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Executive Summary 
 
1. Since the late 1970’s, governments have been consulting with the public, undertaking research and 

investigations and introducing legislation to protect those lakes and rivers in New Zealand which 
have outstanding characteristics.  

2. Despite nearly 40 years of research and investigations, there are no nationally accepted criteria that 
can be used  to assess the specific values of  freshwater bodies and determine whether  they are 
outstanding. This has resulted in many of New Zealand’s special water bodies not being recognised 
or protected in an appropriate manner.  

3. In 2014,  the Government amended  the National Policy Statement  for Freshwater Management 
(NPSFM). The 2014 NPSFM specifically requires regional councils to protect the significant values 
of outstanding freshwater bodies. However,  it stops short of providing a definition around what 
constitutes an outstanding characteristic, feature or value, meaning  it  is not clear when a water 
body should be regarded as outstanding. 

4. This  led HBRC and Auckland Council  to apply  to  the Community Environment Fund Round 6 on 
outstanding  freshwater bodies  (OFWB).   The OFWB project proposed  to develop  criteria and a 
methodology for the assessment of OFWB.  It also sought to confirm the intent of the NPSFM OFWB 
provisions, and  carry out a  review and  stocktake of  the existing  research and  investigations on 
outstanding values that has occurred over the last 40 years, identifying the best approaches.  

5. While  the  project  successfully  made  some  conclusions  around  the  intent  of  the  NPSFM’s 
outstanding freshwater body provisions, the project was ultimately not successful in developing a 
set of criteria and thresholds for identifying outstanding freshwater bodies across New Zealand.   

6. During  the  project,  two  consultants1  were  engaged  to  review  existing  literature  and  make 
recommendations on a  set of  criteria and  thresholds  to enable  the  identification of OFWB. On 
finding they were unable to complete the work, both made recommendations on alternative ways 
to identify OFWB without developing a set of ‘outstanding’ criteria and thresholds for each value 
set. 

7. The consultants’ recommendations  included: a) the use of the RiVAS framework for determining 
OFWB either on a regional or national basis; b) the creation of a ‘no brainer’ national OFWB  list 
using existing data sets and methodologies; c) amendments to the wording of the NPSFM OFWB 
provisions to require the  identification of outstanding values2; and d) the deletion of the NPSFM 
OFWB provisions in favour of strengthened WCO provisions in the RMA. 

8. While each of the recommendations have various merits, ultimately whatever route is taken, the 
creation of a list of criteria and thresholds to identify outstanding water bodies cannot be avoided.  

9. This is because RiVAS relies on an agreed set of values and associated significance criteria, which in 
the first instance requires the use of established criteria thresholds where available. As such, if local 
RiVAS panels are convened in each region, without a set of national criteria and thresholds, there 
will be an unfavourable degree of  inconsistency when applying  the OFWB provisions across  the 
country.  For  example,  each  local  panel  will  use  different  criteria  and  thresholds  for  their 
assessments.  

10. If a national panel is formed to carry out RiVAS assessments across the country, a literature review 
of established criteria and thresholds for ‘outstandingness’ would likely be their first action taken 
to understand exactly what established thresholds already exist. 

11. Similarly, if the NPSFM was amended to require the identification of outstanding values (instead of 
outstanding freshwater bodies) a list of criteria and thresholds would need to be developed before 
the  outstanding  values  could  be  identified.  Likewise,  the  creation  of  a  ‘no‐brainer’  list  of 

                                                 
1   Golder Associates; The Catalyst Group. 
2     Instead of outstanding water bodies as currently required by the NPSFM. 
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outstanding water bodies would still need a sound set of criteria and thresholds to provide simple 
justification  around why  a  particular water  body  has  been  chosen  to  be  outstanding  and  not 
another.  

12. Without the backing and agreement of experts within each value field, progress is difficult. The call 
for  more  investigations,  more  information  to  fill  the  ‘data  gaps’  only  further  delays  the 
identification  and  protection  of  those  exceptional  water  bodies  which  the  majority  of  New 
Zealanders want to see protected. 

13. As  a minimum  case  law, water  conservation  orders  and  international  literature  (e.g.  Ramsar) 
contain a number of previously accepted ‘outstanding’ thresholds. Yes, the thresholds are high and 
in  many  cases  may  exceed  an  ‘appropriate’  outstanding  threshold.    However,  from  these 
documents a  list of criteria and thresholds can quickly be developed, adopted and supported by 
experts. In turn, councils could use this list to quickly identify outstanding water bodies which would 
result in little challenge. The key to this approach is the support from experts in each value field. 

14. It  is  recognised  that not every value can be progressed using  this approach, but many will and 
should be progressed now.  A list of criteria and thresholds based on these documents would assist 
regional  councils  to  partly  progress  the  issue within  the  broader  context  of  implementing  the 
NPSFM. 

15. While ‘borderline’ outstanding water bodies may not be captured via this approach, it is a start and 
will result in at least some OFWB being identified sooner rather than later throughout the country. 
This approach would initially result in some values being favoured for protection e.g. those values 
commonly debated  in case  law and WCO decisions; however, providing a work programme  is  in 
place to address the remaining values, this issue can be overcome.  

16. Further,  there  is  no  good  reason  to  defer  the  identification  of  ‘outstanding water  bodies’  for 
established  values  because  the  newer  or more  contentious  values  have  not  been  covered  in 
literature.  To  this  end,  it  is  recommended  that  the  tikanga Maori,  ecology,  landscape,  natural 
character and recreational values be progressed now, with the identification of historical, cultural 
values3, and economic/consumptive use values (if deemed appropriate) at a later date. 

17. To  further progress  the set of criteria and  thresholds  for outstanding  tikanga Maori values,  it  is 
recommended  that  a  Maori  reference  group  be  convened  immediately  to  assist  with  the 
identification of appropriate thresholds for outstanding tikanga Maori values. 

18. This work could be combined with the creation of a ‘screening technique’ which provides guidance 
to  councils around how  they might assemble a  short  list of  candidate water bodies  for  further 
assessment as OFWB.  

   

                                                 
3 For clarity: it is recommended that historical and cultural characteristics not related to tikanga Maori values are progressed at a later date.  
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Frequently Asked Questions 
 

1. What was the purpose of the OFWB project? 

The aim of  the OFWB project was  to develop a  set of criteria, and associated  thresholds,  for  identifying 
outstanding water  bodies  across New  Zealand  for  the  purposes  of  the NPSFM,  and  a methodology  for 
applying the criteria. 

This project was  initiated to provide better guidance for councils, ensuring they could easily  identify what 
constitutes an outstanding characteristic. Its purpose was to reduce debate on what ‘outstanding’ means for 
communities involved in freshwater planning, and offer a consistent approach that could be used throughout 
the country.  

2. What does the term ‘outstanding’ mean? 

Being outstanding is a high test.  The term ‘outstanding’ distinguishes something from others based on its 
exceptional qualities and is typically used to describe the ‘best of the best’. 

This is consistent with the findings in Literature Review 1 (Appendix 2) which confirmed a key intent of the 
NPSFM was that only a small number of water bodies should be identified across the country as ‘outstanding 
water  bodies’.  This  indicates  that  the  ‘outstanding’  thresholds  developed  for  each  value  set  should  be 
extremely high.  

3. How did the project identify ‘outstanding’ criteria and thresholds for each value? 

Initially,  the project  focused on  the  identification of a wide  range of values and potential characteristics 
discussed in all literature that had the potential to be outstanding. This reflected the NPSFM’s broad meaning 
of freshwater ‘value’. 

However,  the  focus  of  the  project  changed  over  time  to  concentrate  on  identifying  those  values  and 
associated criteria that have been tested and proven in courts and other rigorous fora for examining criteria 
(e.g. defendable literature such as case law, WCOs, international literature). The project’s next step was to 
develop a framework which could be used to identify those water bodies which are definitely outstanding 
and would result in little challenge. 

Many of the natural and intrinsic values have been discussed over many years in WCO decisions and case law 
e.g. recreational, ecological, landscape, more so than economic and consumptive use values. As such, there 
are gaps in ‘defendable’ literature where these values have not been discussed.  

Those values which are not discussed in ‘defendable literature’ have not been specifically researched as part 
of this work. Once additional values, which have the potential be outstanding in their own right, have been 
identified,  then an appropriate expert  in  that particular  field  should be engaged  to develop  criteria and 
thresholds for those remaining values. 

4. Did the OFWB project produce a list of outstanding NZ water bodies? 

No. It was never contemplated that this project would identify freshwater bodies which are outstanding in 
New Zealand. The project solely focused on developing a set of usable criteria which could then be used by 
councils to identify OFWB in their region.  

Ultimately,  if  developed,  each  individual  council  can  choose  to  use  (or  not)  the  criteria  and  associated 
methodology to identify which water bodies are outstanding (if any) for the purposes of the NPSFM within 
their own region. This allows councils to accommodate exceptions to the criteria or undertake further data 
collection if necessary, or apply discretion to suit their own local circumstances and communities.  

5. Are outstanding values limited to the National Values identified in the NPSFM? 

No. There  is nothing  in  the NPSFM stating  that outstanding assessments should be  limited  to  the values 
identified  in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM; or that all values  identified  in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM have the 
potential to be outstanding.  
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While  all  values  in Appendix  1  of  the NPSFM  are  important, many  are  unlikely  to  be  outstanding  as  a 
standalone value for the purposes of the NPSFM. 

6. Are outstanding and significant the same? 

No. An outstanding value has a higher threshold than a significant value. An outstanding value will always be 
significant, but a significant value will not necessary be outstanding (based on legal advice and case law in 
context of s6 RMA). The legal opinion can be found in Appendix 5. 

The  project  did  not  attempt  to  identify  the  significant  values  of  water  bodies.   Significant  values  of 
outstanding water bodies are different  from outstanding values and  it  is more appropriate  that these be 
determined by councils during the RMA Schedule 1 plan change process with community input.  

7. Are outstanding and nationally important the same?  

No. Being nationally  important  is not the same as being outstanding for the purposes of the NPSFM. The 
objectives of each are different. For example: the New Zealand biodiversity strategy suggests it is nationally 
important to retain a representation of 100% of the river classes across the county for biodiversity; however, 
this is not the same as being outstanding which is looking to identify a relatively small number of water bodies 
which are the best of the best for a particular value.  

Additionally, municipal and domestic water supplies could be argued as being of national importance, but 
this does not make the water body they are sourced from an outstanding water body for the purposes of the 
NPSFM. 

8. Did the OFWB project address the lack of data available for many water bodies?  

No. The lack of available data and how to address this issue was not part of the project scope. The OFWB 
project was solely attempting to identify a set of criteria and thresholds for certain key values, which indicate 
when a value is outstanding. 

A lack of data is not a good reason to delay the development of a set of ‘outstanding’ criteria and thresholds. 
There will always be data limitations for some values, the criteria and thresholds need to be identified first 
and the data collected accordingly. This also enables the appropriate data to be collected which correctly 
informs the adopted criteria and thresholds. 

Once the criteria and thresholds have been developed, the data gaps will be identified, and the council and/or 
community can choose to collect the data on those water bodies they suspect may be outstanding, to further 
assess their potential levels of significance. 

WCO decisions are clear that where sufficient data about a particular value of a water body is not available, 
then the value is not outstanding until the appropriate evidence is provided. 

9. What if there is no data on a water body but I think it is outstanding? 

As stated in FAQ 8, the lack of available data is not part of the project scope. Each council has the freedom 
and discretion to choose the most appropriate way to address the lack of data in their region. 

For example, it may be known that a water body has a large population of a rare frogs which reside at the 
site; however, no conclusive evidence has been collected in support of this claim. The council may choose to 
undertake investigations to ascertain rare frog populations at the water body, after which the council could 
choose (or not) to identify the water body as an OFWB for the purposes of the NPSFM. 

Water Conservation Orders deal with a lack of data in a similar manner. Where there is a lack of evidence to 
prove a water body  is outstanding then  it  is not considered outstanding, until such time adequate data  is 
collected and evidence can be provided demonstrating the value is indeed outstanding. 

Notwithstanding, the suspected value can still be protected in other ways (e.g. through the normal regional 
plan process, or incorporated as an ‘exception’ as discussed in FAQ 19). 
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10. Can a ‘sum of significant’ values (but none outstanding in their own right) enable the water body to 
qualify as an OFWB under the NPSFM? 

A water body needs to have at least one outstanding value before qualifying as an OFWB under the NPSFM. 
A sum of significant values is not enough to qualify the water body as outstanding (based on legal advice and 
case law regarding s6 RMA). The legal opinion can be found in Appendix 5. 

While this is a key assumption of the project, as stated in FAQ 19 there will be exceptions and a water body 
with a sum of significant values (none alone individually outstanding) could potentially be incorporated this 
way. However, this would be done by the relevant council on a case by case basis, not via any criteria and 
thresholds developed as part of this project. 

Notwithstanding,  it  is  expected  that  future work  beyond  this  project will  develop  a methodology  and 
approach which guides the assessment of these types of water bodies.  

11. Can a water body which has a number of significant values  (but none of which are  individually 
outstanding) still qualify as an OFWB under the NPSFM? 

If a water body has a number of significant values, but no outstanding values, then based on the underlying 
assumptions determined by this project the water body would not qualify as an OFWB for the purposes of 
the NPSFM (based on legal advice). 

Nonetheless,  as  discussed  in  FAQ  19,  a  water  body  with  a  number  of  significant  values  (none  alone 
individually outstanding) could potentially be identified as outstanding and incorporated as an ‘exception’ by 
the relevant council. However, this would be done by the relevant council on a case by case basis, not via any 
criteria and thresholds developed as part of this project. 

The legal opinion can be found in Appendix 5. 

12. Did the OFWB project attempt to rank values? 

No. The OFWB project did not attempt to weight or rank values against one another, all values are considered 
to be equal.   

The subsequent  ranking and  resolution of any conflict between values  is better determined according  to 
community preferences during the RMA Schedule 1 plan change process. At this point in time the appropriate 
management response for each value can also be determined. 

13. Why were wetlands taken out of the OFWB project scope? 

Wetlands were excluded  from examination during  this project because of  their  special  treatment  in  the 
NPSFM (Objectives A2 (b) and B4). The significant values of all wetlands are already protected in a similar 
way as the significant values of OFWB and therefore a process for  identifying outstanding wetlands  is not 
required. 

14. Did the OFWB project attempt to assess Tangata Whenua Values? 

Yes.  Initially the project attempted to  identify a range of Mana Whenua values for OFWBs. However, this 
value  has  a  number  of  challenges  particularly,  in  that  the  identification  of  individual  water  bodies  is 
inconsistent with the view that all water bodies are important to Maori for spiritual, physical and customary 
reasons. 

This  value  requires  considerably  more  resources  than  that  available  for  this  project.  As  such,  it  is 
recommended that MfE convene a Maori reference group to assist with the identification of a set of criteria 
and thresholds for outstanding tikanga Maori values. Work in this area should be progressed immediately. 

15. Can an aquifer be classed as an OFWB? 

Yes. The NPSFM specifically includes aquifers (within the meaning of a water body) so it is possible that an 
aquifer system, or part thereof can be potentially identified as outstanding freshwater body.  
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16. Why was a Technical Advisory Group established? 

A technical advisory group (TAG) was established  in December 2015 to provide expertise on the range of 
values and associated characteristics/thresholds that could be utilised to assess whether or not a given water 
body is ‘outstanding’. 

Each TAG member was asked  to undertake a  review of existing  literature  for  their value  set  (specifically 
looking at case law, WCOs, MfE reports and other significance assessments that have taken place nationally 
or  internationally),  summarise  the  pros  and  cons  of  each  approach  and  recommend  a  list  criteria  and 
thresholds that have been used in the past to determine what is outstanding. 

The TAG reports can be found in Appendix 6. 

17. Can an economic value be recognised as an outstanding value under the NPSFM? 

While the NPSFM never intended that economic and consumptive use values be classed as outstanding, the 
current wording of the NPSFM does seem to allow economic and consumptive use value such as such as 
tourism,  irrigation  or  energy  to  potentially  be  classed  as  outstanding  if  a  Council  choose  to  do  so  (see 
Paragraphs 61 to 75).   

However, doing so comes with risks and such a policy position could be subject to litigation in future. Legal 
advice  is clear that while  it  is theoretically possible to recognise economic and consumptive use values as 
‘outstanding’  values  for  the purposes of  the NPSFM,  this  approach  could be difficult  to  justify  as being 
consistent with the objectives of the NPSFM. The legal opinion can be found in Appendix 5.  

18. Are water bodies that do not gain an outstanding status important?  

Yes. Just because a water body does not meet an ‘outstanding’ threshold, does not mean it is not important 
or has no value. These high value water bodies are  likely to be managed  in other ways as determined by 
regional plan policies and processes. 

19. In  the  longer  term,  could  criteria and  thresholds be developed  to  identify 100% of outstanding 
water bodies across New Zealand? 

No. It was recognised early in the project, that the final set of criteria and thresholds would not be able to 
capture  all  outstanding water  bodies.  The OFWB  project will  only  ever  be  able  to  develop  criteria  and 
thresholds which capture the bulk of outstanding freshwater bodies across the country. 

The reality  is,  there will always be some water bodies which do not  fit  into an  ‘OFWB’  framework –  it  is 
expected these water bodies will be added as ‘exceptions’ by the relevant council on a case by case basis.  

Notwithstanding, as discussed in FAQ 10 it is expected that any future work will develop a methodology and 
approach which guides the assessment of these ‘exceptions’.  

20. Can a past or potential value be classed as outstanding?  

No. A water body can only be reviewed in the context of its present condition, it cannot be assessed on its 
past condition or its potential. 

The definition of OFWB is clear in that it refers to those outstanding water bodies which have an outstanding 
value, not those water bodies which potentially have an outstanding value, nor had high value. The purpose 
of the NPSFM OFWB provisions is to identify water bodies that currently have outstanding qualities.  

Notwithstanding, there are many  ‘potential values’ for each water body, this  is better determined by the 
relevant  local  authority  and  community  and  addressed  via  an  alternative process  so  that  the  costs  and 
benefits of regaining such values are fully assessed.   

21. Does the wording of the NPSFM OFWB provisions need amending or deleting altogether? 

There  are  differing  opinions  on  this matter. Notwithstanding,  the  development  of  a  set  of  criteria  and 
thresholds to determine outstanding values for water bodies is still necessary regardless of the framework 
of the NPSFM and the links with other elements of the RMA. For example, even if the OFWB provisions were 
deleted from the NPSFM, New Zealand’s OFWB would still need to be identified and protected.
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1. Project Purpose 
1.1  What was the purpose of the ‘Outstanding Freshwater Bodies’ project? 

19. The NPSFM requires the protection of the significant values of outstanding freshwater water bodies4. 
However, the NPSFM itself stops short of providing a definition around what constitutes outstanding 
values and how many water bodies should be identified as outstanding throughout New Zealand. 

20. The outstanding freshwater body project was initiated in an attempt to clarify the original intent of the 
NPSFM and to develop a set of criteria that could be used to identify outstanding freshwater bodies. 
One of the main purposes of the project was to reduce debate on what ‘outstanding’ means and to 
offer a consistent approach to determining outstanding freshwater bodies throughout the country. 

21. At its commencement, the project had three key outputs: 

a) clarification around the intent of the NPSFM outstanding freshwater body provisions; 

b) a  set  of  criteria  that  can  be  used  to  identify  outstanding  freshwater  bodies  (OFWB)  for  the 
purposes of the NPSFM across New Zealand; 

c) a methodology for applying these criteria. 

22. The project focused solely on developing a set of usable criteria for identifying whether a value was 
outstanding or not. It did not attempt to identify significant values of water bodies or to identify which 
freshwater water bodies were outstanding throughout New Zealand.   

23. The project also did not attempt to weight or rank values against one another. This was outside the 
project scope. All values were considered to be equal and outstanding thresholds were investigated 
accordingly. 

24. Wetlands were also excluded  from  the project scope as  their significant values are expected  to be 
protected as per the NPSFM under Objective A2(b) and Objective B4. 

 

2. Project Approach 
 

25. The project was spilt into the following four separate and sequential parts, each part was supported 
by  a  comprehensive  project  plan  which  contained  objectives,  key  milestones,  key  performance 
indicators and an associated timeline and budget. 

Part 1:  Clarify  the  intent of  the NPSFM Outstanding Freshwater provisions, by  reviewing  the key 
literature produced over the past seven years to  inform the development of the National 
Policy Statement  for Freshwater Management, with a particular  focus on  its Outstanding 
Freshwater Body provisions. 

Part 2:  Identify  a  range  of  values  and  potential  characteristics  that  could  be  utilised  to  assess 
 whether or not a given water body was outstanding. 

Part 3:  Review key  regional, national and  international  literature  to develop a  robust and  legally 
defendable set of criteria that characterised outstanding value(s) of a water body. 

Part 4:  Develop a generic methodology for applying the criteria identified in Part 3 to identify any 
outstanding water bodies within a region. Part 3 and Part 4 were purposely kept separate so 
the criteria and thresholds could be tested using a range of methodologies. 

26. Partway through the project, the project plan was revised in order to achieve meaningful outputs for 
Parts 3 and 4 (refer Paragraph 51 onwards).   

                                                 
4 NPSFM Objectives A2 and B4. 
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3. Project Background & Summary to Date 
 

3.1  July 2015: Project start‐up 

27. In July 2015, the OFWB project formally commenced and a Project Group of Auckland Council, Hawke’s 
Bay Regional Council  (HBRC) and Ministry staff was  formed  to develop and oversee  the Project.  In 
August 2015, the project group sent out ‘a request for services’ seeking proposals from a consultant 
to drive the detailed design and delivery of The Project in line with the project approach outlined in 
Paragraph 25. 

28. A number of proposals were received and assessed by the project team. In September 2015, Golder 
Associates (NZ) Limited was appointed to undertake project co‐ordination and reporting for the OFWB 
project. 

 

3.2  Literature Review 1 ‐ Intent of the NPSFM Outstanding Freshwater Body Provisions 

29. In 2015, a literature review (‘Literature Review 1’) was undertaken by HBRC staff looking at the existing 
literature produced over the last seven years to inform the development of the NPSFM, with a specific 
focus on the outstanding freshwater body (OFWB) provisions. 

30. The aim of ‘Literature Review 1’ was to provide some clear direction around the intent of the NPSFM’s 
OFWB  provisions  in  accordance  with  Part  1  of  the  project  approach.  The  key  conclusions  are 
summarised below:  

a) Despite some substantial changes to the NPSFM’s OFWB provisions over the last seven years, the 
intent to protect OFWBs over other freshwater bodies has remained the same since 2008; 

b) In  order  to  qualify  as  outstanding,  a water  body will  need  to  have  at  least  one  value  that  is 
outstanding; 

c) The NPSFM provisions should only result  in a small number of water bodies being  identified as 
outstanding across the country;  

d) Criteria to identify OFWBs should be similar to that of a Water Conservation Order (WCO).  

31. The findings of Literature Review 1 provided some key assumptions to inform the project’s remaining 
tasks. In particular, the fact that only a small number of water bodies should be identified across the 
country as outstanding  indicated  that  the  ’outstanding’  thresholds  the project developed  for each 
value should be extremely high, yet with discrete spatial extents too, rather than spanning vast areas 
of entire catchments. 

32. A full copy of Literature Review 1 can be found in Appendix 2. 

 

3.3  Literature Review 2 – determining outstanding values throughout New Zealand 

33. In 2015, a literature review (‘Literature Review 2’) was commenced by HBRC staff reviewing relevant 
investigations and studies which have been undertaken to specifically determine outstanding values 
throughout New Zealand.5   

34. Literature Review 2  looked at various documents which, over the past 40 years, have attempted to 
define outstanding values. Those documents included:  

 Grindell,  1984,  A  National  Inventory  of Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  National Water  and  Soil  Conservation 

Authority.  

                                                 
5   This reporting is resourced by HBRC staff time and not MFE’s Community Environment Fund. This report is still in preparation. 
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 Teirney, Unwin, Rowe, McDowall, Graynoth, 1982, Submission on  the Draft  Inventory of Wild and Scenic 

Rivers of National Importance, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries. 

 Grindell & Guest, 1986, A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving  Inclusion  in a Schedule of Protected Waters; 

Report of the Protected Waters Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority. 

 Ministry  for  the  Environment,  2004, Water  Programme  of  Action:  Potential Water  Bodies  of  National 

Importance – Technical Working Paper, Ministry for the Environment. 

35. The literature review focuses on the processes that were followed to assess each value and the criteria 
used, identifying any common themes or defendable criteria that has been recognised over the years. 

36. Literature Review 2 is yet to be completed. However, the current draft version of Literature Review 2 
is contained in Appendix 3 for discussion purposes. Despite being still in draft form, a key conclusion 
emerging  from  Literature  Review  2  is  the  criteria  (and  associated  thresholds)  and  definitions 
recognised in water conservation orders, and existing case law, do provide a sound basis for developing 
a set of defendable criteria for the assessment and identification of outstanding water bodies. 

37. This conclusion led to a review of water conservation order decision documents which is also being 
undertaken by HBRC staff. The current draft version of that WCO review is contained in Appendix 4.   

 

3.4  Legal Opinion ‐ NPSFM Outstanding Freshwater Body Provisions 

38. Literature Review 1 raised a number of questions about the interpretation of the NPSFM. As such, a 
legal opinion was sought early in the project’s timelines from Simpson Grierson, seeking answers to 
the following four questions. A summary of the legal advice is provided directly below each question.  

1.  Are ‘outstanding values’ as referred to in the definition of outstanding freshwater bodies the 
same as ‘significant values’ referred to in Objectives A2(a) and Objective B4 in the NPSFM? 

Case law indicates that the threshold for ‘outstanding’ is high, and that ‘outstanding values’ is a 

higher threshold than ‘significant values’. An outstanding value will always be significant, but a 

significant value will not necessarily be outstanding. 

 
2. Once  a water  body  is  recognised  by  the  NPSFM  as  an  `outstanding  freshwater  body',  do 

Objectives A2 and B4 protect all the water body's significant values (despite some of them not 
being outstanding), or do Objectives A2 and B4 only protect those values which make the water 
body outstanding? 

Objectives A2 and B4 of the NPSFM protect all the water body's significant values, not only those 

values that are outstanding. 

 

3. Are outstanding values and significant values restricted to only intrinsic and biophysical values, 
or can they include economic values such as tourism, irrigation and energy generation? 

Based on the definition of ‘value’ in the NPSFM, it could be theoretically possible to recognise an 

economic value as outstanding. However, such an approach is likely to be contentious and could 

be difficult to justify as being consistent with the objectives of the NPSFM. 

 

4. To qualify as outstanding, does a freshwater body need to have at least one individual value 
that is outstanding, or can cumulative significant values trigger an outstanding freshwater body 
status? 

A freshwater body would need to have at least one outstanding characteristic before the water 

body could be classified as outstanding.  

39. A full copy of the legal opinion can be found in Appendix 5. 
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3.5  December 2015: Technical Advisory Group Reports 

40. To directly  inform Parts 2 and 3 of the project, a technical advisory group (TAG) was established  in 
December 2015 to provide expertise on the range of values and associated characteristics/thresholds 
that could be utilised to assess whether or not a given water body is ‘outstanding’. The TAG was co‐
ordinated by Golder Associates.  

41. Table 1 sets out the TAG experts engaged for each value set: 

Table 1: Experts engaged for each value set 

Value set  Economic  Cultural  Environmental   Social 

Values   Irrigation 
Energy 
Industry 
Municipal  water 
supply 

Spiritual 
Mahinga Kai 
Wai Tapu 
Navigation 

Scientific  
Ecosystem health 
Biodiversity 
Natural  form  and 
character 

Recreational 
 Heritage 

Expert  Graeme J. Doole & Dr 
Daniel Gregg  

Landcare  Research 
(kaupapa Maori)  

Stephen  Brown 
(Sensory/visual 
values)  &  Dave West 
(Ecology) 

Rob Greenaway 

 
42. Each TAG member was asked to: 

a) review existing literature for their value set (specifically looking at case law, WCOs, MfE reports 
and other significance assessments that have taken place nationally or internationally); 

b) summarise the pros and cons of each approach; and 

c) recommend some criteria and thresholds that have been used  in the past to determine what  is 
outstanding.  

43. In addition, the TAG members were asked to identify a defined list of values and sub‐value which have 
the potential to be outstanding  in their own right, and provide a definition for each of their values 
based on existing literature.  

44. The TAG reports were finalised in May 2016. A number of the TAG members indicated that due to data 
limitations  and  a  lack  of  assessment  tools,  they were  unable  to  comprehensively  review  existing 
literature and recommend a full set of criteria and thresholds that have been used in the past for their 
value set to identify when it is outstanding. The TAG reports all contained key recommendations to 
progress this issue which are outlined in Paragraph 46. 

45. This presented a  significant  challenge  for  the project  team when  trying  to ascertain whether past 
literature contained any usable criteria and thresholds which have been accepted as being outstanding 
or whether information of this kind simply did not exist. 

 

3.6  Key findings from the TAG reports 

46. The  TAG  reports  undertaken  for  the  economic,  environmental  and  recreational  value  sets  all 
recommended using an expert panel6  to determine criteria and  thresholds  for  the  identification of 
outstanding water bodies. The  report  for  the mana whenua value set concludes  that collaborative 
planning is the best approach for determining whether a water body is outstanding for mana whenua 
values. 

47. The TAG reports generally recommend that assessments be completed for the water bodies within 
each region using an expert panel, with the assessments determining the  importance of a value for 
each particular water body. This approach was popular amongst the TAG members due to the lack of 

                                                 
6   The ecology and recreational reports specifically recommended using the RiVAS approach. 
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available data on many of the water bodies in New Zealand, making it difficult for values to be assessed 
and compared. 

48. As  stated  in  the  ‘think piece’ by  the Catalyst Group7, while RiVAS has  its merits,  there are  several 
disadvantages, such as several RiVAS assessments are often needed per river (e.g. different sections 
of  river need a  separate RiVAS assessment),  it has never been applied  to  lakes or aquifers, and  is 
untested at a national level.  In addition, RiVAS is only available for use on a limited range of sub‐values 
currently, and hasn’t been applied  to  the broader overarching  key values.  For example  instead of 
looking at the broader  ‘recreation’ or economic’ value,  it assess kayaking or  irrigation. This means, 
different  expert panels would need  to be  convened  for  each  sub‐value, which would  represent  a 
considerable time and cost.  

49. Further, if RiVAS panels are convened for every value in every region, without a set of national criteria, 
there  is going  to be an unfavourable degree of  inconsistency when applying  the OFWB provisions 
across the country depending on make up of  local panels. If a national panel  is formed to carry out 
RiVAS  assessments  across  the  country,  a  literature  review  of  established  criteria  thresholds  for 
‘outstandingness’  would  likely  be  the  first  action  taken  to  understand  exactly  what  established 
thresholds already exist. 

50. A full copy of the TAG reports can be found in Appendix 6. 

 

3.7  April 2016 ‐ Project paused 

51. The OFWB project’s original milestones and outputs were heavily reliant on the TAG reports providing 
a  defined  list  of  ‘key’  sub‐values which  should  be  considered when  assessing  their  value  set  for 
‘outstandingness’, and an associated set of recommended criteria and thresholds used in the past to 
determine what is outstanding for each particular value. This did not emerge from the TAG reporting 
phase. Without this  information, the project was unable to move forward  in  its [then] current form 
leaving Parts 2, 3 and 4, uncompleted. 

52. Consequently, the project could not be progressed. In April 2016, this part of the project formally came 
to a close. Golder Associates wrote a  final  report summarising  the TAG  reports with an associated 
recommendation on a way forward. That report is attached as Appendix 6. 

53. During May 2016,  in conjunction with MfE, HBRC  investigated a number of alternative options  for 
progressing the project, including those proposed by Golder Associates and in the various TAG reports. 
An alternative project plan was finalised in May 2016 and the project was resumed. 

 

3.8  May 2016 – Revised Project Plan 

54. In May 2016, the revised project plan was finalised by the Project Sponsors.  The revised project plan 
focused  on  the  development  of  a  ‘think  piece’  which  set  out  recommendations  for  criteria  (an 
associated numeric and/or narrative thresholds) and preferred techniques to enable the identification 
of outstanding freshwater bodes. 

55. To inform the think piece, the project involved the following key aspects: 

a) an appraisal of existing approaches, values, methods of assessment, and  thresholds which 

have been used in the past to identify outstanding values, and 

b) identification of the most promising techniques, specifically the identification of:  

 all key/instrumental values which can be outstanding in their own right, and 

                                                 
7 Discussed in sections 3.8 and 3.10.  
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 associated  sub‐values,  characteristics  and  thresholds  (numeric  or  narrative 

descriptors) that can be used to assess whether a particular value is outstanding for 

the purposes of the NPSFM. 

c) expert  appraisal  and  support  for  preferred  techniques  via  a  workshop  and  exchange  of 

opinions. 

56. In June 2016, HBRC engaged The Catalyst Group to produce an ‘outstanding freshwater bodies think 
piece’  by  31  July  2016.  In  parallel,  Blackford  Consulting  Services  was  engaged  to  undertake  an 
international literature review to assist with the ‘think piece’. 

 

3.9  August 2016 –  International Literature Review 

57. In August 2016, the  International Literature Review was finalised. Specifically, this  literature review 
looked to clarify if there were any notable criteria and thresholds used internationally which could be 
used to assist with the identification of New Zealand’s OFWB as per the NPSFM. The key findings are 
summarised below: 

a) The  review confirmed  those values  stated  in  the definition of OFWB are universal.   These 

values can be outstanding in their own right. 

b) Two additional values to the NPSFM, have the ability to be outstanding these are: ‘scientific’ 

and  ‘historic’.    The  sub‐values of  ‘fish’  and  ‘wildlife’  are  ascribed  to both  ‘ecological’  and 

‘recreation’  values  and  the  sub‐values  for  ‘scenic’  and  ‘geologic’  are  ascribed  to  ‘natural 

character’. 

c) The  institutional arrangements of  the  jurisdictions  reflected  in  the  international  literature 

review differ  to  those  in New  Zealand; however,  they are applicable and  can be adapted 

directly into the Resource Management Act and NPSFM context. 

d) Some American states have adopted two tiers or levels of ‘outstanding’ waters8.  This principle 

but not practice could be applied to identifying OFWB. 

e) In the European Union proposed (Natura) Special Areas of Conservation lists are submitted to 

the European Commission and  then  considered by  representatives of Member States and 

others through a process of biogeographical scientific seminars.  This approach would not be 

appropriate for nomination of a freshwater body to ‘outstanding’ status with respect to the 

NPSFM.  However, a form appropriate to New Zealand’s natural environment (similar to the 

Standard Data Form used  in the EU Natura process) could be adopted as a template and a 

number  of  additional  information  sources  be  developed  that  are  similar  to  the  annexes 

associated with the EU Habitat Directive. 

58. A full copy of the International Literature Review report can be found in Appendix 7. 

 

3.10  November 2016 –  The Outstanding Freshwater Bodies Think Piece 

59. The purpose of the ‘think piece’ is outlined in Section 3.8.  In November 2016, a revised think piece 
was  presented  by  The  Catalyst  Group,  titled  “Outstanding  Freshwater  Bodies  and  the  NPS‐FW: 
Challenges  and  Possible  Solutions.”    The  ‘think  piece’  presented  the  following  three  options  for 
progressing the identification of OFWB: 

a) Proposal  1  ‐  generate  a  ‘no  brainer’  national  OFWB  list  using  existing  data  sets  and 

methodologies, to allow councils to make some progress with this issue, and provide the time 

                                                 
8 There three tiers defined by the US Clean Water Act: Tier 1 is the bottom line for  already impaired water bodies, Tier 2 is ‘high quality’ and Tier 3 is 
‘outstanding national/natural resource waters’. 
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necessary  to  amend  the  NPSFM  and  develop  a  nationally  agreed  set  of  values,  criteria, 

thresholds and methods. 

b) Proposal 2 – amend the NPSFM so that the need to  identify OFWB  is dropped  in favour of 

councils listing and protecting outstanding values. Champions for particular values (e.g. DOC 

for aquatic biodiversity and Fish & Game  for  trout) are given  responsibility  for  identifying 

when values are outstanding. 

c) Proposal 3 – delete the NPSFM OFWB provisions, in favour of (strengthened) WCO provisions 

in the RMA. 

60. The full version of the think piece is contained in Appendix 8. 

 

3.10  March 2017 – Economic and Consumptive Use Values: NPSFM OFWB provisions  

61. The NPSFM  is not  clear on whether outstanding  values are  restricted  to only  spiritual, ecological, 
landscape and recreational values; or if they can include consumptive and economic use values such 
as irrigation, hydro‐generation and tourism. 

62. To  try  to  resolve  this  issue,  in March 2017 HBRC undertook a  further  review of  the NPSFM OFWB 
provisions and associated literature to see if there was any clear intent that economic and consumptive 
use values be outstanding for the purposes of the NPSFM.  

63. The key questions and associated findings from this review are set out below: 

What is causing the lack of clarity? 

64. The lack of clarity is due to the NPSFM’s definition of OFWB which states: 

  “Outstanding freshwater bodies: are those water bodies identified in a regional policy statement or 
regional plan as having outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, recreational and spiritual 
values”. 

65. While the NPSFM does not specifically refer to economic or consumptive use values in the definition 
of  ‘outstanding  freshwater  bodies’,  the word  ‘including’  allows  for  other  values  to  be  considered 
outstanding  in addition to those specified. When read  in conjunction with the NPSFM’s meaning of 
‘value’ the potential types of ‘outstanding’ values are almost endless. 

What does legal advice say? 

66. Legal advice  from Simpson Grierson confirms  it  is theoretically possible to recognise economic and 
consumptive use values as ‘outstanding’ values for the purposes of the NPSFM (as currently written). 

67. However, the  legal opinion  is clear that this view  is untested, and no case  law precedent has been 
identified to support such as approach. While it may theoretically be possible to recognise an economic 
or consumptive use value as outstanding under these provisions, such an approach will be contentious 
and could be difficult to justify as being consistent with the objectives of the NPSFM (see Appendix 5).   

  Did the NPSFM intend economic and consumptive use values to be classed as outstanding? 

68. After further reviewing the relevant key documents used in developing the NPSFM, it is clear that the 
NPSFM  never  intended  to  class  economic  and  consumptive  use  values  as  outstanding.  The 
amendments  to Objective  A2  in  the  2014 NPSFM, which  potentially  allows  for  the  protection  of 
economic and consumptive use values, were unintentional.  

69. This conclusion is based on the following findings: 

 In 2011, the protection of OFWBs was  identified as one of the six key areas of direction of the 
NPSFM. All versions of the NPSFM have recognised that OFWBs are a limited class of water bodies 
which warrant  special  protection.  As  such,  any major  changes  around  the  identification  and 
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management  of  OFWBs  would  have  warranted  significant  discussion  in  supporting  NPSFM 
documents.  This has not occurred.  

 The  proposed  2008 NPSFM  quite  clearly  did  not  allow  for  the  recognition  of  economic  and 
consumptive use values under the OFWB provisions. It is unlikely that subsequent versions of the 
NPSFM deliberately inserted the word ‘including’ into the definition of OFWB to allow economic 
and consumptive use values to be classed as outstanding, without discussing the consequences 
of these changes in any of the associated cabinet papers, regulatory impact statements, section 
32 summary reports, hearing reports, or decision documents.  

 In  the  gazetted 2011  version of  the NPSFM, Objective A2 protects  the quality of OFWB. This 
seemingly narrowed  the protection of OFWB  to water quality only. This amendment does not 
protect consumptive and economic use values, which  indicates there was no  intent to protect 
these values through the OFWB provisions. 

