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Hon Dr Nick Smith
Freshwater Consultation 2016
Ministry for the Environment
P O Box 10362

Wellington 6143

by email: watercomments@mfegovt.nz

Dear Nick
Freshwater Consultation 2016

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Next Steps for Freshwater
Consultation Document.

As a local authority with a comparatively small, rurally focussed population, the Rangitikei
District Council and its residents are acutely aware of the current pressures around freshwater
resources, and the potentiarl for economic, cultural and environmental consequences if
freshwater resourcesare not managed appropriately.

We agree with the introduction, that states:
“This pressure.on our freshwater resources is becoming increasingly evident:

e water quality has been declining

e water is over-allocated in some places

e decision-making can be litigious, resource-consuming, and create uncertainty

e we have lacked robust information on the impacts and outcomes of management decisions

e water is not always used or available for its highest value use

e jwi, hapi and whanau interests and values are not adequately considered in planning and resource

management decision-making.”

We wish to reiterate the key points drawn in the paragraph of the consultation document
entitled “Supporting Implementation” (page 10), in that, for the proposals to result in
successful outcomes :



e regional Councils need to work collaboratively with their communities (inclusive of
District Councils) and iwi to determine environmental aspirations for waterways and
allocate water for economic use;

e all parties involved in freshwater management and use need to be realistic about the
time frames in which meaningful change can be brought about;

e it needs to be acknowledged that the impacts of water reform on users and
communities will be far reaching, and therefore that change needs to be brought about
in a measured manner; and

e care needs to be taken so that costs and impacts are spread equitably across sectors
and generations.

Water Quality and Decision Making

With respect to the decline in water quality w . the Macroinvertebrate
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We suggest consideration of freshwater funding for these types of projects where the cost of a
wholly land-based discharge is demonstrably unaffordable for the village community it would
serve.

Stock exclusion from water bodies

We agree with the proposal that dairy cattle on milking platforms and intensively farmed pigs
should be excluded from water bodies by 1 July 2017. However, the very long timeframes for
other cattle imply a low impact: the consultation paper does not explain why the Ministry has
reached this conclusion, other than to give farmers time to comply.

We disagree with the exclusion of cattle on steeper country. The impact on water bodies will
not be different, but the consultation paper takes the view that the environmental benefits are



outweighed by the practicality of fencing. We think this warrants further consideration,
including the availability of a fencing subsidy based on the differential cost of fencing hill
country compared with that incurred on lowland farms. A parallel instance is evident from the
Horizons Regional Council Sustainable Land Use Initiative: a concerted effort has been made to
assist hill country farmers to reduce the risk of erosion, with consequential benefit to the
region’s river systems not silting up.

We agree with the proposal to provide for infringement penalties. These should be scaled to
deter repeated offending.

Economic use of fresh water

We support the intent to move away for the “first in, first served’ basis for allocation. However,
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However, we sugge sntion to achieving a national standard for documenting
groundwater resources oring the effects of abstraction from these. This is where the
greatest risk of over allocation occurs, simply because the effects are not immediately apparent
where abstraction occurs. Given that the proposed Freshwater Improvement Fund has a focus
on projects that deliver clear environmental benefits, we suggest that a portion of this Fund is
set aside for this work on groundwater resources without a requirement for co-funding from
regional councils.

Iwi, Hapu and Whanau Interests and Values

We support the application of Te Mana o te Wai in our District. Rangitikei is fortunate in having
both a long-established standing Iwi Advisory Committee and that there is already Iwi
engagement in projects on the Rangitikei River, the Hautapu River and the Tutaenui Stream.
However, for those Iwi and Hapl who are still in the Treaty claim process, significant
engagement in freshwater issues may be unrealistic for the next few years. We appreciate
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recognition of this in the consultation paper and the proposal that the Ministry will facilitate
and resource programmes to build capacity and capability. We think it is possible that across
our District some lwi may prefer the Council to initiate an agreement while others may wish to
make that invitation. We support having that flexibility.

The Council hopes these comments are helpful.

Yours sincerely

Andy Watson
Mayor of the Rangitikei District
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