
 
Nationwide plan change processes will also impact on affected parties (especially 
business operating in multiple regions and agencies such as F&G/F&B) ability to 
contribute to planning processes.  

Draft NPS-FM (see the draft NPS-FM on the Ministry for the Environment’s website) 

40.    Are the purpose, requirements, and 
process of the National Objectives 
Framework clearer now? Are some 
components still unclear? 

Yes. The purpose, requirements, and process of the National Objectives Framework are 
clearer. 

41.    What are your thoughts on the 
proposed technical definitions and 
parameters of the proposed regulations? 
Please refer to the specific policy in your 
response. 

 

42.    What are your thoughts on the 
timeframes incorporated in the proposed 
regulations? Please refer to the specific 
policy in your response. 

The requirement to give effect to the proposed NPS by 2025 remains a concern, even for 
Council’s such as Environment Southland with a Progressive Implementation Programme 
in place to give effect to the 2014(17) NPS by 2025. Implementing the additional 
requirements of the proposed NPS will not make this process any easier, even with the 
proposed dedicated freshwater planning process. If the NPS is gazetted it will make it 
harder for Environment Southland to deliver both the old and new requirements by 2025. 
 
Government should also consider the proposed timing against the local government 
election cycle to ensure consistency in panel composition through hearing processes. 

New Māori value 
and new 
threatened 
species values - 
please refer to 
questions 13-16 

New Māori value 

13.    Do you think either or both of these 
proposals will be effective in improving 
the incorporation of Māori values in 
regional freshwater planning? 

Yes – Environment Southland supports the addition of mahinga kai to the compulsory 
values. The concept of mahinga kai is tangible. Environment Southland supports the 
introduction of a compulsory Māori value and is generally supportive of a mahinga kai 
value. Protecting mahinga kai means that water and its surroundings will be healthy and 
safe for people to use. Environment Southland requires the identification and reflection 



   

on page 36 and 
question 22 on 
page 52 of the 
discussion 
document 

of tangata whenua values and interests in the management of freshwater and associated 
ecosystems as a part of the proposed Southland Water and Land Plan.  

14.    Do you foresee any implementation 
issues associated with either approach? 

 

15.    What are the benefits and impacts of 
either of these approaches? 

 

16.    What implementation support will 
need to be provided? 

Financial or other resourcing should be provided by central government to those and 
iwi/hapū who are willing to identify and share values, to identify cultural values and 
integrate these into freshwater, or other RMA, plans.  

Threatened indigenous species  

22.    Do you support the new compulsory 
national value? Why/why not? 

In part. Environment Southland supports the protection of threatened indigenous species 
and their ecosystems/habitats and recognises the critical importance of habitat 
availability to protect aquatic life. However, there is uncertainty in some requirements as 
well as significant local implementation issues associated with these proposals.  
 
Clarification is required as to whether the proposal relates to nationally threatened 
species or also includes regionally threatened species. If the latter, there may be 
implementation and timing issues as regional threat classifications for Southland have not 
been completed.   
 
The proposal is not clear on how to consider mobile threatened species. If whole river 
systems require detailed habitat mapping there are significant implementation times and 
costs. The protection rare and the threatened ecosystems such as seeps and wetland 
turfs should also be considered.  

 
Environment Southland has mapped regional ecosystems through a desk top exercise. 
This mapping looks at terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems. It still needs to be ground 
truthed for ecosystem type and ecosystem condition–cost estimates indicate this work 
alone will cost Southland in excess of $800,000 in ground truthing.   

 
Fully implementing the threatened species value and associated proposals will require 
input and information from DOC on threatened species distribution as well as ecologists 



   

to provide information and advice on their habitat requirements and how this relates to 
the ecosystem information we have – for example, some species may be better adapted 
to non-indigenous ecosystems than others. 

Exceptions for 
major 
hydropower 
schemes - please 
refer to question 
19 on page 36 of 
the discussion 
document 

Exceptions for major hydro schemes  

19. Does the proposal to allow exceptions 
for the six largest hydro-electricity 
schemes effectively balance New 
Zealand’s freshwater health needs and 
climate change obligations, as well as 
ensuring a secure supply of affordable 
electricity? 

With respect to the Manapouri power scheme – No. Environment Southland 
acknowledges the importance of renewable energy generation however supports the 
recommendations of the advisory groups who were strongly opposed to this 
exception/exemption. National significance should not remove responsibility to mitigate 
effects.  
 
Environment Southland submits that exceptions or exemptions are fundamentally 
inconsistent with the Government’s proposed overarching principle of Te Mana o Te Wai. 
Te Mana o te Wai cannot be partially applied. There is an inequity in the proposed 
exceptions that preferences one consumptive use over the uses and values of other 
industries and the community.  
 
The discussion document notes that as a result of the proposed exceptions, the health of 
downstream ecosystems can be affected yet still requires regional councils to maintain or 
improve water quality within all waterbodies including, to the extent possible, those 
subject to the exceptions. This places Southland, as a council with an excepted hydro-
electric power schemes in our boundaries, in a difficult position.  
 