 In 2014, a new Objective B4 was  inserted  into  the NPSFM and Objective A2 was amended  to 
protect the significant values of OFWB.  It  is these amendments which potentially allow for the 
protection of the economic and consumptive use values through the OFWB provisions9.   There 
are no discussions  in any supporting documents about  these amendments except  to say, “the 
amendment  to  Objective  A2  referencing  significant  values  is minor”.  If  the  amendments  to 
Objectives A2 and B4 were deliberately made to protect economic and consumptive use values 
through the OFWB provisions, significant discussion would have occurred around this issue and 
the changes would not have been referred to as ‘minor’.   

 The supporting documents to the NPSFM are consistently clear that only a small number of OFWB 
should be  identified across the country, with cabinet papers and regulatory  impact statements 
stating “if too many water bodies are considered outstanding there will be missed development 
opportunities”.  This  indicates  that  there  was  never  any  intent  to  protect  economic  and 
consumptive  use  values  through  the  OFWB  provisions,  because  protecting  economic  and 
consumptive uses would not result in “missed development’ opportunities, it would likely create 
them.  

Conclusion  

70. It  is  clear  that  the  NPSFM  never  intended  to  class  economic  and  consumptive  use  values  as 
outstanding.  However,  regardless  of  the  intent  of  the  NPSFM,  legal  advice  confirms  the  current 
wording of the NPSFM means it is theoretically possible to recognise economic and consumptive use 
values as ‘outstanding’ values for the purposes of the NPSFM, if councils choose to do so.  

71. Notwithstanding, such an approach will likely be contentious and potentially difficult to justify as being 
consistent with the objectives of the NPSFM and may be subject to future litigation. 

What are the implications of classing an economic or consumptive use outstanding? 

72. The recognition of economic or consumptive use values as outstanding will generally be contentious. 
This is because consumptive uses and most economic uses usually have an effect on the intrinsic values 
and other non‐consumptive values of a waterbody. This typically results in a conflict between values.  

73. As  far as  the author of  this  report  is aware,  there are currently no examples where economic and 
consumptive use values have been recognised as outstanding through NPSFM provisions. This means 
no lessons can be taken from other examples around exactly what the outcomes might be of giving 
economic and consumptive use values priority over other values. 

74. This means the outcome of such an approach is uncertain. For instance, it is unclear if a river had an 
outstanding  irrigation  value,  whether  a minimum  flow  could  then  be  increased  to  improve  the 

                                                 
9 E.g. 2011 NPSFM required "…protecting the quality of OFWB”; 2014 NPSFM required "…protecting the significant values of OFWB”. 
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ecological  condition of  the  river,  if doing  so would  compromise  the existing outstanding value  for 
irrigation.  

75. While  there are some economic uses, such as  tourism, which  typically do not directly conflict with 
other values and would therefore be  less contentious,  it  is difficult  to  justify  the  inclusion of some 
economic values and not others given the lack of direction on this matter in the NPSFM. To this end, 
additional values such as stormwater, water storage and commercial fishing values may also have the 
potential  to  be  outstanding  economic  or  consumptive  use  values  if  councils  undertake  such  an 
approach.  
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4. Overview of Findings 
 
76. This section summarises the key findings of the project. It discusses a range of values, and identifies a 

list of key values and sub‐values that on their own have a possibility of being outstanding in their own 
right. This  list  is based on WCO decisions, case  law and  internationally accepted  literature such as 
Ramsar (see Tables 2 and 3, below). A brief discussion of the most informative criteria and thresholds 
contained in literature is below each identified key value.  

77. Economic and consumptive use values are included in this section.  Notwithstanding commentary in 
Section 3.10 above, while the NPSFM never intended for economic and consumptive use values to be 
classed as outstanding  through  these provisions, as discussed  in Paragraphs 61  to 75,  legal advice 
confirms it is theoretically possible to recognise economic and consumptive use values as ‘outstanding’ 
values, if councils wish to do so.  

78. A  key  assumption of  the  following  list,  is  that  if  a  sub‐value has been  specifically  recognised  and 
protected by a water conservation order, then it is a key value10 as opposed to a sum of smaller sub‐
values which would not necessarily be outstanding in their own right (e.g. picnicking, tramping). This 
is in accordance with the legal opinion discussed in FAQ 10. 

79. The following  list does not reference every sub‐value. There are  likely to be many more sub‐values 
than those identified and just because a sub‐value is not on this list does not mean it is not important. 
Those values can still be recognised and provided for  in planning documents via alternative means. 
Additionally, due  to  the wording of  the NPSFM  sub‐values not outstanding  in  their own  right  (e.g. 
picnicking,  tramping) may  still end up needing  to be protected  as  significant  values  after  another 
feature of the water body has been deemed outstanding11. 

80. All national values identified in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM are discussed below. However, many are not 
considered applicable to the NPSFM OFWB provisions. For example, water supply can be a matter of 
national importance however, whether water supply should be recognised as an ‘outstanding’ value 
under the NPSFM OFWB provisions is debateable.  These values are better recognised and protected 
using other policy instruments, where they can be specifically identified as national values that must 
be provided  for  in management decisions,  instead of  trying  to  account  for  them using  the OFWB 
NPSFM provisions. 

81. The tourism value  is another example of this. While often a nationally  important value,  it  is not an 
outstanding value of the water body itself. Tourism is reliant on other ‘key intrinsic values’ which are 
outstanding in their own right (i.e. this leads to the tourism occurring). This value is better recognised 
and protected using other policy instruments.  

82. A brief discussion is contained under each identified value and sub‐value explaining why it has been 
included/excluded.  Generally,  the  criteria  and  thresholds  referred  to  in  this  section  are  without 
question outstanding (i.e. they discuss  ‘defendable’ robust criteria and thresholds which have been 
previously  accepted  as outstanding  in WCO decisions,  case  law or  international  literature  such  as 
Ramsar). 

83. If  this criteria  is used going  forward  to  identify outstanding water bodies,  it  is not expected  it will 
identify outstanding water bodies which are borderline cases (but still outstanding), just those which 
are so obviously outstanding that the assessment is merely a formality.  

                                                 
10   A value or sub‐value that can be outstanding in its own right. 
11   The NPSFM requires all the significant values of a water body to be protected after one feature of the waterbody is deemed outstanding.  For 

example, if a waterbody is identified as outstanding only for landscape purposes, the NPSFM will subsequently require all its significant values to 
be protected e.g. swimming spots, if swimming is one of those significant values. 
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84. Due  to  time  constraints  in  producing  the  CEF  Project’s  final  report,  the  following  findings  are 
preliminary and do not include a full list of criteria and thresholds for each value set. Much of the work 
that will further inform this section will be completed later as part of the WCO review work. 

   Quick reference tables: key values and sub‐values associated with waterbodies 

85. The following two tables contain a list of key values and sub‐values that on their own have a possibility 
of being outstanding in their own right, based on discussions contained below.  

86. Table 2 contains a list of ‘defendable’ key values which in the past have been deemed outstanding in 
past WCO decisions, case law and internationally accepted literature. Table 3 contains a list of values 
which may potentially be outstanding on their own, but have not been previously recognised in WCOs, 
case law, or international literature such as the Ramsar sites criteria, as being outstanding in their own 
right. As such, further expert input is warranted before being adopted as ‘key values’ for the purposes 
of this project. 

Table 2: Key values and sub‐values that have the ability to be outstanding  in their own right.  (based on WCO 
decisions, case law and internationally accepted literature such as the Ramsar sites criteria)12.   

Key Value   Key sub‐value 

Landscape, scenic Natural characteristics
Geological features 

Ecology   Intrinsic values
Habitat for aquatic organisms 
Fish habitat (native and salmonid) 
Native fishery 
Salmonid fishery 
Wildlife habitat 
Scientific value 
Natural characteristics (braids, delta) 
Hydrological feature (rapids, waterfalls, pools, springs) 

Cultural   Historical 
Spiritual and Tangata Whenua 

Recreation   Whitebaiting
Eeling 
Angling amenity 
Jet boating 

Caving
Canoeing 
Kayaking 
Rafting 

 
 

Table 3: Values  and/or  sub‐values  that may have  the potential  to be outstanding  in  their own  right. Note: 
Relevant experts should be engaged to determine if these values and/or sub‐values are adopted as ‘key values’ 
for the purposes of this project. 

Value  Sub‐value 

Economic/consumptive 
use values 
 

Industrial 
Commercial 
Domestic 
Commercial navigation 
Commercial fishing (whitebait, eeling) 
Electricity generation 
Tourism  

Ecology13   Biodiversity 

                                                 
12 Note list as of 17‐01‐2017 based on WCO decisions and the Ramsar criteria, case law is yet to be reviewed.  
13 Ecology is a key value (as per Table 2), however it is unclear whether the associated sub‐values in Table 3 have the ability to be outstanding in their 
own right.  
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Recreation14   Rowing 
Sailing 
Wind surfing 
Kite surfing 
River boarding 
Water skiing 
Wakeboarding 

Swimming 
Bird watching 
Tramping 
Walking 
Biking 
Camping  
Picnicking values 

 

4.1  LANDSCAPE, SCENIC 

87. The protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes are matters of national importance in 

the RMA.  This means this topic has been extensively litigated over the years and it is this literature 

which should be used as a basis for developing criteria to assess whether water bodies are outstanding 

for landscape or scenic purposes. This value has also been extensively discussed in a number of WCO 

decisions. 

88. This value will be assessed as part of the WCO review. Currently only the Buller WCO decision has been 

reviewed.  Here  the  Tribunal  states  a  clear  preference  for  a  quantitative  approach,  over  a  non‐

quantitative approach. The Tribunal specifically notes “that the non‐quantitative approach contains an 

underlying assumption that all unmodified landscapes can be said to be outstanding in their own right, 

which is not an appropriate way to proceed”. 

4.1.1  Natural characteristics  

89. Natural  characteristics  is  a  sub‐value which  is  specifically  protected  under  a  number  of WCOs.  It 

overlaps with  the ecological,  landscape and  scientific values.    It  is a  ‘key  sub‐value’ which has  the 

potential to be outstanding in its own right. 

90. This sub‐value will be assessed as part of the WCO review. 

4.1.2  Geological features  

91. This value encompasses caves, karsts and gorges. It is specifically identified in WCOs and is a key sub‐
value which has the potential to be outstanding in its own right. 

92. There is a significant overlap between values when considering geological features. It is also relevant 
to landscape, scenic and scientific values. When a methodology is chosen for applying the criteria this 
will need to be addressed.  

93. Findings from Literature Review 2 generally indicate that if a characteristic is deemed outstanding for 
a scientific value, then it will also qualify as outstanding for scenic or ecological values (but not always 
the other way around). Any  future methodology created beyond  this project, could use  this as an 
underlying assumption and pair the values. For example,  if the feature has passed the scientifically 
outstanding  test,  then  it  is  automatically  deemed  outstanding  for  either  landscape  or  ecological 
purposes as well (without an assessment). This would save time and cost on assessments.  

94. The assessment carried out on geological  features as part of WONI has a number of merits and  is 
considered  to be appropriate  for use  in  the OFWB project,  subject  to  refinement. Particularly,  the 
criteria  and methodology  is  transparent  and  the  geo‐preservation  inventory  can  be  viewed  and 
understood by any member of the public; additionally, the work has been completed by experts in the 
relevant field, meaning it does not need to be reassessed by an expert, making it cost effective. 

95. It  is  recommended  the  following  criteria  and  thresholds  be  used  when  assessing  this  value  for 
‘outstandingness’: 

                                                 
14 Recreation is a key value (as per Table 2), however it is unclear whether the associated sub‐values in Table 3 have the ability to be outstanding in 
their own right. 
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a) the site is identified in the National Geopreservation Inventory15, 

b) the feature or system is dependent on associated water body condition and functioning, and 

c) the site has an internationally important ranking in the inventory16.  

96. This value will be assessed as part of the WCO review. It is noted this approach does not have the same 
‘standing’  as WCO decisions,  and may need  further  refinement  in  light of  the WCO  review being 
completed. 

4.2  ECOLOGY 

4.2.1  Intrinsic values 

97. The amenity or intrinsic values of water bodies which are afforded by waters in their natural state is a 
sub‐value which is specifically protected under a number of WCOs.  As such, it has been identified as 
a key sub‐value which has the potential to be outstanding in its own right. 

98. This value will be assessed as part of the WCO review work. 

4.2.2  Habitat for aquatic organisms 

99. This value includes plants, vertebrates or invertebrates which live in water for most or all of their life.  
This value encompasses sub‐values which are not otherwise specifically identified as a standalone sub‐
value (e.g. fish habitat). 

100. The habitat for aquatic organisms  is specifically recognised  in the Ramsar criteria, and a number of 
WCOs.    As  such,  this  value  is  considered  to  be  a  ’key  sub‐value’ which  has  the  potential  to  be 
outstanding in its own right. 

101. The Ramsar  criteria have been  relied on when determining  appropriate  ‘outstanding  ’criteria  and 
thresholds for this value. The following two Ramsar criteria are considered appropriate for this value: 

a) Criteria 2: it supports vulnerable, endangered, or critically endangered species or threatened 

ecological communities. 

b) Criteria  9:  it  regularly  supports  1%  of  the  individuals  in  a  population  of  one  species  or 

subspecies of wetland‐dependent non‐avian animal species. 

102. Criteria 2 contains a narrative criteria as opposed to a numeric thresholds. To ensure this criteria  is 
meaningful, it is recommended that the associated thresholds be filled in using information contained 
in WCO decisions or in consultation with the appropriate expert for this value set. 

103. NOTE: Criteria 5 and 6 of Ramsar are directly relevant  to  the OFWB project; both contain numeric 
thresholds and are considered appropriate for the ‘wildlife’ sub‐value. This is discussed in Paragraphs 
131 and 132. 

104. Careful  consideration needs  to be  given  to Criteria  1 of Ramsar, particularly when  referring  to  ‘a 
representative water body for the biogeographic region’. It is not clear whether this would meet the 
objectives of the OFWB project which is looking to identify a relatively small number of the best water 
bodies  for each value. For example braided  rivers are  internationally  rare; however,  there are 163 
braided rivers in New Zealand and while they are an extremely important habitat, they do not meet 
the definition of outstanding for the purposes of the NPSFM17.   At this stage, it is not recommended 
that Criteria 1 be used for this project. 

105. As discussed in Literature Review 2, the remaining Criteria 3, 4, 7 and 8 of Ramsar are more relevant 
to Objective B4 of the NPSFM which protects the significant values of wetlands. This is because they 

                                                 
15   See page 37 of Literature Review 2. 
16   Note: original criteria refers to nationally important; however, a total of 81 geodiversity features, karst/cave or geothermal systems associated 

with water bodies were identified as potentially nationally important across the country. The number of geodiversity features identified is too 
high which suggests the criteria should be tougher to reduce the numbers in accordance with expectations of the NPSFM. 

17   i.e. a small number of water bodies that stand out from the rest. 
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refer to maintaining biological diversity, representation in a biogeographic area or are relied on by fish 
stocks, and while highly important this does not equate to being outstanding. 

4.2.3  Fish habitat (native and salmonid) 

106. Fisheries is a common value which has been recognised as outstanding in at least 10 WCOs. As such, it 
is considered to be a ‘key sub‐value’ which can be outstanding in its own right. The ‘fisheries’ value has 
been spilt into two, being native and salmonid fish species, in accordance with WCO decisions.  

107. While  there  is  no  argument  that  all  native  fish  are  important,  not  every  native  fishery  can  be 
outstanding. WCO decisions were investigated to see exactly what makes a one native fishery stand 
out from another (e.g. exactly what makes a particular native fishery outstanding?). 

108. Criteria  and  thresholds  for  this  value  are  discussed  in  Paragraphs  109  to  119,  below.  For  further 
information see Appendix 4 (WCO review). 

4.2.4  Native fishery 

109. WCO decisions are clear that  in order for the native fish habitat to be outstanding,  it must provide 
habitat  for an assemblage of native  fish that have either distinctive or unique characteristics.   This 
alone makes a fish habitat outstanding on a national basis. 

110. For clarification, WCO decisions do not consider habitats with a high diversity of native fish, even when 
of a largely unmodified nature, are alone important enough to deem a native fishery outstanding18. 
There must be a distinctive or unique characteristic which makes the native fish population ‘stand out’. 
In most cases this will be also be of scientific importance. 

111. Exactly what is a distinctive or unique characteristic has been discussed in numerous WCO decisions. 
Distinctive or unique characteristics are features of the native fish population such as the species being 
a ‘genetically distinct species’ to anything else in the world, a landlocked lake containing native fish 
not affected by the presence of  introduced species, or a high diversity of native fish which contains 
some rare or threatened native fish species. 

4.2.5  Salmonid fishery 

112. It is clear from WCO decisions, that a salmonid fishery value cannot be outstanding as a fishery unless 
it also has an associated angling amenity, or  is a critical component  to maintaining an outstanding 
angling amenity or recreational fishery elsewhere in the catchment19 (see Section 4.5.2).  The fishery 
must also be self‐sustaining.  

113. In addition to this, when considering if a trout or salmon fishery is outstanding, WCO decisions discuss 
a number of characteristics.  Size, density, biomass and naturalness are common characteristics used 
when evaluating a trout fishery, whereas distinctiveness, salmon run numbers and naturalness are the 
most  common  characteristics  looked  at  in  WCO  decisions  when  assessing  a  salmon  fishery. 
‘Naturalness’ is the commonality between the two. 

114. Trout size and numbers are key factors in WCO decisions when considering if a fishery is outstanding. 
in summary, in order to be outstanding as a fishery a water body must be a self‐sustaining fishery, and 
have at least 1 of the following20: 

                                                 
18   This could possibly be explained by the fact that WCOs also protect water bodies which are still in their natural state as a standalone feature. This 

indirectly protects native fish populations without decision makers specifically needing to single this characteristic out. As such, it is important to 
understand that this conclusion only relates to the native fishery value. Many WCOs specifically protect the outstanding intrinsic values afforded 
by waters in their natural state. In these cases the native fish population is likely to be one of many important intrinsic values of the water body, 
assessed alongside a number of other intrinsic values, not as a standalone value.  

 
19   For example, a tributary may be critical for spawning and rearing of trout which is essential for the maintenance of an outstanding angling amenity 

elsewhere in a catchment, but this tributary does not have an outstanding angling amenity itself. These areas are recognised in WCOs as being 
outstanding trout fisheries. 

20     Also relevant to ‘angling amenity’ discussions in Paragraph 171. 
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a. large trout (> 4 kg); 

b. high numbers of large fish (> 30 per km, > 2.7 kg in weight); 

c. contain high numbers of fish with significant biomass (> 30 per km, ranked top 10 in NZ) or 

d. large annual salmon run numbers (>20,000). 

 

Naturalness  

115. While not discussed in length in some WCO decisions, it is clear that ‘naturalness’ is a critical factor 

of an outstanding fishery. This is because waterbodies which are outstanding for a trout or salmon 

fishery have some key natural characteristics which underpin its high quality and allow the fish to 

thrive.   Simply put, without these natural features, an ‘outstanding’ fishery, being one with  large 

sized trout  in significant numbers, or the presence of a  large salmon run year or year, would not 

exist. 

116. However, while it may be important to measure the naturalness of a water body when assessing the 
‘outstandingness’ of other values  in this report, for this particular value  it not considered necessary 
and it is recommended it be avoided. 

117. This is because measuring the ‘naturalness’ of a water body is complicated. The attribute itself consists 
of a number of  sub‐categories which  relate  to an area’s overall  ‘naturalness’, with  some of  these 
characteristics more relevant than others depending on the species of salmonid. In addition, the actual 
measurement  of  these  sub‐values  can  be  very  subjective, which  can  lead  to  a  different  outcome 
depending on who  is undertaking the assessment.  In comparison, the measurement of salmon run 
numbers, trout size, numbers and biomass numbers is an objective task and all these attributes can 
have associated numeric thresholds which indicate their significance. 

118. As such, it is not considered necessary to measure the ‘naturalness’ of a water body when considering 
this value. A self‐sustaining fishery which contains  large trout  in significant numbers, or has a  large 
salmon run year on year,  is enough to demonstrate that the water body  is sufficiently  intact with a 
high  level of naturalness, without  having  to undertake  a  separate  assessment on  ‘naturalness’  to 
determine exactly what extent its ‘naturalness’ is. 

119. While these natural characteristics do not need to be specifically measured when considering  if the 
fishery  is outstanding,  they will need  to be carefully considered when deciding what management 
regime needs to be put in place to protect the fishery if deemed outstanding. 

4.2.6  Wildlife habitat  

120. Wildlife habitat  for birds  is a relatively common value assessed  in a number of water conservation 
orders and is addressed in the internationally accepted Ramsar criteria which identifies wetlands21 of 
international importance. The relevant criteria from WCO decisions and the Ramsar sites criteria are 
discussed under separate headings below. 

121. This section considers wildlife habitat for a particular species and wildlife habitat in general. Each has 
a different combination of attributes that need to be considered when determining  if the habitat  is 
outstanding. This is consistent with WCO decisions. 

Wildlife habitat: Water conservation order decisions  

122. In order for a wildlife habitat to be classed as outstanding for a single species, it must provide critical 
habitat for a threatened or distinctive species and have a sizable proportion of the population of the 
species.  

                                                 
21   The Ramsar Convention uses a broad definition of wetlands which includes lakes, rivers and aquifers making it relevant to the OFWB project. 
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123. Past WCO decisions have deemed a ‘sizeable proportion of the population’ as being: 

 5% of the national population, or 

 one territorial breeding pair of blue ducks of per kilometre of river, or 

 near ‘5% of the national population’ or ‘one blue duck pair per kilometre’, where the water 
body has the potential to support an increased number of the species to push it above either 
of these thresholds.  

124. For further information on these thresholds see Appendix 4 (WCO review). 

125. In order for a wildlife habitat to be classed as outstanding as a whole (rather than for a specific species), 
the water body must provide critical habitat for a high diversity of bird species, some of which are 
either classed as rare or distinctive. 

126. Based on the Ahuriri WCO there were 58 species of birds recorded using this habitat, 17 which are 
endemic and one which is rare. The Lake Ellesmere WCO decision refers to an “extremely wide range 
of birdlife” based on 116 species of bird recorded using the lake and marginal vegetation, with total 
bird counts in the range of 20,000 to 50,000. 

Naturalness/intactness 

127. While the size and type of habitat is a commonly considered in WCO decisions when deciding whether 
an area contains an outstanding wildlife habitat, it is a secondary consideration, after establishing the 
river either has a high diversity of birds and/or a sizable population of a threatened species using the 
water body. 

128. Having established a high diversity of birds and/or a sizable population of a threatened species exists, 
the  tribunals  then  go  on  to  consider  the  state  of  the  habitat,  specifically  whether  it  is  largely 
unmodified or whether significant modifications have occurred. While significant additional weight is 
given  towards an outstanding status  for areas which are  largely unmodified,  it  is clear  this  is not a 
determining  factor with modified  river  sections having  still been deemed outstanding as a wildlife 
habitat in past WCO decisions. 

129. In  those WCO  decisions which  consider wildlife  habitat  in modified  areas,  the  key  consideration 
appears  to be whether  the characteristics of  the habitat are  still maintained by  the  river.  It  is not 
considered necessary to measure the ‘naturalness’ or ‘intactness’ of a water body when considering 
this value. The thresholds are sufficiently high enough to demonstrate the water body is sufficiently 
intact to support this population, without having to undertake a separate assessment on ‘naturalness’ 
to determine exactly what extent its ‘naturalness’ or ‘intactness’ is. 

130. If a water body supports wildlife that meets the thresholds discussed in this section, then it will have 
some  key  natural  characteristics  which  underpin  these  characteristics.  While  these  natural 
characteristics do not need  to be  specifically measured when  considering  if  the wildlife habitat  is 
outstanding, they will need to be carefully considered when deciding what management regime needs 
to be put in place to protect the wildlife habitat once deemed outstanding. 

Wildlife habitat: Ramsar sites criteria  

131. The Ramsar convention sets out nine criteria for identifying wetlands of international importance. A 
wetland qualifies as internationally important if it meets one of the criteria. Two of the Ramsar criteria 
are relevant  to waterbirds and state a wetland should be considered  internationally  important  if  it 
regularly supports 20,000 waterbirds, or 1% of the individuals in a population of a species or subspecies 
of waterbird. 

132. This criteria is accepted all over the world, and while it contains a more lenient ‘outstanding’ threshold 
for a single species than WCO decisions (e.g. 1% vs 5%), it is considered more applicable to the OFWB 
project.  
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4.2.7 Biodiversity  

133. This value is complex and has some practical limitations in assigning overall biodiversity significance 
due to the combination of overall habitat state, numbers and abundance of different species. 

134. Literature Review 2 discusses the ‘biodiversity value’ as assessed in the WONI project and the Ramsar 
sites criteria. However at this stage a recommendation is not made on whether a general ‘biodiversity’ 
criteria  should  be  adopted,  or  whether  the  criteria  and  thresholds  adopted  for  the  sub‐values 
identified  in  this  section,  in combination with Objectives A2(b) and B422 of  the NPSFM adequately 
recognise and protect the general biodiversity value. 

135. MfE are currently developing an NPS on indigenous biodiversity, while these methods and criteria have 
not yet been developed they might be useful to further inform this topic in the future.  

4.2.8  Scientific value  

136. The scientific value of a water body has been specifically recognised as outstanding and subsequently 
protected under a number of WCOs.  As such, it has been identified as a key value which has the ability 
to be outstanding in its own right. 

137. There is a significant overlap between the scientific, landscape and ecological values.  As such, when a 
methodology is developed this value needs to be clearly defined and any overlaps addressed.  

138. If a water body is outstanding for a scientific value then it will likely qualify as having a corresponding 
outstanding scenic or ecological value. The potential methodology could account for this, saving on 
time and assessment costs by simply stating, if a value has been identified as outstanding as a scientific  
value then the corresponding ecological, natural character or scenic value is also deemed outstanding. 

139. This value will be assessed as part of the WCO review work. Rarity appears to be a key characteristic 
when assessing this value; however, there are likely to be a number of other attributes that will need 
to be considered. Additionally, this value could be further informed by GDC’s work discussed later in 
Section 5 of this report. 

4.2.9  Natural characteristics (braids, delta) 

140. This  sub‐value has been  specifically  recognised  as  outstanding  and  subsequently protected  under 
several WCOs.   As such, it has been identified as a key sub‐value which has the ability to be outstanding 
in its own right.  

141. This value overlaps with the landscape and scientific value sets.  This sub‐value will be informed by the 
WCO review work. 

4.2.10  Hydrological feature (rapids, waterfalls, pools, springs) 

142. This  sub‐value has been  specifically  recognised  as  outstanding  and  subsequently protected  under 
several WCOs.  As such, it has been identified as a key sub‐value which has the ability to be outstanding 
in its own right. 

143. This sub‐value will be informed by the WCO review work. 

 

4.3  ECONOMIC / CONSUMPTIVE USE VALUES 

4.3.1  Tourism (sightseeing, commercial activities e.g. rafting) 

144. New Zealand lakes and rivers feature prominently as tourism attractions and are a crucial element of 
nature,  scenic  and  recreational  tourist  experiences. While  tourism  is  a major  earner  for  the New 
Zealand economy it is not considered that the tourism value is a standalone value which potentially 
can make a water body outstanding for the purposes of the NPSFM.  

                                                 
22   Which protect the significant values of wetlands. 
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145. The tourism value of a water body relies solely on ‘outstanding’ characteristics being present for other 
value sets; without these high quality characteristics (i.e. which provides the high quality experience 
the tourists are looking for), the tourism value would not exist in its current form. 

146. The tourism value (or non‐local usage) is better used as a supporting indicator of the specialness of a 
particular water body. Tourism may add additional support to justify a finding that a particular value 
(e.g. angling,  rafting etc.)  is outstanding,  rather  than  the  tourism value  itself being outstanding.  In 
protecting the ‘key outstanding value’, the tourism value will be indirectly protected. 

147. While the Tourism value does not need to be specifically measured as a standalone value, it may need 
to be  considered when deciding what management  regime needs  to be put  in place  to protect a 
tourism related value such as rafting or landscape values etc. if deemed outstanding. 

4.3.2  Industrial, commercial, municipal, domestic, commercial navigation and stock water  

148. Industrial,  commercial, municipal,  domestic,  commercial  navigation  and  stock water  uses  are  all 
identified in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM.   

149. While these values could be potentially nationally important, as discussed earlier in the report, being 
a nationally important value does not automatically equate to a water body being outstanding for that 
particular value  (see FAQ 7). Additionally, there  is nothing  in the NPSFM  itself which states that all 
values identified in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM have the potential to be outstanding in their own right. 

150. No  literature,  either  national  or  international,  could  be  found  which  assess  these  values  in  an 
‘outstanding context’. Additionally, given the meaning of ‘outstanding’ (see FAQ 2) and the intent of 
the  NPSFM  (see  Paragraphs  61  to  75),  it  is  considered  unlikely  that  any  of  these  values  are 
determinative of ‘outstandingness’.  

151. While the industrial, commercial, municipal, domestic, commercial navigation23 and stock water values 
may not need to be specifically measured as standalone values, they may need to be considered when 
deciding what management regime needs to be put in place to protect an associated value which is 
deemed outstanding.  

 

4.3.3  Electricity generation, irrigation and food production 

152. Electricity generation, irrigation and food production are also identified in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM.  

As discussed in Paragraph 149 there is nothing in the NPSFM which states that all values identified in 

Appendix 1 of the NPSFM have the potential to be outstanding in their own right. 

153. While  the  NPSFM  never  intended  for  economic  and  consumptive  use  values  to  be  classed  as 
outstanding, its current wording theoretically does not preclude their inclusion if councils wish to do 
so (see Paragraphs 61 to 75).   

154. This leaves the NPSFM open to interpretation on whether consumptive use values such as electricity 
generation and  irrigation  should be  included as  standalone  ‘key values’  for determining OFWB, or 
whether  outstanding  values  should  be  solely  limited  to  intrinsic  biophysical  and  other  non‐
consumptive values.  

155. Given the lack of direction in the NPSFM on this matter, it may be difficult to include some economic 
values and not others. To this end, additional economic values such as stormwater, water storage and 
those  values  discussed  in  Section  4.3.2 may  also  need  to  be  assessed  for  their  potential  to  be 
outstanding if councils choose to undertake such an approach. 

156. Notwithstanding,  the  National  Policy  Statement  for  Renewable  Electricity  recognises  renewable 
electricity generation as a matter of national significance. As discussed earlier in the report, in some 
cases values such as electricity generation and  irrigation are better to be recognised and protected 

                                                 
23    NOTE: This does not include the assessment of the navigation value for cultural or historic reasons. 
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using other policy instruments, where they can be specifically identified as national values that must 
be accounted for, instead of trying to account for them using the OFWB NPSFM provisions. 

157. Note:  If  criteria  and  thresholds  are  eventually  developed  for  these  values,  it  is  inappropriate  to 
consider the potential use of a water body. This is discussed in FAQ 20.  

4.3.4  Commercial fishing (whitebaiting, eels) 

158. While  the  NPSFM  never  intended  for  economic  and  consumptive  use  values  to  be  classed  as 
outstanding, its current wording theoretically does not preclude their inclusion if councils wish to do 
so (see Paragraphs 61 to 75).  

159. This leaves the NPSFM open to interpretation on whether consumptive use values such as commercial 
fishing  and  those  identified  in  Section  4.3.3  should  be  included  as  standalone  ‘key  values’  for 
determining OFWB, or whether outstanding values should be solely limited to intrinsic, biophysical and 
other non‐consumptive values.  

 

4.4  CULTURAL 

4.4.1  Historical  

160. Historical values have been assessed  in several WCO decisions, with  two  identifying the associated 
historical value as outstanding. As such, it has been identified as a key sub‐value which has the ability 
to be outstanding in its own right. The international literature review also supports this conclusion.   

161. The two determining factors used in past WCO decisions to determine whether a water body has an 
outstanding  historical  value  relate  to  whether  the  river  and  associated  landscape  has  historical 
significance and is largely unmodified.  

162. In order for a waterbody to be outstanding for historical purposes, the historical value must be one 
that makes  it  stand out  from other unmodified  sites with historical  connections.  For example  the 
Shotover River was deemed outstanding as a goldmining river due to three key characteristics: 

1) There were a number of  large and  informative and  intact goldmining  sites associated with  the 
Shotover River;  

2) it was the largest and richest goldrush river in New Zealand and the second richest24 in the world, 
for alluvial gold; and  

3) the area has historical significance as the site of the first electronic dredge in NZ, at that stage NZ 
was a world leader in dredge technology. 

163. When  considering  the  Kawarau  River WCO  application,  The  Tribunal  states  that  the  purpose  of 
including  the waters  of  the  Shotover  River  in  a WCO  that  recognises  goldmining  as  a  historical 
characteristic, “is to protect the association that those waters have with that part of New Zealand’s 
history, so that those who wish to see and experience it may do so in the same context as those who 
contributed to it”. 

4.4.2  Spiritual and Tangata Whenua 

164. Spiritual and Tangata Whenua values have been specifically recognised as outstanding  in past WCO 
decisions. As such, they are considered to be key sub‐values which have the ability to be outstanding 
in their own right. Mahinga kai, whitebaiting and eeling are key characteristics for this value set which 
will be informed by the WCO review work.  

165. Maori place a very high value on water, regarding water as a priceless treasure  left by ancestors to 
sustain life. A Maori belief is that no water body is more important than another and each water body 

                                                 
24  Second to the Yukon.  
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has its own individual mauri or vital essence. Long serving Maori traditions are associated with water, 
including for ceremonies, food gathering, healing, navigation and cooking.  

166. The CEF project initially attempted to identify a range of Mana Whenua values for OFWBs. However, 
this value has a number of challenges particularly, in that the identification of individual water bodies 
is inconsistent with the view that all water bodies are important to Maori for spiritual, physical and 
customary reasons. 

167. This  sub‐value  will  be  partly  informed  by  the  WCO  review  work.  However,  this  value  requires 
considerably more resources than that has been available for this project. As such, it is recommended 
that MfE specifically engages a Maori reference group to develop appropriate  ‘outstanding’ criteria 
and thresholds which can be used on a national basis. Work in this area should be progressed as soon 
as possible. 

4.5  RECREATION 

4.5.1  Whitebaiting, eeling 

168. Whitebaiting and eeling have been specifically recognised as outstanding and subsequently protected 
under several WCOs.  As such, both have been identified as key sub‐values which have the ability to 
be outstanding in their own right.  

169. There  is  significant overlap  for  this  sub‐value between  the Tangata Whenua values and  recreation 
values as well as native fishery, commercial fishing and biodiversity values. This will need to be further 
investigated and addressed in any future methodology. Alternatively, it could be incorporated into a 
single value expression that has criteria that addresses all of these concepts/aspects. 

170. Both sub‐values need to be investigated further. Relevant experts should be engaged to assess these 
values and determine the associated thresholds for ‘outstandingness’. WCO decisions should be relied 
on in the first instance. 

4.5.2  Angling amenity 

171. Angling  is a common value which has been assessed  in a number of WCO decisions, particularly for 

brown trout, rainbow trout, and salmon. Based on WCO decisions these are deemed to be key values 

which can be outstanding in their own right.  

172. It  is clear  from WCO decisions,  that  there  is no one  ‘obvious’ set of characteristics and associated 

thresholds which can be applied to each river to determine whether it is outstanding for this value. 

The  combinations  of  the  characteristics  assessed  depend  on  the  type  of  fishing  experience  being 

sought e.g. large trophy fish, high numbers of fish, salmon or trout, wilderness, and/or scenic natural 

characteristics. 

173. However,  it  is  implicit  in WCO decisions that  in order to be outstanding as a recreational fishery or 

angling amenity, the waterbody must contain an exceptional biological feature such as an abundance 

of fish25, exceptionally large fish, high salmon run numbers, or high numbers of large fish, and have an 

exceptional angling amenity to justify a finding that it contains an ‘outstanding recreational fishery’.  

For more detailed information on this conclusion, see Appendix 4 (WCO review). 

Biological features  

174. Essentially, there are three key attributes which individually underpin the different fishing experiences 
in a biological sense. These are high trout biomass26/high trout numbers, high salmon run numbers, 

                                                 
25 While an ‘abundance of fish’ is not always stated, it is assumed where a high catch rate is identified, then an abundance of fish or a high biomass 
exists.  
26 A high trout biomass appears to be a good indicator of a high catch rate and are in essence the same. This is supported by the Mataura WCO 
decision which concludes the high catch rate provides evidence the river system supports a significantly large fish population. It is assumed the 
reverse applies. 
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and large fish. Based on evidence referred to in WCO decisions, in order to be outstanding as a fishery 
a water body must have at least 1 of the following:  

a. large trout (> 4 kg), have high numbers of large fish (> 30 per km, > 2.7 kg in weight),  

b. contain high numbers of fish with significant biomass (> 30 per km, ranked top 10 in NZ) or 
have large annual salmon run numbers (>20,000). 

175. However, it is clear from WCO decisions that it is not sufficient to have solely an abundance of fish, or 
large fish to qualify as an outstanding recreational fishery; an associated angling amenity must also be 
present. It is the combination of these two factors which makes a water body exceptional for angling. 

Amenity features  

176. The  key  characteristics which  contribute  to  an  outstanding  angling  amenity  are  generally  natural 
characteristics and relate to scenic beauty, solitude, water clarity and water flows.  

177. When these key characteristics score highly, alongside an exceptional biological feature, it will likely 
result in what several WCOs decisions have termed a ‘high quality angling experience’. As a result there 
will  likely be a proportionally high  ‘non  local’ use of the waterbody and an associated national and 
international reputation for angling. 

Access, fishing experiences, reputation and external publications 

178. Other characteristics such as ease of access and the variety of fishing experiences are discussed in 

WCO  decisions  and  appear  to  be  given  some weight,  but  less  than  the  natural  characteristics. 

Obviously,  there needs  to be  some  access  to enable  angling  to occur, however  it  is difficult  to 

imagine a situation where one of these waterbodies would not have qualified as outstanding for 

angling if access was a little more difficult as opposed to ‘easy’, or if there was a smaller range of 

fishing experiences.  

179. Lastly, while a water body’s national and international reputation or ranking in external publications 
such as National Angling Survey, NIWA Headwater Fisheries of New Zealand, or in a List of Wild and 
Scenic Waters  is discussed  in a number of WCO decisions and given  some weight, WCO decisions 
indicate that alone a high ranking in any of these documents does not automatically qualify the water 
body as outstanding. 

180. The water body’s reputation and ranking in these publications relies heavily on the attributes referred 
to  in this section. As such, where the key attributes score highly you would expect to see a relative 
correlation in the ranking and reputation of a water body and its non‐local use. 

A case study‐ Kawarau WCO  

181. It is interesting to follow the Environment Court’s decision when assessing the angling amenity of the 

Nevis River, and its finding there is no outstanding angling amenity despite the river containing large 

trout and being located in a backcountry setting.  

182. In  summary,  the  Environment  Court  found  that  solely  having  large  60  cm  fish27  in  a 

backcountry/headwater fishery is not ‘exceptional’ because the density of big fish in the Nevis River is 

around  the median  nationally,  and  there  is  a  significant  number  of  headwater  and  backcountry 

fisheries in New Zealand. When combined, the two features do not stand out.  

183. Notably, the Environment Court places weight on the fact the fishery is not identified in literature such 

as  fishing  text  or  guide  books  as  a  classic  or  iconic  fishery  to  support  claims  that  the  fishery  is 

outstanding. This demonstrates how important it is for all the evidence to clearly align.   

                                                 
27 Approximately 2.7 kg. 
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4.5.3  Bird watching, tramping, walking, biking, camping, picnicking 

184. There is no conclusive evidence in literature which suggests that any of these values can be outstanding 
in their own right. They are generally a consequence of other ‘key values’ scoring highly i.e. because 
of an outstanding landscape tramping and picnicking will occur, because of the large variety of wildlife 
bird watching and hunting will occur etc. 

185. As such, it is concluded that while all these values can potentially be significant in some instances, no 
literature suggests water bodies would be identified as outstanding in their own right for any of these 
values. 

186. Notwithstanding, it is considered likely that some of these values may indirectly gain protection under 
the NPSFM provisions given their association with an outstanding value such as ecology, landscape or 
wildlife etc., due to the requirement under the NPSFM to protect the significant values of water bodies 
once an outstanding value has been identified (i.e. not just the protection of outstanding values).  

187. While bird watching, tramping, walking, biking, camping and picnicking values are unlikely alone to 
qualify as outstanding as a standalone value, they may need to be considered when deciding what 
management  regime  needs  to  be  put  in  place  to  protect  an  associated  value  which  is  deemed 
outstanding. 

188. FAQ 10 discusses whether a  sum of  significant values can make a water body outstanding  for  the 
purposes of the NPSFM. 

 

4.5.4  Boating 

189. Jet boating, caving, canoeing, kayaking and rafting have been specifically recognised as outstanding 
and subsequently protected under a number of WCOs.   As such, all are  identified as key sub‐values 
which have the ability to be outstanding in their own right. 

190. The preliminary  findings  from  the WCO  review on  this  value  set  show  that  in order  to qualify  as 
outstanding  for boating,  the waterbody must be  reliable/predictable  for  the activity under normal 
flows28, and meet at least one of the following criteria:  

 have participation rates which are significantly higher than anywhere else in the country29, 

 non local usage of 20% or more, 

 contains a unique/rare characteristic shared by few other rivers in New Zealand.  

191. Additionally, waterbodies identified in WCO decisions as being outstanding for boating activities also 
typically provide a highly scenic and/or wilderness experience.  

192. There is no conclusive evidence in literature which suggests that any other boating activities such as 
rowing,  sailing, wind  surfing,  kite  surfing,  river  boarding, water  skiing  and wakeboarding  can  be 
outstanding in their own right. Notwithstanding, a future methodology, based on information for the 
values identified in Paragraph 189 may able to be developed for less common boating activities if it is 
determined they should be included as potentially able to be outstanding in their own right. 

193. Notwithstanding, boating activities not specifically measured as standalone values, may still need to 
be  considered when  deciding what management  regime  needs  to  be  put  in  place  to  protect  an 
associated value which is deemed outstanding. 

                                                 
28 This is a key determining factor. If the feature/waterbody is exceptional for the recreational use, for example only under flood conditions, then it is 
not outstanding.   
29 For example: The Shotover River was found to be outstanding particularly for rafting, kayaking and jet boating. Evidence refers to an estimated 
179,000 visitors participating in jetboating and rafting annually, contrasted with around 10,000 visitors per annum in other parts of the country. 
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4.5.5  Swimming  

194. There is currently significant national interest around swimming and the safety of many New Zealand 
rivers and lakes for this activity.  Swimming is generally a consequence of a combination of other values 
(e.g. highly natural landscape, close to population centre) and in most cases is likely to be regionally 
significant as opposed to nationally outstanding.  

195. While  it  is clear  that swimming  is a national value  that needs  to be accounted  for  in management 
decisions, it is unclear whether alone it would make a water body outstanding for the purposes of the 
NPSFM. Swimming has not been identified in any of the WCO decisions as being outstanding in its own 
right. 

196. Notwithstanding, regardless of its inclusion as a key value for the purposes of the NPSFM, or otherwise, 
significant swimming areas would indirectly gain protection under the NPSFM provisions given their 
association with an outstanding value such as ecology,  landscape or wildlife etc. This  is due  to  the 
requirement under the NPSFM to protect the significant values of water bodies once an outstanding 
value has been identified (i.e. not just the protection of outstanding values).  
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5. How did Gisborne District Council address OFWB? 
197. Gisborne District Council  is one of the first councils  in New Zealand to progress this  issue since the 

2014 NPSFM came into effect. In October 2015, it notified its Proposed Gisborne Regional Freshwater 
Plan which identifies five outstanding freshwater bodies.  

198. The  approach  adopted  by  GDC  generally  followed  the  2009  Riverscape  and  Flow  Assessment 
Guidelines prepared by Boffa Miskell. The Guidelines were developed  to assist  councils and other 
environmental organisations make appropriate water allocation decisions. They expand on the 1998 
MfE flow guidelines and employ a scoring method similar to the RiVAS model. A Freshwater Advisory 
Group (FWAG) was established by GDC to assist with the process of identifying OFWBs. 

5.1  Assessment methodology 

199. The assessment methodology used by GDC to identify OFWB in 
their  region  followed  a  six  step  process  that  began with  the 
selection  of  potentially  outstanding  freshwater  bodies  for 
review.  Figure  1,  shows  the  outstanding  freshwater  body 
assessment methodology used by GDC. 

200. Stage  1  involved  wider  public  input  for  the  initial  selection 
process. Stage 2 involved an assessment of the likely significance 
of the selected freshwater bodies and set an appropriate level 
for  subsequent  investigations.  Stage  3  scoped  potential 
candidates  for  outstanding  status  identifying  those  with 
significant  instream or associated values. Stage 4 carried out a 
more  focused  description  and  assessment  on  those  water 
bodies identified in Stage 3. Stage 5 was the final evaluation and 
selection of those water bodies considered to be outstanding for 
the  purposes  of  the NPSFM.  At  this  stage,  a  discussion with 
Council and the Freshwater Advisory Group occurred to select 
the final OFWB, in which Step 6 adopts into the Regional Water 
Plan. 

5.2  Stage  3:  Scoping  the  significance of  the  selected  freshwater 
bodies 

201. The methodology  adopted  by GDC  assessed  a  range  of  characteristics  according  to  the  following 
values: water quality, ecology and natural science, cultural and spiritual, natural character, landscape, 
amenity, recreation and education.  

202. The methodology and associated characteristics used by GDC to assess each value are discussed  in 
more detail below: 

203. Each of the following categories had a list of criteria against which each water body was scored by GDC 
staff. Scores were allocated using a simple ranking system (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) and combined to give a total 
score, where: 

 67 – 90 = highly significant 

 42 – 66 = moderately significant 

 18‐41 = locally significant.   

204. The identification of ranking 1 in the criteria was taken to mean there may be significant freshwater 
considerations, in contrast, an absence of ranking 1 and a predominance of rankings 5 was taken to 
mean further riverscape assessment may be unnecessary.  

Figure 1 - Gisborne District 
Council's six-step process
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205. This methodology was not designed to be used as a comprehensive assessment tool and the results 
were not final. Its aim was to start the  identification and refinement process by clarifying the  likely 
significance of each freshwater body. It was indicative rather than comprehensive and input from the 
FWAG and Council was  required  from  this point  to confirm, add  to or modify  the process prior  to 
‘officially’ identifying outstanding freshwater bodies in the Gisborne region. 

 
Figure 2 - GDC's scoring Part 1 (Water quality) 

 
 
 
 

Figure 3 - GDC's scoring Part 2 (Ecology & natural science) 
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Figure 4 - GDC's scoring Part 3 (Cultural and spiritual) 
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Figure 5 - GDC's scoring Part 4 (Natural character) 
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Figure 6 - GDC's scoring Part 5 (Landscape) 
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Figure 7 - GDC's scoring Part 6 (Amenity, recreation & education) 
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6. How did Taranaki Regional Council address OFWB? 
206. Taranaki Regional Council closely followed GDC in progressing this issue, releasing a document titled 

‘freshwater bodies of outstanding or significant value  in the Taranaki region”  in January 2016.   The 
purpose of  the  report was  to  inform  the  review of  the Regional Fresh Water Plan  for Taranaki, by 
assessing, evaluating and identifying freshwater bodies deemed to be outstanding.   

6.1  Assessment methodology  

207. To determine  the  initial candidates  for outstanding status, TRC relied on documents which already 
identified water bodies of high quality or high value for their natural, ecological and amenity values. 
From this list, TRC undertook a desktop assessment and re‐evaluated those water bodies, particularly 
looking  for  characteristics  and  features  that  clearly  displayed  a  combination  of  natural  elements, 
patterns and processes that were superior to other water bodies on the list. 

208. Due to time constraints in preparing this report, the process TRC followed to identify OFWB has not 
been summarised here. A full copy of TRC’s report can be found in Appendix 9.  

209. The identification of OFWB in Taranaki is currently on hold.  
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7. Initial Screening Process 
210. An  initial screening process could assist councils to quickly  identify a short  list of  ‘candidate’ water 

bodies which could then move forward for a detailed assessment as potential OFWBs. 

211. An initial screening process would likely involve an initial set of criteria or set of questions which would 
be a  coarse  significance assessment and  indicate whether a water body, or  specific  characteristic, 
should be  investigated further. Any screening process adopted should be basic, not comprehensive 
and not require any detailed investigations. 

212. Further, an  initial screening process  is an easy, transparent and cost effective way to  identify water 
bodies  that  are  definitely  not  outstanding.  Any  water  body  could  be  assessed  against  the 
criteria/questions which demonstrates  to  the  community  that a  range of water bodies have been 
assessed as potential candidates, and provides clear reasons as to why a water body will/will not be 
considered further for outstanding freshwater body status.  

213. There are several options for an  initial screening process to determine a candidate  list of potential 
OFWB. The first option is the development of a list of basic criteria which if met, means the water body 
would move forward for further assessment.  The second option is similar to that used by TDC where 
a list of existing literature (which has already undertaken various significance assessments) is referred 
to  and  if  the water  body  if  identified  in  the  top  category  (e.g.  A)  it moves  forward  for  further 
assessment. 

214. Additionally,  it  is recommended that a set of questions, statements or criteria be developed which 
states when characteristics of a water body would not be classed outstanding. For example, a number 
of WCO decisions directly state when they consider an aspect not to be significant or outstanding which 
will be helpful to councils when undertaking their assessments. 
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8. Next Steps 
 
215. This report forms the final report for the CEF project. In February 2017, MfE held an OFWB workshop 

with a small group of practitioners to determine a way forward. Outcomes from the workshop are 
expected to be published mid‐2017.  
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Preamble 
Fresh water is essential to New Zealand’s economic, environmental, cultural and social well-
being.  Fresh water gives our primary production, tourism, and energy generation sectors their 
competitive advantage in the global economy. Fresh water is highly valued for its recreational 
aspects and it underpins important parts of New Zealand’s biodiversity and natural heritage. Fresh 
water has deep cultural meaning to all New Zealanders. Many of New Zealand’s lakes, rivers and 
wetlands are iconic and well known globally for their natural beauty and intrinsic values. 

The Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi) is the underlying foundation of the Crown–iwi/
hapū relationship with regard to freshwater resources. Addressing tāngata whenua values and 
interests across all of the well-beings, and including the involvement of iwi and hapū in the overall 
management of fresh water, are key to meeting obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi. 

All New Zealanders have a common interest in ensuring the country’s freshwater lakes, rivers, 
aquifers and wetlands are managed wisely. 

New Zealand faces challenges in managing our fresh water to provide for all of the values that are 
important to New Zealanders. The quality, health, availability and economic value of our fresh 
waters are under threat. These challenges are likely to increase over time due to the impacts of 
climate change. 

To respond effectively to these challenges and issues we need to have a good understanding of our 
freshwater resources, the threats to them and provide a management framework that enables water 
to contribute both to New Zealand’s economic growth and environmental integrity and provides 
for the values that are important to New Zealanders. 

Given the vital importance of freshwater resources to New Zealand and New Zealanders, and 
in order to achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act), the Crown 
recognises there is a particular need for clear central government policy to set a national direction, 
though the management of the resource needs to reflect the catchment-level variation between 
freshwater bodies and different demands on the resource across regions. This includes managing 
land use and development activities that affect fresh water so that growth is achieved with a lower 
environmental footprint.

This national policy statement sets out objectives and policies that direct local government to 
manage water in an integrated and sustainable way, while providing for economic growth within 
set water quantity and quality limits. The national policy statement is a first step to improve 
freshwater management at a national level.

As demand for fresh water increases, it is vital to account for all freshwater takes and sources of 
relevant contaminants.  The freshwater accounting requirements of this national policy statement 
will provide information for councils to use in establishing freshwater objectives and limits and in 
targeting their management of fresh water.  

This national policy statement provides a National Objectives Framework to assist regional 
councils and communities to more consistently and transparently plan for freshwater objectives.   
The national policy statement is intended to underpin community discussions about the desired 
state of fresh water relative to the current state.  New Zealanders generally aspire to high standards 
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for our waterways and outcomes that are better than those achieved under the status quo.  
Freshwater planning will require an iterative approach that tests a range of possible objectives 
and methods for their achievement, including different timeframes for achieving objectives. 
This is intended to ensure that the implications of proposed objectives are clear for councils and 
communities.

The national policy statement sets national bottom lines for two compulsory values – ecosystem 
health and human health for recreation – and minimum acceptable states for other national 
values.   The national policy statement acknowledges iwi and community values by recognising 
the range of iwi and community interests in fresh water, including environmental, social, 
economic and cultural values.     

Freshwater objectives for a range of tāngata whenua values are intended to recognise Te Mana 
o te Wai.  Iwi and hapū have a kinship relationship with the natural environment, including 
fresh water, through shared whakapapa.  Iwi and hapū recognise the importance of fresh water 
in supporting a healthy ecosystem, including human health, and have a reciprocal obligation as 
kaitiaki to protect freshwater quality.  

Overall freshwater quality within a region must be maintained or improved.  This national policy 
statement allows some variability in terms of freshwater quality, including between freshwater 
management units, as long as the overall freshwater quality is maintained within a region.  

National bottom lines in the national policy statement are not standards that must be achieved 
immediately.  Where freshwater management units are below national bottom lines, they will 
need to be improved to at least the national bottom lines over time.  It is up to communities and 
iwi to determine the pathway and timeframe for ensuring freshwater management units meet 
the national bottom lines.  Where changes in community behaviours are required, adjustment 
timeframes should be decided based on the economic effects that result from the speed of change.  
Improvements in freshwater quality may take generations depending on the characteristics of each 
freshwater management unit.

Monitoring plans are intended to be practical and affordable.  It is not possible for regional 
councils to monitor every drop of fresh water.  Monitoring against freshwater objectives need 
only be undertaken at representative sites within a region as identified by regional councils.  
Monitoring plans are also intended to recognise the importance of long term trends in data.

Setting enforceable quality and quantity limits is a key purpose of this national policy statement. 
This is a fundamental step to achieving environmental outcomes and creating the necessary 
incentives to use fresh water efficiently, while providing certainty for investment. Water quality 
and quantity limits must reflect local and national values. The process for setting limits should be 
informed by the best available information and scientific and socio-economic knowledge. 

Once limits are set, freshwater resources need to be allocated to users, while providing the ability 
to transfer entitlements between users so that we maximise the value we get from water. Where 
water resources are over-allocated (in terms of quality and quantity) to the point that national 
and local values are not met, we also need to ensure that over-allocation is reduced over agreed 
timeframes. 

The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 addresses issues with water quality in the coastal 
environment. The management of coastal water and fresh water requires an integrated and 
consistent approach.
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Review 

The Minister for the Environment intends to seek an independent review of the implementation 
and effectiveness of this national policy statement in achieving all its objectives and policies and 
in achieving the purpose of the Act, no later than 1 July 2016. The Minister shall then consider the 
need to review, change or revoke this national policy statement. Collection of monitoring data to 
inform this review will begin at least two years prior to the review.

This preamble may assist the interpretation of the national policy statement. 
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National significance of fresh water and Te 
Mana o te Wai
This national policy statement is about recognising the national significance of fresh water for all 
New Zealanders and Te Mana o te Wai.

A range of community and tāngata whenua values, including those identified as appropriate from 
Appendix 1, may collectively recognise the national significance of fresh water and Te Mana o te 
Wai as a whole.  The aggregation of community and tāngata whenua values and the ability of fresh 
water to provide for them over time recognises the national significance of fresh water and Te 
Mana o te Wai.
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Title
This national policy statement is the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014.

Commencement
This national policy statement will take effect 28 days after the date of its issue by notice in the New 
Zealand Gazette.  

Interpretation
In this national policy statement:

“Attribute” is a measurable characteristic of fresh water, including physical, chemical and 
biological properties, which supports particular values.

“Attribute state” is the level to which an attribute is to be managed for those attributes specified in 
Appendix 2.

“Compulsory values” mean the national values relating to ecosystem health and to human health 
for recreation included in Appendix 1 and for which a non-exhaustive list of attributes is provided 
in Appendix 2.

“Efficient allocation” includes economic, technical and dynamic efficiency.

“Environmental flows and/or levels” are a type of limit which describes the amount of water 
in a freshwater management unit (except ponds and naturally ephemeral water bodies) which 
is required to meet freshwater objectives. Environmental flows for rivers and streams must 
include an allocation limit and a minimum flow (or other flow/s). Environmental levels for other 
freshwater management units must include an allocation limit and a minimum water level (or 
other level/s).

“Existing freshwater quality” means the quality of the fresh water at the time the regional council 
commences the process of setting or reviewing freshwater objectives and limits in accordance with 
Policy A1, Policy B1, and Policies CA1-CA4.

“Freshwater management unit” is the water body, multiple water bodies or any part of a water 
body determined by the regional council as the appropriate spatial scale for setting freshwater 
objectives and limits and for freshwater accounting and management purposes.  

“Freshwater objective” describes an intended environmental outcome in a freshwater 
management unit. 

“Freshwater quality accounting system” means a system that, for each freshwater management 
unit, records, aggregates and keeps regularly updated, information on the measured, modelled or 
estimated:

a) loads and/or concentrations of relevant contaminants;

b) sources of relevant contaminants; 

c) amount of each contaminant attributable to each source; and

d) where limits have been set, proportion of the limit that is being used.
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“Freshwater quantity accounting system” means a system that, for each freshwater management 
unit, records, aggregates and keeps regularly updated, information on the measured, modelled or 
estimated:

a) total freshwater take;

b) proportion of freshwater taken by each major category of use; and

c) where limits have been set, proportion of the limit that has been taken.

 “Freshwater take” is a take of ground or surface fresh water whether authorised or not.

 “Limit” is the maximum amount of resource use available, which allows a freshwater objective to 
be met. 

“Minimum acceptable state” is the minimum level, specified in Appendix 2, at which a freshwater 
objective may be set in a regional plan in order to provide for the associated national value.  

“National bottom line” means the minimum acceptable state for the compulsory values as 
specified in Appendix 2.

“National value” means any value described in Appendix 1.

“Naturally occurring processes” means processes that could have occurred in New Zealand prior 
to the arrival of humans. 

“Outstanding freshwater bodies” are those water bodies identified in a regional policy statement 
or regional plan as having outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, recreational and 
spiritual values.

“Over-allocation” is the situation where the resource:

a) has been allocated to users beyond a limit; or 

b) is being used to a point where a freshwater objective is no longer being met.

This applies to both water quantity and quality.

“Secondary contact” means people’s contact with fresh water that involves only occasional 
immersion and includes wading or boating (except boating where there is high likelihood of 
immersion). 

“Target” is a limit which must be met at a defined time in the future. This meaning only applies in 
the context of over-allocation. 

“Value” means:

a) any national value; and

b) includes any value in relation to fresh water, that is not a national value, which a regional 
council identifies as appropriate for regional or local circumstances (including any use 
value).

Terms given meaning in the Act have the meanings so given.
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 A.  Water quality

Objective A1
To safeguard: 

a) the life-supporting capacity, ecosystem processes and indigenous species including their 
associated ecosystems, of fresh water; and 

b) the health of people and communities, at least as affected by secondary contact with fresh 
water;

in sustainably managing the use and development of land, and of discharges of contaminants.

Objective A2

The overall quality of fresh water within a region is maintained or improved while:

a) protecting the significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies;

b) protecting the significant values of wetlands; and 

c) improving the quality of fresh water in water bodies that have been degraded by human 
activities to the point of being over-allocated.

Policy A1
By every regional council making or changing regional plans to the extent needed to ensure the 
plans:

a) establish freshwater objectives in accordance with Policies CA1-CA4 and set freshwater 
quality limits for all freshwater management units in their regions to give effect to the 
objectives in this national policy statement, having regard to at least the following:

i. the reasonably foreseeable impacts of climate change;

ii. the connection between water bodies; and

iii. the connections between freshwater bodies and coastal water; and

b) establish methods (including rules) to avoid over-allocation.

Policy A2 

Where freshwater management units do not meet the freshwater objectives made pursuant to 
Policy A1, every regional council is to specify targets and implement methods (either or both 
regulatory and non-regulatory), in a way that considers the sources of relevant contaminants 
recorded under Policy CC1, to assist the improvement of water quality in the freshwater 
management units, to meet those targets, and within a defined timeframe.
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Policy A3

By regional councils:

a) imposing conditions on discharge permits to ensure the limits and targets specified 
pursuant to Policy A1 and Policy A2 can be met; and 

b) where permissible, making rules requiring the adoption of the best practicable option 
to prevent or minimise any actual or likely adverse effect on the environment of any 
discharge of a contaminant into fresh water, or onto or into land in circumstances that 
may result in that contaminant (or, as a result of any natural process from the discharge of 
that contaminant, any other contaminant) entering fresh water.

Policy A4 and direction (under section 55) to regional councils 

By every regional council amending regional plans (without using the process in Schedule 1) to 
the extent needed to ensure the plans include the following policy to apply until any changes under 
Schedule 1 to give effect to Policy A1 and Policy A2 (freshwater quality limits and targets) have 
become operative:

“1. When considering any application for a discharge the consent authority must have regard to the 
following matters:

a. the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will have an adverse 
effect on the life-supporting capacity of fresh water including on any ecosystem 
associated with fresh water and

b. the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than minor adverse 
effect on fresh water, and on any ecosystem associated with fresh water, resulting from 
the discharge would be avoided.

2. When considering any application for a discharge the consent authority must have regard to the 
following matters:

a. the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will have an adverse effect 
on the health of people and communities as affected by their secondary contact with fresh 
water; and

b. the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than minor adverse effect on 
the health of people and communities as affected by their secondary contact with fresh water 
resulting from the discharge would be avoided.

3. This policy applies to the following discharges (including a diffuse discharge by any person or 
animal):

a. a new discharge or

b. a change or increase in any discharge – 

of any contaminant into fresh water, or onto or into land in circumstances that may result in that 
contaminant (or, as a result of any natural process from the discharge of that contaminant, any 
other contaminant) entering fresh water.

4. Paragraph 1 of this policy does not apply to any application for consent first lodged before the 
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2011 took effect on 1 July 2011.

5. Paragraph 2 of this policy does not apply to any application for consent first lodged before the 
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 takes effect.”
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B. Water quantity

Objective B1 

To safeguard the life-supporting capacity, ecosystem processes and indigenous species including 
their associated ecosystems of fresh water, in sustainably managing the taking, using, damming, or 
diverting of fresh water.

Objective B2 

To avoid any further over-allocation of fresh water and phase out existing over-allocation.

Objective B3

To improve and maximise the efficient allocation and efficient use of water.

Objective B4

To protect significant values of wetlands and of outstanding freshwater bodies.

Policy B1

By every regional council making or changing regional plans to the extent needed to ensure the 
plans establish freshwater objectives in accordance with Policies CA1-CA4 and set environmental 
flows and/or levels for all freshwater management units in its region (except ponds and naturally 
ephemeral water bodies) to give effect to the objectives in this national policy statement, having 
regard to at least the following:

a) the reasonably foreseeable impacts of climate change;

b) the connection between water bodies; and

c) the connections between freshwater bodies and coastal water.

Policy B2
By every regional council making or changing regional plans to the extent needed to provide for 
the efficient allocation of fresh water to activities, within the limits set to give effect to Policy B1.

Policy B3
By every regional council making or changing regional plans to the extent needed to ensure the 
plans state criteria by which applications for approval of transfers of water take permits are to be 
decided, including to improve and maximise the efficient allocation of water.

Policy B4

By every regional council identifying methods in regional plans to encourage the efficient use of 
water.
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Policy B5 
By every regional council ensuring that no decision will likely result in future over-allocation – 
including managing fresh water so that the aggregate of all amounts of fresh water in a freshwater 
management unit that are authorised to be taken, used, dammed or diverted does not over-
allocate the water in the freshwater management unit.

Policy B6 
By every regional council setting a defined timeframe and methods in regional plans by which 
over-allocation must be phased out, including by reviewing water permits and consents to help 
ensure the total amount of water allocated in the freshwater management unit is reduced to the 
level set to give effect to Policy B1.

Policy B7 and direction (under section 55) to regional councils 
By every regional council amending regional plans (without using the process in Schedule 1) 
to the extent needed to ensure the plans include the following policy to apply until any changes 
under Schedule 1 to give effect to Policy B1 (allocation limits), Policy B2 (allocation), and Policy 
B6 (over-allocation) have become operative: 

“1. When considering any application the consent authority must have regard to the following 
matters:

a. the extent to which the change would adversely affect safeguarding the life-supporting 
capacity of fresh water and of any associated ecosystem and 

b. the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any adverse effect on the life-
supporting capacity of fresh water and of any associated ecosystem resulting from the 
change would be avoided.

2.  This policy applies to:

a. any new activity and

b. any change in the character, intensity or scale of any established activity –

that involves any taking, using, damming or diverting of fresh water or draining of any 
wetland which is likely to result in any more than minor adverse change in the natural 
variability of flows or level of any fresh water, compared to that which immediately preceded 
the commencement of the new activity or the change in the established activity (or in 
the case of a change in an intermittent or seasonal activity, compared to that on the last 
occasion on which the activity was carried out).

3. This policy does not apply to any application for consent first lodged before the National 
Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2011 took effect on 1 July 2011.”
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C. Integrated management

Objective C1
To improve integrated management of fresh water and the use and development of land in whole 
catchments, including the interactions between fresh water, land, associated ecosystems and the 
coastal environment.

Policy C1
By every regional council managing fresh water and land use and development in catchments in 
an integrated and sustainable way, so as to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects, including 
cumulative effects. 

Policy C2
By every regional council making or changing regional policy statements to the extent needed to 
provide for the integrated management of the effects of the use and development of:

a) land on fresh water, including encouraging the co-ordination and sequencing of 
regional and/or urban growth, land use and development and the provision of 
infrastructure; and

b) land and fresh water on coastal water.
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CA. National Objectives Framework

Objective CA1

To provide an approach to establish freshwater objectives for national values, and any other values, 
that: 

a) is nationally consistent; and

b) recognises regional and local circumstances.

Policy CA1

By every regional council identifying freshwater management units that include all freshwater 
bodies within its region.

Policy CA2

By every regional council applying the following processes in developing freshwater objectives for 
all freshwater management units:

a) considering all national values and how they apply to local and regional circumstances;

b) identifying the values for each freshwater management unit, which

i. must include the compulsory values; and

ii. may include any other national values or other values that the regional council 
considers appropriate (in either case having regard to local and regional 
circumstances);

c) identifying:

i. for the compulsory values or any other national value for which relevant 
attributes are provided in Appendix 2: 

A.  the attributes listed in Appendix 2 that are applicable to each value    
 identified under Policy CA2(b) for the freshwater body type; and

B.  any other attributes that the regional council considers appropriate for each    
 value identified under Policy CA2(b) for the freshwater body type; and

ii. for any national value for which relevant attributes are not provided in 
Appendix 2 or any other value, the attributes that the regional council considers 
appropriate for each value identified under Policy CA2(b) for the freshwater 
body type;

d) for those attributes specified in Appendix 2, assigning an attribute state at or above the 
minimum acceptable state for that attribute;

e) formulating freshwater objectives:

i. in those cases where an applicable numeric attribute state is specified in 
Appendix 2, in numeric terms by reference to that specified numeric attribute 
state; or

ii. in those cases where the attribute is not listed in Appendix 2, in numeric terms 
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where practicable, otherwise in narrative terms; and

iii. on the basis that, where an attribute applies to more than one value, the most 
stringent freshwater objective for that attribute is adopted; and

f) considering the following matters at all relevant points in the process described in Policy 
CA2(a)-(e):

i. the current state of the freshwater management unit, and its anticipated future 
state on the basis of past and current resource use;

ii. the spatial scale at which freshwater management units are defined;

iii. the limits that would be required to achieve the freshwater objectives;

iv. any choices between the values that the formulation of freshwater objectives and 
associated limits would require;

v. any implications for resource users, people and communities arising from 
the freshwater objectives and associated limits including implications for 
actions, investments, ongoing management changes and any social, cultural or 
economic implications; 

vi. the timeframes required for achieving the freshwater objectives, including the 
ability of regional councils to set long timeframes for achieving targets; and

vii. such other matters relevant and reasonably necessary to give effect to the 
objectives and policies in this national policy statement, in particular Objective 
A2.

Policy CA3

By every regional council ensuring that freshwater objectives for the compulsory values are set 
at or above the national bottom lines for all freshwater management units, unless the existing 
freshwater quality of the freshwater management unit is already below the national bottom line 
and the regional council considers it appropriate to set the freshwater objective below the national 
bottom line because: 

a) the existing freshwater quality is caused by naturally occurring processes; or

b) any of the existing infrastructure listed in Appendix 3 contributes to the existing   
freshwater quality.

Policy CA4

A regional council may set a freshwater objective below a national bottom line on a transitional 
basis for the freshwater management units and for the periods of time specified in Appendix 4.
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CB. Monitoring plans
Objective CB1

To provide for an approach to the monitoring of progress towards, and the achievement of, 
freshwater objectives.

Policy CB1

By every regional council developing a monitoring plan that:

a) establishes methods for monitoring progress towards, and the achievement of, freshwater 
objectives established under Policies CA1-CA4;

b) identifies a site or sites at which monitoring will be undertaken that are representative 
for each freshwater management unit; and

c) recognises the importance of long-term trends in monitoring results.
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CC. Accounting for freshwater takes and   
 contaminants
Objective CC1

To improve information on freshwater takes and sources of freshwater contaminants, in order to:

a) ensure the necessary information is available for freshwater objective and limit setting 
and freshwater management under this national policy statement; and

b) ensure information on resource availability is available for current and potential resource 
users.

Policy CC1

By every regional council: 

a) establishing and operating a freshwater quality accounting system and a freshwater 
quantity accounting system for those freshwater management units where they are 
setting or reviewing freshwater objectives and limits in accordance with Policy A1, Policy 
B1, and Policies CA1-CA4; and

b) maintaining a freshwater quality accounting system and a freshwater quantity accounting 
system at levels of detail that are commensurate with the significance of the freshwater 
quality and freshwater quantity issues, respectively, in each freshwater management unit.

Policy CC2

By every regional council taking reasonable steps to ensure that information gathered in 
accordance with Policy CC1 is available to the public, regularly and in a suitable form, for the 
freshwater management units where they are setting or reviewing, and where they have set or 
reviewed, freshwater objectives and limits in accordance with Policy A1, Policy B1, and Policies 
CA1-CA4.

Objective CC1 and Policies CC1 and CC2 will take effect 24 months from the date of entry 
into effect of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014.  
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D. Tāngata whenua roles and interests
Objective D1
To provide for the involvement of iwi and hapū, and to ensure that tāngata whenua values and 
interests are identified and reflected in the management of fresh water including associated 
ecosystems, and decision-making regarding freshwater planning, including on how all other 
objectives of this national policy statement are given effect to.

Policy D1
Local authorities shall take reasonable steps to:

a) involve iwi and hapū in the management of fresh water and freshwater ecosystems in the 
region; 

b) work with iwi and hapū to identify tāngata whenua values and interests in fresh water 
and freshwater ecosystems in the region; and

c) reflect tāngata whenua values and interests in the management of, and decision-making 
regarding, fresh water and freshwater ecosystems in the region. 
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E. Progressive implementation programme
Policy E1 

a) This policy applies to the implementation by a regional council of a policy of this national 
policy statement. 

b) Every regional council is to implement the policy as promptly as is reasonable in the 
circumstances, and so it is fully completed by no later than 31 December 2025. 

ba) A regional council may extend the date in Policy E1(b) to 31 December 2030 if it  
        considers that: 

i. meeting that date would result in lower quality planning; or 

ii. it would be impracticable for it to complete implementation of a policy by that date.

c) Where a regional council is satisfied that it is impracticable for it to complete implementation 
of a policy fully by 31 December 2015, the council may implement it by a programme of 
defined time-limited stages by which it is to be fully implemented by 31 December 2025 or 31 
December 2030 if Policy E1(ba) applies. 

d) Any programme of time-limited stages is to be formally adopted by the council by 31 
December 2015 and publicly notified. 

e) Where a regional council has adopted a programme of staged implementation, it is to publicly 
report, in every year, on the extent to which the programme has been implemented. 

f) Any programme adopted under Policy E1 c) of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management 2011 by a regional council is to be reviewed, revised if necessary, and formally 
adopted by the regional council by 31 December 2015, and publically notified.
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APPENDIX 1: National values and uses for      
fresh water

COMPULSORY NATIONAL VALUES

Te Hauora o te Wai / the health and mauri of water

Ecosystem health – The freshwater management unit supports a healthy ecosystem appropriate 
to that freshwater body type (river, lake, wetland, or aquifer). 

In a healthy freshwater ecosystem ecological processes are maintained, there is a range and 
diversity of indigenous flora and fauna, and there is resilience to change.

Matters to take into account for a healthy freshwater ecosystem include the management of 
adverse effects on flora and fauna of contaminants, changes in freshwater chemistry, excessive 
nutrients, algal blooms, high sediment levels, high temperatures, low oxygen, invasive species, 
and changes in flow regime. Other matters to take into account include the essential habitat 
needs of flora and fauna and the connections between water bodies. The health of flora and 
fauna may be indicated by measures of macroinvertebrates.

Te Hauora o te Tangata / the health and mauri of the people

Human health for recreation – As a minimum, the freshwater management unit will present 
no more than a moderate risk of infection to people when they are wading or boating or 
involved in similar activities that involve only occasional immersion in the water. Other 
contaminants or toxins, such as toxic algae, would not be present in such quantities that they 
would harm people’s health.

In freshwater management units where a community values more frequent immersion in the 
water such as swimming, white-water rafting, or water skiing, the risk of infection will be no 
more than moderate. In some freshwater management units, the risk of infection to people 
undertaking any activity would be no greater than what would exist there under natural 
conditions.
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APPENDIX 1: National values and uses for      
fresh water

COMPULSORY NATIONAL VALUES

Te Hauora o te Wai / the health and mauri of water

Ecosystem health – The freshwater management unit supports a healthy ecosystem appropriate 
to that freshwater body type (river, lake, wetland, or aquifer). 

In a healthy freshwater ecosystem ecological processes are maintained, there is a range and 
diversity of indigenous flora and fauna, and there is resilience to change.

Matters to take into account for a healthy freshwater ecosystem include the management of 
adverse effects on flora and fauna of contaminants, changes in freshwater chemistry, excessive 
nutrients, algal blooms, high sediment levels, high temperatures, low oxygen, invasive species, 
and changes in flow regime. Other matters to take into account include the essential habitat 
needs of flora and fauna and the connections between water bodies. The health of flora and 
fauna may be indicated by measures of macroinvertebrates.

Te Hauora o te Tangata / the health and mauri of the people

Human health for recreation – As a minimum, the freshwater management unit will present 
no more than a moderate risk of infection to people when they are wading or boating or 
involved in similar activities that involve only occasional immersion in the water. Other 
contaminants or toxins, such as toxic algae, would not be present in such quantities that they 
would harm people’s health.

In freshwater management units where a community values more frequent immersion in the 
water such as swimming, white-water rafting, or water skiing, the risk of infection will be no 
more than moderate. In some freshwater management units, the risk of infection to people 
undertaking any activity would be no greater than what would exist there under natural 
conditions.

ADDITIONAL NATIONAL VALUES
Te Hauora o te Taiao / the health and mauri of the environment

Natural form and character – Where people value particular natural qualities of the freshwater 
management unit.

Matters contributing to the natural form and character of a freshwater management unit are 
its visual and physical characteristics that are valued by the community, including its flow 
regime, colour, clarity, morphology or location. They may be freshwater management units with 
exceptional, natural, and iconic aesthetic features. 

Mahinga kai / food gathering, places of food
Mahinga kai – Kai are safe to harvest and eat.

Mahinga kai generally refers to indigenous freshwater species that have traditionally been used 
as food, tools, or other resources.  Mahinga kai provide food for the people of the rohe and 
these sites give an indication of the overall health of the catchment.

For this value, kai would be safe to harvest and eat and knowledge transfer is present 
(intergenerational harvest). In freshwater management units that are highly valued for 
providing mahinga kai, the desired species are plentiful enough for long-term harvest and the 
range of desired species is present across all life stages.

Mahinga kai – Kei te ora te mauri (the mauri of the place is intact).

For this value, freshwater resources would be available and able to be used for customary use 
at some places (but not everywhere). In freshwater management units that are highly valued 
for providing mahinga kai, resources would be available for use, customary practices able to be 
exercised to the extent desired, and tikanga and preferred methods are able to be practised. 

Fishing – The freshwater management unit supports fisheries of species allowed to be caught 
and eaten. 

For freshwater management units valued for fishing, the numbers of fish would be sufficient and 
suitable for human consumption. In some areas, fish abundance and diversity would provide a 
range in species and size of fish, and algal growth, water clarity and safety would be satisfactory 
for fishers. Attributes will need to be specific to fish species such as salmon, trout, eels, lamprey, 
or whitebait. 
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Mahi māra / cultivation
Irrigation and food production – The freshwater management unit meets irrigation needs for 
any purpose.

Water quality and quantity would be suitable for irrigation needs, including supporting the 
cultivation of food crops, the production of food from domesticated animals, non-food crops 
such as fibre and timber, pasture, sports fields and recreational areas. Attributes will need to be 
specific to irrigation and food production requirements.

Animal drinking water – The freshwater management unit meets the needs of stock. 

Water quality and quantity would meet the needs of stock, including whether it is palatable and 
safe.

Wai Tapu / Sacred Waters 

Wai tapu – Wai tapu represent the places where rituals and ceremonies are performed. 

Rituals and ceremonies include, but are not limited to, tohi (baptism), karakia (prayer), waerea 
(protective incantation), whakatapu (placing of raahui), whakanoa (removal of raahui), and 
tuku iho (gifting of knowledge and resources for future generations).  

In providing for this value, the wai tapu would be free from human and animal waste, 
contaminants and excess sediment, with valued features and unique properties of the wai 
protected to some extent.  Other matters that may be important are that identified catchments 
have integrity (there is no artificial mixing of the wai tapu) and identified taonga in the wai are 
protected.

Wai Māori / municipal and domestic water supply

Water supply – The freshwater management unit can meet people’s potable water needs.

Water quality and quantity would enable domestic water supply to be safe for drinking with, or 
in some areas without, treatment. 
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Āu Putea / economic or commercial development

Commercial and industrial use – The freshwater management unit provides economic 
opportunities to people, businesses and industries.

Water quality and quantity can provide for commercial and industrial activities. Attributes will 
need to be specific to commercial or industrial requirements.

Hydro-electric power generation – The freshwater management unit is suitable for hydro 
electric power generation. 

Water quality and quantity and the physical qualities of the freshwater management unit, 
including hydraulic gradient and flow rate, can provide for hydro-electric power generation.