The quality of the waterbodies, including the Waiau, can be affected by the flow – water 
quantity can materially impact on water quality. In Southland the Waiau catchment has 
unique issues due to the substantial consumptive take (550 m3/sec) of the Manapouri 
Power Scheme. To achieve the community’s values for freshwater, the Council must have 
all the tools available to consider including water quantity.  An appropriate flow regime 
(both for base flow and variations) must be considered as a method to achieve ecological 
health of the Waiau River.  
 
The current flow variation regime is a contributing factor to the proliferation of algae 
including didymo and the Waiau may not be able to achieve national bottom lines 
(especially for periphyton, Te Mana o te Wai and Mahinga kai) without changes. A flow 



   

regime that provides for actions such as flushes when algal levels exceed agreed biomass 
levels needs to be considered and the ability to achieve appropriate flows through 
planning mechanisms that can be consulted on with the local community must be 
maintained.  
 
Environment Southland strongly disagrees with the Interim Regulatory Impact Analysis 
for Consultation which states that: “Not having to improve to meet bottom lines may also 
reduce the impacts on the catchment community that they would otherwise have felt 
from the requirements to meet bottom lines.” This statement does not appear to be 
based on any evidence despite enquiries made to MfE for clarification. Environment 
Southland submits that independent impact analysis should be undertaken to 
demonstrate this claim and the broader rationale for proposing exemptions.  

Nitrogen, 
phosphorus, and 
sediment 
attributes - please 
refer to questions 
20-21 and 30-35 
on pages 52 and 
53 of the 
discussion 
document 

Nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment attributes 

20.    Do you think the proposed attributes 
and management approach will 
contribute to improving ecosystem 
health? Why/why not? 

In part. More monitoring alone will not result in improved ecosystem health outcomes 
and investment and actions should be concentrated on areas where the most gains 
should be made, this is especially critical when resources are constrained. Actions are 
needed to improve fish passage, protect fish habitat and prevent toxicants or physical 
conditions from reaching toxic or lethal levels. Additional monitoring would likely be most 
valuable in the context of clarifying what the primary drivers of degraded conditions are 
and therefore of utility in informing the most efficient actions required.  
 
Environment Southland welcomes the clear emphasis of the need to consider holistic 
ecosystem health and 5 components. More detail is required on how to achieve this in a 
standardised way (ie: the provision of reference condition criteria for each component 
and weighting factors). 
 
The actions arising from monitoring programmes will make the difference, not the 
monitoring itself. 

21.    If we are managing for 
macroinvertebrates, fish, and periphyton, 
do we also need to have attributes for 
nutrients that have been developed based 
on relationships with aquatic life? 

No. This is not necessarily required, however could be useful in reducing the amount of 
work required by Environment Southland to identify locally specific nutrient criteria and 
those attributes. Nationally determined attributes would provide certainty for resource 
users now but need to be weighed against the growing list of implementation pressures.  
There are a number of systems in Southland which have nutrient values 2-3 fold higher 



   

than the suggested bottom lines however have 'acceptable' MCI outcomes (ie: >90  and 
periphyton beneath the proposed bottom lines). These systems do not justify stringent 
requirements on nitrogen.  
 
Environment Southland does not support inclusion of multiple invertebrate metrics as 
there are often differing grades for same location for MCI vs (s)QMCI, generally (s)QMCI 
gives a 'worse' grade than MCI. (s)QMCI is known to respond to recent environmental 
conditions making it challenging to confidently compare results for multiple sites 
collected over 2-3 months of summer monitoring. It would be preferable to have a single 
metric for invertebrates using either MCI or ASPM but not (s)QMCI. 

New bottom line for nutrient pollution 

30.    Do you support introducing new 
bottom lines for nitrogen and 
phosphorus? Why/why not? 

Yes - where they are appropriate for the environment/circumstances. There are currently 
no nitrogen limits set for Southland, although the process to identify and notify limits is 
underway through the People, Water and Land process.  
 
Environment Southland supports bottom lines for nitrogen and phosphorous but 
questions the appropriateness of these being developed nationally.  
 
Environment Southland strongly echoes support for the regional sector submission on this 
matter which is of the opinion that the DIN and DRP attribute states may not be overall 
effective in improving ecosystem health in many waterbodies – for example soft-bottom 
rivers.  Many attributes, including for nitrogen and phosphorous, can support healthy 
ecosystems and Te Mana o te Wai by applying catchment specific limits above the bottom 
lines proposed.  

31.    If this proposal was implemented, 
what would you have to do differently? 
 
 

A gap analysis is being undertaken to determine the full effects on Environment 
Southland and the region if this proposal was implemented. Generally speaking staff 
resources need to be redirected to implementing the proposals. Rates will need to 
increase to cover the significant increase of new, currently unbudgeted work.  