He ara haere / navigation

Transport and tauranga waka – The freshwater management unit is navigable for identified 
means of transport.

Transport and tauranga waka generally refers to places to launch waka and water craft, and 
appropriate places for waka to land (tauranga waka). 

Water quality and quantity in the freshwater management unit would provide for navigation.  
The freshwater management unit may also connect places and people including for traditional 
trails and rites of passage, and allow the use of various craft. 
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APPENDIX 2: Attribute tables 

Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater Body 
Type

Lakes

Attribute Phytoplankton (Trophic state)

Attribute Unit mg/m3 (milligrams chlorophyll-a per cubic metre)

Attribute State Numeric Attribute State Narrative Attribute State

 
Annual 
Median

Annual Maximum  

A ≤2 ≤10 
Lake ecological communities are 
healthy and resilient, similar to 
natural reference conditions.

B >2 and ≤5 >10 and ≤25

Lake ecological communities are 
slightly impacted by additional 
algal and plant growth arising from 
nutrients levels that are elevated 
above natural reference conditions.

C >5 and ≤12 >25 and ≤60 Lake ecological communities are 
moderately impacted by additional 
algal and plant growth arising from 
nutrients levels that are elevated well 
above natural reference conditions.

National Bottom 
Line

12 60

D >12 >60

Lake ecological communities 
have undergone or are at high risk 
of a regime shift to a persistent, 
degraded state, due to impacts 
of elevated nutrients leading to 
excessive algal and/or plant growth, 
as well as from losing oxygen in 
bottom waters of deep lakes.
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APPENDIX 2: Attribute tables 

Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater Body 
Type

Lakes

Attribute Phytoplankton (Trophic state)

Attribute Unit mg/m3 (milligrams chlorophyll-a per cubic metre)

Attribute State Numeric Attribute State Narrative Attribute State

 
Annual 
Median

Annual Maximum  

A ≤2 ≤10 
Lake ecological communities are 
healthy and resilient, similar to 
natural reference conditions.

B >2 and ≤5 >10 and ≤25

Lake ecological communities are 
slightly impacted by additional 
algal and plant growth arising from 
nutrients levels that are elevated 
above natural reference conditions.

C >5 and ≤12 >25 and ≤60 Lake ecological communities are 
moderately impacted by additional 
algal and plant growth arising from 
nutrients levels that are elevated well 
above natural reference conditions.

National Bottom 
Line

12 60

D >12 >60

Lake ecological communities 
have undergone or are at high risk 
of a regime shift to a persistent, 
degraded state, due to impacts 
of elevated nutrients leading to 
excessive algal and/or plant growth, 
as well as from losing oxygen in 
bottom waters of deep lakes.

Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater Body 
Type

Lakes

Attribute Total Nitrogen (Trophic state)

Attribute Unit mg/m3 (milligrams per cubic metre)

Attribute State Numeric Attribute State Narrative Attribute State

  Annual Median Annual Median  

 
Seasonally 
Stratified and 
Brackish*

Polymictic

A ≤160 ≤300 

Lake ecological communities 
are healthy and resilient, 
similar to natural reference 
conditions.

B >160 and ≤350 >300 and ≤500

Lake ecological communities 
are slightly impacted by 
additional algal and plant 
growth arising from nutrients 
levels that are elevated above 
natural reference conditions.

C >350 and ≤750 >500 and ≤800

Lake ecological communities 
are moderately impacted by 
additional algal and plant 
growth arising from nutrients 
levels that are elevated well 
above natural reference 
conditions

National Bottom 
Line

750 800

D >750 >800

Lake ecological communities 
have undergone or are at 
high risk of a regime shift to 
a persistent, degraded state, 
due to impacts of elevated 
nutrients leading to excessive 
algal and/or plant growth, as 
well as from losing oxygen in 
bottom waters of deep lakes.

* Intermittently closing and opening lagoons (ICOLs) are not included in brackish lakes.
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Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater Body 
Type

Lakes

Attribute Total Phosphorus (Trophic state)

Attribute Unit mg/m3 (milligrams per cubic metre)

Attribute State
Numeric Attribute 
State 

Narrative Attribute State

  Annual Median  

A ≤10 
Lake ecological communities are healthy and 
resilient, similar to natural reference conditions.

B >10 and ≤20

Lake ecological communities are slightly impacted 
by additional algal and plant growth arising from 
nutrients levels that are elevated above natural 
reference conditions.

C >20 and ≤50 Lake ecological communities are moderately 
impacted by additional algal and plant growth arising 
from nutrients levels that are elevated well above 
natural reference conditions.National Bottom 

Line
50

D >50

Lake ecological communities have undergone or are 
at high risk of a regime shift to a persistent, degraded 
state, due to impacts of elevated nutrients leading to 
excessive algal and/or plant growth, as well as from 
losing oxygen in bottom waters of deep lakes.
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Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater Body 
Type

Lakes

Attribute Total Phosphorus (Trophic state)

Attribute Unit mg/m3 (milligrams per cubic metre)

Attribute State
Numeric Attribute 
State 

Narrative Attribute State

  Annual Median  

A ≤10 
Lake ecological communities are healthy and 
resilient, similar to natural reference conditions.

B >10 and ≤20

Lake ecological communities are slightly impacted 
by additional algal and plant growth arising from 
nutrients levels that are elevated above natural 
reference conditions.

C >20 and ≤50 Lake ecological communities are moderately 
impacted by additional algal and plant growth arising 
from nutrients levels that are elevated well above 
natural reference conditions.National Bottom 

Line
50

D >50

Lake ecological communities have undergone or are 
at high risk of a regime shift to a persistent, degraded 
state, due to impacts of elevated nutrients leading to 
excessive algal and/or plant growth, as well as from 
losing oxygen in bottom waters of deep lakes.

Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater 
Body Type

Rivers

Attribute Periphyton (Trophic state)

Attribute Unit mg chl-a/m2 (milligrams chlorophyll-a per square metre)

Attribute State
Numeric Attribute 
State (Default 
Class)

Numeric 
Attribute State 
(Productive 
Class1)

Narrative Attribute State

 
Exceeded no more 
than 8% of samples2 

Exceeded no 
more than 17% 
of samples2

 

A ≤50 ≤50 

Rare blooms reflecting negligible 
nutrient enrichment and/or 
alteration of the natural flow 
regime or habitat.

B >50 and ≤120 >50 and ≤120

Occasional blooms reflecting 
low nutrient enrichment and/
or alteration of the natural flow 
regime or habitat.

C >120 and ≤200 >120 and ≤200
Periodic short-duration nuisance 
blooms reflecting moderate 
nutrient enrichment and/or 
alteration of the natural flow 
regime or habitat.

National 
Bottom Line

200 200

D >200 >200

Regular and/or extended-duration 
nuisance blooms reflecting high 
nutrient enrichment and/or 
significant alteration of the natural 
flow regime or habitat.

1. Classes are streams and rivers defined according to types in the River Environment 
Classification (REC). The Productive periphyton class is defined by the combination of REC 
“Dry” Climate categories (i.e. Warm-Dry (WD) and Cool-Dry (CD)) and REC Geology 
categories that have naturally high levels of nutrient enrichment due to their catchment geology 
(i.e. Soft-Sedimentary (SS), Volcanic Acidic (VA) and Volcanic Basic (VB)). Therefore the 
productive category is defined by the following REC defined types: WD/SS, WD/VB, WD/VA, 
CD/SS, CD/VB, CD/VA. The Default class includes all REC types not in the Productive class.

2. Based on a monthly monitoring regime. The minimum record length for grading a site based 
on periphyton (chl-a) is 3 years. 
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Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater Body 
Type

Rivers

Attribute Nitrate (Toxicity)

Attribute Unit mg NO3-N/L  (milligrams nitrate-nitrogen per litre)

Attribute State Numeric Attribute State Narrative Attribute State

 
Annual 
Median

Annual 95th 
Percentile

 

A ≤1.0 ≤1.5
High conservation value system. 
Unlikely to be effects even on sensitive 
species

B >1.0 and ≤2.4 >1.5 and ≤3.5
Some growth effect on up to 5% of 
species.

C >2.4 and ≤6.9 >3.5 and ≤9.8 Growth effects on up to 20% of species 
(mainly sensitive species such as fish). 
No acute effects.National Bottom 

Line
6.9 9.8

D >6.9 >9.8

Impacts on growth of multiple species, 
and starts approaching acute impact 
level (ie  risk of death) for sensitive 
species at higher concentrations (>20 
mg/L)
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Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater 
Body Type

Lakes and rivers

Attribute Ammonia (Toxicity)

Attribute Unit mg NH4-N/L  (milligrams ammoniacal-nitrogen per litre)

Attribute State Numeric Attribute State Narrative Attribute State

 
Annual 
Median*

Annual 
Maximum*

 

A ≤0.03 ≤0.05
99% species protection level: No 
observed effect on any species tested

B >0.03 and ≤0.24 >0.05 and ≤0.40
95% species protection level: Starts 
impacting occasionally on the 5% most 
sensitive species

C >0.24 and ≤1.30 >0.40 and ≤2.20 80% species protection level: Starts 
impacting regularly on the 20% most 
sensitive species (reduced survival of 
most sensitive species)National 

Bottom Line
1.30 2.20

D >1.30 >2.20
Starts approaching acute impact level 
(ie  risk of death) for sensitive species

* Based on pH 8 and temperature of 20⁰C. 

   Compliance with the numeric attribute states should be undertaken after pH adjustment.
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B ≥7.0 and <8.0 ≥5.0 and <7.5

Occasional minor stress on 
sensitive organisms caused 
by short periods (a few hours 
each day) of lower dissolved 
oxygen. Risk of reduced 
abundance of sensitive fish and 
macroinvertebrate species.

C ≥5.0 and <7.0 ≥4.0 and <5.0

Moderate stress on a number 
of aquatic organisms caused 
by dissolved oxygen levels 
exceeding preference levels for 
periods of several hours each 
day. Risk of sensitive fish and 
macroinvertebrate species being 
lost.

National 
Bottom Line

5.0 4.0

D <5.0 <4.0

Significant, persistent stress on 
a range of aquatic organisms 
caused by dissolved oxygen 
exceeding tolerance levels. 
Likelihood of local extinctions 
of keystone species and loss of 
ecological integrity.

1. The mean value of 7 consecutive daily minimum values.

2. The lowest daily minimum across the whole summer period.

Value Ecosystem health

Freshwater 
Body Type

Rivers (below point sources) 

Attribute Dissolved Oxygen

Attribute Unit mg/L  (milligrams per litre)

Attribute State Numeric Attribute State Narrative Attribute State

 

7-day mean 
minimum1 (Summer 
Period: 1 November 
to 30th April)

1-day  minimum2 
(Summer Period: 
1 November to 
30th April)

 

A ≥8.0 ≥7.5 

No stress caused by low dissolved 
oxygen on any aquatic organisms 
that are present at matched 
reference (near-pristine) sites.
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Value Human health for recreation
Freshwater 
Body Type

Lakes and rivers

Attribute E. coli* 
Attribute Unit E. coli/100 mL (number of E. coli per hundred millilitres)

Attribute State
Numeric 
Attribute State 

Sampling 
Statistic

Narrative Attribute State

A ≤260

Annual 
median

People are exposed to a very low risk 
of infection (less than 0.1% risk) from 
contact with water during activities 
with occasional immersion and some 
ingestion of water (such as wading and 
boating)

95th  percentile

People are exposed to a low risk 
of infection (up to 1% risk) when 
undertaking activities likely to involve 
full immersion.

B >260 and ≤540

Annual 
median

People are exposed to a low risk of 
infection (less than 1% risk) from 
contact with water during activities 
with occasional immersion and some 
ingestion of water (such as wading and 
boating).

95th  percentile

People are exposed to a moderate 
risk of infection (less than 5% risk) 
when undertaking activities likely to 
involve full immersion. 540 / 100ml 
is the minimum acceptable state 
for activities likely to involve full 
immersion.

C >540 and ≤1000
Annual 
median

People are exposed to a moderate risk 
of infection (less than 5% risk) from 
contact with water during activities 
with occasional immersion and some 
ingestion of water (such as wading 
and boating). People are exposed to a 
high risk of infection (greater than 5% 
risk) from contact with water during 
activities likely to involve immersion.

National 
Bottom Line

1000
Annual 
median

D >1000
Annual 
median

People are exposed to a high risk of 
infection (greater than 5% risk) from 
contact with water during activities 
with occasional immersion and some 
ingestion of water (such as wading and 
boating).

*Escherichia coli
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Value Human health for recreation

Freshwater Body 
Type

Lakes and lake fed rivers

Attribute Cyanobacteria - Planktonic

Attribute Unit
Biovolume -  mm3/L (cubic millimetres per litre) OR Cell Count - cells/
mL (cells per millilitre)

Attribute State Numeric Attribute State Narrative Attribute State

  80th percentile*  

A

≤0.5 mm3/L  biovolume equivalent 
for the combined total of all 
cyanobacteria  OR 

≤500 cells/mL of total 
cyanobacteria

Risk exposure from cyanobacteria 
is no different to that in natural 
conditions (from any contact with 
fresh water).

B N/A  

C

>0.5 and ≤1.8 mm3/L biovolume 
equivalent of potentially toxic 
cyanobacteria OR 

>0.5 and ≤10 mm3/L total 
biovolume of all cyanobacteria Low risk of health effects from 

exposure to cyanobacteria (from 
any contact with fresh water).

National Bottom 
Line

1.8 mm3/L Biovolume equivalent 
of potentially toxic cyanobacteria 
OR 

10 mm3/L total biovolume of all 
cyanobacteria

D

Biovolume equivalent of >1.8 
mm3/L of potentially toxic 
cyanobacteria OR >10 mm3/L total 
biovolume of all cyanobacteria

Potential health risks (eg, 
respiratory, irritation and allergy 
symptoms) exist from exposure to 
cyanobacteria (from any contact 
with fresh water).

* The 80th percentile must be calculated using a minimum of 12 samples collected over 3 years. 

30 samples collected over 3 years is recommended.
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APPENDIX 3: Existing infrastructure for the purposes of Policy CA3(b)

[Editor’s note: This appendix is currently empty.]
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APPENDIX 4: Freshwater management units and periods of time for transition under 
Policy CA4

[Editor’s note: This appendix is currently empty.]
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1. Executive summary 
1.1 This report contains a review of the relevant key documents used in developing the 

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM), drawing on the literature 
summarised in Part One to answer a number of questions around the original intent of the 
NPSFM outstanding freshwater body (OFWB) provisions. 

1.2 Key conclusions from the literature review are as follows:  

a. Despite some substantial changes to the NPSFM OFWB provisions over the last seven 
years, the intent to protect OFWBs over other freshwater bodies has remained the 
same since 2008; 

b. A nationally consistent framework based on existing case law and the National 
Objectives Framework (NOF) process needs to be established to enable OFWBs to be 
identified under the NPSFM; 

c. In order to qualify as outstanding, a water body will need to have at least one value 
that is outstanding on a regional or national basis; 

d. The NPSFM provisions should only result in a small number of water bodies being 
identified as outstanding across the country; and 

e. Criteria to identify OFWBs should be similar to that of a Water Conservation Order 
(WCO) but in a regional context.  

 

2. Purpose  
2.1 The purpose of this paper is to carry out a review of the relevant key documents used in 

developing the NPSFM and drawing on the literature summarised in Part One, to answer a 
number of questions around the intent of the NPSFM provisions.  

2.2 This review will specifically address the NPSFM, discussing the key changes between the 
proposed 2008 NPSFM, 2011 NPSFM and the 2014 NPSFM in regard to OFWBs, the intent 
behind those provisions and the associated implications for Regional Councils.  

2.3 At the end of this review it is intended that the following questions will be answered: 

a. What were the key changes to the OFWB provisions in the proposed 2008 NPSFM, the 
2011 NPSFM and the 2014 NPSFM, and associated implications? 

b. What was the intent behind the NPSFM OFWB provisions? 

c. Why does MfE guidance state it expects there to be only a small number of OFWBs 
identified across New Zealand? 

d. Did the NPSFM development contemplate and describe the relationship between 
WCOs and OFWBs as per the NPSFM? 

e. Did the NPSFM development contemplate whether a water body should be regarded 
as outstanding if it only has one outstanding value or is it the overall characteristics of 
the water body that should be assessed? 
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f. Did the NPSFM development contemplate whether a water body should be 
outstanding in a regional or national context?  

g. Did the NPSFM development contemplate whether a water body should be 
outstanding for values that are not intrinsic to that water body e.g. gravel extraction, 
irrigation or hydro-generation? 

h. Did the NPSFM development contemplate the level of protection accorded to a water 
body once it is deemed outstanding under the NPSFM?  

2.4 The review will be used to inform the Community Environment Fund (CEF) project being 
undertaken by Hawke’s Bay Regional Council and Auckland Council in conjunction with the 
Ministry for the Environment (MfE). The CEF project proposes to develop a set of clear and 
consistent criteria for assessing and identifying OFWBs, and associated methodology for 
applying the criteria, that can be used by practitioners and decision-makers throughout 
New Zealand for the assessment and identification of OFWBs for the purposes of the 
NPSFM. 

 

3. Documents reviewed  
3.1 For the purposes of this literature review, the key documents reviewed in Literature 

Review One: Part One: Stocktake are detailed below. Not all of this literature is specifically 
discussed in this summary report due to the limited amount of information some of the 
literature contained on OFWBs. 

a. Ministry for the Environment. July 2008. Proposed National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management. Section 32 Evaluation. 

b. Board of Inquiry. January 2010. Report and Recommendations of the Board of Inquiry 
into the Proposed National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 

c. Land and Water Forum. September 2010. Report of the Land and Water Forum: A 
Fresh Start for Fresh Water 

d. Ministry for the Environment. January 2011, National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management 2011: Summary of Board of Inquiry Recommendations and Minister for 
the Environment’s Decision.  

e. Ministry for the Environment, May 2011, Cabinet Paper, National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management.  

f. Ministry for the Environment. November 2011. National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management 2011: Implementation Guide. 

g. Ministry for the Environment. April 2011. Proposed National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management. Section 32 Evaluation. 

h. Land and Water Forum, April 2012. Second Report of the Land and Water Forum: 
Setting Limits for Water Quality and Quantity, and Freshwater Policy and Plan-Making 
through Collaboration. 

i. Ministry for the Environment, November 2012, Briefing note: Water Reform: Draft 
Cabinet papers. 
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j. Ministry for the Environment, November 2012, Cabinet Paper, Water Reform Paper 
Two: Objective and Limit setting under the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management 2011. 

k. Ministry for the Environment, November 2012, Regulatory Impact Statement: Fresh 
Start for Fresh Water – Objective and Limit Setting.  

l. Ministry for the Environment. March 2013. Freshwater Reform 2013 and beyond.  

m. Ministry for the Environment, June 2014, Cabinet Paper, Freshwater Programme: 
Amendments to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management. 

n. Ministry for the Environment. July 2014. National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management 2014: Summary of Recommendations and Minister for the 
Environment’s Decision.  

o. Ministry for the Environment. July 2014. Report and Recommendations on the 
Proposed Amendments to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 
and Public Submissions.  

p. Ministry for the Environment. July 2014. Proposed Amendments to the National Policy 
Statement for Freshwater Management 2011. Section 32AA Evaluation. 

q. Ministry for the Environment. November 2014. National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management 2014: Draft Implementation Guide. 

r. Ministry for the Environment. August 2015.  A Guide to the National Policy Statement 
for Freshwater Management 2014. 

 

4. Common abbreviations in this report 
MFE Ministry for the Environment  

NPSFM National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 

OFWB Outstanding Freshwater Body(ies)  

WCO Water Conservation Order(s) 

NOF National Objectives Framework (in 2014 NPSFM) 

RMA Resource Management Act 1991 

RIS Regulatory Impact Statement 

CEF Community Environment Fund 
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5. Key changes to the National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management outstanding freshwater 
body provisions and associated implications  

5.1 There have been a number of changes to the NPSFM OFWB provisions between 2008 and 
2014. This section summarises these changes and associated implications that have 
occurred over this time. 

5.2 All versions of the NPSFM have recognised that OFWBs are a limited class of water bodies 
which warrant special protection, albeit in slightly different ways as summarised in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: Summary of outstanding freshwater body provisions in various NPSFM versions 2008 - 2014

Provision  Proposed 2008 NPSFM  2011 NPSFM  2014 NPSFM  

Definition:  
Outstanding 
freshwater 
bodies1   

Means those Freshwater 
Resources of a region 
whose Notable Values 
and/or Tangata Whenua 
Values and Interests are 
such as to require that 
priority be given to 
protection in order to 
achieve the purpose of 
the Act. 

Those water bodies with 
outstanding values, 
including ecological, 
landscape, recreational 
and spiritual values. 

Those water bodies 
identified in a regional 
policy statement or 
regional plan as having 
outstanding values, 
including ecological, 
landscape, recreational 
and spiritual values. 
 

Protection 
afforded to 
outstanding 
freshwater 
bodies 

Protection of notable 
values  (including 
potential values) of 
outstanding water 
bodies    

Protection of the quality 
of outstanding water 
bodies 

Protection of significant 
values of outstanding 
water bodies  

How 
outstanding 
freshwater 
bodies can be 
protected2 

By the setting of quality 
and quantity limits  

By the setting of quality 
limits  
 

By the setting of quality 
and quantity limits  

 

Proposed 2008 NPSFM 
5.3 The proposed 2008 NPSFM sought the protection of notable values (including potential 

values) of OFWBs via the setting of water quality and quantity standards. This version of 
the NPSFM prioritised the management of OFWBs however, protection was only given to 
notable values being scientific, ecological and biodiversity, cultural and recreational values, 
meaning other values were not given increased protection (whether outstanding or not). 

                                                           
1 Referred to as ‘outstanding freshwater resources’ in the proposed 2008 NPSFM. 
2 Note: The NPSFM does not limit the protection of OFWBs solely to the setting of quality and quantity limits, the regional 
council may choose to use a ‘toolbox’ approach which includes both regulatory and non-regulatory methods. 
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5.4 The proposed NPSFM provisions were formally notified in 2008 and submissions were 
assessed via a Board of Inquiry process. After assessing submissions, the Board 
recommended amending the OFWB provisions deciding not to carry forward the concepts 
contained in the 2008 proposed NPSFM. This was based on the following conclusions: 

a. The values of freshwater are wider than just ecological values, and should be widened 
to include ecosystem processes and indigenous species and their associated 
ecosystems; 

b. The setting of these flows and levels needs to be done over time for all water bodies, 
not just those that are outstanding; and  

c. When setting environmental flows and levels, the range of values to be considered 
need to be wider than notable values, e.g. security of supply for domestic and 
municipal supplies is only one of many values (including intrinsic values) that should 
be considered. 

2011 NPSFM 
5.5 In 2011, in accordance with the Board of Inquiry recommendations, the Minister for the 

Environment made some substantial changes to the OFWB provisions in the proposed 
NPSFM. In particular, the reference to ‘notable values’ was replaced with a requirement to 
protect the quality of OFWBs, and the ability to set flows and levels with a specific focus on 
protecting OFWBs was replaced to require flows and levels to be set for all freshwater 
bodies in a region.  

5.6 The result of these changes was that the protection for OFWBs was narrowed to the 
quality of the water body and the priority for protecting OFWBs was removed in favour of 
protecting all water bodies. Accordingly, the amendments did not result in the overall 
protection of OFWBs. Meaning that, while the values that could be taken into account 
were widened to encompass all values, in practice because their protection was limited to 
water quality, the water in an OFWB could continue to be allocated providing the quality 
was not being degraded, even if the decrease in quantity was having a direct impact on an 
outstanding value.  

5.7 No discussion occurs about the reduced protection for OFWBs in any of the associated 
documents to the 2011 NPSFM meaning that the decreased protection was likely 
unintentional. This is supported by information contained in a paper, presented to Cabinet 
prior to releasing the 2011 NPSFM, confirming that one of the key directions of the NPSFM 
is to protect OFWBs. Given this, it would make no sense to reduce the protection of OFWBs 
while at the same time recognising it as a key direction of the NPSFM.  

2014 NPSFM 
5.8 In 2014, the Government reviewed the 2011 NPSFM and released a summary document 

outlining the key changes. The OFWB provisions were amended alongside some more 
substantive changes, and the protection of OFWBs was widened to ensure their significant 
values could be protected through limits on both water quality and quantity.   

5.9 The changes were briefly discussed in MfE’s report and recommendations on the amended 
NPSFM, prior to adoption by the Government. However, they were not discussed in the 
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Minister’s decision or the section 32AA report because they were classed as minor and not 
considered to significantly alter the NPSFM.  

5.10 The 2014 amendments addressed the issue described in Paragraph 5.6 by ensuring all 
aspects that make a water body outstanding could be protected under the NPSFM, if 
worthy of such protection.  

5.11 It is interesting to note that MfE’s report on the proposed amendments to the NPSFM3 
states that the additional protection afforded to OFWBs in the 2014 NPSFM does not apply 
to all values, but only to those which relate to it being outstanding. This recommendation 
is not consistent with Objectives A2(a) and B4 of the 2014 NPSFM which protects the 
significant values (not just outstanding values) of OFWBs once they are identified in an RPS 
or Regional Plan. This topic is further discussed in Section 6.6. 

5.12 The definition of ‘outstanding freshwater bodies’ was also amended in the 2014 NPSFM to 
mean only those water bodies identified in a RPS or Regional Plan as outstanding. This 
change is not discussed in any of the reviewed literature, however it is assumed this took 
place to ensure that, before a water body could be deemed outstanding, it went through 
the Schedule 1 RMA process, ensuring all interests are taken into account. 

5.13 MfE’s report and recommendations on the amended NPSFM provides some interesting 
insight into the intent of the NPSFM OFWB provisions, making it clear that OFWBs are a 
limited class of freshwater bodies intended to attract additional protection over and above 
other fresh water bodies. 

Conclusions 

5.14 It is considered that the following statement contained in MfE’s recommendations to the 
Government on the 2014 NPSFM accurately sums up the intent of NPSFM provisions since 
2008: 

“Outstanding freshwater bodies are a limited class of freshwater bodies intended to attract 
additional protection over and above other fresh water bodies” 

5.15 Despite some substantial changes to the NPSFM over the last seven years, it appears that 
the intent to protect OFWBs has remained the same, with each iteration of the NPSFM 
aiming to protect the values of OFWBs in the best possible way. 

5.16 This conclusion has been based on the fact there was no discussion in any of the reviewed 
literature to indicate otherwise. The 2014 NPSFM amendments support this conclusion 
where, despite the changes providing significantly more protection for OFWBs, they were 
not discussed in the Minister’s decision or the section 32AA report because they were 
classed as minor and not considered to significantly alter the NPSFM. 

5.17 It is reasonable to assume that any major changes around the intent to change the 
management of OFWBs would have warranted significant discussion with a clear 
conclusion as to why OFWBs did not warrant such protection/or warranted more 
protection. This has not occurred in any of the reviewed literature. 

                                                           
3 Ministry for the Environment. July 2014. Report and Recommendations on the Proposed Amendments to the 
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management and Public Submissions.  
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6. Key questions  
6.1 How do regional councils determine which freshwater bodies qualify 

as outstanding as per the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management? 

6.1.1 There is a general consensus in reviewed literature that an outstanding value is a high 
threshold and an assessment framework will need to be developed so that OFWBs can be 
identified as per the NPSFM. However, how high the threshold should be and what exactly 
should qualify as outstanding is not clear in reviewed literature.  

6.1.2 While no one paper directly discusses this issue, a consistent theme emerges in the 
reviewed literature which suggests that the outstanding threshold should be up around 
that of a WCO (albeit in a regional context) or just below.   

Section 32 report 2011 
6.1.3 The first discussion around the term ‘outstanding’ takes place in the 2011 section 32 

report, which recognises the need for an assessment framework to be developed so that 
OFWBs can be identified.  

6.1.4 The section 32 report suggests a number of options to assist with identifying OFWBs from 
setting assessment matters in RPSs based on Environment Court decisions, to looking at 
existing outstanding landscape criteria and the associated processes used to identify them. 
The report makes specific reference to outstanding landscapes and WCOs noting that in 
the context of a WCO an outstanding characteristic needs to be quite out of the ordinary 
on a national basis.  

6.1.5 It is assumed the focus on outstanding landscapes and WCOs is due to significant existing 
case law and guidance around this issue as a result of section 6 and Part 9 of the RMA.  

6.1.6 There appears to be an expectation in the section 32 report that these interpretations will 
be used when developing assessment criteria for OFWBs in the context of the NPSFM 
2011. Otherwise they would not have been referred to. However, it is interesting to note 
the language used in the section 32 report (i.e. it states these interpretations should be 
investigated as opposed to saying they must be investigated) and while not the preferred 
option, this indicates that a completely new and separate understanding for ‘outstanding 
water bodies’ in the context of the NPSFM could be developed.  

6.1.7 The report places emphasis on developing a clear definition of ‘outstanding’ under the 
NPSFM to partly resolve any issues around the use of the term ‘outstanding’. However, 
looking at the current definition of outstanding, it does not appear this advice was taken 
into account when developing the NPSFM. This is likely because the authors at the time 
assumed it was more appropriate to release a document outlining national expectations 
for how OFWBs could be defined at a later date. 

6.1.8 There are no further discussions undertaken in the section 32 report on this matter. As 
such, the Cabinet paper on water reform, and the Implementation Guides are looked to for 
further guidance on this issue.  
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Cabinet paper November 2012 – water reform  
6.1.9 The paper4 presented to Cabinet in November 2012 on the water reforms, is consistent 

with the section 32 report and recognises that a nationally consistent framework needs to 
be established to enable OFWBs to be identified.  

6.1.10 The Cabinet paper recommends the proposed NOF process could underpin the framework 
together with other criteria or judgments to identify OFWBs. This is supported by the 
November 2012 RIS, which suggests using the NOF banded structure (i.e. poor, fair, good, 
excellent) to clearly identify OFWBs. 

6.1.11 The Cabinet paper does not recommend solely using the NOF process and advises that just 
because a water body is in an excellent state, it does not automatically mean the water 
body is outstanding as other judgments are necessary. 

6.1.12 While advice in the 2012 Cabinet paper differs to the 2011 section 32 report around how 
the criteria contained in a framework could be populated i.e. using the NOF process vs 
existing case law, this is likely because the NOF process was not proposed in 2011 when 
the section 32 report was published.  

6.1.13 The paper also provides some interesting advice to Cabinet around the expected future 
relationship between WCOs and the NPSFM OFWB provisions, which indicates that in the 
long term the OFWB provisions in the NPSFM would eventually replace the need for WCOs.  
While this would likely cause significant debate and opposition, it is useful information that 
indicates any set of criteria developed to identify OFWBs should be at a similar high level of 
a WCO. 

6.1.14 When considering this alongside the discussions in the section 32 report, it appears that a 
combination of approaches (NOF process + case law and existing practices) would provide 
an appropriate framework to identify OFWBs that is in accordance with the original intent 
of the NPSFM OFWB provisions. 

6.1.15 Further discussion around the OFWB provisions take place in the NPSFM Implementation 
Guides, however there is a disconnect between some of the guidance statements and the 
discussions contained in the section 32 report and Cabinet papers which needs to be 
explored further. 

NPSFM Implementation Guides 2011, 2014 (draft), 20155 
6.1.16 The NPSFM Implementation Guides were published by MfE in 2011, 2014 (draft) and 2015, 

and were designed to provide background information and commentary on the intent of 
the NPSFM.  

6.1.17 Despite some key amendments to the OFWB provisions in the 2014 NPSFM, most of the 
discussion and guidance around OFWBs in the 2011 and 2014 Guides are the same, 
however there are some differences between the advice contained in the 2011 and 2014 
Guides and the final 2015 Guide.  Of particular note, is the 2015 Guide does not contain the 

                                                           
4 Ministry for the Environment, Cabinet Paper, Water Reform Paper Two: Objective and Limit Setting under the NPSFM 
2011 (November 2012). 
5 Note: The draft 2014 Implementation Guide, was renamed ‘A Guide to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management 2014’ in the final 2015 version.  
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advice found in the 2011 and 2014 Guides that an outstanding value is a high threshold, 
and that only a small number of OFWBs are expected to be identified across New Zealand. 

6.1.18 It is interesting to note, that the 2015 Guide doesn’t offer alternative advice, and is silent 
on the threshold an OFWB would be expected to meet or the expected number of OFWB 
across New Zealand. While there is no discussion in the Guide as to why this advice was 
omitted, email exchanges with MfE personnel6 have confirmed this does not indicate a 
change in the government’s policy intent and the 2011 version of the Guide is still relevant 
and should be taken into account. 

6.1.19 A clear link can be seen between some of the information contained in the Implementation 
Guides and earlier literature associated with the NPSFM, particularly those statements in 
the 2011 and 2014 Guides confirming that an outstanding value is a high threshold and 
that only a small number of water bodies across New Zealand are expected to be identified 
as outstanding under the NPSFM.   

6.1.20 However, all three Implementation Guides go one step further than any of the other 
documents when discussing the definition of ‘outstanding water body’ and suggest that in 
order for a water body to qualify as outstanding, it can be exceptional for one particular 
attribute, for either local or national reasons. 

6.1.21 The statements could be seen as conflicting, as on one hand the 2011 and 2014 Guides are 
saying a small number of water bodies across New Zealand are expected to be deemed 
outstanding, and then on the other hand they state that a water body can be outstanding 
in relation to one attribute that can be either locally or nationally significant. 

6.1.22 Experience suggests that if a water body is being judged in a local context, assisted by the 
local community, and only needs one outstanding attribute, it is likely that more than ‘a 
few’ OFWBs will be identified per region. This combined with the omission of this advice 
from the 2015 Guide raises the question around whether it is correct to assume that the 
NPSFM only ever intended for a small number of OFWBs to be identified across New 
Zealand. 

6.1.23 As the Implementation Guides have no statutory weight and were not part of the decision 
making process prior to the NPSFM being adopted, it is important to find a connection 
between information contained in the Guides and earlier literature associated with the 
NPSFM that clearly shows the intent of the NPSFM.  

6.1.24 As such, the literature was reviewed to find out where the notion of ‘only a small number 
of outstanding water bodies across New Zealand’ came from; if a water body needs to 
possess one outstanding value, or whether ‘outstanding’ should be judged in the context of 
the overall characteristics of the water body; and whether outstanding characteristics of a 
water body need to be outstanding on a national or regional basis. 

 

6.2 One outstanding value or several? 
6.2.1 The next question is whether ‘outstanding’ should be judged in the context of the overall 

characteristics of the water body, or whether one outstanding value is enough.  
                                                           
6 Pers comm with Jonny Osborne et al via email.  
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6.2.2 The Implementation Guides clearly state one outstanding value is enough, which (as 
discussed in Paragraph 6.1.22) means, there is likely to be more than a few OFWBs in each 
region, and certainly many more than “a small number throughout New Zealand”. This 
directly conflicts with Paragraph 6.4.10 which concludes that an underlying assumption of 
the NPSFM is that only a small number of OFWBs should be identified across the country. 

6.2.3 Bearing in mind the significance of this issue and the fact that the Implementation Guides 
have no statutory weight, documents released prior to the adoption of the NPSFM were 
reviewed to see if there was a clear intent when developing the NPSFM that this should be 
the case. 

6.2.4 No link could be found between statements in the Implementation Guides and any of the 
other reviewed literature on this matter. In the absence of direction on this matter, this 
issue could be potentially addressed by developing criteria which allows a water body to be 
outstanding for one particular feature but also meets the key underlying assumption of the 
NPSFM which ensures only a small number of outstanding water bodies are identified 
across New Zealand. This would likely be achieved by setting criteria (and associated 
thresholds) at an appropriate high level to limit water bodies (being judged in a local 
context) triggering OFWB status due to one characteristic7. 

6.2.5 Notwithstanding, it is generally considered that an outstanding water body will likely have 
several outstanding values, and associated exceptional characteristics, which makes it 
outstanding. This is consistent with experience which suggests that in most cases it is very 
apparent when a water body is outstanding and there are usually a number of values and 
associated characteristics that make it so. 

6.2.6 However, allowing one feature to trigger ‘outstanding water body status’ will ensure that 
in those exceptional circumstances where a water body only has only one extremely 
special characteristic it can be protected e.g. a degraded water body may support a 
nationally important rare species and warrant protection solely on this matter.  

 

6.3 Nationally or regionally outstanding? 
6.3.1 The last question relates to whether outstanding characteristics of a water body need to be 

outstanding on a national or regional basis. There is limited discussion on this issue in 
literature reviewed. Only the Implementation Guides refer to OFWBs being classed as 
outstanding in a local, regional or national context. 

6.3.2 While no other literature directly discusses this issue, as discussed in Paragraph 6.1.13 the 
2012 Cabinet paper on water reform leads towards the conclusion that an outstanding 
characteristic should be up around the threshold of a WCO. Assuming this is correct, a 
decision needs to be made around whether an outstanding value should be the same as a 
WCO on a national basis, or if an outstanding value should be the same as a WCO but in a 
regional context. 

6.3.3 Philip Milne’s opinion piece on the NPSFM in November 2011 acknowledges that an 
argument could be formed either way, noting that on one hand since the NPSFM is a 

                                                           
7 This task is associated with the CEF project and will be progressed in the next phase of this project.  
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national document, the term could be interpreted as being nationally outstanding, 
however, on the other hand since the NPSFM is designed to be implemented at a regional 
level, outstanding should be determined in a regional context. 

6.3.4 Philip Milne concludes that the stronger argument is for the term outstanding being 
interpreted in a regional context. This conclusion is supported by reviewed literature which 
consistently discusses OFWBs in a regional context. For example, the 2012 Cabinet paper 
states that enough OFWBs need to be identified to adequately protect regional and 
national interests; the 2011 section 32 report talks about Regional Councils working with 
regional communities to assist in determining what constitutes outstanding; and MfE’s 
report and recommendations on the amended 2014 NPSFM, talks about the significant 
values of OFWBs bearing in mind regional circumstances. These are just a few examples. 

6.3.5 While there is not a significant amount of information on this issue, it seems clear that it 
was the intent of the NPSFM to determine OFWBs in a regional context. This is consistent 
with Philip Mine’s opinion piece on the NPSFM water body provisions, and the advice 
contained in the Implementation Guides. This is further supported in all reviewed literature 
which discuss the NPSFM OFWB provisions in a regional context. 

6.3.6 When considering this alongside the findings in Paragraphs 6.1.13 and 6.4.6, a conclusion 
can be drawn that the OFWB criteria should be at a level of a WCO but in a regional 
context. This is consistent with reviewed literature, and would ensure the best of the best 
water bodies in each region would be protected, while addressing concerns raised in the 
2012 Cabinet paper and RIS on water reforms which highlight the risks around too many 
water bodies being deemed outstanding and potentially restricting development 
opportunities, or too few being deemed outstanding and not adequately protecting 
regional interests. 

6.3.7 Expecting values of a water body to be outstanding only on a national basis would likely 
result in a low number of OFWBs identified across New Zealand (i.e. there are only 15 
WCOs in New Zealand since 1984), with potentially some regions having none. This 
approach would not adequately protect regional interests. 

 

6.4 How many outstanding freshwater bodies are expected to be 
identified throughout New Zealand? 

6.4.1 There is consensus in reviewed literature that there will be a small number of OFWBs 
identified throughout New Zealand as a result of the NPSFM. However, due to conflicting 
advice in the three NPSFM Implementation Guides (discussed in Paragraph 6.2.2), 
questions have been raised if this assumption is consistent with the original intent of the 
NPSFM. 

6.4.2 To resolve this issue, relevant literature was researched to see if any discussion took place 
around why only a small number of OWFBs are expected to be identified across New 
Zealand. It is essential that this issue is resolved prior to developing a set of criteria to 
identify OWFBs, to ensure the criteria are pitched at an appropriate level. 
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6.4.3 Advice on this matter first dates back to May 2011 in a paper8 presented to Cabinet to 
formally sign off the 2011 NPSFM and allow its release. The paper confirms that a key focus 
of the NPSFM is the protection of OFWBs and that only a small number of outstanding 
water bodies should be protected. 

6.4.4 While not specified, it has been assumed that the associated RISs and cost benefit analyses 
for the NPSFM 2011 were based on this assumption as well9. 

6.4.5 The OFWB provisions are then discussed in the 2011 Implementation Guide, which 
specifies that only a small number of water bodies are expected to be deemed outstanding 
across New Zealand. Interestingly, the Guide states that Objective A210 recognises that 
there is a small number of OFWBs across the country that should be protected. However, 
no further discussion takes place around this statement. 

6.4.6 The provisions are not discussed again until November 2012 in a paper presented to 
Cabinet outlining proposals for improving parts of the NPSFM 201111. While the paper 
doesn’t directly discuss the expected number of OFWBs across New Zealand, it does 
indicate a close tie between WCOs and the NPSFM OFWB provisions and implies that in the 
long term the NPSFM OFWB provisions may replace WCOs. This is further supported by 
comments in a briefing paper prepared for Cabinet in November 2012 on the core 
elements of the water reform12, which states that in the longer term the role of WCOs will 
need to be considered in the reformed freshwater management system (i.e. under the 
NPSFM). 

6.4.7 While the replacement of WCOs with the NPSFM OFWB provisions would likely cause 
significant debate and opposition, it is useful information that indicates the original intent 
around the NPSFM OFWB provisions. This is relevant and shows that any criteria developed 
to identify OFWBs should be at a similarly high level of a WCO, which would subsequently 
result in a small number of OFWBs. 

6.4.8 Further discussion in the 2012 Cabinet paper highlights potential concerns around the wide 
interpretation of OFWBs in the NPSFM and expects this to be an area of debate in regional 
planning processes. Cabinet is advised that if too many water bodies are considered 
outstanding there will be missed development opportunities, or if too few are identified as 
outstanding then regional and national interests will not be adequately protected. Identical 
risks are raised in the RIS prepared for Cabinet in November 2012 about objective and limit 
setting under the NPSFM.  

6.4.9 The 2011 and 2012 Cabinet papers and 2012 RIS all indicate a desire for only a small 
number of water bodies to be identified as outstanding across the country. This is 
consistent with information contained in MfE’s report and recommendations on the 
amended NPSFM, and the Draft 2014 Implementation Guide, which note that OFWBs are a 

                                                           
8 Ministry for the Environment, Cabinet Paper, National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, May 2011. 
9 i.e. there is an implied expectation in the 2011 section 32 report that criteria will be high level based around existing 
interpretations of outstanding (i.e. in Environment Court decisions). The higher the level of the criteria the smaller the 
number of water bodies deemed outstanding. 
10 Objective A2 of the NPSFM protects the quality of water of outstanding freshwater bodies. 
11 Ministry for the Environment, Cabinet Paper, Water Reform Paper Two: Objective and Limit setting under the NPSFM, 
Nov. 2012. 
12 Ministry for the Environment, Briefing Note: Water Reform: Draft Cabinet Paper, Nov. 2012. 
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limited class of freshwater bodies, and only a small number of OFWBs are expected to be 
identified throughout the country, respectively.  

Conclusions 

6.4.10 There is clear intent in reviewed literature that the NPSFM OFWB provisions should only 
result in a small number of water bodies being identified as outstanding across the country 
(i.e. the best of the best in a regional context). All literature reviewed either directly or 
indirectly supports this conclusion. 

6.4.11 Cabinet signed off the NPSFM based on advice discussed in Paragraph 6.4.3 that indicates 
only a small number of water bodies would be identified as outstanding across New 
Zealand. This appears to have been an underlying assumption of the NPSFM OFWB 
provisions which may have alleviated potential risks raised in the 2012 RIS around the loss 
in development potential if too many water bodies are identified as outstanding across 
New Zealand. 

6.4.12 Significant weight is accorded to this fact. If another assumption around the numbers of 
OFWBs was made, the associated RISs and cost benefit analysis would have been 
calculated differently which may have affected the final version of the NPSFM. 

6.4.13 This conclusion is further supported by the 2012 Cabinet paper and 2012 briefing paper 
which both imply the NPSFM OFWB criteria would be of a level up around a WCO, which is 
consistent with the assumption that the NPSFM provisions will result in a small number of 
OFWBs. 

 

6.5 Once a freshwater body has been deemed outstanding what 
protection is accorded to it? 

6.5.1 While it is clear that the NPSFM requires the protection of significant values of OFWBs, it is 
unclear what level of protection should be provided to these significant values under the 
NPSFM. For example, once freshwater bodies are deemed outstanding, should the 
‘protection’ be absolute where no adverse effects on significant values can occur under any 
circumstances, or should the ‘protection’ be softer where adverse effects will generally be 
avoided. 

6.5.2 There is limited discussion around the term ‘protection’ in the context of the NPSFM OFWB 
provisions, with only the 2011 section 32 and the Implementation Guides briefly discussing 
this matter. However, while the 2012 Cabinet paper on water reform and the 2012 RIS on 
objective and limit setting do not directly discuss the term protection, they identify some 
risks around the OFWB provisions which are relevant to this discussion. 

6.5.3 There is consensus in this literature that the term ‘protecting’ sets a high standard, with 
the 2011 section 32 report noting that the term ‘protection’ is consistent with two of the 
properties set in section 6 of the RMA13. This is further supported by statements in the 
2011 section 32 report, the 2012 Cabinet paper and 2012 RIS which all note a key risk of 

                                                           
13 indigenous vegetation, natural features and landscapes 
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the NPSFM OFWB provisions being that if too many water bodies are deemed outstanding, 
their development potential will be limited, i.e. due to the high level of protection. 

6.5.4 However, discussion differs in reviewed literature around whether some minor effects on 
OFWBs may be accepted in the right circumstances. 

6.5.5 This is apparent when comparing advice in the 2011, 2014 and 2015 NPSFM 
Implementation Guides. The language used in the 2011 Guide implies that some minor 
effects on an OFWB may be acceptable by stating that generally the adverse effects on the 
quality of the water in an OFWB will be avoided, whereas the draft 2014 Guide implies that 
no adverse effects will be acceptable under any circumstances by stating that adverse 
effects on significant values will be avoided on OFWBs.  

6.5.6 The 2015 Guide implies that some adverse effects may be allowed, noting however that 
adverse effects on the significant values of the water body may need to be avoided in some 
instances to provide for those values. The 2015 Guide qualifies this statement by advising 
that, while degradation of some aspects of the water quality of an OFWB is allowable, that 
degradation cannot be at the expense of the OFWB significant values. The 2011 section 32 
report is more aligned to the thinking in the 2011 Implementation Guide, noting that while 
the term ‘protecting’ sets a high standard it is not absolute and in some circumstances a 
OFWB may be able to be protected while allowing a level of use. However, this is not 
discussed further, and it is unclear if the section 32 report is only referring to a level of use 
being allowed where there are no adverse effects. The 2014 section 32AA report does not 
discuss this issue and therefore cannot be compared to the 2014 and 2015 Implementation 
Guides. 

Conclusions 

6.5.7 There is a clear intent in reviewed literature that protection of an OFWB is set at a high 
standard. However, whether or not this protection is absolute, or whether some minor 
effects can occur on significant values in some circumstances, is something that is 
inconclusive from the literature reviewed. 

6.5.8 There is not enough information in reviewed literature to make a recommendation on this 
issue. While the difference in wording in the 2011, 2014 and 2015 Implementation Guides 
has been purposely changed from “effects will be generally avoided” to “effects will be 
avoided”, to “effects may need to be avoided, in some instances, to provide for those 
values”, there is no clear link to earlier literature indicating the original intent of the 
NPSFM provisions around this matter. 

6.5.9 For reasons mentioned in Paragraph 6.1.23, it is desirable to find a link between guidance 
material and earlier literature so the intent of the NPSFM provisions can be clearly seen. 
Without this, it is suggested that existing case law, with a specific focus on the level of 
protection afforded to WCOs, and whether some level of use is still tolerated, and good 
practice examples are looked at to inform this decision. However, it is noted that this work 
does not form part of the CEF project and will be progressed in the future at a later date. 
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6.6 What is an outstanding value and what is a significant value?  
6.6.1 Having reviewed the NPSFM 2014’s OFWB-related provisions as a whole, it is clear that the 

NPSFM 2014 contains a two-step process for identifying and protecting outstanding 
freshwater bodies. Firstly, as per the definition of ‘outstanding freshwater bodies’ water 
bodies must be identified in a regional plan or RPS as having outstanding values to be 
identified as an OFWB under the NPSFM. Secondly, after a water body is identified in a RPS 
or Regional Plan as having outstanding values, Objectives A2(a) and B4 of the NPSFM then 
go on to direct the OFWB’s significant values be protected.  

6.6.2 There is limited guidance in the NPSFM around outstanding and significant values.  The 
difference in terminology used in the OFWB definition and Objectives A2(a) and B4 (i.e. 
outstanding values vs significant values) raises two key questions:   

1. are ‘outstanding values’ referred to in the definition of outstanding water bodies the 
same or different to ‘significant values’ referred to in Objectives A2 and B4, and 

2. are outstanding values and significant values restricted to intrinsic and biophysical 
values, or can they include consumptive and economics use values such as irrigation 
and energy. 

6.6.3 While Question 1 is important to the future implementation of the NPSFM, it forms part of 
the protection discussion which is not within the scope of the CEF project (under which this 
Literature Review is a sub-task). As per the CEF project purpose, the focus will be on 
developing a set of criteria that can be used to identify if a water body has any outstanding 
values as per the NPSFM definition for OFWB, not criteria for identifying/protecting 
significant values.  

6.6.4 While Question 1 will not be further discussed, it is noted that the discussion by MfE in the 
report and recommendations on the NPSFM14 states that the additional protection 
afforded to OFWBs should not apply to all values, but only to those which relate to it being 
outstanding. This is briefly discussed in Paragraph 5.11. 

6.6.5 In response to Question 2, it is clear from the literature reviewed that the 2014 NPSFM 
intentionally uses the terms ‘outstanding values’ and ‘significant values’ to constrain the 
type of values protected under the OFWB provisions.  

6.6.6 However, there is limited literature on this topic, and it is unclear as to whether 
outstanding values and significant values were intended to be confined to intrinsic and 
biophysical values only (such as ecosystem health and water quality) or whether 
outstanding and significant values can include uses and potential uses by people (such as 
water supply, irrigation and hydro-generation). It is noted that the 2014 NPSFM’s definition 
of ‘outstanding freshwater bodies’ only makes reference to “recreational” values as a 
potential use value of an OFWB. The literature relevant to this matter has been 
summarised below.   

                                                           
14 Ministry for the Environment. July 2014. Report and Recommendations on the Proposed Amendments to the National 
Policy Statement for Freshwater Management and Public Submissions.  
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Proposed 2008 NPSFM 
6.6.7 The proposed 2008 NPSFM restricted the protection of OFWB to their notable values 

(including potential values) being scientific, ecological and biodiversity, cultural and 
recreational values. In this way protection was not given to other value sets whether 
outstanding or not. The NPSFM contained a definition for both ‘notable values’ and 
‘outstanding freshwater resources’ as follows: 

Outstanding freshwater resources: means those Freshwater Resources of a region 
whose Notable Values and/or Tangata Whenua Values and interests are such as to 
require that priority be given to protection in order to achieve the purpose of the 
Act. 

And  

Notable Values: in relation to any Freshwater Resource includes: 

(a)  Scientific, ecological and biodiversity values: 

(b)  Cultural values: 

(c)  Recreational (including contact recreational; e.g., swimming) values. 

6.6.8 There is no discussion in the section 32 report for the proposed 2008 NPSFM around why 
these particular values were chosen as notable and others not. However, it is clear from 
the narrow definition of ‘notable values’ that the proposed 2008 NPSFM did not 
contemplate recognition or protection for consumptive and economic use values under the 
OFWB provisions.  

2011 NPSFM 
6.6.9 In the final version of the 2011 NPSFM, the definition of OFWBs was amended to include 

those water bodies with outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, recreational 
and spiritual values, and the reference to ‘notable values’ was removed and replaced with 
a requirement to protect the quality of OFWBs through Objective A2(a).  

6.6.10 The amendments enabled all values of water bodies to be taken into account and assessed 
for ‘outstanding’ thresholds, however, as discussed in Paragraph 5.6 their protection was 
limited to the NPSFM’s water quality objectives15, which restricted the extent to which 
some values could be protected.   

6.6.11 This change was consistent with the Board of Inquiry’s recommendation on the proposed 
NPSFM, where the Board notes that the range of values considered for all water bodies 
should be widened to include all values, rather than a particular focus on notable values.  
To clarify, the Board noted that the security of supply for domestic and municipal supplies 
is only one of many values (including intrinsic values) that should be considered. However 
it is noted this discussion takes place in the context of all water bodies, not just in relation 
to OFWBs. 

                                                           
15 NPSFM 2011 Objective A2. Not water quantity Objectives B1 to B4. 
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6.6.12 It is reiterated that while the 2011 NPSFM widened its scope around outstanding values in 
the definition, its objective was to protect the quality of outstanding water bodies rather 
than the values themselves.  

6.6.13 No discussion is contained in the MfE’s decision on the 2011 NPSFM or the associated 
Implementation Guide around whether outstanding values or significant values should 
include both intrinsic and consumptive use values. 

2014 NPSFM 
6.6.14 The definition for OFWBs was further amended in the 2014 NPSFM as follows: 

“Outstanding freshwater bodies: are those water bodies identified in a regional policy 
statement or regional plan as having outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, 
recreational and spiritual values”. 

6.6.15 The NPSFM Objectives were also amended to ensure that an OFWB’s significant values 
were protected (i.e. Objectives A2(a) and B4).  

6.6.16 The amendments in the 2014 NPSFM did not change the test as to what makes a water 
body outstanding (i.e. those with outstanding values) from the 2011 version.  The key 
changes were around the protection of OFWBs and the requirement for either a RPS or 
Regional Plan to identify water bodies as outstanding before being officially recognised 
under the NPSFM as an OFWB.  

6.6.17 There is no discussion in reviewed literature directly around whether outstanding values or 
significant values should include both intrinsic and consumptive use values. However, the 
discussion in the section 32AA report, and the November 2012 RIS suggest that both 
intrinsic and consumptive use values could potentially be classed as an outstanding value 
for a water body.   

6.6.18 Specifically, the section 32AA report states that the NOF process in the NPSFM provides for 
the identification of significant values for OFWBs.  This is further supported by the earlier 
November 2012 RIS which suggests using the NOF banded structure to clearly identify 
OFWBs. However, it is noted that the NOF banded structure relates to water quality only, 
which would limit the types of consumptive uses it would cover.   

6.6.19 The national values of freshwater in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM include both intrinsic and 
consumptive use values. The NOF process requires all national values to be considered 
when developing freshwater objectives. Given this, if the full NOF process is relied on then 
both intrinsic and use values could be deemed ‘significant’ for an OFWB. 

6.6.20 However, there is no clear link between this conclusion and discussions in other literature. 
MfE’s report and recommendation on the 2014 NPSFM states that Regional Councils and 
communities are better placed to define the significant values relevant to any OFWBs, 
given that significant values will vary from region to region and between freshwater. For 
these reasons the NPSFM does not contain a definition for ‘significant values’. 

6.6.21 This advice reiterates the content of the 2014 Implementation Guide. There, the guidance 
states that significant values and how to protect them will need to be determined 
according to regional community preferences (e.g. a wetland or water body may have a 
significant value related to native biodiversity, fisheries, geomorphology, culture, science, 
recreation or landscape). 
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6.6.22 It is interesting to note that all of the examples (shown in in brackets) given when referring 
to OFWBs, or significant values relate to either intrinsic values or non-consumptive uses 
such as recreation. While no real weight or meaning could be attributed to this, it further 
hints that the reviewed literature has steered clear of directly discussing this topic. 

6.6.23 While the NPSFM does not contain a definition for ‘significant values’, it does contain a 
definition for value which includes both intrinsic and consumptive use values. While not 
the same, this definition is consistent with the definition of ‘value’ in the Land and Water 
Forum reports which defines values of water bodies as uses by people (e.g. drinking water, 
irrigation, hydro-generation, recreation) and intrinsic values (e.g. ecology, cultural, 
aesthetic, natural character). 

6.6.24 The definition of value is discussed in the 2014 Implementation Guide, which notes that 
“values are those intrinsic qualities, uses or potential uses associated with freshwater. They 
are qualities or uses that people and communities appreciate about freshwater bodies and 
wish to see recognised in the ongoing management of those freshwater bodies”. 

Conclusions 

6.6.25 While the discussion around values implies that consumptive and economic uses could be 
classed as outstanding and/or significant, none of the reviewed literature confirms this is 
the case, nor does it confirm that outstanding values should be solely limited to intrinsic, 
biophysical and other non-consumptive values. 

6.6.26 The literature is ambiguous on the inclusion of consumptive use values for determining 
OFWBs, which leaves the NPSFM open to interpretation on this matter. However, careful 
consideration ought to be given to the consequences of being able to class consumptive 
and economic use values (such as irrigation, hydro-electricity generation and drinking 
water) as outstanding and/or significant values under the NPSFM’s OFWB provisions and 
the associated policy implications.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. This  report  contains  a  review  of  the  relevant  investigations  and  studies which  have  been  undertaken  to 

specifically determine outstanding  values  throughout New  Zealand.  It  focuses on  the processes  that were 

followed to assess each value and the criteria used, identifying any common themes or defensible criteria that 

has been recognised over the years. 

2. While the literature review has a specific focus on waterbodies, some of the literature reviewed i.e. landscapes 

and biodiversity are not directly relevant to waterbodies in all instances. Notwithstanding, the methods and 

criteria used in this literature is still relevant and in some cases could be applicable to this project. 

3. Key conclusions from the literature review are as follows:  

a. Criteria  (and  associated  thresholds)  and  definitions  recognised  in  water  conservation  orders,  and 

existing case law, will provide a sound basis for developing a set of defensible criteria for the assessment 

and identification of outstanding waterbodies. 

b. While  there  is  a  large  amount  of  literature  which  contain  discussions  and  criteria  to  determine 

‘significant’  or  ‘nationally  important’  values,  very  few  documents  contain  criteria  to  determine 

‘outstanding’ values which appears to be a higher threshold again.   

c. Developing a set of criteria for the assessment and identification of outstanding waterbodies should be 

undertaken using the following 5 step process:  

1) determine what the term ‘outstanding’ means  

2) decide on a list of key values and sub‐values relevant to waterbodies 

3) determine a clear definition for each value  

4) decide on the attributes that make up each value  

5) deciding on  an  appropriate  set of  criteria, with  associated  thresholds  to  identify outstanding 

characteristics of a waterbody. 

 

PURPOSE  
4. The purpose of the paper is to carry out a literature review of the various investigations and studies which have 

been undertaken over the past few decades to determine outstanding values throughout New Zealand. 

5. The  literature review will summarise the processes followed and the criteria used,  identifying any common 

themes or defensible criteria.  It provides a separate summary of each piece of literature and any associated 

discussions/methods/criteria used to determine whether a particular value would qualify as outstanding. 

6. The literature review will provide a better understanding about the methods and criteria used in the past to 

determine outstanding areas, with a particular focus on the following values:  

a. Recreational (boating, fishing and xx) 

b. Scenic (landscape, Natural Character) 

c. Ecology (Wildlife, Biodiversity and Scientific)  

d. Economic/consumptive use values (tourism Industrial, domestic and stock water values, energy  

e. Cultural (Spiritual, historic and tangata whenua) 



  

Literature Review 2   7 

7. The selection of these values does not dismiss the existence of other vales for waterbodies but it does serve to 

‘filter’  the  range and abundance of values  that are most  likely  to have a material effects  (or  influence) on 

whether or not a fresh waterbody is ‘outstanding’ in the context of the NPSFM. 

8. At the end the literature review the following questions will be answered: 

a. What were the previous approaches taken and the criteria used when defining significance in relation 

to waterbodies?  

b. What criteria was used in the past to determine outstanding areas 

c. What process was used to develop the criteria 

d. Are there any clear themes that occur in the literature, i.e. are the same criteria, approaches used in 

different reports by different organisations 

e. What case law deals with the terms outstanding and significant (section 6 – outstanding characters 

and natural. 

 

9. The review will be used to  inform the CEF project being undertaken by HBRC. That CEF project proposes to 

develop a set of criteria, and associated methodology for applying the criteria, that can be used by practitioners 

and decision‐makers throughout New Zealand for the assessment and identification of OFWBs for the purposes 

of the NPS. 

 

LIMITATIONS OF REPORT  

10. There are a number of limitations associated with this literature review, detailed as follows: 

a. The report is currently still in draft form, a number of values are yet to be assessed. 

b. The review only covers New Zealand Literature that was able to be obtained via the internet. This means 

there is still a range of additional information out there which could inform this project, particularly on an 

international basis.  

c. The majority of  literature contains a number of attributes and  indicators used to assess each value. As 

such, it is not practicable to provide a detailed summary of each document in this report.  

d. The report  looks at criteria and associated thresholds to  identify outstanding values,  it will not go  into 

detail on values which are less than outstanding, unless it is considered these discussions are particularly 

useful for aspects of the project. 

 

COMMON ABBREVIATIONS in this report 
MFE  Ministry for the Environment  

HBRC  Hawke’s Bay Regional Council 

NPSFM  National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 

OFWB  Outstanding Freshwater Body(ies)  

WCO  Water Conservation Order 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE DEVLOPMENT OF CRITERIA AND 
THRESHOLDS – IDENTIFICATION OF OUTSTANDING VALUES 

11. After reviewing literature, it is apparent that the development of a set of criteria to enable the assessment and 

identification of outstanding waterbodies should be undertaken using the following 5 step process:  

1) determine what the term ‘outstanding’ means  

2) decide on a list of key values and sub values relevant to waterbodies, that have the potential to 

be outstanding in their own right 

3) determine a clear definition for each value  

4) decide on the attributes that make up each value and sub‐value  

5) decide on an appropriate set of criteria, with associated thresholds for outstandingness 

12. Each part of the process is discussed below:  

Step 1 – Establishing what the term ‘outstanding’ means 

13. Before a set of criteria  for outstanding waterbodies can be developed,  the meaning of outstanding  for  the 

purposes of the NPSFM must be determined in order to set a clear scope when developing the criteria.  

14. We  know  from  Literature Review 1  that  the  intent of  the NPSFM was  to protect only  a  small number of 

waterbodies across New Zealand, indicating the thresholds for being an ‘outstanding’ waterbody are high and 

up around that of a water conservation order.  

15. Discussions  in  Paragraph  36,  revolves  around  the  term  ‘outstanding’  as  used  in  existing  case  law  and 

environment court decisions, where the term outstanding has been discussed and established for many years. 

This is preferred over developing a new understanding of ‘outstanding’ for the purposes of the NPSFM which 

would likely be subject to further litigation. 

Step 2 – Establishing a list of values 

16. Literature  1  discusses  whether  outstanding  values  for  waterbodies  should  include  both  intrinsic  and 

consumptive and economic values. While the NPSFM does not specifically include economic use values in the 

definition  of  ‘outstanding  freshwater  bodies’1,  it  does  not  specifically  exclude  them  either, meaning  an 

outstanding value could potentially be an economic value such as tourism, irrigation or energy. However, legal 

advice obtained on this matter indicates that such an approach could be hard to justify as being consistent with 

the objectives of the NPSFM. 

17. Key values and sub values which have the potential to be outstanding in their own right should be identified 

before moving on to Step 3. 

Step 3 – Establishing a clear definition for each key value  

18. There is a significant amount of overlap between values, for instance it is not only the nature of the rivers that 

make  them  important, but  the  type of person who uses each river, and  the values  they place on  them  i.e. 

                                                            
1 “Outstanding freshwater bodies”: are those waterbodies identified in a regional policy statement or regional plan as having outstanding values 
including ecological, landscape, recreational and spiritual values. 
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similar waterbodies may be  important  to people  for different  reasons,  such as  location, access and  scenic 

characteristics. 

19. There are many examples and the difficulties in separating the values, due to overlapping, has been raised in 

numerous reports. Difficulties associated with water bodies which have competing values has also been raised. 

For example a  river may provide an excellent  recreational opportunity and also have  important ecological 

values.   

20. As such, each value needs to be clearly defined, highlighting and any activities it encompasses, clarifying any 

potential overlaps.   

Step 4 – Establishing a list of characteristics relevant to each value  

21. The identification of characteristics is the first step in assessing outstanding areas. A clear list of key attributes, 

and associated indicators, that are relevant to each value for the purposes of an outstanding assessment will 

need to be developed. 

Step 5 – Establishing associated thresholds for characteristics and indicators relevant to each value  

22. Following the determination of the key characteristics for each value, a number of clear thresholds need to be 

developed  for  each  characteristics  decided  on  in  Step  4.  These  thresholds will  determine  if  a  particular 

characteristic of a waterbody qualifies as an outstanding.  

23. Where possible, the final thresholds should be quantifiable, easily understood by anyone, and not need further 

interpretation or assessment by an expert. Where a quantifiable threshold cannot be developed a narrative 

threshold should take its place. The criteria and thresholds should be defensible and have a sound basis either 

scientifically  or  through  case  law.  This will  ensure  the  process  of  identifying  outstanding waterbodies  is 

transparent and acceptable to the general public.  

24. NOTE: On occasions the court has asserted that an area of outstanding landscape should be so obvious that 

expert analysis is unnecessary. This should be kept in mind when developing the criteria and thresholds.  I.e. if 

there is debate over whether a characteristic is outstanding, then it probably it isn’t.  

25. The final part of this step is the establishment of a full set of criteria to enable the assessment and identification 

of outstanding waterbodies as per the NPSFM. 

26. Section xx discusses the use of an  initial screening process. The  initial screening process  involves having an 

initial set of criteria or set of questions which would be a crude significance assessment and  indicate what 

waterbodies should be investigated as being potentially outstanding under the NPSFM. The screening process 

would be basic, not comprehensive and would not require detailed investigations. 

27. An  initial screening process  is an easy,  transparent and cost effective way  to  identify waterbodies  that are 

definitely not outstanding.  It demonstrates to the community that yes the waterbody has been considered, 

however for the following reasons it will not qualify as outstanding for the purposes of this NPSFM. As discussed 

in Paragraph xx, just because the waterbody isn’t outstanding, it does not mean the waterbody is not important 

and will not be protected. 

28. Alternatively, list of questions or criteria could be developed which states situations in which characteristics of 

a waterbody would not be classed outstanding. This list should be based on case law and WCO decisions which 

have directly stated when an aspect is not significant or outstanding. 
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DOCUMENTS REVIEWED  

29. For the purposes of this literature review, the key documents investigated are detailed below. Note:  Not all of 

this literature is specifically discussed in this summary report due to limited applicable of the information to 

the overall project.  

 Egarr,  Egarr & Mackay,  1979,  64 New  Zealand  Rivers: A  Scenic  Evaluation, New  Zealand  Canoeing 

Association. 

 Egarr & Egarr, 1981, New Zealand Recreational River Survey Parts  I,  II, and  III, Water & Soil Division 

Ministry of Works and Development (original report not reviewed, summary obtained off the internet). 

 Teirney, Unwin, Rowe, McDowall, Graynoth, 1982, Submission on the Draft Inventory of Wild and Scenic 

Rivers of National Importance, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries.  

 Grindell, 1984, A National  Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Water and Soil Conservation 

Authority  

 Grindell & Guest, 1986, A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving Inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters; 

Report  of  the  Protected  Waters  Assessment  Committee,  National  Water  and  Soil  Conservation 

Authority. 

 Gorringe,  Young &  Cooke, Motueka  River  Draft National Water  Conservation Order:  Decision  of  a 

Tribunal, Ministry for the Environment.   

 Skelton, 1995, Report and Recommendation of  the Planning Tribunal  into  the Draft National Water 

Conservation Order for Kawarau, Planning Tribunal.   

 Skelton, 1996, Report and Recommendations of the Inquiry into the National Water Conservation Order 

for the Buller River, Planning Tribunal.  

 Ministry for the Environment, 1998, Flow Guidelines for  Instream Values: Volume A, Ministry for the 

Environment. 

 Norton & Roper‐Lindsay, 1999, Criteria for Assessing Ecological Significance under Section 6(c) of the 

Resource Management Act 1991, Ministry for the Environment. 

 Judge Jackson, 1999, Wakatipu Env. Society v Queenstown Lakes District Council, Environment Court.  

 Greenaway,  2002,  Measuring  the  Significance  of  Multi‐Use  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources:  A 

Comparative Analysis of Three Sites in New Zealand.  

 APR Consultants, 2003, Freshwater recreational in New Zealand, Ministry for the Environment. 

 Ministry for the Environment, 2004, Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National 

Importance – Technical Working Paper, Ministry for the Environment. 

 Ministry for the Environment, 2004, Water Bodies of National Importance: Potential Water Bodies of 

National Importance for Recreation Value, Ministry for the Environment. 

 Chadderton,  Brown &Stephens,  2004,  Identifying  Freshwater  Ecosystems  and  Sites with Nationally 

Important  for Biodiversity: Methodology, criteria and candidate  list of rivers of national  importance, 

Department of Conservation, Science and Research Unit. 

 Ministry of Tourism, 2004, Waters of National Importance for Tourism, Ministry of Tourism.  

 Sutherland‐Downing  &  Elly,  2004,  Inventory  of  Recreational  Values  of  the  Rivers  and  Lakes  in 

Canterbury, Environment Canterbury. 

 Leisure Matters, 2004, Waitaki Catchment Recreation and Tourism Activities Collation, synthesis and 

presentation of existing studies, Ministry for the Environment  
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 Norton & Roper‐Lindsay, 2004, Assessing Significance for Biodiversity Conservation on Private Land in 

New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Ecology. 

 Mosely, Pearson & Sorrell, 2004, Freshwaters of New Zealand. 

 Walker, Brower, Clarkson, Lee, Myers, Shaw, Stephens, 2008, Halting indigenous biodiversity decline: 

ambiguity, equity, and outcomes in RMA assessment of significance, New Zealand Journal of Ecology. 

 Norton & Roper  Lindsay, 2008, Assessing Significance under The RMA – moving  forward: a  reply  to 

Walker et al. (2008), New Zealand Journal of Ecology. 

 Greenaway,  2009,  Hurunui  Water  Project  –  Recreational  Assessment  of  Effects,  Greenaway  and 

Associates.  

 Boffa Miskell, 2009, Riverscape and Flow Guidelines, Boffa Miskell. 

 Hughey, 2009, Ranking New Zealand River values – a novel approach to managing the ‘chalk and cheese’ 

problem, Lincoln University.  

 New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects, 2010, Best Practice Note ‐ Landscape Assessment and 

Sustainable Management. 

 Milne, 2011, the NPS on Freshwater Management: What will it mean in practice, Resource Management 

Journal. 

 Walker,  2012,  Review  of  Auckland  Council’s  Proposed  Ecological  Significance  Criteria,  Landcare 

Research, Auckland Council.  

 Sawyer  &  Stanley,  2012,  Criteria  for  the  Identification  of  Significant  Ecological  Areas  in  Auckland, 

Auckland. Council. 

 Greater  Wellington  Regional  Council,  2012,  Proposed  Regional  Policy  Statement,  consents  order 

version. 

 Maseyk & Gerbeaux, 2014, Advances  in  the  identification and assessment of ecologically  significant 

habitats in two areas of contracting biodiversity loss in New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Ecology.   

 Maseyk, 2014, Recommended Criteria to Assess Ecological Significance and Site Values of Natural Areas 

within Hawke’s Bay Region, Catalyst Group.  

 Judge Andrews, Man O’War Station Limited vs Auckland Council, 2015, High Court of New Zealand 
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INITIAL SCREENING PROCESS  

30. Section yet to be completed.  

BACKGROUND  

31. Since the late 70’s governments have been consulting with the public, undertaking research and investigations 

and  subsequently  introducing  legislation  to  protect  New  Zealand’s  lakes  and  rivers  with  outstanding 

characteristics.  

32. Up until 2011, the  identification of outstanding water bodies was determined at a national  level under the 

water conservation order provisions of the Resource Management Act. The key aim of these WCO provisions 

was to recognise the outstanding amenity, intrinsic values that water provides in either a natural or modified 

state. 

33. In  2011,  the  National  Policy  Statement  for  Freshwater Management  (NPSFM)  was  released  to  improve 

freshwater management  in New  Zealand.  This  broadened  the mandate  around  outstanding water  bodies 

allowing them to be identified and managed in regional plans. The NPSFM puts the onus on regional councils 

to identify and protect significant values of all outstanding freshwater bodies within their region, not just those 

worthy of a water conservation order.   

34. Despite nearly 40 years of research and investigations, there is no nationally accepted criteria that can be used 

to assess the specific values of freshwater bodies and determine whether they are outstanding. This leaves the 

term  ‘outstanding’  open  to  interpretation,  and without  clear  guidance  and  criteria  this will  likely  lead  to 

regional councils interpreting and implementing the NPSFM in a variety of ways. This will result in unnecessary 

differences and increased costs throughout the country to manage outstanding freshwater bodies.  

35. MfE  have  recognised  these  risks  and  are working with HBRC  and  Auckland  Council  to  develop  clear  and 

consistent criteria for assessing and identifying outstanding water bodies, to assist with the implementation of 

the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM). The project was for completion in May 

2016. 

 

THE MEANING OF OUTSTANDING  

36. The  term  outstanding  has  been  discussed  in  numerous  court  cases,  particularly  in  relation  to  water 

conservation orders and outstanding landscapes.   

37.  In this context, it  appears to have been widely accepted in case law that: 

 “the test as to what is outstanding is a reasonably rigorous one and that to qualify as outstanding a 

characteristic would need to be quite out of the ordinary on a national basis”.2 , and  

 “In an RMA context outstanding means ‘out of the ordinary’ or ‘standing out’”3. 

38. The existing understandings of  ‘outstanding’  should be used  for  the purpose of  this project.   To keep  the 

number of waterbodies  identified as outstanding  in accordance with  the NPSFM  (i.e. a small number),  the 

meaning of understanding should be applied at a national basis when developing the criteria. 

 

                                                            
2 Rangitata South Irrigation Ltd v NZ and Central South Island Fish and Game Council EnvC C109/04   
3 Philip Milne’s opinion peace Resource management Journal  
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SUMMARY OF VALUES  

Structure of section 

39. This section has been divided up into a series of subsections based on the following xx values which have been 

commonly used over the years to assess the significance of particular waterbodies.  This list does not reference 

every value, it focuses only on those values which have the potential to be outstanding in its own right. Just 

because a value is not on this list, does not mean it is not important, these values will still be recognised and 

protected, it will just be via alternative means. I.e. RMA Schedule 1 plan change process.  

40. As discussed  in Sections xx and xx  there  can be considerable overlap between values meaning each value 

cannot be considered in isolation. 

41. Each subsection will begin with a brief overview of the value, followed by a list of the literature reviewed for 

that particular value and a table which identifies the attributes which have been used over the years in to assess 

its significance.  The table has been included for ‘quick reference’ purposes to quickly identify which attributes 

are most commonly used in literature when assessing a particular value.  

42. The section then goes on to summarise the various  investigations, studies and case  law used  in the past to 

determine  outstanding  values  throughout  New  Zealand,  specifically  reporting  on  the  attributes  used  to 

determine the significance of each value and any associated thresholds where they have been discussed.  Each 

sub‐section finishes with a conclusion.  

43. As stated in Section xx, due to the large number of attributes/characteristics and indicators used to assess each 

value it is not practicable to provide a detailed summary of each document in this report.  

 

Recreational values  

44. New Zealand has numerous freshwater bodies that are used for recreational activities by both New Zealanders 

and international tourists. A common statement made in various pieces of literature is that every one of New 

Zealand’s freshwater bodies has recreational value, implying that even the most insignificant waterbody will 

likely act as a recreation resource for someone. 

45. The recreational use of waterbodies has been well researched over the years and includes activities which are 

directly related to the water such as kayaking, rafting and fishing, and activities which are indirectly related to 

the water such as walking picnics and tramping where water is the backdrop for enjoying the environment. 

46. As discussed in Section xx, it can be difficult to separate the values, this is particularly the case with recreational 

values and scenic or locational values. For example: some people take their young children fishing and rely on 

the most convenient water bodies, while others seek out remote locations for solitude and scenic beauty for 

their fishing experience, it is not all about the type and number of fish.  

47. The distinguishing  feature of a  recreational category appears  to be where  the waters are essential  for  the 

experience.  While the surrounding landscape may contribute significantly to those experiences, it is the water 

that is the crucial element. For example if someone was taking a boat cruise to view the landscape, this would 

fall under the landscape/scenic category. 

48. A number of the approaches identified below are limited in that they assume a correlation between the number 

of people who visit a water body and its recreational value. However, recreational values are not solely related 
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to the numbers of people, and require a measure of the quality of the experience.   For some activities, the 

uniqueness of an experience or its remoteness is one of its most valued characteristics.   

49. This section has been divided up into the following three categories: general recreation, fishing and boating. 

Reports reviewed  

50. The following literature was reviewed with respect of the general recreational value for water: 

Grindell & Guest, 1986, A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving Inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of 
the Protected Waters Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority. 

Skelton, 1995, Report and Recommendation of  the Planning Tribunal  into  the Draft National Water Conservation 
Order for Kawarau, Planning Tribunal.   

Skelton, 1996, Report and Recommendations of the Inquiry into the National Water Conservation Order for the Buller 
River, Planning Tribunal.  

Ministry for the Environment, 1998, Flow Guidelines for Instream Values: Volume A, Ministry for the Environment 

Greenaway, 2002, Measuring the Significance of Multi‐Use Outdoor Recreation Resources: A Comparative Analysis of 
Three Sites in New Zealand.  

APR Consultants, 2003, Freshwater recreational in New Zealand, Ministry for the Environment. 

Ministry for the Environment, 2004, Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National Importance – 
Technical Working Paper, Ministry for the Environment. 

Sutherland‐Downing  &  Elly,  2004,  Inventory  of  Recreational  Values  of  the  Rivers  and  Lakes  in  Canterbury, 
Environment Canterbury 

 

Evaluation  

51. The following table summarises the most common attributes/characteristics used in the reviewed literature to 

assess the significance of recreational values for a particular waterbody. 

Table xx: Attributes used to inform significance assessments in reviewed literature for recreational – general  

Attribute 
used to 
inform 
significance 
assessment 

List of 
protected 
waters  

1986 

Inventory of 
recreation values 
for rivers and 
lakes of 
Canterbury, 
Sutherland‐
Downing, & Elley 
, 2004 

Tribunal reports ‐ 
Buller and Kawarau 
WCOs4, 1994, 1996 

MfE flow 
guidelines, 1998 

Measuring the 
Significance of Milti‐
use Outdoor 
Recreation Resources, 
Rob Greenaway, 2002 

Potential 
Waterbodies of 
National 
Importance, 
MfE 2004 

Usage  Types of 
uses/suitability 
of use/ number 
of people/types 
of experience 
i.e. outstanding 

Types of 
uses/number of 
people (frequency 
and intensity of 
use) 

types of 
uses/suitability of 
use/number of 
commercial 
operations/number 
of domestic and 
international 
visitors 

Types of uses/number 
of people/suitability 
of use/events 
(national/internationa
l), commercial uses. 