32.    Do you have a view on the STAG’s 
recommendation to remove the 
‘productive class’ definition for the 
periphyton attribute? 

This is unlikely to be an issue in Southland as the rivers/streams we have in ‘productive 
class’ don’t exceed bottom lines. Southland will most likely default to a 'maintain' 
situation rather than an improve to bottom lines.  
 

Reducing sediment 



   

33.    For deposited sediment, should 
there be a rule that if, after a period (say 
five years), the amount of sediment being 
deposited in an estuary is not significantly 
reducing, then the regional council must 
implement further measures each and 
every year? If so, what should the rule 
say? 

Yes - assuming this rule would be at catchment scale. Then a rule that allows the 
enforcement of catchment intervention works is supported.  
 
If sediment is building at unnatural rates, steps should be taken to reduce these to natural 
rates.  Any rule would need to apply to the sources of the sediment such land use 
activities on farms, subdivisions, forestry, any land use that increase sediment discharge 
to streams more than would naturally occur. 

34.    Do you have any comments on the 
proposed suspended sediment attribute? 

Environment Southland supports the need for a suspended sediment attribute but notes 
that turbidity (NTU or FNU) are inappropriate measures to use as absolute values for 
compliance. 
 
Achieving compliance will require careful land use and planning. Cultivation on slopes, 
poor track construction and maintenance vehicle and heavy stock use all contribute to 
devegetation on farms and increased sediment loss.  
 
The physiographic characteristics of the area need to be considered and methods to 
reduce sediment runoff adapted to those land types.  Auditable farm management plans 
could be a useful tool to achieve this.  

35.    If this proposal was implemented, 
what would you have to do differently? 

 

Ecosystem health 
policies - please 
refer to questions 
23-29 on pages 52 
and 53 of the 
discussion 
document 

Fish passage 

23.    Do you support the proposed fish 
passage requirements? Why/why not? 

Yes - to the extent that this is within Environment Southland’s control. We support the 
need for fish passage guidelines as they provide very clear guidance to design structures 
for a range of size streams to and design principals to follow. The provisions are lengthy 
and could also be suitable as guidance notes.  
 
Fish passage guidelines also need to work within the biosecurity framework that would 
prevent pest (or predator) fish being introduced to upstream areas where they have not 
been previously able to access.  

24.    Should fish passage requirements 
also apply to existing instream structures 
that are potentially barriers to fish 

Yes – noting there are implementation issues that must be considered. Environment 
Southland agrees that fish passage requirements should apply to existing instream 
structures as this is consistent with Te Mana o te Wai and with providing for aquatic life. 



   

passage, and if so, how long would it take 
for these to structures to be modified 
and/or consented? 

There is an implementation (at both the re-consenting and enforcement levels) concern 
in that Southland currently lacks the consenting and enforcement capability to address 
existing structures likely to impede fish passage. In Southland it is estimated that there 
are over 1,000 existing structures on public roads alone that impede fish passage. There 
may be considerable lag time in achieving results as some consented structures have 
relatively long duration consents 
 
Limited work in Southland has been done already on public roads/stream intersections to 
assess fish passage issues however very limited work has occurred on private land to 
date. The implementation of this policy is currently unclear for Southland but expected to 
be significant.  

Wetlands 

25.    Do you support the proposal to 
protect remaining wetlands? Why/why 
not? 

Yes. Environment Southland supports a proposal that protects remaining wetlands and 
agrees with the advisory group submissions which all supported stronger protection. 
There are limited natural state wetlands remaining and they are critical habitat, as well as 
providing ecosystem services such as water retention and nutrient cycling. A requirement 
of Farm Environmental Management Plans in the proposed Southland Water and Land 
Plan is that farms will protect wetlands by mapping them and identifying setbacks.  
 
In order to be effective ephemeral margins need to be clearly defined/identifiable.  

26.    If this proposal was implemented, 
what would you have to do differently? 

Map, monitor, educate and enforce. Remaining wetlands would need to be clearly and 
accurately mapped to the required detail (0.05ha, habitat for threatened species or of a 
particular typing naturally less than 0.05ha). To ensure there is a halt put to the 
destruction/modification of wetland land owners would need to be notified that a 
wetland has been identified on their land and educated on the requirements relating to 
that wetland. This would also remove a defence to destruction/modification where a 
previous land owner has started modifications which are carried over by new owners.  
 
Southland does not currently have all wetlands 0.05ha or larger mapped (data exists 
down to 0.5ha) but acknowledges the tools exist to undertake this process. This work 
would incur significant additional unbudgeted cost. Financial assistance or the centralised 
collection of wetland data led by central government would assist in satisfying the 
identification and mapping requirements.  



   

 
Environment Southland also has significant concerns relating to the requirement to 
undertake ongoing monitoring of wetlands once identified and mapped. The extent of 
this activity will depend on the extent of the identified mapping but is projected to be 
significant.   
 