Types of 
activities/Number of 
people who do the 
subject activity in the 
study area (total 
loyalty), time spent in 
study area doing the 
‘subject’ activity 
(loyalty), number of 
visits to the area within 
12 months (frequency).   

Types of 
uses/number of 
people/water 
conservation 
orders  

                                                            
4 Note: The outstanding  characteristics  for  recreational  values were not  limited  to  those  factors  identified  in  this  table. Other  information and 
attributes would have been taken  into consideration when assessing the WCOs however, without being able to access all the original evidence a 
detailed summary cannot be provided.  
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Access/ 
location 
(proximity to 
demand) 

Accessibility (i.e 
by road) 

Travel time / 
Accessibility (river 
bank, road, boat) 

 Access   Proximity to demand 
i.e where do the users 
come from 

Number of people for 
each activity who live 
locally (localness) 

Access/proximity 
to large 
population areas  

Diversity 
(number of 
different  
recreational 
activities/nu
mber type of 
target 
species)/ 

Predictability
/skill level 

Number of 
different 
recreational 
activities 

Fishing and 
hunting 
(number/type of 
target species) 

Channel features 
(shallows/waterfa
lls/shallow rock 
drops/rock 
obstacles/riffles/r
apids/pools)/ flow 
strength. Flow 
conditions 
supporting 
recreational use 

Number of different 
reactional activities 
Skill level 

Predictability of 
activity. 

Type of 
whitebaiting 
fishery 

Potential use  Areas potential 
for varied, 
intensive or 
specialised use 

Recreation 
potential for the 
area 

 

Naturalness  Water quality/ 
development in 
the area i.e. 
diversions, bank 
protection 
works 

Water quality 
scenic/natural 
appeal/ 
obstructions 

   Type of wetland 

International  
significance  

International 
significance 

International 
significance 

International 
significance 

International 
significance 

Alternatives     Alternatives   Number of 
alternatives  

 

Facilities    Facilities/ 

accommodation  

     

 

Evaluation  

52. While there are a  large number of common attributes when assessing the recreational value of a particular 

waterbody, the approaches and methods used to assess each attribute is substantially different. Each piece of 

literature is summarised below. 

A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving Inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of the Protected Waters 

Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority. Grindell & Guest, 1986. 

53. The schedule of protected waters sought to protect a range waterbodies for recreational use throughout the 

country. It places importance on the diversity, use, location and quality of the waterbody and considers any 

potential use of the waterbody which may warrant protection.  Specifically, a waterbody is assessed against 

the following factors to determine if a waterbody is outstanding for recreational purposes:  

 The characteristics vary and largely reflect the recreational uses for which the river is outstanding. 

 The river satisfies the recreational needs of a large number of people, or constitutes an amenity for a 
wide variety of recreational activities, or provides an outstanding recreational experience. 

 A river  in this category may be under‐utilised at present but have potential for varied,  intensive or 
specialised use. 

 The area may be readily accessible, frequently by road. The surrounding land may show signs of human 
activity and settlement. 

 The water may be subject to some minor diversions and there may be some development such as 
bank protection works, but not to the extent that the river regime is controlled. 
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 While there may be some waste discharges, the water will usually be of a quality compatible with the 
recreation activities. 

54. There are no clear thresholds in the criteria around what constitutes ‘outstanding' in the report, meaning it is 

would be a large amount of subjectivity when applying the criteria.  The report goes on to note that rivers are 

the  focus  of  a  great  variety  of  recreational  activities  and  uses  the  following  categories  for  classifying 

waterbodies:  

 A wilderness and expedition  type  facilities. Generally wild and scenic  rivers of sufficient size  to 

permit a range of recreational activities 

 White water: essential for white water rafting, canoeing, jet boating 

 Placid water: essential for boating activities where coastal waters are unsuited to boating 

 Small urban streams; close to populated areas for general recreation and picnicking 

 Routes as an access and form of recreation.  

55. The report provides a useful definition and several narrative thresholds which identify when a river or lake 

should be classed as outstanding for a recreational value. While the criteria is considered to be a good 

starting  point  for  OFWB  project,  they  are  not  directly  transferable  due  to  the  fact  the  criteria  for 

outstanding have been built to inform an inventory of representative waterbodies which in some cases 

are not outstanding, but rather representative. This is not the goal of the OFWB project. 

56. Notwithstanding,  if the criteria around  ‘adequate representation’ and  ‘potential use’ were removed or 

amended this document provide a good starting point for future definitions and criteria for the OFWB 

project.   

57. As a minimum  this document could be used as a  first cut, where  just waterbodies on  this  list move 

forward for further evaluation for outstanding for each identified value set.  Waterbodies not on the list 

could be accommodated as exceptions as discussed in Section xx.  

58. The report provides the following definition for a recreational category: 

59. Recreational Category: those rivers where the existing water regime plays an essential and dominant role in 

providing an outstanding recreational experience or range of experiences. I.e. the water is the crucial element 

for the recreational value. It is considered that this definition for a ‘recreational category’ is appropriate 

for the OFWB and should be adopted, substituting the use of ‘rivers’ with ‘freshwater bodies’. 

60. The report also contains two useful narrative thresholds which identify when a river or lake should be 

classed as outstanding for a recreational value. These relate to the waterbody providing a wide variety 

of  recreational activities or an outstanding  recreational experience. This aligns with  the WCO  findings  in 

Appendix xx.  

61. Those criteria which relate to  local usage numbers, or the potential for varied or specialised use of a 

waterbody, for the reasons outlined in Paragraph xx in the WCO section, are not considered relevant to 

the OFWB project.  Just because a waterbody is near a big population base does not make it outstanding, 

there are many other factors which need to be taken into account.  

 

Report  and  Recommendations  of  the  Inquiry  into  the National Water  Conservation Order  for  the  Buller  River, 

Planning Tribunal, Skelton, 1996. 

62. This document will be reviewed at a later date as part of the water conservation order review.  



  

Literature Review 2   17 

Flow Guidelines for Instream Values: Volume A, Ministry for the Environment, 1998. 

63. The MfE flow guidelines advise that a commonly used method for assessing “significance” is in terms of locally, 

regionally, nationally or  internationally  significant.  In order  to  assess  significance  an understanding of  the 

following factors is recommended by the guide:  

 Who the users are and where do they come from?  

 What do they do on the river (it may be an event, in which case the origin of the entrants could be 

checked, or a commercial activity)?  

 From where did they learn about the opportunity?  

 Where else they can undertake the same or similar activity (where are the alternatives, where would 

they go if this opportunity did not exist and would that alternative offer a similar experience)?  

 What specifically attracts the users?  

64. This  is  similar  to  the Greenway Visitor profiling approach which  focusses on  the  ‘usage’ and  ‘alternatives’ 

attributes.  To  gain  answers  to  these  questions  the  report  suggests  using  existing  Recreation Opportunity 

Spectrum (ROS) analysis5, carrying out surveys and interviews and reviewing other relevant literature, which is 

also similar to the Greenaway profiling approach.  

65. The guidelines suggests using the disappointment factor and the travel cost method to assist in determining 

the national significance of a recreational value.  Both methods are summarised below: 

 Disappointment factor: It is when a well‐informed recreational visitor to an “outstanding” waterway 

is  very  rarely  “disappointed”  (that  is,  they  know what  to  expect,  and  the waterway  consistently 

delivers). As such, if a resource that consistently satisfies a set of expectations is changed in some way, 

then the level of disappointment is likely to be extreme.  

 Travel Cost Method: This tool of economic evaluation assumes that the more costs a person is willing 

to incur through travelling to a resource, the more they value it. This is  based on the fact that generally 

a  river  of  high  significance  offers  a  predictable  experience  of  an  appropriate  type will  be  highly 

regarded, and users will be more willing to invest time and money to travel some distance to it (that 

is, they are unlikely to be disappointed by the resource).  

66. This guidelines provide an informative discussion around significance, and is similar to the WCO review findings 

that generally the level of non‐local usage is a good indicator of how special the waterbody is. 

Measuring the Significance of Multi‐Use Outdoor Recreation Resources: A Comparative Analysis of Three Sites in New 

Zealand, Greenaway, 2002. 

67. This report reviews the use of visitor profiling to inform significance assessments on a recreational resource. 

The report is clear that visitor profiling should be used alongside a literature review and stakeholder interviews 

for the subject area, noting that it would not be sensible to use visitor profiling on its own.  

68. Visitor profiling measures significance solely on visitor surveys, and is based on the following 5 indicators which 

are focussed on the usage (i.e. loyalty, frequency, localness) and alternatives attributes: 

 Loyalty – proportion of all activity time spent in the study area;  

                                                            
5 The report notes that data for assessing significance could be obtained from any existing Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) analysis carried 

out by DoC or a local authority it further notes this should be treated with caution, however, as the process is not designed to identify significance. 
The system identifies types of recreation opportunities within a study area, and may identify where a recreation opportunity is locally or regionally 
rare.   
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 Total loyalty – an important subset of loyalty, being the proportion of respondents who do their main 

activity only within the study area;  

 Frequency – number of visits to the study area over the preceding 12 months; 

 Alternatives  –  average  number  of  alternative  locations  named  by  respondents  who  use  other 

locations for their main activity; and 

 Localness – the proportion of respondents for each activity who live in the ‘local’ area 

69. This approach offers a transparent means of describing the ‘average’ recreational user for a particular activity 

which provides a clear understanding of how significant the resource is to each recreational group. It enables 

the use profile of different  rivers within a  region  to be easily compared and subsequently  ranked  for  their 

importance in terms of a particular value. 

70. While discussion occurs in the report regarding which recreational aspects of any of the areas are significant, 

it appears to rely on professional judgement instead of clear methods or thresholds for significance. This means 

any visitor profiling exercise would need to be assessed by an expert in this area who could provide an overall 

judgement of what exactly the results indicate.  

 

Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National Importance – Technical Working Paper, Ministry for 

the Environment, Ministry for the Environment, 2004. 

71. The criteria for determining potentially national important waterbodies for recreation was based on surveys 

and discussions with  recreational groups and  the general public and a  review of  literature on  recreational 

values. 

72. To  inform  the project, MfE  carried out  the  following  three  strands of  research  into  recreational  activities 

associated with waterbodies being a national telephone survey6, and internet survey7 and a review of existing 

literature8.  

73. To qualify as being “potentially nationally important” a waterbody had to meet one of the following criteria:  

 Identified by 10 or more respondents in the phone or internet survey 

 Wetlands:  Rated  ‘A’  in Wetlands  of  National  Importance  to  Fisheries.  New  Zealand  Freshwater 

Fisheries Report No. 90 (Davis, 1987) 

 Fishing − Identified as having over 10,000 angler day visits in the 1994 or 2002 Fish and Game National 

Angling Surveys  

 Whitebaiting –  Identified as having the most  important whitebaiting fishery by the Department of 

Conservation experts and representatives of whitebaiting associations 

 Water conservation orders – identified as having an outstanding recreational value.  

74. The key attributes  identified by  the  report are  ‘location’,  ‘type of water body’ and  ‘usage’  for  recreational 

values.  Location refers to those that are easily accessed, close to population centres, and consequently highly 

used, and type of water body refers to those that are relatively isolated from population centres, difficult to 

                                                            
6 to determine how and where freshwater is used for recreation by the general public in New Zealand. The survey was random with a total number 
of 1041 people interviewed 
7 An internet based survey targeted at recreational organisations with an interest in freshwater. Surveys were placed on various web pages and in 
hard‐copy publications. A total of 771 responses were received. 
8 primary sources noted as including: the results of the National Angling Surveys (Unwin and Brown,  2002, 1994), Wetlands of National Importance 
to Fisheries (Davis, 1978), Wild and Scenic Rivers of National Importance (1982), Freshwater Recreation in New Zealand (2003), current Water 
Conservation Orders, and anecdotal information about whitebaiting. 
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access and used by few people, but which provide an exceptional recreation experience for specific forms of 

recreation. 

75. This approach assumes there  is a correlation between the number of people who visit a water body and  its 

value  for recreation, the method does not differentiate between  local and non‐local usage. As discussed  in 

Paragraph xx, high local usage is not enough to demonstrate an outstanding recreational fishery exists for the 

purposes of the NPSFM as there are a number of factors which can influence why an angler decides to fish a 

particular river. I.e. the river simply might just be close to a large population centre.   

76. A total of 106 water bodies were identified as potentially nationally important for a recreational use using this 

approach. This includes 54 rivers, 30 lakes and 21 wetlands. 

77. It is not recommended this criteria be used to inform the OFWB project. The criteria and thresholds are heavily 

weighted towards the number of people who use the waterbody instead of the identification of special aspects 

which make the waterbody nationally  important for recreation. In addition, while the approach has tried to 

provide for remote waterbodies, there is a possibility they may be under represented using this methodology. 

78. It  is  considered  the WCO decision paragraph xx, provides more  robust  criteria  for assisting  in determining 

whether a waterbody is outstanding for a recreational value.  

 

Inventory  of  Recreational  Values  of  the  Rivers  and  Lakes  in  Canterbury,  Environment  Canterbury,  Sutherland‐

Downing & Elly, 2004. 

79. Environment Canterbury has prepared a series of reports and databases on the recreation values within the 

rivers and lakes of the Canterbury Region.  One of these reports was undertaken by Sutherland‐Downing, & 

Elley in 2004. And used to inform the Canterbury Regional Resource Management Plan. 

80. This approach separates the recreation value of waterbodies into the following three types: 

 recreation physical value: comprises of water quality, scenic and natural appeal, 

 recreation use values: frequency of use and intensity of use, 

 recreation use types 

81. The approach then uses the following attributes to assess the recreational value of waterbodies:  

 Travel time (close/moderate/far) 

 Facilities (extensive/many/some/limited);  

 Accommodation (camping/tramping hut/caravan/camper‐van/crib or Bach);  

 Fishing and hunting abundance of  target  species  (very  common/common/uncommon –  for each 

species) 

 Channel features (shallows/waterfalls/shallow rock drops/rock obstacles/riffles/rapids/pools)  

 flow strength (sluggish/moderate/strong/powerful)  

 Flow conditions supporting recreation (year‐round/certain times of year) 

 Obstructions (bank‐side willows/bank or bed obstructions);  

 Accessibility (along bank/bed = good/limited; road to & from water‐body = good/moderate/private; 

boat = good/moderate/limited). 

82. The full report could not be accessed on the internet, as such a summary of this approach is limited. However, 

it is not recommended this approach be used to assess for the OFWB project. 
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Recreational values – fishing  

83. Fishing is any activity with the aim of capturing aquatic animals for sport, it includes all fishing methods such 

as angling, netting and spear fishing.   Angling refers to the use of a hook for fishing and is the most popular 

freshwater recreational activity in New Zealand.   

84. The number and size of fish are only a few determining factors for fishing, with literature indicating that other 

factors such as scenic aspects or  feelings of solitude experienced are as equally as  important as the  fishing 

activity itself.  It is generally accepted in literature that fishing needs to be separated into several subcategories 

such as, those anglers seeking a remote ‘wilderness’ experience, those who value the high scenic values of the 

river and  its surrounding  landscape, or those anglers who are  looking for a fishing experience close to town 

with easy access.  

85. The WCO  review  in  located  in Appendix  xx  provides  the most  informative  discussion  around  criteria  and 

thresholds that should be used to assess the fishing value. 

86. This sub‐section relates to the recreational values for fishing only. Fishing for commercial gain is discussed in 

Section xx.  

Reports reviewed 

87. The following literature was reviewed with respect to the recreational value for fishing: 

Teirney, Unwin, Rowe, McDowall, Graynoth, 1982, Submission on the Draft Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers of 
National Importance, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries.  

Grindell & Guest, 1986, A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving Inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of 
the Protected Waters Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority. 

Skelton, 1996, Report and Recommendations of the Inquiry into the National Water Conservation Order for the Buller 
River, Planning Tribunal.  

Leisure Matters, 2004, Waitaki Catchment Recreation and Tourism Activities Collation, synthesis and presentation of 
existing studies, Ministry for the Environment  

 

Evaluation  

88. The following table summarises the attributes used  in all reviewed  literature to assess the significance of a 

particular waterbody for fishing values.  

 Table xx: Attributes used to inform significance assessments in reviewed literature – fishing  

Attribute used to 
inform significance 
assessment 

Waitaki Catchment 
study   

MAF submission 
(report 28)  

Tribunal report  – Buller 
WCO, 1996 

List of protected waters, 1986  

Usage   number of fishing 
days/licences 
number of visitors 
(inside and outside 
the region) /length of 
stay 

Number of licence 
holders/number of 
fishing days over the 
last 5 years and 
which waterbodies.  

Usage – informed by 
angling survey/ 
Commercial and 
reactional 

Number of licence holders/number of 
fishing days over the last 5 years and 
which waterbodies. 
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Diversity/ 

predictability/ 

Skill level 

fishing 
techniques/number 
of fish species/ size 
of fish caught 

good catch rate/ 
size of fish 

Range of fishing 
experiences Good catch 
rates/size of fish/fish 
numbers/fish stocks 

good catch rate/ size of fish 

Accessibility/ 
Proximity to 
demand 

  distance from 
home/ ease of 
access to the river/ 
area of water 
fishable 

Access/area of fishable 
water 

distance from home/ ease of access 
to the river/ area of water fishable 

Naturalness  Water 
quality/feelings of 
peace and 
solitude/limited 
interaction with 
others 

scenic beauty/ 
feeling of peace and 
solitude  

Natural, fish have 
unimpeded access to the 
area, fish stocks are self‐
sustaining/ scenic 

 scenic beauty/ feeling of peace and 
solitude 

Alternatives  Alternatives   

International  
significance  

International 
significance 

  

the size of the river  the size of the river   

 

89. While there are a large number of common attributes when assessing the value of a particular waterbody for 

fishing,  the approaches and methods used  to assess each attribute  is substantially different. Each piece of 

literature is summarised below.  

Submission on  the Draft  Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers of National  Importance, Ministry of Agriculture and 

Fisheries, Teirney, Unwin, Rowe, McDowall, Graynoth, 1982. 

90. This assessment contains a clear method for assessing significance for angling and non‐salmonid fishing. 

91. For non‐salmonid fishing, the assessments of these rivers for recreational purposes were based on published 

information,  observations  by  FRD  staff  and  conversations  with  anglers  and  fishing  industry  personnel. 

Whitebait, Kahawai, Flounder Perch and Tench Fisheries were all weighted against the following criteria, where 

relevant, with the highest ranked areas classed as nationally important.  

 Highest quality of fish (proportion of whitebait in catch) 
 Most used fishery of type in New Zealand (usage, catch rate) 

 Highest yielding fishery (usage, catch rate, size of fishing ground, size of fish) 

92. The assessment for angling was based on the National Angling Survey9 response, while subjective, it assesses 

a broad range of attributes when compared to other assessments. This approach was more thorough than the 

non‐salmonid fishing assessment.  

93. The National Angling survey asked licence holders across New Zealand to rate the following seven attributes 

on a scale of 1 – 5 (1 poor, 5 exceptional) for the rivers they fished at: 1) distance from home 2) ease of access 

to the river 3 area of water fishable 4) scenic beauty 5) feeling of peace and solitude 6) good catch rate 7) size 

of fish. Anglers were also asked which rivers they had fished, including the number of days, over the last five 

years  

94. Those rivers  that met all of the  following criteria were  immediately classed as nationally  important angling 

rivers: 

 a grade of 5 was given to at least four out of the seven attributes and  

                                                            
9 The National River Angling Survey was conducted by MAF between 1979 and 1981 to provide a framework whereby rivers throughout New Zealand could 
be evaluated and compared. A proportion of licence holders within each district of New Zealand surveyed. 
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 supported a high level of usage, and/or 

 was rated as exceptional by over 50% of anglers and/or 

 attracted anglers throughout the country.   

95. Recognising  this  approach  had  some  limitations,  a  second  search  through  the  survey  results  was  then 

undertaken  to nominate a  second  list of possible  rivers of national  importance. This assessment  took  into 

account the low proportion of licence holders for several of the areas (which affected usage), the variation in 

angling popularity, and thirdly recognising that some rivers which did not meet the criteria could still be of 

national importance.   

96. The rivers of national importance were then classified into a sub‐categories of wilderness, scenic or recreational 

depending  on  the  type  of  angling  experience  they  provided.  The  criteria  used  to  classify  each  nationally 

important river fisheries into these subcategories is summarised in table xx below, for more detail see  Page 25 

in the report: 

Table xx 

Wilderness river fisheries  Scenic river fisheries  Recreational river fisheries 

Remote from population centre 

Not accessible by road, access is not easy 

Not fished by a large number of anglers 

extensive area of fishable waters  

scenic beauty and solitude are 
exceptional  

relatively high catch rate and fish size 

minor catchment modifications (if any) 

 

Usually remote from population 

centres 

Accessible by road 

Attracts a large number of anglers  

extensive area of fishable waters  

may be highly valued for scenic beauty 
and solitude 

 

May be close to population centres 

Easily accessible by road 

Attracts a large number of anglers (local 
and out of region) 

extensive area of fishable waters  

scenic beauty and solitude no necessarily 
high  

high catch rate/ large fish 

river may have modifications 

 

97. The three categories were proposed to define a wide range of river types and are indicative of the nature of 

the river and the type of angler who fishes each river and the sort of values placed on them. This illustrates the 

difficulty of  giving  a  single definition of  ‘importance’  as  each  river on  the  three  groups  are  important  for 

different reasons. Given all the rivers support good fish stocks, their particular appeal to anglers is determined 

by a composite of external factors such as located access and scenic characteristics. 

98. The report suggests using these categories and applying them to other recreational pursuits, noting that uses 

of the criteria will assist to identify the particular appeal of each river they used, for other recreational groups. 

99. The National Angling Surveys are discussed in more detail in the WCO review which is contained in Appendix 

xx. As discussed in this report, a high rating in the National River Angling Survey does not automatically equate 

to an outstanding angling amenity, other evidence is required which support survey findings.   

 

A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving  Inclusion  in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of the Protected Waters 

Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority, Grindell & Guest, 1986. 

100. The report bases its criteria on the MAF submission report discussed in Paragraph xx. Its criteria is relevant to 

Section xx which addresses biodiversity/scientific values in terms of fisheries (i.e. rare fish species, or a unique 

assemblage of fish species) and fishing in the recreational sense.   

101. In  order  to  qualify  as  outstanding  for  recreational  fishing  the  report  requires waterbodies  to  be  either  a 

nationally  important salmonid  river  fishery or a nationally  important non‐salmonid  fishery  (whitebait, eels, 
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including commercial and traditional Maori Fisheries). While not stated, the report implies the criteria in the 

MAF submission should be used to determine this. 

 

Report  and  Recommendations  of  the  Inquiry  into  the National Water  Conservation Order  for  the  Buller  River, 

Planning Tribunal, Skelton, 1996. 

102. This document has been reviewed as part of the water conservation order review contained in Appendix xx. 

Waitaki  Catchment  Recreation  and  Tourism  Activities  Collation,  synthesis  and  presentation  of  existing  studies, 

Ministry for the Environment, Leisure Matters, 2004. 

103. The  report  by  Leisure Matters  presents  an  overview  of  the  fishing  activities  undertaken  in  the Waitaki 

Catchment. The report was informed by a number of sources, including existing studies the national angling 

survey, published information and personal accounts of people who fish in the Waitaki catchment.  

104. This significance assessment focused on the usage, diversity and naturalness attributes, as can be seen in table 

xx.  The  report  also  took  into  account  the  general  reputation  as  a  fishing  area  and  anecdotal  evidence of 

popularity according to local fishers and fishing guide books. 

105. While the report doesn’t contain specific thresholds for determining significance (this is based on professional 

judgement weighing up all the factors and information), some of the discussions provide an indication around 

what  is  classed  as  significant.  For  example,    the  report  specifically  notes  the  following  factors  reflect  the 

significance of Waitaki River for fishing:  

 three major fish species can be caught on the same river 

 the size of the river allows for solitude and limited interaction with others 

 the size of fish caught (see report for size information). 

106. These three factors generally align with the findings of the WCO review contained in Appendix xx.  

 

Recreational values – Boating  

107. Many of New Zealand’s lakes and rivers provide outstanding opportunities for a range of boating type activities 

including power boating, rowing, sailing, kayaking, canoeing and rafting. These activities can attract a  large 

number of visitors both domestically and from overseas. 

108. Literature indicates that it is not only the water quality and quantity which is of significance, but also a range 

of other characteristics such as scenic aspects, feelings of solitude or a particular skill factor the waterbody has.  

109. The relevance of commercial boating activities is discussed in Paragraph xx, under the Tourism value. 

Reports reviewed  

110. The following literature was reviewed with respect to the recreational value for boating: 

Egarr & Egarr, 1981, New Zealand Recreational River Survey Parts I, II, and III, Water & Soil Division Ministry of Works 
and Development (original report not reviewed, summary obtained off the internet). 

Skelton, 1995, Report and Recommendation of  the Planning Tribunal  into  the Draft National Water Conservation 
Order for Kawarau, Planning Tribunal.   
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Skelton, 1996, Report and Recommendations of the Inquiry into the National Water Conservation Order for the Buller 
River, Planning Tribunal. 

Leisure Matters, 2004, Waitaki Catchment Recreation and Tourism Activities Collation, synthesis and presentation of 
existing studies, Ministry for the Environment. 

 

111. The  following  table  summarises  the  attributes used  in  all  reviewed  literature  to  assess  the  significance of 

boating values for a particular waterbody. 

 Table xx: Attributes used to inform significance assessments in reviewed literature – boating   

Attribute used to inform 
significance assessment 

Egarr and Egarr, 1981  Waitaki catchment, 2004  Tribunal reports ‐– Buller and 
Kawarau WCOs, 1995, 1996 

Usage   Suitability of use for 
each recreational 
group 

Type of uses/numbers of 
people/number of events 
(international/national)/ number of 
boats on the water/historical 
association 

Number of events (international 
and national), number of 
commercial operators 

Diversity/ Skill 
level/predictability  

Skill or challenge 
factor 

Skill factor/ diversity/ predictability  Number of different uses, 
predictability (i.e. reliably flows), 
number of white water grades 
(i.e. 1 – 5), skill level for 
recreational use.  

Naturalness  problems and 
obstructions to use 

Naturalness  Modifications of waterway, 
obstructions, size of waterway 

Accessibility/ Proximity to 
demand 

Access/ proximity to 
demand    

Access   Access 

Potential use    Potential increase for the use in the 
future 

 

International  significance     International significance  International significance 

 

Evaluation  

112. While there are a large number or common attributes when assessing the value of a particular waterbody for 

fishing,  the approaches and methods used  to assess each attribute  is substantially different. Each piece of 

literature is summarised below.  

New Zealand Recreational River Survey Parts I, II, and III, Water & Soil Division Ministry of Works and Development 

(original report not reviewed, summary obtained off the internet), Egarr & Egarr, 1981 

113. In 1977 and 1998 Graham and Jan Egarr, spent 15 months carrying out an exhaustive field survey of 1500 New 

Zealand Rivers and streams, assessing their potential for boating activities. Their  investigations were mainly 

directed towards recreational aspects, however in recognising that scenic values could not be separated they 

assessed the scenic value of rivers too. This is discussed in section xx under the landscape/scenic section.  

114. As part of the survey each river (or section of river) was assessed against the following 5 factors and assigned 

either a low (valueless and mediocre), intermediate (average), high (popular) or exceptional (extreme) score: 

 suitability of use for each recreational group 

 access 

 Problems and obstructions to use 

 proximity to demand 
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 skill or challenging factor 

115. The results were  then combined with  the results  from  the scenic evaluation discussed  in Section xx. Those 

rivers which were given an exceptional  recreational value and an exceptional scenic value were classed as 

Category A rivers, which may equate to outstanding in todays terms.  

116. This survey  is commonly  recognised  in  reviewed  literature as one of  the best assessments  for  recreational 

values carried out  in New Zealand, due to the fact that site visits were carried out for all the rivers  in New 

Zealand.  

117. The full report could not be accessed on the internet, as such a summary of the Egarr’s methods is limited. The 

full report will need to be accessed if further research on the methods used by Egarr & Egarr is required.  

Report and Recommendation of the Planning Tribunal into the Draft National Water Conservation Order for Kawarau, 

Planning Tribunal; Skelton, 1996, Report and Recommendations of the Inquiry into the National Water Conservation 

Order for the Buller River, Planning Tribunal, Skelton, 1995. 

118. This document will be reviewed at a later date as part of the water conservation order review. 

119. Waitaki  Catchment  Recreation  and  Tourism  Activities  Collation,  synthesis  and  presentation  of  existing 

studies, Ministry for the Environment, Leisure Matters, 2004. 

120. The  report  by  Leisure Matters  presents  an  overview  of  the  boating  activities  undertaken  in  the Waitaki 

Catchment. The report was informed by a number of sources, including existing studies the national angling 

survey,  published  information  and  personal  accounts  of  people  who  under  take  these  activities  or  run 

commercial boating operations in the Waitaki catchment.  

121. The report looked at a range of boating activities, including jet boating, sailing, power boating, boardsailing, 

canoeing, kayaking, rafting and rowing.   

122. This significance assessment focused on the usage, diversity, potential use and access attributes. The report 

also notes the importance of visitors’ experiences and their perceptions of landscape and the naturalness of 

the environment they are visiting. 

123. While the report doesn’t contain specific thresholds for determining significance (this is based on professional 

judgement weighing up all the factors and information), it is interesting to note that the report gives significant 

weight to rivers where international and national events are held for boating.  

124. Other important factors identified in the report when determining the significance of Waitaki River for boating 

activities are as follows:  

 Jet boating:  jet boating was  invented here  (historical connections), offers different skill  levels and 

different  experiences  in  different  flows  (diversity &  skill  factor),  holds  international  and  national 

events (usage) 

 Boating, sailing, power boating, boardsailing: consistent offshore winds, holds national events 

(usage), large number of boats on the water at busy times),  

 Canoeing, kayaking and rafting: high significance for white water, due to staged releases and the 

Tekapo slalom course, large number of users (usage), holds national events (usage), attracts both 

national and international athletes (usage), and high number of multi‐ sport users (usage), potential 

growth of use (potential).  

 Rowing: holds national events and rowing camping (usage), meetings international criteria for 

rowing (usage), potential increase in growth (potential). 
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Conclusions – Recreational values   

125. When  it comes  to assessing a waterbody  for  recreational values,  it  is clear  that  the attributes  for diversity 

(number of recreational uses) and access (easy, close to demand) are of great importance when assessing its 

significance, with  all  literature  referring  to  these  attributes  in  their  assessments. Usage  is  also  commonly 

referred  to  in assessments, however due  to  the  findings discussed below, and  the conclusions of  the WCO 

review (Appendix xx)  it  is not considered that  local usage  is an appropriate attribute when determining  if a 

waterbody is outstanding for a recreational use. 

126. While, it is easy to see that those waterbodies which are easily accessed and highly used are generally classed 

as significant for the region, there are many other relevant characteristics such as scenic aspects or feelings of 

solitude experienced or advanced skill, alongside the recreational activity which are equally as important.  

127. This  is supported by  literature which makes  it clear that  low usage does not always equal  low significance, 

noting that there are a large number of waterbodies which are difficult to access and subsequently less used 

but provide an exceptional type of recreational experience. It is recognised in literature that assessing these 

types of waterbodies can be problematic however, some of the approaches use the ‘naturalness’ attribute to 

try and capture this. Of particular note is the Submission on the Draft Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers of 

National Importance by MAF in 1982.  

128. This MAF submission addresses this issue by classifying rivers of national importance for fishing into three sub‐

categories of wilderness, scenic or recreational depending on the type of angling experience provided.   The 

three categories attempt to define the wide range of river types and are indicative of the nature of the river 

and the type of angler who fishes them and their associated values.    

129. It is noted that all of literature reviewed for the recreational value of fishing placed significant weight on the 

results of the national angling survey. As discussed in the WCO review (Appendix xx) a high rating in the National 

River Angling  Survey does not  automatically  equate  to  an outstanding  angling  amenity, other  evidence  is 

required which support survey findings.  

130. Several pieces of literature consider the areas potential for an intensification of the recreational use or a new 

recreational use. As discussed  in  the  FAQ’s  in  Section  xx of  the OFWB  final  report  the potential use of  a 

waterbody is not considered an appropriate attribute for the OFWB project. 

131. Historically, most of the recreational assessments have been undertaken in a subjective manner, however there 

is a move in more recent literature towards the use of objective criteria, where possible. For example there is 

a direct association with international use and a waterbody’s associated importance, with a lot of the literature 

directly linking high significance to international use.  

132. When assessing outstanding characteristics  there  is no easy method  to determine whether a waterbody  is 

outstanding  for a particular  recreational use.   A number of  things will need  to be considered,  such as  the 

characteristics of the resource, the levels and types of recreational use, where the users from (internationally, 

out of  the district) and  the number of  similar  resources  in  the area or across New Zealand,  to determine 

whether a waterbody really is outstanding for particular recreational characteristics. 

133. Recreational  values have been debated  extensively  in numerous Water Conservation Order Hearings.  The 

Water  Conservation  Order  process  provides  useful  information  on  what  constitutes  an  outstanding 

‘recreational  value’  for  waterbodies,  with  the  court  determining  preferred  methods  for  significance 

assessments.  Where possible the attributes and criteria used to assess a waterbodies importance should be 

based on WCO decisions.  
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Landscape, Scenic and Natural Character Values 

134. New  Zealand  contains  a  vast  number  of  unique  and  beautiful  landscapes  that  are  valued  by  both  New 

Zealanders and International tourists.  This section is looking at literature which has assessed the significance 

of those landscapes which include a mixed vista of land and water (often called a ‘waterscapes’ or ’riverscapes’), 

where the waterbody forms a key component of the overall landscape view.   

135. The protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes are matters of national importance in the RMA, 

meaning there is a large amount of case law on outstanding landscapes which may be applicable to this project.  

136. As discussed  in section xx,  landscape values commonly overlap with many of the other values,  in particular 

recreation and tourism value, meaning  it  is often necessary to undertake a  landscape or scenic assessment 

alongside other values to determine their overall importance.  

137. A  list  of  protected waters  indicates  that  the  distinguishing  feature  of  a  landscape  category  is where  the 

recreation is usually land based and derives most of its value from scenic enjoyment10. For example if a water 

body was outstanding for water skiing or swimming it would fit into a recreational category. This is considered 

to be an appropriate definition.  

138. There are two types of landscapes which are generally discussed in literature – the perceptual landscape and 

the physical  landscape. The physical  landscape  includes tangible things such as the ecology of the area and 

natural features, lakes and rivers.  Quantifiable criteria can be developed to assess the physical landscape.  

139. The perceptual landscape is a more indefinable concept, and takes on different values depending on who is 

perceiving or experience  it. These values are subjective and cannot accurately be defined. For example, the 

way a person experiences a  landscape depends on how  they make use of  it and whether  they enjoy  their 

experience. i.e. a rural scene would be considered as scenic in a wilderness/undistributed vista by those who 

feel comfortable in a rural environment.  

140. There  is a general  consensus on  the meaning of  landscape and  the associated attributes which  should be 

assessed.  However, due to the diverse nature of landscapes and its subjective nature there are a number of 

different approaches and techniques used to determine its significance.  

141. The majority of  the  literature discussed  in  this section  is  relevant  to all  types of  landscapes, and while not 

undertaken specifically in relation to waterbodies many of the attributes and associated criteria discussed is 

applicable to the OFWB project. 

Natural character in landscapes  

142. Natural character has been described  in  literature as a measure of visible change  in the  landscape, and the 

degree of human modifications that are apparent. All  landscapes have natural character  it  is the degree to 

which  natural  character  remains which makes  it  significant.    For  example,  natural  character  occurs  on  a 

spectrum from pristine natural landscape to an area dominated by buildings (i.e. a city).  

143. For  the  purposes  of  this  project  an  area  of  outstanding  natural  character would  likely  reflect  a  pristine 

wilderness area which is absence of human modifications such buildings and roads. However, it is important to 

note  that a  landscape or  river with high natural character does not always mean a pristine or unmodified 

environment. 

                                                            
10 A list of protected waters, 1986.  
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144. Natural character values have been grouped into this section because the vast majority of literature recognises 

that high natural character  is a significant quality of the physical  landscape, especially  in unmodified areas. 

However, it is important to recognise that natural character is relevant to other values as well, meaning  Criteria 

may be developed which relates to a natural character values but is relevant to another section as well (i.e. 

biodiversity).  

145.  This section also includes natural features which also can be linked to scientific values as discussed in Paragraph 

xx, but is generally grouped in the landscape and scenic category.  

  

Reports reviewed 

146. The following literature was reviewed with respect of the landscape, scenic and natural character values: 

Egarr, Egarr & Mackay, 1979, 64 New Zealand Rivers: A Scenic Evaluation, New Zealand Canoeing Association. 

1986 Egarr & Egarr, 1981, New Zealand Recreational River Survey Parts I, II, and III, Water & Soil Division Ministry of 
Works and Development. 

Grindell & Guest, 1986, A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving Inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of 
the Protected Waters Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority. 

Skelton, 1995, Report and Recommendation of  the Planning Tribunal  into  the Draft National Water Conservation 
Order for Kawarau, Planning Tribunal.   

Skelton, 1996, Report and Recommendations of the Inquiry into the National Water Conservation Order for the Buller 
River, Planning Tribunal.  

Ministry for the Environment, 1998, Flow Guidelines for Instream Values: Volume A, Ministry for the Environment. 

Judge Jackson, 1999, Wakatipu Env. Society v Queenstown Lakes District Council, Environment Court. 

Ministry for the Environment, 2004, Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National Importance – 
Technical Working Paper, Ministry for the Environment. 

Boffa Miskell, 2009, Riverscape and Flow Guidelines, Boffa Miskell. 

New Zealand  Institute of Landscape Architects, 2010, Best Practice Note  ‐ Landscape Assessment and Sustainable 
Management. 

Greater Wellington Regional Council, 2012, Proposed Regional Policy Statement, consents order version. 

Judge Andrews, Man O’War Station Limited vs Auckland Council, 2015, High Court of New Zealand. 
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147. The following table summarises the attributes used in all reviewed literature to assess the significance of landscape and scenic values.  

Table xx: Attributes used to inform significance assessments in reviewed literature  

Attribute used to inform 
significance assessment 
for landscape/scenic 
values  

MfE flow guidelines, 
1998 

New Zealand Rivers, 
Egarr, Egarr & 
McKay, 1979 
 

Tribunal reports ‐
Buller and Kawarau 
WCOs, 1995, 1996 

List of rivers and Lakes 
deserving protection, 1986 

Pigeon bay criteria, 
case law 1999  

Potential waterbodies 
of national importance 

Boffa Miskell, 
Riverscape and 
Flow Guidelines, 
2009, 

Greater 
Wellington 
RPS 

Biophysical elements, 
patterns and processes 
(natural in origin, includes 
natural science, legibility 
and transient categories) 

Intrinsic values,   
Legibility, ephemeral 
values (regularly 
occurring events) 

 

Vegetation, banks 
and riverbed, water 
movement, water 
quality, scientific 
interest 

Natural science 
value/composition 
(elements and 
patterns)/individual 
features/ ephemeral 
factors/ context 
(place of the 
waterbody in the 
wider landscape) 

The water makes a major 
contribution to an 
outstanding scenic area. 

Natural Science 
values, transient 
values, 
expressiveness or 
Legibility  

National 
Geopreservation likely 
takes this attribute into 
account  

Natural science, 
legibility, rarity  

Natural 
science factors  

Sensory or perceptual 
qualities (less tangible ‐ as 
perceived and experienced 
by humans i.e. the view or 
smell of an area (includes 
aesthetics category).  