Environment Southland would also seek confirmation as to whether wetlands in 
conservation estate (over 50% of the region) are included in the mapping and monitoring 
requirements. 

Streams 

27.    Do you support the proposal to limit 
stream loss? Why/why not? 

Yes. Environment Southland supports the proposal to limit stream loss. Stream habitat is 
finite and ongoing loss of small streams has cumulative impacts on catchment hydrology 
(ie: flood peaks). The loss of small streams is also an issue for native fish. These habitats 
are often refuges for native fish as they are not suitable for trout. Consideration could be 
given to the status of intermittent streams which can also be habitats for native fish.   

28.    If this proposal was implemented, 
what would you have to do differently? 

 

29.    Do the ‘offsetting’ components 
adequately make up for habitat loss? 

In part. In principal offsetting could work however Environment Southland does not 
support an offsetting framework without a commitment to provide the necessary 
additional resourcing to manage offsetting processes.  
 
Environment Southland recognises the complexity and potential benefits involved in 
offsetting. However once a habitat is lost the opportunity to restore it in the future is also 
lost.  
 
Successfully implementing an offsetting programme requires considerable expertise to 
assess the habitat values that are being lost and to make a determination as to the 
proposed offsets ability to effective make up for that loss. This expertise is available at 
Environment Southland but the capacity to redirect resources to this work is limited and 
could result in significant costs to council and applicants.  

Ecosystem health 
attributes - please 
refer to questions 

Ecosystem health attributes 

20.    Do you think the proposed attributes 
and management approach will 

As for Q20 above.  



   

20-21 and 39 on 
pages 52 and 53 
of the discussion 
document 

contribute to improving ecosystem 
health? Why/why not? 

21.    If we are managing for 
macroinvertebrates, fish, and periphyton, 
do we also need to have attributes for 
nutrients that have been developed based 
on relationships with aquatic life? 

As for Q20 above.  

Raising the bar on ecosystem health 

39.    Do you have any other comments? There will be considerable unbudgeted expenses and resourcing constraints on 
Environment Southland as part of the requirements to monitor and measure additional 
attributes. 
 
Environment Southland also has concerns regarding its ability to effectively develop and 
implement policies for attributes that are not currently measured as a part of our existing 
networks. Environment Southland acknowledges that the proposed NPS allows Council to 
‘use its best efforts’ to identify current attribute state and that this provides an 
implementation pathway. If a fast track plan process isn’t undertaken, or decisions are 
rejected under the new freshwater planning process, Environment Southland does not 
believe that decisions made in this manner are defensible before the Environment Court.  
 
An option to address this issue could be a staged approach to undertake the required new 
monitoring by a specified date, in order to accurately determine an attribute state. A 
second timeframe could then apply to determining appropriate targets or limits. 

Swimming - 
please refer to 
question 36 on 
page 53 of the 
discussion 
document 

Higher standard for swimming 

36.    Do you agree with the 
recommended approach to improving 
water quality at swimming sites using 
action plans that can be targeted at 
specific sources of faecal contamination? 
Why/why not? 

Yes. Environment Southland supports the addition of tools that will enable targeted 
action to address water quality issues and identify sources of contamination at swimming 
sites. Environment Southland prefers that action plans remain an optional tool rather 
than mandatory component.  
  

Flows and 
metering - please 
refer to questions 

Minimum flows 

37.    Is any further direction, information, 
or support needed for regional council 

Yes. The NREI (Net Rate of Energy Intake) method for determining flows is a more 
sophisticated method of determining flows for fish species in river compared to IFIM 



   

37 and 38 on page 
53 of the 
discussion 
document 

management of ecological flows and 
levels? 

(Instream Flow Incremental Methodology) so support for using this should be available 
and encouraged to develop standard methods across the country. NREI is also a useful 
tool for estimating the potential effect of water use on drift feeding species.  
 
To enhance our understanding of plan effectiveness, and to test the variability of factors 
related to life supporting capacity, there needs to be a plan for effective monitoring and 
evaluation of riverine flows and invertebrate density, size classes and species type. This 
type of investigation requires the development of the methodological and data standards 
for implementation by local government scientists, in partnership across the nation. 

Reporting water use 

38.    Do you have any comment on 
proposed telemetry requirements? 

Environment Southland notes that reporting requirements for water takes are covered by 
our proposed Southland Water and Land Plan.  Environment Southland appreciates the 
national standards and directions for data provision that support its water consent 
requirements. 
 
The proposed telemetry requirements will result in increased pressure on Environment 
Southland’s data and monitoring team. More data will be entering the system that will 
will need to be checked, processed and stored correctly.  

 

Drinking water, stormwater, and wastewater 

Drinking Water 
National 
Environmental 
Standards - please 
refer to questions 
43-45 on page 56 
of the discussion 
document 

Supporting the delivery of safe drinking water 

43.    Do you agree with the proposed 
amendments to the Drinking Water NES? 
Why/why not? 

Yes. Environment Southland supports the barrier concept of water treatment.  
 
Prior to the development of specific proposals, determining the implications of a plan rule 
review is challenging without knowing: 

- what would constitute ‘appropriate controls on the development and use of land 
in source water risk management areas’ and 

- the extent of source water risk management areas. 
Environment Southland will provide its views on a proposed Drinking Water NES when it 
is released.    
 
The requirements are likely to result in more testing of, and access to, groundwater wells.  



   

44.    Are there other issues with the 
current Drinking Water NES that need to 
be addressed? 

 

45.    Do you have any other comments?  

Stormwater and 
wastewater - 
please refer to 
questions 46-50 
on page 62 of the 
discussion 
document 

Better managing stormwater and wastewater 

46.    Does the proposed Wastewater NES 
address all the matters that are important 
when consenting discharges from 
wastewater networks? Will it lead to 
better environmental performance, 
improve and standardise practices, and 
provide greater certainty when consenting 
and investing? 

The NES – Wastewater is still under development and has not been presented in the 
Action for healthy waterways package.  

47.    Do you agree with the scope of the 
proposed risk management plans for 
wastewater and stormwater operators? 
Are there other aspects that should be 
included in these plans? 

Yes. There is a need to develop risk management plans for wastewater and stormwater 
operations. 

48.    What specific national level guidance 
would be useful for supporting best 
practice in stormwater policy and 
planning and/or the use of green 
infrastructure and water sensitive design 
in stormwater network design and 
operation? 

 

49.    What are the most effective metrics 
for measuring and benchmarking the 
environmental performance of 
stormwater and wastewater networks? 
What measures are most important, 
relevant and useful to network operators, 
regional councils, communities, and iwi? 

 

50.    Do you have any other comments? Environment Southland supports actions to improve water quality across the region, 



   

taking into account the unique circumstances and contributing factors of both urban and 
rural areas.  
 
In Southland the performance of municipal wastewater treatment systems is relatively 
consistent in terms of the quality of discharge for suspended solids and biochemical, 
despite a wide range of technology being used. In general terms, the systems were 
developed with community fundraising, loans schemes, and Ministry of Health subsidies 
and designed to manage suspended solids and biochemical oxygen demand.  Their level 
of treatment is usually matched to the wastewater stream inflow (i.e. domestic 
wastewater, commercial wastewater, trade waste) and the sensitivity of the receiving 
environment. The treatment systems largely receive domestic wastewater, which is lower 
risk than other wastestreams and also unavoidable, and are based around oxidation 
ponds that use a natural, biological treatment. For these schemes if oxidation ponds are 
no longer an option then the alternative may be multiple on-site systems, rather than 
increased technology that has its own issues (e.g. require power, have maintenance 
constraints). 

 

Improving farm practices 

Restricting further 
intensification - 
please refer to 
questions 51-53 
on page 80 of the 
discussion 
document 

Restricting further intensification 

51.    Do you support interim controls on 
intensification, until councils have 
implemented the new NPS-FM? Why/why 
not? 

Yes. Interim controls on intensification are a mechanism that will allow Regional Councils 
to hold the line on water quality.  
 

52.    For land-use change to commercial 
vegetable growing, do you prefer Option 
1: no increase in contaminant discharges 
OR Option 2: farms must operate above 
good management practices. What are 
your reasons for this? 

Environment Southland supports Option 1 as the proposed Water and Land Plan already 
provides for no further losses of contaminants from a change in land use.  

53.    How could these regulations account 
for underdeveloped land, and is there 
opportunity to create headroom? 

Environment Southland supports the LGNZ joint sector responses in relation to 
headroom. The proposals do not create a simple pathway for creating headroom and 
there are subsequently very limited opportunities (if at all) to account for 



   

underdeveloped land.  

Farm plans - 
please refer to 
questions 54-57 
on page 80 of the 
discussion 
document 

Farm plan options 

54.    Do you prefer mandatory or 
voluntary farm plans (acknowledging that 
farm plans may be required by councils or 
under other parts of the proposed 
Freshwater NES?) What are your reasons 
for this? 

Environment Southland supports the requirements for mandatory farm planning as they 
are a proven means for managing adverse effects while providing farmers with an 
understanding of good management practice on their property.  
 
There are significant resourcing constraints that will limit the ability to implement this 
mandatory requirement in Southland due to the lack of suitably qualified people to 
prepare and audit FEPs. 

55.    What are your thoughts on the 
proposed minimum content requirements 
for the freshwater module of farm plans? 

Environment Southland supports the proposed minimum content requirements. They are 
similar to the farm plan requirements in the proposed Southland Water and Land Plan 
(appendix N), with the exception of including highly erosion prone areas.  
 
A freshwater farm plan should be a tool used in both the identification and protection of 
wetlands. 

56.    What are your thoughts on the 
proposed priorities and timeframes for 
roll out of farm plans, as set out in the 
proposed Freshwater NES? 