Aesthetic values (wild 
scenic) 

Landscape view, 
wilderness feeling 

Perceptual and 
experiential 
considerations 

  Aesthetic values  

(memorability and 
naturalness) 

National 
Geopreservation likely 
takes this attribute into 
account 

Amenity values  
scenic/aesthetic 
value  
/landscape 
status 

Sensory 
factors  

Associative meanings and 
values (cultural or social 
associations with 
particular landscapes/ 
features includes historical 
association, Tangata 
whenua values, and 
‘shared and recognised 
values’ categories) 

Heritage and sense of 
place, spiritual values, 
Popular values (use, 
enjoyment and 
community attributes) 

historic sites,   Associative meanings 
and values 

The areas visual appeal is 
widely recognised and forms 
the focus of human 
activities. 

Shared and 
recognised 
Values, Tangata 
whenua values, 
Historical 
associations 

 

National 
Geopreservation likely 
takes this attribute into 
account 

Cultural heritage 
/public exposure 

Shared or 
recognised 
factors  

Natural character 
(includes all natural 
aspects of the land and 
waterbody. There is a 
spectrum of natural 
character from pristine to 
modified) 

Natural character   Natural character, 
wildlife 

Natural character   Natural character   Natural character   National 
Geopreservation likely 
takes this attribute into 
account 

Natural 
character  

Natural 
character  

National/International 
importance/usage 

    Number of visitors 
/International 
importance 

    National/ international 
importance/number of 
visitors  
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Evaluation  
 

64 New Zealand Rivers: A Scenic Evaluation, New Zealand Canoeing Association, Egarr, Egarr & Mackay, 1979. 

148. In 1979, Egarr & Egarr developed a methodology for the scenic evaluation of rivers. The assessment focuses 

predominantly on the natural science, legibility and aesthetic attributes.   

149. As part of the survey each river  (or section of river) was assessed against the following 7 factors with each 

factors  assigned  a  separate  score of 0  (dull), 1  (ordinary), 2  (interesting), 3  (impressive) or 4  (exceptional 

value)11  to describe and assess the scenic qualities of a river: 

 vegetation: Volume, variety, virginity  

 banks and riverbed: visible geological makeup of the river environment 

 landscape: the more distant views beyond the immediate banks and cliffs cut by the river itself  

 wilderness feeling: difficulty of access, distance from civilisation, feeling of wilderness   

 water quality: visual perception of water quality  

 water movement: rapids, waterfalls 

 other factors: wildlife, biodiversity, historic sites etc. 

150. The total sum of the attributes was then combined to give the overall scenic value of a river, where:  0‐3 = dull, 

4‐6 = ordinary, 7‐9 = interesting, 10 – 15 = impressive and over 16 = exceptional. Each attribute has a detailed 

description in the report. 

151. When discussing recreational and scenic values Egarr states that “recreational values, can to a certain extent, 

be ascertained by consulting recreational groups, but scenic values seem to require a reasonable expert and 

consistent assessment”.   

152. Note: when discussing his assessment technique in support of a WCO for Motueka River12, Mr Egarr advises 

the court that in terms of scenic value, the technique he used in 1979 placed greater emphasis upon native 

vegetation  in the vista than he would prefer to use today. He notes that  in the 1970s the term natural was 

interpreted as  largely natural  indigenous and undisturbed character, whereas  today Mr Egarr believe most 

people would accept introduced and exotic vegetation species as contributing to a natural vista.   

A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving  Inclusion  in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of the Protected Waters 

Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority, Grindell & Guest, 1986. 

153. The schedule of protected waters sought to protect a range waterbodies that make an essential contribution 

to an outstanding landscape. The report focuses on the natural science values, legibility, aesthetic and shared 

attributes when  assessing  landscapes.  Specifically,  the  report  indicates  that  rivers or  lakes which met  the 

following criteria were deemed appropriate for protection: 

 The water makes a major contribution to an outstanding scenic area. This is relevant to the natural 

science values, legibility and aesthetic values. For example the landscape may be one of grandeur (a 

crater  lake)  or  derive  its  scenic  value  from  a display  of natural  forces  (violent  rapids),  or  from  a 

                                                            
11 Note: for ‘water quality’ and ‘other factors’ a three point scale was used (0 – 2) was used. 
12 Motueka River Draft National Water Conservation Order, Decision of the Tribunal, November 1991 
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combination of elements of innate beauty (tarn), or contain a singular feature (waterfall). All which 

would be memorable.  

 The areas visual appeal  is widely  recognised and  forms  the  focus of human activities  (i.e. attracts 

people by cars, rail or boat, walkers, photographers etc. 

 Generally the water will be free from impoundment, diversion of alteration to water quality. However 

there may be evidence of human activities, settlement etc. and the presence of roads and bridges 

need not detract from an area.  

154. There are no clear thresholds for the criteria around what constitutes ‘significance’ in the report.   

Report  and  Recommendations  of  the  Inquiry  into  the National Water  Conservation Order  for  the  Buller  River, 

Planning Tribunal, Skelton, 1996. 

155. The planning tribunal found that parts of the Buller River contained outstanding wild and scenic characteristics 

and outstanding natural features. 

156. At  the  inquiry evidence was given on wild and scenic values by  two consultant  landscape architects, using 

different approaches, being a qualitative and quantitative approach. Where the quantitative approach is the 

presence of physical characteristics and  features of  the water bodies, as opposed  to  the qualitative which 

focuses on the perception of these.  

157. Both opposing approaches were criticised by the two landscape architects as summarised below: 

 Qualitative approach: this approach fails to clearly separate its objective and subjective components 

meaning others cannot understand the logic of the assessment. This approach avoids the hard question 

about what makes the subject waters stand out in comparison with other waters. Every river, creek and 

stream  can  be  said  to  be  distinctive  in  some  way,  particularly  if  perceptual  and  experiential 

considerations are included, but adopting this approach makes it difficult to think of any intact forested 

tributary that would not be considered outstanding. 

 Quantitative approach: the approach is reductionist because it is analytical methodology. It fails to give 

weight  to experience or perception, comparative assessment do not allow  for  the possibility  that a 

number of rivers are outstanding in their own right and a comparison of different types of rivers and 

their landscapes is difficult. 

158. The tribunal states a clear preference for the quantitative approach, noting that the non‐quantitative approach 

contains an underlying assumption that all unmodified landscapes can be said to be outstanding in their own 

right, which is not an appropriate way to proceed.  

159. In summary, while  the  thresholds or  set criteria cannot be accessed,  it  is  interesting  to note  the  following 

factors were specifically  identified by the tribunal when determining whether the scenic or natural features 

were outstanding: 

 These areas attracts visitors from around the world to explore the cave system 

 The Karst landscape is of national and international importance 

 The feature is highly dependent on the water 

 The River is the fifth largest river system by area in New Zealand and of the top five is the only one to 

remain essentially unmodified 

 The river is one of the best examples of an antecedent river in New Zealand 
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 The river system is unusual to have been the focus of the two biggest earthquakes experienced during 

recent history. The scars and fault lines provide "outstanding examples of earthquake river geology" 

which are easily viewed and are of wide public interest. 

160. The planning tribunal takes into account a number of factors when assessing the landscape and scenic values 

of the area. However, significant weight is placed on the relative significance of the landscape and associated 

features when compared to similar rivers in New Zealand, or its international significance.  This WCO decision 

will be discussed in more detail in the WCO review (Appendix xx) at a later date. 

 

Report and Recommendation of the Planning Tribunal into the Draft National Water Conservation Order for Kawarau, 

Planning Tribunal, Skelton, 1995. 

161. This document will be reviewed at a later date as part of the water conservation order review. 

 

Flow Guidelines for Instream Values: Volume A, Ministry for the Environment, 1998. 

162. While the guidelines predominately assist with decision making around potential developments (i.e. a dam) 

and  flow  requirements,  it contains a discussion around how  to assess  the significance of  landscape values, 

specifically referring to the following attributes:  

• Intrinsic values ‐ including geology, plant life, wildlife. 

• Natural character ‐ incorporating natural elements, aspect and processes.  

• Legibility ‐ expressive of formation, heritage, and sense of place.  

• Aesthetic values ‐ wild, scenic. 

• Ephemeral values ‐ regularly recurring events.  

• Spiritual values ‐ particularly values held by tangata whenua.  

• Popular values ‐ related to use, enjoyment and community attitudes. 

163. Based  on  these  attributes,  the  guidelines  recommend  undertaking  an  initial  screening  process  using  the 

following set of questions to determining whether landscape values are likely to be significant on a particular 

river.  If the answer to any of the questions is “yes”, a more detailed landscape assessment may be carried out.  

 Is the river ecologically significant? Adequate biological data are usually available to assess this.  

 Is the river largely unmodified, retaining its natural character and quality?  

 Are there outstanding natural features such as a waterfall or a geopreservation site?  

 Does the river pass through an outstanding landscape? If so, does that landscape contribute to  the 

  quality of the river and vice versa?  

 Is the river highly expressive of its formation and does it have a “strong sense of place”?  

 Does the river have historical or heritage importance?  

 Does the river have a high aesthetic quality ‐ is it wild or scenic?  

 Are there regularly recurring events that are widely valued?  

 Is the river of spiritual importance?  

 Is the river heavily used and widely appreciated as a recreation resource?  

 Does the river occur in literature or painting?  

 Is the river highly visible from a significant location(s) e.g. state highway, township?  
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164. While the report does not specifically discuss thresholds for significance, it discusses the useful concept of a 

screening process.  

Case law  

165. The  subject of what exactly qualifies  as  an outstanding  landscape has been  the  key  issue of a number of 

Environment Court decisions.  It has generally been accepted that the test for outstanding sets a high bar. It 

requires a landscape to be conspicuous, eminent and stand out from the rest, and that only a small proportion 

of New Zealand landscapes would qualify as outstanding.  

166. In some cases, the court has determined that an area of outstanding landscape should be so obvious that expert 

analysis is unnecessary, while in other cases the court has preferred to use a series of assessment factors to 

demonstrate a level of significance. 

167. Of particular note  is  the amended Pigeon Bay Criteria13. This criteria widely accepted  in New Zealand as a 

landscape evaluation system, which includes, but is not restricted to the following matters: 

a) Natural  Science  values  (the  geological,  topographical,  ecological  and  dynamic  components  of  the 

landscape) 

b) Expressiveness or Legibility values (how obviously the landscape demonstrates its formative processes) 

c) Aesthetic values (including memorability and naturalness) 

d) Transient values  (reflect different  times of  the day and year‐   and are affected by different weather 

conditions, tides, the presence or wildlife) 

e)  Shared and recognised values 

f) Tangata Whenua values 

g) Historic associations. 

 

168. More recently, NZILA Best Practice Guidance and recent Environment Court decisions14 have further grouped 

the Pigeon Bay criteria into  the following three broad categories or ‘landscape attributes’:   

 biophysical elements, patterns and processes 

 associative meanings and values including spiritual, cultural or social associations; and 

 sensory or perceptual qualities. 

169. While the Pigeon Bay Criteria has been generally accepted as an appropriate landscape assessment framework, 

it is important to note it does not provide clear thresholds, for each value, that need to be crossed in order for 

a  landscape to be regarded as outstanding. Instead this approach relies on the  judgement of experts in this 

field and a comparative analysis of the  landscape with other  landscapes  in the same region or district.   For 

instance, in the Wakatipu Environmental Society case in 199915, the court determined that a landscape will be 

considered outstanding  if  it  is  “conspicuous, eminent,  remarkable or  iconic” within  the  context of  the area 

concerned – the district  if the assessment  is being undertaken  for a district plan and the region  if  it  is for a 

regional policy statement or plan”.    

                                                            
13 C32/1999 – Pigeon bay Aquaculture Ltd v CRC and C180/1999 – Wakatipu Env. Society v QLDC 
14 C11/2009 ‐ Unison Networks Limited v Hastings District Council; C103/2009 ‐ Maniototo Environmental Society Incorporated and others v Central 
Otago District Council and Otago Regional Council; and Decision of Board of Inquiry (2011) Hauāuru mā Raki Wind Farm and Infrastructure 
Connection to Gri 
15 C180/1999 – Wakatipu Env. Society v QLDC 
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170. However, more recently, the high court found this approach to be incorrect16 noting that when undertaking an 

assessment of whether a landscape is “outstanding” there is no requirement to compare that landscape against 

other landscapes on a national basis. 

171. The determination  is  significant, as many of  the  judgements around outstandingness  (i.e. most WCOs use 

comparisons) make a comparison at a regional or national level which assists in determining their importance. 

This decision is saying that a comparative approach is no longer appropriate. However, it is recognised, that in 

developing  standalone objective criteria  to  identify  ‘outstanding  landscapes’  it  is assumed  that  the criteria 

would need to be tested nationally to ensure the criteria and thresholds are identifying really outstanding areas 

(best of the best).  

172. The court is also very clear in its decision that the identification of outstanding landscapes is not dependent on 

the  level of protection  these areas will  receive.  It  is a  separate  two  stage process, where  step one  strictly 

involves the identification of outstanding natural landscapes and outstanding natural features using objective 

criteria of outstandingness, and step two  involves developing a management regime to protect those areas 

identified in step one. This is the same as the adopted process for the OFWB project.  

 

Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National Importance – Technical Working Paper, Ministry for 

the Environment, Ministry for the Environment, 2004. 

173. The  report  on  potential water  bodies  of  national  importance  undertakes  a  slightly  different  assessment 

approach  and  assesses  landscape  values  under  both  the  natural  heritage  category  (which  includes 

geodiversity17) and  the  tourism category. DOC  led  the  investigations  into geodiversity and  the Ministry  for 

tourism led the investigations into tourism. The Tourism value is discussed in Section xx.  

Geodiversity  

174. The following criteria was used to determine if a feature or system as nationally important for a geodiversity 

value:  

 the site is identified in the National Geopreservation Inventory, 
 the feature or system is dependent on associated water body condition and functioning and, 

 the site ranked in the inventory as either nationally or internationally important. 

175. The  National  Geopreservation  Inventory  identifies  and  ranks  geological  and  geomorphological18  features 

according to their relative significance and vulnerability to damage. Sites are assessed by the relevant experts 

in the field19, using a standard method of scoring. There are currently 3,122 sites  listed on the  inventory as 

either internationally, nationally or regionally important. 

176. The WONI approach directly relies on the criteria used in the National Geopreservation Inventory to identify 

nationally  and  internationally  important  feature.  For  a  site  to  be  recognised  as  either  nationally  or 

internationally important on the New Zealand Geopreservation Inventory it is assessed against the following 

criteria:  

                                                            
16 Man O’War Station Ltd v Auckland Council, April 2015, NZHC 767 
17 Geodiversity refers to water body dependant features such as rapids or caves and geothermal systems.    

18 Geomorphology is a subset of geology. Geomorphology is the study of the physical features of the Earth’s crust as related to its geological features. 
Morphology means outer study. It deals just with the study of the earth’s outer surface or the crust. On the other hand, geology is a branch of 
science that deals with all the physical features of earth including the minerals that are found in the earth and their characteristics. This is the main 
difference between geomorphology and geology. 

19 paleontology, volcanology, minerals, coastal landforms, karst etc 
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 the site or feature must be either internationally or nationally significant to the understanding of the 

geology or biotic evolution of NZ or the earth; and 

 the site or feature must be either internationally or nationally rare: 

177. It  is noted that the reference to  ‘vulnerability to damage’ criterion  is not used when determining  if a site  is 

nationally or internationally important, which is consistent with the objectives of the OFWB project.   

178. A  limitation of  the approach used  in  the WONI project was noted as  is  the potential  for bias based on  the 

geographic distribution of experts, due to the reliance on the National Geopreservation Inventory.  

179. A  total  of  81  geodiversity  features,  karst/cave  or  geothermal  systems  associated with waterbodies were 

identified  as  potentially  nationally  important  across  the  country.  The  criteria  and methodology  used  for 

assessing this value has a number of merits particularly: 

 a)   The criteria and methodology  is transparent and the geo‐preservation  inventory can be viewed 

and   understood by any member of the public and 

 b)   The  work  has  been  completed  by  experts  in  the  relevant  field,  meaning  it  does  not  need 

reassessment   by an expert, making it cost effective 

180. However,  the number of geodiversity  features  identified  is  too high which  suggests  the  criteria  should be 

tougher to reduce the numbers  in accordance with expectations of the NPSFM. This could be addressed by 

simply amending the criteria to refer to internationally important site only. However, this would need to be 

tested in a methodology and discussed with the relevant experts before proceeding.  

181. While  it  is recognised  that  this approach has  the potential  for bias based on the geographic distribution of 

experts, it is considered this could be adequately addressed by testing in the methodology to see if international 

literature on this value aligns with the finding of the new criteria.  

182. In terms of sites being left off that should be recognised as outstanding, as discussed in Paragraph xx, the OFWB 

project is about identifying the majority of OFWB noting that criteria can never be developed which recognises 

all OFWB  across New  Zealand.  There will  always  be  exceptions.  These waterbodies  can  be  picked  up  as 

exceptions by the relevant council and progressed at that point in time with community support. 

 

Riverscape and Flow Guidelines, Boffa Miskell, 2009. 

183. These  guidelines  contain  an  eight  step  assessment  methodology  designed  to  assist  with  a  significance 

assessment of river landscapes (or ‘riverscapes’) with the intention of informing water allocation decisions from 

resource consent applications (e.g. the effects a new dam would have on a riverscape).  

184. The  following  three attributes were  identified  to describe and assess  the  rivers  landscapes  characteristics:  

‘natural character values’, ‘amenity values’ and ‘landscape values’. As part of step one, the riverscapes were 

assessed using the following assessment categories and given a score (per category) of 1 (high), 2 (middle) or 

3 (low):  

 Natural character: 1) River Channel 2) Riparian area and 3) Wider landscape context. The elements, 

patterns, processes  

 Amenity values: 1) hydrological characteristics and river profiles 2) recreation importance 3) public 

exposure. These categories are then assessed based on their vulnerability to flow changes, importance 

for recreation, and how visible the river is at particular locations  
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 Landscape  values:  1)  Natural  science  and  legibility  value  2)  Cultural  heritage  importance  3)  

Scenic/aesthetic importance 4) Landscape status 5) rarity 

185. The assessment undertaken as part of step one is not meant to be comprehensive. Its purposes is to provide 

an initial indication of the rivers significance in relation to natural character, amenity and landscape values, to 

inform step two of the process which determines the scope and level of subsequent investigations. 

186. For more detail about step 1 see the main report. However, in short the scores can be combined to give an 

initial indication of the rivers total riverscape value. The lower the total score the higher the initial riverscape 

value. Rivers that rank 1 for any category are likely to be significant in terms of that value, and will need to be 

investigated further. 

187. Steps 2 – 5 relate to scope setting and types of  investigations, with Step 6 aiming to  identify and attribute 

‘landscape’ values  inherent to the existing riverscape. The assessments undertaken  in Step 6 are subjective 

with the report suggesting that when assessing rivers with a significant riverscape value (i.e. as determined by 

Step  1),  a  range  of  assessors  including  landscape  specialists,  multi‐disciplinary  experts  and  the 

public/stakeholders be used to assess the natural character, landscape and amenity values.   

188. Steps 7 and 8 assess the effects of any water allocation proposals, which will then be elevated against the river 

condition. Steps 7 and 8 are not relevant to this literature review. 

189. The guidelines are just one tool that could be used to assist in determining whether a riverscape is outstanding. 

They are not a standalone tool directly designed for this purpose, particularly because they relate solely to 

water quantity which is only one of a number of issues that would affect a rivers ‘landscape’ quality’. 

190. The guidelines have limited use as are that they are not relevant to other types of freshwater bodies such as 

lakes and do not provide a set list of criteria and associated thresholds that can be used when determining the 

significance of its values. It leaves the selection of appropriate values up to experienced practitioners. 

Greater Wellington Proposed Regional Policy Statement, consents order version, Greater Wellington Regional Council 

2012. 

191. The proposed RPS for greater wellington identifies those natural features and landscapes as outstanding where 

they are exceptional or out of the ordinary and their natural components dominate over the influence of human 

activity.  

192. This is determined based on the following criteria: 

 Natural science factors: these values relate to the geological, ecological, topographical and natural 

process components of the natural feature or landscape, and are based on a) Representativeness, b) 

Research and education c) Rarity d)Ecosystem functioning.  

 Sensory factors ‐ these values relate to scenic perceptions of the feature or landscape, and are based 

on a) coherence b) vividness: c) naturalness 

 Shared or recognised factors ‐ the feature or landscape clearly shows the formative processes that 

led to its existing character and are based on a) Transient values, b) Shared and recognised values, c) 

Tangata whenua values, d) Historical associations 

193. The Proposed Regional Policy Statement (Policy 24) has a more detailed explanation of each of the criteria, 

noting that the list is not exhaustive and does not apply to all landscapes. Generally these factors align with the 

case law discussed in paragraph xx, and commonly used landscape assessment methodologies.  

 



  

Literature Review 2   37 

New Zealand waterfalls 

194. The New Zealand waterfalls website (ww.waterfalls.co.nz) contains an inventory of the most popular waterfalls 

in New Zealand, with an associated 1 – 5 star rating. The rating system and associated criteria has not been 

investigated, however potentially this could inform a screening process, whereby those waterfalls with a rating 

of 5 move forward for further screening.  

Conclusions 

195. The management of outstanding natural features and  landscapes are matters of national  importance  in the 

RMA. This means this topic has been extensively litigated over the years and it is this literature which should 

be used as a basis for developing criteria to assess whether waterbodies are outstanding for landscape or scenic 

purposes.  

196. When it comes to assessing the  landscape and scenic aspects of waterbodies, the following seven factors are 

now largely accepted as a starting point for the identification of how landscapes are recognised and valued: 

 Natural science factors 

 Aesthetic values including memorability and naturalness 

 Expressiveness (legibility) 

 Transient values 

 Whether these values are shared and recognised 

 Its value to tangata whenua 

 Its historical associations. 

197. These  factors  are  broadly  grouped  into  the  following  categories:  1)  biophysical  elements,  patterns  and 

processes; 2) associative meanings and values including spiritual, cultural or social associations; 3) and sensory 

or perceptual qualities20.  

198. After the reviewing  literature,  it  is clear that there can be significant overlap between categories given the 

strong connecting relationship between them all. This makes  it difficult to clearly delineate them  from one 

another. For example transient values may fall within sensory or biophysical elements, and natural character 

can be relevant to both biophysical patterns and processes which can also influence human experience. 

199. Because  of  the  differences  in  the  levels  of  appreciation  and  associations  with  landscapes,  most  of  the 

significance assessments in reviewed literature are largely subjective and are undertaken by expert landscape 

assessors in the field.  However, there appears to be a move towards the use of more objective criteria where 

possible with the Supreme Court’s recent decision indicating a clear preference for the use of objective criteria 

over a comparative approach when identifying outstanding landscapes.  

200. Preferably, to  inform this part of the OFWB project, a set of understandable criteria that  for the most part 

doesn’t need an expert to assess/analysis them should be developed. This is a difficult task, however it is worth 

noting that the court in some cases ascertains that an area of outstanding landscape should be so obvious that 

expert analysis is unnecessary, and that only a small only a small proportion of New Zealand landscapes would 

qualify as outstanding, as such it does seem impossible. 

201. Landscape values have been debated extensively in many Water Conservation Order Hearings and Environment 

Court hearings, both of which provide useful  information on what constitutes an outstanding  ‘landscape or 

                                                            
20 Quality planning website  
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scenic value’ for waterbodies. This  information should be used to  inform the criteria and thresholds around 

outstanding landscape and scenic values and applied to the OFWB project.   

202. Section  xx  discusses  the  use  of  an  initial  screening  approach  to  either  eliminate waterbodies  for  further 

consideration  or  to  verify  that  a  waterbody  should  proceed  for  further  assessment  to  determine  if  it 

outstanding for a particular characteristics.  

203. When analysing this value, the first question asked in any assessment must be as follows: “is the feature highly 

dependent on water or does the water makes a major contribution to the landscape”.  If the answer is no, then 

a waterbody is definitely not outstanding for landscape or scenic characteristics and the landscape should be 

managed under a different mechanism.   

 

Ecology (wildlife, biodiversity and related scientific values) 

204. New Zealand contains a diverse landscape which has been isolated from other landmasses for over 80 million 

years, meaning there are a number of areas in New Zealand which are of considerable value due to their rarity, 

uniqueness and potential for expanding our scientific knowledge.  

205. Specifically, biodiversity reflects the number, variety and variability of living organisms as well as how these 

change from one location to another and over time. It includes diversity within species, between species, and 

among ecosystems.  Biodiversity  is  of  great  importance  from  a  human  perspective,  because  it  allows  the 

species and the environment to adapt to changing conditions.  

206. In New Zealand, freshwater rivers alone provide habitat for over 38 species of native freshwater fish, for 38 

native aquatic plant species and for hundreds of aquatic and semi aquatic  invertebrate species.  In addition, 

there are over 160 species of water birds, including give endemic species that spend all or crucial parts of the 

lifecycles in our rivers. 21. 

207. Based on this, the Ecology Value has been spilt up into the following five sub values: 

‐ Habitat for native fisheries  

‐ Native aquatic plants 

‐ Habitat for invertebrate species  

‐ Wildlife habitat 

‐ Habitat for salmonid fisheries (this value has been specifically discussed in the WCO review in (Appendix xx)) 

 

208. It is unclear if a ‘general biodiversity’ sub value should be developed. Paragraphs xx, discusses the ‘biodiversity 

value’ as assessed  in the WONI project and the RAMSAR criteria. However at this stage a recommendation 

cannot be made around whether a general’ biodiversity’ criteria should be adopted, or whether the criteria 

and  thresholds  adopted  for  the  five  sub  values  above,  in  combination  with  Objectives  A2  (c)  and  B422 

adequately recognise and protect the general biodiversity value. It is recommended an expert in this field be 

engaged to provide advice on this matter.  

 

Scientific values  

                                                            
21 Referenced from Department of Conservation: identifying freshwater ecosystems of national importance for biodiversity.  
22 Which protect the significant values of wetlands. 
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209. Scientific values have been grouped  into this section because the vast majority of  literature aligns scientific 

importance with biodiversity values. However, it is recognised that other values, such as geological formations 

can also be of scientific importance i.e. in the WCO for Motueka River the cave systems of Mounts Owen and 

Arthur are the  longest  in New Zealand and deepest  in the Southern Hemisphere which are of  international 

importance and considered to be outstanding for scientific reasons.  

210. As such, criteria will need to be developed which relates to outstanding scientific values which are relevant 

other sections (i.e. landscapes or natural features).  

 

Reports reviewed 

211. The following literature was reviewed with respect of the general recreational value for water: 

RAMSAR Convention – criteria for the identification of wetlands of international importance, 1971 

Teirney, Unwin, Rowe, McDowall, Graynoth, 1982, Submission on the Draft Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers of 
National Importance, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries 

Grindell, 1984, A National Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority  

Grindell & Guest, 1986, A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving Inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of 
the Protected Waters Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority. 

Department of Conservation, 1988, Wildlife and wildlife habitat of Hawkes Bay Rivers. 

Skelton, 1995, Report and Recommendation of  the Planning Tribunal  into  the Draft National Water Conservation 
Order for Kawarau, Planning Tribunal.   

Norton &  Roper‐Lindsay,  1999,  Criteria  for  Assessing  Ecological  Significance  under  Section  6(c)  of  the  Resource 
Management Act 1991, Ministry for the Environment. 

Norton & Roper‐Lindsay, 2004, Assessing Significance for Biodiversity Conservation on Private Land in New Zealand, 
New Zealand Journal of Ecology. 

Chadderton, Brown &Stephens, 2004,  Identifying Freshwater Ecosystems and Sites with Nationally  Important  for 
Biodiversity: Methodology, criteria and candidate list of rivers of national importance, Department of Conservation, 
Science and Research Unit. 

Ministry for the Environment, 2004, Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National Importance – 
Technical Working Paper, Ministry for the Environment. 

Walker, 2012, Review of Auckland Council’s Proposed Ecological Significance Criteria, Landcare Research, Auckland 
Council.  

Greater Wellington Regional Council, 2012, Proposed Regional Policy Statement, consents order version. 

Sawyer & Stanley, 2012, Criteria for the Identification of Significant Ecological Areas in Auckland, Auckland. Council 

Maseyk & Gerbeaux, 2014, Advances in the identification and assessment of ecologically significant habitats in two 
areas of contracting biodiversity loss in New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Ecology.   

Maseyk,  2015,  Recommended  Criteria  to  Assess  Ecological  Significance  and  Site  Values  of Natural  Areas within 
Hawke’s Bay Region, Catalyst Group.  
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Table xx: Attributes used to inform assessments in reviewed literature on wildlife, biodiversity and related scientific values  

212. The  following  table summarises  the attributes used  in all  reviewed  literature  to assess  the significance of biodiversity values  for a particular area,  including 

waterbodies and in some cases land. 

Attributes 
used to 
inform 
significance 
assessment
s for 
biodiversity 

Norton and 
Roper‐Lindsay 
(1999,2000) 

Wild and 
Scenic 
Rivers of 
National 
Importance 

Proposed 
Natural Areas 
Programme 

MAF 
Submission 
on the draft 
inventory of 
wild and 
scenic rivers 
or national 
importance, 
1982 

Catalyst 
Report 

Auckland 
Councils 
approach 

MfE potential 
water bodies 
of national 
importance 

Kawarau River 
WCO 

A list of rivers and 
lakes deserving 
protection, 1986 

Greater wellington 
proposed RPS  

Sites of special  
wildlife interest , 
1977(?) 

Rarity and 
Distinctiven
ess, Special 
features 

Rarity and 
Distinctiveness 

Rarity and 
Distinctiven
ess 

Rarity and 
Special features 

Rarity and 
Distinctivene
ss, Special 
features 

Rarity 
and 
Distincti
veness 

Rarity and threat 
status, 
Distinctiveness, 
Uniqueness 

Special 
features, 
rarity 

Rarity and 
Distinctiveness 

A habitat for rare or 
endangered fish 
species 

Rarity  Rarity and 
Distinctiveness, 
special features  

Representa
tiveness/di
versity  

Representative
ness 

Representat
iveness 

Representativen
ess, Diversity and 
Pattern, 

Representativ
eness, 
Diversity 

Represe
ntativen
ess 

Representativene
ss, Diversity 

Representativ
eness 

Representation 
Diversity  

A unique 
assemblage of fish 
species 

Representativeness
/ Diversity 

Representativeness 

Ecological 
context 
(includes 
buffers/cor
ridors/linka
ges 

Ecological 
context 

Ecological 
context 

Buffering and 
Surrounding 
landscapes 

  Ecologic
al 
context 

Stepping stones, 
migration 
pathways and 
buffers 

Connectivity      Ecological context 

 
   

 

Sustainabili
ty  Long 
term 
ecological 
viability, 
size and 
shape 

Sustainability    Long term 
viability, Size and 
Shape 
Naturalness 

               

Natural 
character 

    Natural 
character 

      Natural 
character  

Natural 
character  

    Natural character  

Site 
Condition  

    Takes into 
account site 
condition  

      Takes into 
account site 
condition 

Takes into 
account site 
condition  

    Takes into account 
site condition 
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Evaluation  
 

RAMSAR Criteria – Wetlands of International Importance, 1971. 

213. The  RAMSAR  convention  was  signed  in  1971  and  is  an  intergovernmental treaty  which  requires  the 

identification  and  protection  of  wetlands  of  international  importance.  The  definition  of  wetland  for  the 

purposes of RAMSAR is broad and includes lakes, rivers and aquifers making it relevant to the OFWB project.  

214. The Convention uses nine criteria to assist countries to identify wetlands of international significance, eight of 

which relate to biodiversity with relevance to ecological communities, waterbirds, fish and other taxa, and one 

which relates representative, rare or unique wetland types. A waterbody qualifies as internationally important 

if it meets one of the criteria. 

215. The following five RAMSAR criteria were considered relevant to the OFWB project and are summarised below. 

The remaining criteria (Criteria 3, 4, 7 and 8) are more relevant to Objective B4 of the NPSFM which protects 

the significant values of wetlands. This is because they refer to maintaining biological diversity, representation 

in a biogeographic area or are relied on by fish stocks, and while important do not immediate equate to being 

outstanding.  

 Criteria 1: it contains a representative, rare, or unique example of a natural or near‐natural wetland 

type found within the appropriate biogeographic region. 

 Criteria  2:  it  supports  vulnerable,  endangered,  or  critically  endangered  species  or  threatened 

ecological communities. 

 Criteria 5: it regularly supports 20,000 or more waterbirds. 

 Criteria 6: it regularly supports 1% of the individuals in a population of one species or subspecies of 

waterbird. 

 Criteria 9: it regularly supports 1% of the individuals in a population of one species or subspecies of 

wetland‐dependent non‐avian animal species. 

216. The  above  criteria  indicates when  a  freshwater  body  should  be  considered  internationally  important  for 

wetland species, threatened ecological communities and near natural wetlands.  

217. Criteria 5, 6 and 9 are directly relevant to the OFWB project and contain numeric thresholds and should be 

used for the OFWB project for each of the relevant identified sub values. Criteria 2 contains a narrative criteria 

but no  thresholds,  however  it  is  considered  relevant  to  the OFWB  project with  those waterbodies which 

support these types of species generally being recognised as outstanding. The associated thresholds can be 

filled in from information contained in other literature. 

218. Careful consideration needs to be given to Criteria 1, particularly when referring to ‘a representative waterbody 

for the biogeographic region’. It is not clear whether this would meet the objectives of the OFWB project which 

is looking to identify a small number of the best waterbodies for each value. For example braided rivers are 

internationally  rare,  however  there  are  163  braided  rivers  in New  Zealand  and while  they  are  extremely 

important habitat, not meet the definition of outstanding for the purposes of the NPSFM23.   As such, it is not 

recommended that Criteria 1 be used for this project.   

219. The remaining criteria (Criteria 3, 4, 7 and 8) are more relevant to Objective B4 of the NPSFM which protects 

the significant values of wetlands. This is because they refer to maintaining biological diversity, representation 

                                                            
23 i..e a small number of waterbodies that stand out from the rest. 
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in a biogeographic area or are relied on by fish stocks, and while important do not immediate equate to being 

outstanding.  

 

Submission on  the Draft  Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers of National  Importance, Ministry of Agriculture and 

Fisheries, Teirney, Unwin, Rowe, McDowall, Graynoth, 1982. 

220. The MAF submission, contained the following eight criteria for assessing the significance of a river for biological 

or scientific fishery values of national importance.  

 Waters containing endangered indigenous species 

 Waters containing indigenous species of extremely limited distribution 

 Waters having exceptional values for indigenous species 

 Waters containing distinctive populations of native species 

 Waters containing unique assemblages of native species 

 Waters of such importance to whitebait conservation that they have legislative protection under the 

Whitebait Fishing Regulations 1981 

 Waters containing exotic fish of extremely limited distribution 

 Waters containing exotic fish which are endangered or rare within New Zealand. 

221. Four of the eight criteria are considered relevant to the OFWB project. Specifically the criteria which refer to 

indigenous species which are endangered or of extremely limited distribution, and native species which have 

unique  or  assemblages  distinctive  populations.      This  is  consistent with  the  findings  of  the WCO  review 

(Appendix  xx), and  is  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  final  criteria with  thresholds  informed  from other 

literature. 

222. Of the remaining four criteria, two relate to exceptional values for indigenous species, and waters which have 

legislative protection. There is no further explanation about this criteria explaining what the exceptional values 

might be. The remaining two relate to exotic fish, which raises debate around whether they are relevant to the 

OFWB project.  

223. The report indicates that the list of criteria is incomplete and as knowledge of our fisheries improves it is likely 

that additional criteria should be added to the list. I.e. waters containing races of fish stocks which are valuable 

because of unique genetic potential have not been included.   

A National Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority, Grindell, 1984. 

224. The approach taken in the National Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers solely relates to the wildlife habitat of 

lakes and rivers across the country. It doesn’t not relate to wetlands or land based ecological areas.  

225. Six criteria which can be generally categorised as representativeness, rarity and distinctiveness and ecological 

context were developed to identify areas where wildlife was outstanding and warranted enhanced protection.  

226. Waterbodies of poor quality were not excluded from being recognised as outstanding in this approach. Apart 

from the criteria there is no further explanation around how the criteria should be applied meaning it would 

end up being somewhat subjective.  
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A List of Rivers and Lakes Deserving  Inclusion  in a Schedule of Protected Waters; Report of the Protected Waters 

Assessment Committee, National Water and Soil Conservation Authority, Grindell & Guest, 1986. 

227. This document sought to protect a range waterbodies that make an essential contribution to a fishery and fish 

habitat value. The criteria  is based on  the MAF submission discussed  in Section xx, and  is  relevant  to both 

fishing  values  in  the  recreational  sense  (summarised  in  section  xx),  and  fisheries  as  a  standalone 

biodiversity/scientific value.   In short, In order to qualify as an outstanding fishery, a waterbody must contain 

a  habitat  for  rare  or  endangered  fish  species  in New  Zealand,  a  unique  assemblage of  fish  species  or be 

recognised as a nationally important salmonid or non‐salmonid (i.e. white bait, eels) river fishery.  

228. Further  criteria  is  contained  in  the  report  which  indicates  where  a  fisheries  or  fish  habitat  is  probably 

outstanding but certainly important (i.e. a step under being recognised as definitely outstanding.  

229. The report contains three useful narrative criteria which are relevant to native fisheries, two of which are also 

consistent with WCO findings. these are:  

 a unique assemblage of fish species 

 biologically or scientifically important fishery or fish habitat 

 a waterbody must contain a habitat for rare or endangered fish species in New Zealand. 

230. The criteria used  for salmonid and non‐salmonid  fisheries are better aligned with  the  findings of  the WCO 

section. As discussed in the FAQ of the final OFWB report, being nationally important doesn’t necessarily equal 

outstanding.  

 

Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National Importance – Technical Working Paper, Ministry for 

the Environment, Ministry for the Environment, 2004. 

231. This report takes a different assessment approach and assess the biodiversity values of waterbodies as part of 

a broader ‘Natural Heritage24’ value.  The WONI project’s goal was to identify potential waterbodies of national 

importance  for  biodiversity  as  opposed  to waterbodies which  have  outstanding  biodiversity  features.   As 

discussed in paragraph xx these two things are not synonymous.    

232. The criteria for determining potentially national important waterbodies for biodiversity in the WONI project, 

were based on identifying the minimum set of water bodies required to achieve the national policy goals for 

natural heritage protection set out in the Purpose of the Reserves Act25, and the Objectives of the New Zealand 

Biodiversity Strategy26 for freshwater. 

233.  A total of 222 whole catchments and 57 sub‐catchments were  identified using this approach. This confirms 

that the criteria used  in WONI are not directly transferable to the OFWB which  is aiming to  identify a small 

number of waterbodies which are outstanding and stand out from the rest as opposed to a full representation. 

I.e. while obviously extremely important, this does not equate to outstanding which is the aim of the OFWB 

project. 

Criteria and Methodology  

                                                            
24 Natural Heritage in this report includes biodiversity (ecosystems and species) and geodiversity (water dependant features and geothermal 
systems). 
25  "The preservation of representative samples of all classes of natural ecosystems and landscapes which in the aggregate gave New Zealand its 
own recognisable character." 
26 "Protect a full range of remaining freshwater ecosystems and habitats ... using a range of appropriate mechanisms." 
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234. As  a  first  step,  a biogeographic  framework27 was developed  to  enable  the natural diversity  in  freshwater 

systems to be assessed. 29 geographic zones were then developed around catchment boundaries throughout 

New Zealand and divided into a set of 4706 catchment units. 