Environment Southland considers that the roll out of farm plans within the identified 
timeframes is unlikely to be possible within the identified timeframes. Meeting the 
requirements would be more achievable with resourcing and financial support from 
government.   
 
Environment Southland’s concerns relate to the ability of the sector to deliver audited 
farm plans and Overseer files in the short time frames proposed. Additionally, 
Environment Southland is concerned that our ability to receive Overseer files and develop 
thresholds requires significant new information technology investment and would put 
pressure on already strained compliance resources.  
 
Environment Southland supports a risk based and staged implementation approach to 
delivering farm plans that prioritises high risk farms.  

57.    Do you have any comment on what 
would be required to ensure this proposal 
could be effectively implemented, 
including options for meeting the cost of 
preparing, certifying and auditing of farm 

 



   

plans; and on financing options for other 
on-the-ground investments to improve 
water quality? 

Immediate action 
to reduce 
nitrogen loss - 
please refer to 
questions 58-64 
on page 80 of the 
discussion 
document 

Immediate action to reduce nitrogen loss 

58.    Which of the options (or 
combination of them) would best reduce 
excessive nitrogen leaching in high 
nitrate-nitrogen catchments?  Why? 

Environment Southland is generally supportive of the N cap Option 1 but has concerns 
given the unique circumstances of the region. There are 5 large N cap catchments in 
Southland (covering approximately 3000 farms) would require a large number of farm 
plans and Overseer nutrient budgets to be prepared and audited within two years (2022). 
Environment Southland supports changes to the implementation timeframe, or a staged 
implementation timeframe, that would make the proposal achievable in Southland and 
would focus efforts on areas where gains to water quality are likely to be highest. 
 
The discussion document states that the preferred approach may be a mix between 
option 1 and option 2 (fertiliser cap). The following may be a practical way to manage the 
Overseer and Farm Plan requirements of Southland’s 5 N Cap Catchments: 
 
The fertiliser cap could be reversed. Rather than limiting high use it recognises low use. 
For low-slope drystock, a risk based approach to implement nutrient budgets and farm 
plans would be appropriate. Not all drystock farms use N fertiliser and many sheep and 
beef farms are unlikely to have losses over 20kg N / total ha. Farms with very low nitrogen 
fertiliser usage and a low stocking rate don't benefit from an Overseer file and could 
deliver these at a later date, or not at all (for example until 2025 instead of 2022). This 
would prioritise action for high loss activities across the high N catchments and establish a 
more achievable timeframe. 
 
This risk based approach could draw on the following to identify risk and prioritise action: 

- the work that MfE have done around stocking rates 
- Environment Southland’s intensive winter grazing rule 
- Farms with low fertiliser use (for example 4kg / eff. ha or less.) 

 
As farms change their fertiliser use from one year to the next this approach will have the 
additional benefit of encouraging less fertiliser use in the short term. 
 



   

As the N cap distribution is based on dairy nutrient losses, not all farms in catchment, a 
risk based approach won’t limit Environment Southland’s ability to identify thresholds. 

59.    If you are in a high nitrate-nitrogen 
catchment, what would you have to do 
differently under these options? 

The N-Cap proposal is complex and will clearly require a significant amount of effort to 
implement over a relatively short period of time.   
 
Environment Southland is unique in that it has 5 identified high nitrate-nitrogen 
catchments within its borders under this proposal. The five N-Cap catchments collectively 
cover most of the developed land in central and eastern Southland and they contain 
around most of Southland’s 1,000 or so dairy farms.  The resourcing implications (on 
farm, at regional/local council and for contractors/consultants) for Southland are 
significant and a full assessment of these costs and the various sectors capacity to deliver 
on the proposals is essential.  
 
Environment Southland tested 6 scenarios through the Southland Economic Model for 
the N-Cap proposal that focused on dairy farming and the nitrogen loss thresholds. Once 
the first phase of farm plans occurs between 2020 and 2022, the losses in value added for 
Southland’s economy progressively increase from 2022 to 2027 with increasing rates of 
adoption of nitrogen mitigations on dairy farms. If the threshold is set at the 70th 
percentile then by 2027, the annual loss in value added for Southland’s economy may be 
approximately $37 million ($2017) with a 4% loss in value added for the region’s dairy 
industry.  These losses are likely to occur anyway (i.e. without the proposal) as 
Environment Southland progressively implements the current National Policy Statement 
for Freshwater Management (2017).   
 
The main impact of the N-Cap proposal is to shorten the timeframes that farmers have to 
reduce their nitrogen losses.  Shorter timeframes may have a wide range of short to 
medium term benefits.  In Southland, improvements in water quality can show up earlier 
than elsewhere, which is important in a region where some waterbodies are becoming 
increasingly degraded and may be approaching ecological thresholds.  Four of the five N-
Cap catchments are connected to estuaries, which are highly valued.  The proposal may 
help to avoid some damage and remediation costs but it will depend on where the 
nitrogen loss threshold is set.  At a landscape scale, the scenarios apply to relatively small 
proportion of land use activities within the five N-Cap catchments.  



   

 
Overseer budgets will need to be completed to ensure compliance however Overseer is 
not designed for and cannot currently be used as evidence in compliance, monitoring and 
enforcement.    
 
Environment Southland supports the recommendations of the Parliamentary 
Commissioner of the Environment in the Overseer and regulatory oversight report and 
would not support the use of Overseer in a regulatory context until those 
recommendations are enacted. The proposed Southland Water and Land Plan limits the 
use of Overseer in a regulatory context to being a required component of a Farm 
Environment Management Plan (FEMP), no compliance is undertaken in relation to the 
Overseer output files. In Southland Overseer nutrient budgets in the FEMP must be up to 
date or amended should there be a material change in land use.  
 
Overseer cannot be used to effectively model all farms and farming systems in Southland. 
Environment Southland has undertaken work as a part of the Southland Economics 
Project to model the implications of proposed policy interventions throughout the region. 
This project utilised a subset of real world farms and found that not all of these farms 
were capable of being realistically represented in Overseer. If Overseer is to be used as a 
regulatory tool as proposed, there will need to be a pathway identified for farms unable 
to be represented to remain compliant. 

60.    In addition to those already 
identified, are there other high nitrate-
nitrogen catchments that should be 
subject to these options? 

 

61.    Do you think the action already 
underway in five regions (identified in 
section 8.4) will be effective in reducing 
excessive nitrogen leaching in those high 
nitrate-nitrogen catchments? 

Yes. In Southland the process to fully implement the existing NPSFM is already underway.  
An advisory body to council, the Regional Forum, has been established as part of this 
process. The Regional Forum will identify and recommend methods (regulatory and non-
regulatory) to set and achieve limits for the region. This will ensure farm systems invest in 
long term solutions and avoid sunk costs on interim measures where system change is 
required.  

62.    Should there be higher thresholds 
for farms that produce food products in 

 



   

winter, and if so, which food products? 

63.  What alternative or additional policies 
could contribute to reducing nitrogen 
loss? 

 

64.    Do you have any comment on what 
would be required to ensure this proposal 
could be effectively implemented? 

Environment Southland has concerns that the mapping used to identify high nitrate 
catchments is not consistent with our own catchment mapping. It appears that a 
simplified version of River Environment Classification (version unknown) has been used. 
Environment Southland currently undertakes reporting and planning based on a more 
refined River Environment Classification 3 (REC3). Aligning the catchment mapping for 
Southland to the higher quality REC3 standard already in use in the region would simplify 
reporting and ongoing implementation of the proposals. Environment Southland can 
provide this data.  
 
An alternative option that would ensure consistency in reporting and monitoring 
requirements is to rationalise high nitrogen catchments and align them with Environment 
Southland’s established freshwater management units. This process would result in the 
Waimatuku stream joining the Aparima catchment and the Waihopai River joining the 
Oreti catchment. Aligning Southland’s FMUs with the high nitrate catchments would 
greatly simplify administrative and reporting requirements on those FMUs and allow 
actions to more easily translated into the limit setting plan change being developed. This 
method would result in more land captured by the high nitrogen catchment designation, 
including the including the Waimatuku, Lake George, Bluff Harbour, Waituna, Haldane 
and Waikawa FMU sub units. Environment Southland’s support for adding land to the 
high nitrate catchments is conditioned and would require the ability to apply the risk 
based implementation approach discussed in our response to questions 58 and 59 above.  

Excluding stock 
from waterways - 
please refer to 
questions 65-68 
on pages 80 and 
81 of the 
discussion 
document 

Excluding stock from waterways 

65.    Do you support excluding stock from 
waterways? Why/why not? 
 
 

Yes. Environment Southland strongly supports the exclusion of stock from waterways. 
Environment Southland also supports best practices that exclude stock from smaller 
waterways which can account for a high proportion of contaminant load.  
 
Environment Southland has already established stock setback rules in its proposed Water 
and Land Plan that is aligned with the intent of the proposal and will achieve the same 
outcomes (protecting waterbodies by requiring fencing/setbacks). As part of determining 



   

appropriate methods for meeting FMU limits, being able to control the setback 
requirements for stock exclusion is a key tool for council to consider as part of the limit 
setting plan change currently under development. The impact of changes in setbacks can 
be modelled by the Southland Economic Model where economic and environmental 
outcomes can both be considered and balanced.  
 
There is a significant amount of existing fencing that is not an average of 5m from 
waterways. A requirement that specifies new fencing must achieve the proposed setbacks 
is preferred. The costs and practicalities involved in requiring large amounts of existing 
fencing that has been installed lawfully to be relocated are significant and have not been 
appropriately addressed by this proposal. Staging fencing setback requirements in a 
practical way should be considered.   

66.    Do you have any comment on the 
proposed different approach for larger 
and smaller waterbodies? 

Environment Southland’s proposed Water and Land Plan includes setback rules for 
different types of waterbodies that is aligned with the intent of the proposal and will 
achieve the same outcomes (protecting waterbodies by requiring fencing/setbacks). 

67.    Do you have any comment on the 
proposed five metre setback, or where it 
should be measured from? 

If a 5m setback is to be proposed it should be measured from the top of the bank rather 
than from the water’s edge – which is variable.   

68.    Are there any circumstances that are 
appropriate for allowing exemptions to 
the stock exclusion regulations? If so, 
please give examples. 

Some appropriate exemptions could include extensive country where the productivity of 
the land will never pay for the fence risks are low or on areas where fence posts cannot 
be hammered in as the parent material is on the surface. 
 

Controlling 
intensive winter 
grazing - please 
refer to questions 
69-70 on page 81 
of the discussion 
document 

Controlling intensive winter grazing 

69.    Do you prefer Option 1: Nationally-
set standards or Option 2: Industry-set 
standards? Why? 

Environment Southland’s proposed Water and Land Plan includes an extensive array of 
policies and rules that manage intensive winter grazing and supports a mechanism that is 
consistent with that approach.  
 
If the proposal does not allow for regional variability nationally set standards would 
provide valued certainty. However a single set of national standards cannot account for 
the uniqueness of individual situations. 

70.    For the proposed nationally-set 
standards, which options do you prefer 
for the area threshold, slope, setback, and 

Environment Southland does not support a pugging depth component. It is not a practical 
standard as it would be incredibly hard to enforce and could result in non-compliance 
after a single rain event.   



   

pugging depth components of the policy?  
Slope and area thresholds are supported as both relate directly to risk and this approach 
is consistent with the proposed Southland Water and Land Plan. Minimum buffers could 
progressively increase as risk increases or if the setback is to protect a waterbody such as 
a regionally significant wetland. 

Feedlots and 
stock holding 
areas - please 
refer to questions 
71-75 on page 81 
of the discussion 
document 

Restricting Feedlots 

71.    Do you have any comment on the 
proposal to restrict feedlots? 

 

Reducing pollution from stock holding areas 

72.    Do you support the proposal relating 
to stock holding areas? Why/why not? 

 

73.    Do you think sacrifice paddocks 
should be included? 

Yes. The proposal (s28 of the NES) exempts sacrifice paddocks if they are more than 50m 
away from a watercourse. Those paddocks must be included in the allocation for winter 
grazing, especially if they account for a significant percentage of the farm holding area. 

74.    What would you have to do 
differently if this proposal was 
implemented? 

 

75.    Do you have any comment on what 
would be required to ensure this proposal 
could be effectively implemented? 

 

Other comments 
on the proposed 
National 
Environmental 
Standards for 
Freshwater - 
please refer to 
questions 76-78 
on page 81 of the 
discussion 
document 

Draft proposed National Environmental Standards for Freshwater 

76.    Are the definitions used in the 
policies accurate, and if not, how do you 
suggest improving them? 

No. Environment Southland supports the LGNZ joint sector submission in relation to the 
use of definitions.  

77.    What are your thoughts on the 
proposed technical definitions and 
parameters of the proposed regulations? 
Please refer to the specific policy in your 
response. 

 

78.    What are your thoughts on the 
timeframes incorporated in the proposed 
regulations? Please refer to the specific 

 



   

policy in your response 

 

 

Interactions between National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, National Environmental Standards for Freshwater and other policies 

Policy interactions 
- please refer to 
questions 79-80 
on page 101 of 
the discussion 
document 

11.  Aligning RMA national direction 

79.    Do you think there are potential 
areas of tension or confusion between the 
proposals in this document and other 
national direction? If so, how could these 
be addressed? 

Yes. The division of policy relating to ecosystems into terrestrial (NPS-IB) and Freshwater 
(NPS – FM) is likely to create confusion on the ground and result in poor outcomes for 
both the environment and landowners.  

 Landscapes are a mosaic with terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems - splitting the 
two up can be confusing for landowners and councils enforcing the rules 

 Terrestrial and freshwater habitats also transition into each other and there is 
often not a clear boundary. For instance, when does a Manuka wetland become a 
Manuka terrestrial treeland and when do the rules affecting each change? 

 Terrestrial and Wetland systems can also be hydrologically and ecologically linked 
so effective rules would cover both systems. 

Dividing key responsibilities between RC’s and TA down freshwater and terrestrial lines 
adds to confusion for landowners and requirements for multiple consents. 

Solutions: 

 There needs to be one NPS for all indigenous biodiversity from terrestrial to 
marine  

 The indigenous Biodiversity system needs to be fixed as a whole not piecemeal.  

Habitat for threatened species is very different to ecosystems – there needs to be clear 
protection of /rules around both 

80.    Do you think a planning standard is 
needed to support the consistent 
implementation of some proposals in this 
document? If so, what specific provisions 
do you consider would be effectively 

 



   

delivered through a planning standard 
tool? 

 