235. Each  catchment  unit  was  then  assigned  a  natural  heritage  score  based  on  representativeness,  human 

pressure28, presence of threatened species, and connectivity to nationally important waterbodies. The more 

natural the system the higher the value.  Sites were deemed nationally important where the following criteria 

was met:  

 Representation:  Site  represents 100%  the  river  classes AND  is  in  the  top 10  sites  ranked by 

natural heritage value within the biogeographic unit 

 Special features: Site contains threatened species or floodplain forests or Site is connected to a 

nationally important wetland or estuary 

236. This approach assumes that the less distributed waters (i.e. high natural character) retain the most biodiversity 

and are allocated a high natural heritage value, with minimal weighting given to any buffer functions an area 

may provide.  

237. This approach does not give high weight to ‘buffer areas’ and gives a high weighting to the condition of the site 

when determining significance, with the more natural the site the higher the value.  While other approaches 

for  biodiversity  believe  that  site  condition  should  not  be  taken  into  account,  this  is  considered  entirely 

appropriate for the OFWB which is which is trying to find criteria which equates to a waterbody being the top 

of its class in the country. 

238. As stated above, a total of 222 whole catchments and 57 sub‐catchments were identified using this approach, 

making it is clear that solely meeting the natural heritage protection set out in the Purpose of the Reserves or 

the objective of the biodiversity strategy or does not equate to outstanding29 for the purposes of the NPSFM. 

239. Notwithstanding, the criteria and background report used to inform the WONI project for the biodiversity value 

provides some valuable insight into the key attributes for this value, and the concepts may be applicable to the 

OFWB project.  

 

Protected Natural Areas Programme (1981) (information gained from a variety of sources in Table xx) 

240. The PNAP began  in 1981 and was one of  the  first protection  schemes  that was developed as a means of 

evaluating areas of natural habitat worthy of protection. New Zealand was dived up into a number of ecological 

regions and ecological districts, which were then mapped  identifying any  important features  i.e.  landforms, 

animals, plants.   

241. As with  the DOC  assessment,  this  approach  relied on  a biogeographic  framework, which  comprised of 85 

Ecoregions and 268 Ecodistricts throughout New Zealand. Rapid surveys of the areas were undertaken and 

each ecodistrict was assessed against the following attributes.  Individual sites were further scored using either 

a low, medium, or high value.    

                                                            
27 The underlying assumptions for the biogeographic framework can be found in DOC’s report “identifying freshwater ecosystems of national 
importance for biodiversity”.  
28 Human disturbance pressure was calculated by combining seven pressure measures, percentage natural land cover, urbanisation, land use 
intensity, fish passage, downstream dam effects, exotic fish, point source pollution. 
29 the criteria for determining national importance are based on identifying the minimum set of water bodies required to achieve the national policy 
goals for natural heritage protection set out in the Purpose of the Reserves Act29, and the Objectives of the New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy29 for 
freshwater. While obviously extremely important, this does not equate to outstanding which is the aim of the OFWB project. 
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 Representation: contains the best representative examples30 of an ecological unit(s), supports good 

populations of endemic taxa  

 Rarity and Special features: contains taxa or habitat that  is rare/ threatened/uncommon or area  is 

important to indigenous or endemic migratory taxa 

 Diversity and Patterns: high diversity of taxa of habitat types for the ecodistrict  

 Naturalness: Exhibits a higher level of naturalness than other examples of its type 

 Buffering/corridors and linkages: links to other areas of significant vegetation or significant habitats 

of indigenous fauna 

 Size and shape: Covers a large areas relative to other similar habitat types in the ecodistrict 

 Long term ecological viability: Meets at least one of the criteria above and long term viability of site 

is likely or is the best example of its type in the ecodistrict 

242. The PNAP was one of the first attempt to create objective criteria to identify the ‘best, or most representative’ 

ecological areas as examples as priorities for protection. While it did allow for a ranking of sites, the resulting 

assessments against the criteria were largely subjective and there has been a significant inconsistency when 

applying criteria across the country.  

243. It  is noted,  that given  the aim of  the PNAP was not  to  identify  the most  significant outstanding areas  (i.e. 

identifying the best areas for protection) the significance thresholds  in the criteria will be much  lower with 

more sites identified under this process. 

244. This approach excluded  sites which are poor ecological condition,  scoring  those  site  in a natural condition 

higher values.   

 

Report and Recommendation of the Planning Tribunal into the Draft National Water Conservation Order for Kawarau, 

Planning Tribunal,  Skelton, 1995. 

245. This document will be reviewed at a later date as part of the water conservation order review. 

Sites of Special Wildlife Interest (information gained from a variety of sources including ‐ Department of Conservation, 

1988, Wildlife and wildlife habitat of Hawkes Bay Rivers) 

246. The Sites of Special Wildlife Interest (SSWI) wildlife habitat ranking system was developed by the Fauna Survey 

Unit of the former New Zealand Wildlife Service. The Fauna Survey Unit surveyed the whole of New Zealand 

between 1977 and 1985 on a region by region basis to identify all "sites of special wildlife interest".  

247. All natural or semi‐natural areas important as habitat for one or more species of wildlife were evaluated and 

ranked, according  to a  set of  standard  criteria,  into  five groups on  the basis of  their  value  to wildlife,  i.e. 

outstanding, high, moderate‐high, moderate and potential.  

248. Five criteria are used  to determine  if an area  is outstanding  for wildlife  interests, most which relate to  the 

presence  of  endangered  and  rare  endemic  species,  or  species  which  are  uncommon  or  have  limited 

distribution.  One relates to largely unmodified ecosystem or example of original habitat type not represented 

elsewhere in the country, or sites of a large size which contain viable populations of all or almost all species 

which are typical of the ecosystem or habitat type.  

249. The criteria is used to determine if an area is outstanding for wildlife interests, is detailed below:  

                                                            
30 Best representative examples includes sites with the highest levels of naturalness, diversity, in the best condition, and with values other than ecological values such as 
cultural and amenity values (where known) 
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 Presence of a breeding population of a highly endangered or rare endemic species. 

 A  population  of  an  endemic  species  of  very  restricted  distribution  and  which  could  become 

endangered,  

 Areas essential to species from (a) and (b) for purposes other than breeding.  

 Areas of vital importance to internationally uncommon species (breeding and/or migratory).  

 Areas of vital importance to internally migratory species with very limited distribution or abundance.  

 Largely unmodified ecosystem or example of original habitat type not represented elsewhere in the 

country, of large size and containing viable populations of all or almost all species which are typical 

of the ecosystem or habitat type. 

 

Assessing Significance for Biodiversity Conservation on Private Land in New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Ecology, 

Norton & Roper‐Lindsay, 2004. 

250. The Norton and Roper‐Lindsay approach was developed from a draft discussion paper prepared for MfE after 

a number of workshops and discussions addressing section 6(c) of the RMA, and provides criteria to enable the 

identification of significant natural areas on private land across New Zealand, not just water bodies.  

251. It  is  interesting  to note  that  this  approach was  criticised  in  2008 by Walker  et.  al.  in  “Halting  indigenous 

biodiversity decline: ambiguity, equity, and outcomes in RMA assessment of significance” for proposing such a 

narrow definition of significance and criteria that only few high‐quality sites would be recognised as significant.  

252. In response to this Norton & Roper Lindsay note that areas not identified as significant in terms of section 6(c) 

may still have significance in terms of other ecological values and should be picked up elsewhere in the RMA.   

253. The report assesses site significance against the following four attributes: 

 Representation: ecosystem <10 % of its former extent, or 20% for high quality ecosystems) 

 Rarity  and  distinctiveness:  (species  listed  as  Acutely  Threatened  on  the  NZ  Threat  classification 

System,  at a national distribution  limit,   only occurs  in that area (e.g. endemic), although common 

elsewhere, is particularly uncommon in the study area. 

 Ecological context: Enhances connectivity between sites of value, provides seasonal or core habitat 

for indigenous species. 

 Sustainability: Key ecological processes remain viable and will be resilient to threats, land and water 

uses in the area could be feasibly modified to protect ecological values.  

254. The first three attributes relate to the current state of the site, with the fourth being a qualifying criteria relating 

to the future viability of the site.  This means that a site may meet all the first three attributes, however if it is 

not determined viable, the site  is discarded and not considered significant. This  is the key difference  in the 

Norton and Roper‐Lindsay approach when  comparing  it with other methods used  to determine  significant 

ecological areas.  It is noted that the criteria were largely derived from the PNAP. 

255. It  is  interesting to note, that under this approach naturalness  is not taken  into account due to the fact that 

most ecosystems have been affected to some extent by human contact. Norton and Roper Lindsay specially 

note that  low naturalness doesn’t necessarily equal  low significance as sites with exotic species can still be 

significant due to their potential to develop into ecosystems dominated by indigenous species. 
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Criteria for the Identification of Significant Ecological Areas in Auckland, Auckland, Sawyer & Stanley, 2012. Council; 

Review of Auckland Council’s Proposed Ecological Significance Criteria, Landcare Research, Auckland Council, Walker, 

2012. 

256. Under the new approach, indigenous vegetation that meets any of the following criteria will be regarded as 

significant for the purposes of the Auckland Plan:  

a. Representativeness (ecosystem of 10% of Auckland’s original ecosystem type, AND is typical of the natural 

ecosystem diversity of the eco‐district OR is important to an indigenous specifies of Auckland)  

b. Threat  status  and  rarity  (ecosystem, habitat or  species  is  threatened or  rare OR  area occurs  in  Land 

Environments New Zealand Category IV where less than 20% remains OR areas occurs within a wetland or 

dune ecosystem)  

c. Diversity (extends across one environmental gradient resulting in a sequence supporting more than one 

habitat or ecosystem OR supports expected ecosystem diversity for habitats OR habitat supports species 

richness) 

d. Stepping  stones, migration pathways and buffers  (used by native  species OR provides protection  for 

indigenous biodiversity in an existing protected natural area OR identified as significant under the ‘threat 

status’ and ‘rarity’ or ‘uniqueness criteria’) 

e. Uniqueness or distinctiveness (ecosystem is endemic to the region OR is noted for its importance as intact 

sequence or outstanding condition in the region OR supports specimens that are largest population or at 

their natural distributional limit.   

257. The report notes that while not included in the primary criterion, there are a number of other things that may 

be considered when assessing the significance of indigenous habitat these are: a) the significance of the site to 

Tangata Whenua, b)  the  long  term  viability of  the  site,  the  contribution of  the habitat  to  the delivery of 

ecosystem services and the quality of the information about the site being assessed. 

258. In  September 2012,  Landcare  research  carried out a  review of  the proposed  set of ecological  significance 

criteria developed by Auckland council. The report concludes that the assessment criteria proposed is sensible, 

clear and robust and recommends retaining all of the criteria albeit with some amendments around the sub‐

criteria. i.e. increasing the representation target to 20%.  

 

Greater Wellington  Proposed  Regional  Policy  Statement,  consents  order  version,  Greater Wellington  Regional 

Council, 2012. 

259. The proposed RPS for Greater Wellington identifies indigenous ecosystems and habitats as having significant 

indigenous biodiversity values where more than one or more of the following criteria is met:  

 Representativeness (typical of the full range of the ecosystem and habitat types  in the region; and no 

longer commonplace < 20%; or are poorly represented in protected areas < 20% legally protected) 

 Rarity (is scarce or threatened in the region) 

 Diversity (has natural diversity of species features etc. within the area)  

 Ecological  context  (enhances  connectivity  or  buffers  representative,  rare  or  diverse  ecosystems  or 

habitats) 

 Tangata whenua values (contains characteristics of special spiritual, historical or cultural significance to 

tangata whenua, identified in accordance with tikanga Maori. 

260. The RPS, specifically provides a more detailed explanation of each of these criteria.  



  

Literature Review 2  48 

261. The Section 32 report by Greater Wellington Regional Council: sites with significant values contains a draft list 

of sites which have been identified as significant for inclusion in the Natural Resources Plan. 

262. Although still in its draft stages the report contains the following set of proposed criteria to determine if rivers 

and lakes are outstanding for indigenous ecosystems values: 

•   high macro invertebrate community health (MCI greater than 120); and 

•   indigenous fish diversity (habitat for six or more migratory indigenous fish species); and  

•   threatened fish species (habitat for nationally threatened fish species); and  

•   large (5th order) rivers. 

263. The criterion of macro‐invertebrate community health used for rivers is not relevant to lakes. The report notes 

that  a  key  criterion  for  determining  the  relative  values  of  lakes  is  related  to  aquatic  plant  species  and 

communities present.   

 

Recommended Criteria to Assess Ecological Significance and Site Values of Natural Areas within Hawke’s Bay Region, 

Catalyst Group, Maseyk, 2014. 

264. This Report provide criteria to define ecological significance and identify significant indigenous vegetation or 

habitat of indigenous fauna in Hawke’s Bay. The approach uses the following attributes to assess significance, 

a summary of some of the thresholds to determine significance is provided below: 

 rarity  and  distinctiveness:, Unmodified  ecosystem,  that  supports  an  indigenous  species which  is 
national or regionally rare or threatened ‐20% or less of its former extent 

 representativeness: Unmodified Ecosystem 31 typical in terms of species composition, structure and 

diversity, or large relative to other areas in the ecoregion or district. 

 ecological  context:  Unmodified  ecosystem  that  provides:  important  ecological 
linkage/network/buffer, breeding areas, large areas  

265. This approach is similar to the Norton and Roper Lindsay approach except that site viability is not taken into 

account in the assessment. A large amount of subjectivity is involved when applying some of the criteria.   

 

Advances  in  the  identification  and  assessment  of  ecologically  significant  habitats  in  two  areas  of  contracting 

biodiversity loss in New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Ecology, Maseyk & Gerbeaux, 2014.  

266. This paper reports on two different approaches for the  identification and assessment of significant habitats 

that were recently discussed  in the Environment Court for the regions of the Manawatu‐Wanganui and the 

West Coast. 

267. This report has not been fully reviewed at this point in time. However key points to note are as follows:  

 While different, both approaches use significance criteria to  identify areas of significant habitat 

which have been endorsed by the environment court.  

 The  environment  court  rejected  the  use  of  site  condition  as  a  prerequisite  for  determining 

significance. This was also supported by the High Court in the West Coast case. 

                                                            
31 Unmodified ecosystem means indigenous vegetation or habitat of indigenous fauna  
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268. The  article  contains  information  about  the  criteria  and  associated  thresholds  used  for  the  assessment  of 

significant habitats. 

Conclusion

269. There are a range of attributes used to assess the general biodiversity value, with consensus in literature that 

the least disturbed waters have retained most natural biodiversity. The following attributes are generally used 

to  assess  the  ecological  significance  of  waterbody:  rarity,  distinctiveness,  representativeness,  ecological 

context, with different thresholds used depending on the objective of the assessment.  

270. While there is a general consensus on the attributes that should be used to assess significance, the thresholds 

to determine what constitutes ‘significant’ in terms of ecological values all differ with some approaches being 

particularly subjective.  However, this is likely because of the differences in the objectives for each approach. 

For example  the Protected Natural Areas Programme’s aim was  to preserve  representative  samples of  all 

classes of natural ecosystems, whereas the MfE waterbodies of national  importance project was  looking to 

protect a full range of remaining freshwater ecosystems and habitats, and Catalyst Report sought to identifying 

criteria to identify significant indigenous vegetation in Hawke’s Bay. 

271. There  was  a  disagreement  in  literature  over  the  ‘naturalness’  or  ‘site  condition’  attribute,  with  some 

approaches deliberately not taking it into account arguing that low naturalness doesn’t necessarily equal low 

significance, of particular note is Norton and Roper Lindsay who do not take naturalness into account stating 

that most ecosystems have been affected to some extent by human contact.  Other approaches such as those 

used  in  the  Protected Natural  Areas  Programme  and MfE  Potential Waterbodies  of National  Importance 

reports,  deliberately  take  naturalness  into  account  arguing  that  high  naturalness  certainly  equals  high 

significance.    

272. While it is interesting to understand the debate around the naturalness attribute, for the purposes of the OFWB 

project it is considered that high naturalness or natural character would be a key criterion for identifying areas 

that  are  ecologically outstanding,  i.e. while other  areas may  still be of  some  ecologically  significance  and 

nationally important, it is unlikely that a highly modified area would be classed as ‘outstanding’ for the purposes 

of the NPSFM. 

273. In  terms  of  ecological  context,  it  is  or  linkages, while  important,  it  is  not  considered  these  areas  can  be 

outstanding in their own right, and as such it is not an attribute which is considered first up for assessment. 

However, following the  identification of an outstanding biodiversity or ecological value within a waterbody, 

other areas in the catchment may be recognised as critical in maintaining this value and subsequently identified 

as outstanding. This is much the same as the angling value and fisheries values discussed in the WCO review in 

Appendix xx. 

274. In terms of representativeness, it is considered that this is indirectly covered by the criteria discussed below. It 

is not appropriate to have criteria that aims to preservation of all representative samples of all classes of natural 

ecosystems and landscapes, when this project is looking to identify the best of the best. 

275. This  leaves rarity, distinctiveness and site condition as the recommended attributes for assessing whether a 

waterbody is outstanding for a general biodiversity value.  

276. There is a significant amount of literature on this topic, and a brief summary of the approaches and thresholds 

has been provided above.  

277. Before adopting a preferred approach, careful consideration needs to be given on whether the criteria and 

threshold is significant because it will assist in halting the decline of biodiversity, or whether the threshold is 
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significant because it is of high importance and there is very few of the same in the region or over the whole of 

New Zealand, the latter being more relevant to the OFWB project.   

278. This  does  not mean  that  criteria  and  thresholds  which  would  assist  in maintaining  biodiversity  are  not 

important, it means that other mechanisms are better suited to seeking this objective. This project is focusing 

on identifying the most outstanding waterbodies.  

 

Tourism  

279. New Zealand lakes and rivers feature prominently as tourism attractions and are a crucial element of nature, 

scenic and recreational tourist experiences.  The sustainable management and development of waterbodies 

associated with tourism is critical to tourism industry, especially those that are recognised to be outstanding.   

280. While,  tourism  is one a major earner  for New Zealand economy earning around 12.9 billion each year and 

contributing to around 5.6% of GDP32,  it  is debateable whether a tourism value  is a standalone value which 

potentially can make a waterbody outstanding for the purposes of the NPSFM. 

281. The tourism value of a waterbody relies heavily on the attributes of other values, without these high quality 

attributes (i.e. which provides the high quality experience which the tourist are looking for), the tourism value 

would not exist.   

282. The tourism value (or non‐local usage) is better used as a supporting indicator of a specialness of an area, which 

may  support  findings  that’s  a  specific  value  (i.e.  angling,  rafting  etc.)  is  outstanding.  In  protecting  the 

‘outstanding’ value the tourism value will also be protected.  

283.  As  such,  it  is  recommended  that  the  Tourism  Value  be  dismissed  and  not  considered  to  be  potentially 

outstanding for the purposes of the NPSFM. 

Spiritual, cultural, historic and tangata whenua values 

284. New  Zealand  has  a  significant  number  of  waterbodies  and most  New  Zealanders would  identify  with  a 

waterbody in some way.  The importance of a waterbody to an individual or family cannot be easily described 

and is similar to trying to assess the perceptual aspects of a landscape. 

Summary of this value to be inserted  

Note: See WCO review for summary of historic values (Appendix xx). 

Reports reviewed  

285. The following  literature was reviewed with respect to spiritual, cultural, historic and tangata whenua values 

the for water: 

286. The following table summarises the attributes used in all reviewed literature to assess the significance of values 

to spiritual, cultural, historic and tangata whenua values for a particular waterbody. 

 

 

                                                            
32 Tourism Industry association New Zealand, 2016 figures 
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Evaluation  

Tangata whenua values 

287. Maori place a very high value on water, regarding water as a priceless treasure left by ancestors to sustain life. 

A Maori belief is that no waterbody is more important than another and each waterbody has its own individual 

mauri or  vital essence.  Long  serving Maori  traditions  are  associated with water,  including  food  gathering, 

healing, navigation and cooking.  

288. It is possible that after the lit review and input of experts that CEF work programme may not be able to develop 

criteria for tangata whenua values, for the following two reasons: 

 The Court in Rangitata South Irrigation Ltd v Fish and Game (Environment Court C109/2004 5 August 

2004, p.32), noted that “it is not tika” to compare resources across iwi and therefore not appropriate 

to identify characteristics of outstanding significance to Maori (ibid., p.14).  

  MfE (in 2013) reported that the Maori Reference Group associated with the Water Bodies of National 

Importance Working Group  advised  that  “it was  inappropriate  for  individual water  bodies  to  be 

identified as nationally important for Maori cultural values.  Identification of individual water bodies 

is inconsistent with the view that all water bodies are important to Maori for spiritual, physical and 

customary reasons. 

Summary of literature for this value is not completed   

Energy  
Summary of this value has yet to be completed.   

Hydro‐electricity  

Summary of literature yet to be completed.   

Geothermal and hydro electricity  

Potential waterbodies of national importance, MfE, 2004 

289. The WONI project sought to identify a list of waterbodies that could potentially support hydro or geothermal 

electricity developments over the next 20 years.  

290. The project was led by the Mistry of Economic Development, and a threshold of 230 GWh per annum in any 

one catchment was set for national importance for both hydro and geothermal electricity developments. This 

threshold was set as it represents one percent of NZ’s current hydroelectric resource, a proportion the ministry 

thinks is significant. The report recognises the threshold is an arbitrary judgement and could be re‐evaluated.   

291. There are a number of limitations and assumptions discussed in the report, such as the potential developments 

have not been necessarily planned or proposed; potential developments in national parks have been excluded 

from consideration while potential developments covered by WCO have not been excluded.  

292. Thirty water bodies were identified using this approach (10 existing, 20 potential). The criteria was applied to 

waterbodies  which  have  the  potential  to  support  hydro  or  geothermal  electricity  developments,  this  is 

inconsistent with the OFWB project which doesn’t look at potential rather looks to identify values which are 

currently existing and are outstanding.  



  

Literature Review 2  52 

293. Notwithstanding,  the criteria  itself may be  relevant, or provide a  first cut  for  further assessment. Relevant 

experts would need to be engaged prior to a decision being made on this.  

 

Summary of literature yet to be completed.   

 

Irrigation  
Summary of literature yet to be completed.   

   

Evaluation  

Potential waterbodies of national importance, MfE, 2004 

Irrigation (led by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry) 

294. The WONI project sought to identify a list of waterbodies that support large areas of irrigation throughout New 

Zealand, or are under active investigation to supply new irrigated areas in the next 20 years.  

295. The aggregate area irrigated from each water body was used as the initial criteria for determining which water 

bodies were of national importance for irrigation33. 

296. The net  farmgate  returns were determined  for  irrigated  and dryland  farm  types  throughout New Zealand 

(based on 2002/03 process). The waterbodies were then valued for additional GDP produced at farmgate from 

irrigated farms, minus the GDP that would have been produced if the same land was in dryland farm types. The 

result was indicated the contribution of irrigation from each water body to farmgate GDP.  

297.  In order to qualify the as potentially nationally  important the waterbody was required to produce over $5 

million of  farmgate GDP by supplying  irrigation water. The water bodies above  this threshold represent 78 

percent of  the  total  irrigated  area  in New  Zealand  and produce 62 percent of  the  total  economic output 

attributed to irrigation. 

298. A total of 21 waterbodies were  identified using this approach. Twelve of these have the potential for more 

development that would produce additional farmgate GDP.  

                                                            
33 The potential irrigated areas were taken from a survey of development proposals currently being investigated 
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Appendix 4 : WCO Review  
Note: Key assumptions which underpin the following WCO review:  

1. All discussions contained in the WCO decisions are relevant, unless specifically overturned by the 

next decision. I.e. often the first WCO decision will provide a more in‐depth explanation as to why 

the value is considered to be outstanding.   The next WCO decision may uphold that decision but 

provide very little discussion. In those cases the identified key attributes in the prior decision have 

been used. In the case of conflicts the most recent WCO decision has been used.  

2. The  layout of WCO decisions  are  all different  i.e.  some WCO decisions have a  specific  section 

dedicated to the committee, tribunal or court findings with associated justification, and some have 

a general statement at the end of the summary of evidence which finds a particular value to be 

outstanding without stating the key factors in the decision. This initially presented a problem as it 

was not clear in some WCO decisions which attributes the committee, tribunal or court had based 

their decision on. This has been dealt with in one of the two following ways: 

i. In those WCO decisions where the committee, tribunal or court provides clear reasons as 

to why they consider the value to be outstanding, the attributes specifically mentioned 

were determined to be ‘key attributes’ for the particular value (i.e. summarised evidence 

was  ignored, unless  the attribute was directly discussed  in  the committee,  tribunal or 

court findings). 

ii. In  those WCO decisions where  the committee,  tribunal or court makes a very general 

statement at  the end of summarised evidence such as “after hearing  the evidence we 

consider  the  fishery  to  be  outstanding”.  Then  the  summarised  evidence  in  the WCO 

decision was used to identify the key attributes for the value. The assumption here is if 

the committee, tribunal or court had summarised it then these attributes were key factors 

in their decision making.    

3. Each sub‐headings in the following review is an attribute specifically referred to in WCO decisions 

for  the  corresponding  value.  Where  these  sub‐headings  have  been  determined  to  be  ‘key 

attributes’ as per the WCO decisions, they have been used to create an ‘at a glance table’ for each 

section, which show the different combinations WCO decisions have used to conclude a value to 

be outstanding (the table and discussions align).  

4. Where WCO  decisions  contain  differing  thresholds  for  particular  attributes  (i.e.  size  of  trout, 

numbers of salmon/trout etc.), the most lenient threshold has been used in the ‘at a glance table’. 

5. From here on, the term ‘characteristics’ is used instead of ‘attributes’ to avoid confusion with the 

term ‘attributes’ as used in the NOF in the NPSFM. 

6. NOTE: Where ‘xx’ has been used in this document further research needs to be undertaken before 

a threshold is recommended OR the ‘xx’ is referring to a section or paragraph number that hasn’t 

been crossed referenced yet.  
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Wildlife habitat  

 

Discussion  

1. This chapter  is about freshwater wildlife habitat and the key characteristics which have been used  in past 

Water Conservation Order (WCO) decisions to determine whether a wildlife habitat is outstanding.  

2. Wildlife habitat for birds is a relatively common value assessed in a number of water conservation orders. 

There is good guidance to be found in WCO decision documents around outstanding wildlife habitats with 

some commonly used key characteristics emerging when this value is being assessed.   

3. It is important to note that some WCOs specifically protect the wildlife habitat for a particular species, while 

other WCOs protect the wildlife habitat as a whole. This leads to a different combination of characteristics 

being considered when determining if the habitat is outstanding.  

4. In the WCOs which protect the wildlife habitat for a single species, it is clear that in order for a wildlife habitat 

to be classed as outstanding,  it must provide critical habitat  for a  rare,  threatened or distinctive species. 

However  this  alone  is  not  enough  to  confirm  the  habitat  is  ‘outstanding’,  a  sizeable  proportion  of  the 

population of the species must also reside at this site.  Exactly what is ‘a sizeable proportion of the population’ 

is discussed in Paragraphs 7 to 16, below.  

5. The WCOs which protect  the wildlife habitat as a whole  (rather  than  for a  specific  species),  seek a high 

proportion of natural diversity  of  bird  species  in  the  habitat,  and  generally  have  a  relatively  intact  and 

unmodified habitat. These waterbodies all support rare and/or threatened species, however when evaluating 

the importance of these species, the tribunals do not place significant weighting on the proportion of the rare 

and/or threatened species that use this habitat, with discussions focusing around whether the rare and/or 

threatened species contribute to the overall worth of the area as a ‘wildlife habitat’.  This highlights the key 

difference when considering a wildlife habitat solely for a particular species, which looks for around 5% of 

the national population to reside  in the area, versus when considering a wildlife habitat  is outstanding  in 

general. 

6. Exactly what previous WCO decisions have considered to be a significant high diversity of bird species for 

wildlife habitat as a whole/in general, and a relatively intact and unmodified habitat is discussed in Paragraph’s 

17 and 21, below. 

 
At a glance 

Table 1: Commonly used combinations of ‘key’ characteristics & thresholds in WCOs decisions 

which have determined a waterbody has outstanding wildlife habitat. 

Note:  Table  1  shows  the  number  of  key  characteristics  and  associated  thresholds  a  waterbody  must  contain  for  an 
outstanding wildlife habitat as per WCO decisions (i.e. a waterbody must meet the thresholds below for ‘critical habitat for 
rare  threatened  or  distinctive  species’  AND  ‘proportion  of  national  population’  before  it  is  recognised  as  having  an 
outstanding wildlife habitat value).  

 

Outstanding wildlife habitat value – specific species  

Oreti River, Buller River1, Manganuioteao River, Rangitata River, Rakaia River2  WCOs

Key Characteristics   Descriptions   Thresholds used in WCOs Comments ‐ if thresholds 
are used to inform OFWB 

                                                 
1 When considering the Buller WCO application, The Planning Tribunal identified those rivers which have an outstanding Blue Duck Habitat. 
Discussions by the Planning Tribunal  in regard to wildlife habitat  in general provided  little guidance,  it appears that several rivers were 
included by ‘default’ for ‘wildlife habitat’ as they were uncontested at the hearing. 
2 The Committee and The Planning Tribunal discussions when considering the Rakaia WCO application  identifies the Rakaia River as an 
outstanding wildlife habitat particularly for Wrybill and also as a wildlife habitat in general.  
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project 

Waterbody meets both of the following key characteristics and associated thresholds

Critical habitat for rare, 
threatened or distinctive 
species.  

Rare, threatened or distinctive
species present. 
 
 

Thepresence of  a rare,
threatened or distinctive 
species.  

Listed on NZ threat 
classification system, IUCN red 
list 
 

Proportion of national 
population  

A sizeable proportion ofthe
national population species 
identified above.   

Minimum of 5% of the national 
population of species 
identified above. 

OR 

Blue Ducks: One territorial 
breeding pair per kilometre of 
river. 

OR 

Greater than xx % of the 
species identified above and 
has the potential to support 
increased numbers to reach 
greater than 5% or one 
territorial breeding pair of Blue 
Ducks of per kilometre of river. 

Possibly include a thresholds 
that states – minimum of  
1% of the international 
population species listed 
above (this is consistent with 
Ramsar) 
 
 
 

Outstanding wildlife habitat value – as a whole /in general    

Ahuriri River, Lake Wairarapa, Lake Ellesmere, Rangitata River, Rakaia River  WCOs

Key Characteristics   Descriptions  Thresholds used in WCOs

Waterbody meets both of the following key characteristics and associated thresholds

Number of species 
recorded/natural 
diversity of species 

High proportion of natural 
diversity of bird species use this 
habitat 

High number of species recorded 

Thepresence of  at least 58 or 
116 (over a third of 305 
species recorded in New 
Zealand with 80 species 
regularly using the lake); 23 
species (globally outstanding) 
different bird species. 

The presence of at least xx 
different bird species.  

Critical habitat for rare, 
threatened or distinctive 
species. 

Rare, threatened or distinctive
species present 

 

Thepresence of  a rare,
threatened or distinctive 
species. 

Listed on NZ threat 
classification system, IUCN red 
list 

 

Additional characteristics which add to the wildlife value, but are not ‘key characteristics’

Size, type and state of 
habitat/habitat diversity 

Relatively intact/unmodified
habitat/High level of naturalness 
habitat can be sustained long term 
for the species (i.e. it is of sufficient 
size and diversity) 

Significant additional weight 
for areas largely unmodified. 
 
Best example of habitat an 
uncommon habitat type  
Uncommon/rare habitat type 
nationally/ internationally  
Habitat is intact 
 
If habitat is modified then key 
characteristics of the habitat 
maintained by the river, 
limited amount of type in 
New Zealand, and essential 
for threatened species.  

Ramsar criteria – 
identifying wetlands of 
international importance 

Ramsar criteria   Additional weight for 
waterbodies which meet one 
or more of the Ramsar 
criteria  

Meets more than xx of the 
Ramsar criteria for wetlands.  

 

 

 

What is a ‘sizeable’ proportion of a threatened or distinctive population?  
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7. Exactly what  is a  ‘sizeable’ population of birds  is commonly discussed  in WCO decisions when considering 

wildlife habitat.  Most significantly, in 2004 the Environment Court in the Rangitata WCO application made a 

determination on this matter as follows:  

 “...in absence of any special factors we conclude that to qualify as outstanding the cut‐off point should be a 

minimum of 5% of the national population”.  

8. In making this decision, the Environment Court specifically overturned the Special Tribunal’s decision on the 

Rangitata WCO who had determined  that  the 2 – 4 % population of Black Billed Gulls was a  ‘significant 

proportion’ of the population and subsequently determined this area to be an outstanding wildlife habitat 

for this sub‐species of bird.  In this case, the Environment Court concluded that the lower Rangitata River was 

outstanding only for Black Fronted Terns who have at  least 5% of their population breeding on the  lower 

river, stating the 2‐4% of Black Billed Gulls was not enough to be considered outstanding.  

9. In 2007, this determination was subsequently relied on by the Special Tribunal when considering the Oreti 

River WCO, noting that that the “5% threshold” used in the Rangitata WCO is far exceeded for the black billed 

gull population in the Oreti, and is subsequently outstanding.  

10. The Oreti River WCO is the only water conservation order to protect wildlife habitat since the Environment 

Court made this determination in 2004. The vast majority were made prior to this determination, as such it 

is relevant to look at what was/and wasn’t considered to be a sizeable proportion of the population prior to 

this date, particularly to see if it aligns with the 5% threshold.  

11. In  2003, when  considering  the  significance  of  the Wrybill  population  on  the  Rakaia  River,  the  Tribunal 

considered the Wrybill population to be significant with the river supporting between 20 – 30% of the total 

population of Wrybill’s. This is well above the ‘5% threshold’.  

12. In 1988, when discussing Blue Duck habitat in the Manganuioteao WCO, the Committee accepted that the 

River  was  outstanding  for  Blue  Duck  habitat  as  it  contained  territorial  breeding  pairs  at  a  density  of 

approximately 1 pair per KM of river.  This threshold was subsequently relied on by the Special Tribunal in 

1996 when considering the Buller WCO and the Fyfe River was specifically identified as having outstanding 

wildlife habitat features for Blue Duck.  

13. The total population of Blue Ducks on the Manganuioteao3 appears to be anywhere from 3.1% to 6.1% of the 

total population when  looking at total numbers of Blue Duck referred to  in evidence. No reference to the 

total population of Blue Ducks was in evidence given on the Fyfe River.  It is noted that the WCO decision 

documents do not specifically discuss percentages, focusing instead on breeding pair densities.  

14. The threshold for Blue Ducks was once again considered  in 2003 by the tribunal considering the Motueka 

WCO. After careful consideration the Environment Court found that while the Blue Duck density did not meet 

the “one pair per kilometre” used in the Buller WCO the habitat has a significant number of Blue Ducks and 

the potential to support this density and determined the habitat to be outstanding. 

15. It is clear that 5% of a national population of a threatened bird species, or a territorial breeding pairs of Blue 

Ducks at a density of approximately 1 pair per KM of river, are accepted as being a ‘sizeable’ proportion of a 

population in WCO decisions. In addition, taking into account the Environment Courts decision in 2003 on the 

Motueka River, for those habitats which are close, but do not quite reach the ‘5% threshold’ or ‘one Blue Duck 

pair per kilometre’,  it  is  relevant  to  consider whether or not  the habitat has  the potential  to  support an 

increased number of the subject species. 

16. As an aside, it is interesting to note that the Ramsar convention considers a wetland to be of international 

importance if it supports 1% of the individuals in a species or subspecies of a waterbird. This is based on the 

international population. While not specifically referred to in WCO decisions, it is a relevant consideration as 

                                                 
3 The Manganuioteao River supporting a population of 122 Blue Ducks (6.1% of total population based on total population of 2000, or 3% 
of total population based on 4000. Population at the time was estimated to be between 2000 – 4000 nationally).  
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a number of WCO decisions make reference to, and place some weight on the fact the waterbody meets the 

criteria  of  either  the  international Union  for  Conservation Of Nature  (IUCN)  or  Ramsar  for wetlands  of 

international importance. This is discussed further in Paragraphs 27 to 30 below.  

‘High’ or ‘Significant’ diversity of wildlife (for wildlife as a whole/in general) 

17. A number of the WCO decisions place significant weight on whether a particular waterbody has high diversity 

of wildlife. These WCO decisions discuss numbers and species of birds, which gives a good indication of exactly 

what ‘high’ or ‘significant’ diversity means when evaluating a wildlife habitat.  

18. In the Ahuriri WCO decision, the NWSCA Committee found the River to have an outstanding wildlife habitat. 

The decision specifically notes there are habitats which support a diverse wetland bird community, used to a 

degree all year round, and provides feeding and breeding grounds for significant numbers of waders, gulls 

and terns. Fifty eight species of birds were recorded using the habitat, of which 17 were endemic. In addition, 

the river is also home to the Black Stilt which is one of the world’s rarest wading birds and endemic to New 

Zealand. 

19. The Lake Ellesmere WCO decision refers to an “extremely wide range of birdlife” and found the lake to have 

an outstanding wildlife value. This is in response to 116 species of bird recorded using the lake and marginal 

vegetation,  (this  is over 1/3 of  the 305 species  recorded  in NZ), with 80 species  regularly using  the  lake. 

Evidence suggests this is the widest diversity of species of any NZ locality. Total bird counts on the lake are 

typically in the range of 20,000 to 50,000.  

20. When assessing the Rangitata WCO application, the Environment Court agreed with the Special Tribunal on 

the upper Rangitata stating the area is globally outstanding as a native bird habitat.  In coming to this decision, 

The Special Tribunal specifically noted  the high diversity of aquatic bird species with 23 different species 

found  in  this  locality  and  the  substantial populations of  four  threatened braided  river  species. Evidence 

summarised in the decision shows that the total number of birds recorded in 1986 and 2001 was 2082 and 

1705, respectively.  

21. With regard to the Rangitata River WCO decision, it would seem that the high diversity, plus the substantial 

populations of the four threatened braided rivers species, plus the high level of naturalness of the area were 

the key characteristics when combined which made the upper Rangitata River outstanding for a native bird 

habitat.   As such,  it  is concluded  that  the diversity of birds was not given as much weight as  in  the Lake 

Ellesmere and Ahuriri River WCO decisions. 

Size, type and state of habitat  

22. The size and type of habitat is a common consideration  in WCO decisions when deciding whether an area 

contains an outstanding wildlife habitat. While a common consideration, this characteristic appears to be a 

secondary consideration, after first establishing the river either has a high diversity of birds and/or a sizeable 

population of a threatened species using the waterbody.  

23. Having established this, the tribunals then go on to consider the state of the habitat, specifically whether it is 

largely unmodified or whether significant modifications have occurred. While significant additional weight is 

given towards an outstanding status for areas which are largely unmodified, it is clear this is not a determining 

factor with modified river sections having still been deemed outstanding  for wildlife habitat  in past WCO 

decisions.  

24. When  assessing  modified  areas,  the  key  consideration  in  WCO  decisions  appears  to  be  whether  the 

characteristics of the habitat are still maintained by the river.  In the Rangitata WCO decision the tribunal 

determined  that  despite  the modifications  and  other  people  related  impacts,  the  characteristics  of  the 

habitat were still maintained by the river. Further weight was then attributed to the fact there was a limited 

amount of this type of habitat available in New Zealand and it was critical for the threatened species.  
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25. In 1990, when considering the Ahuriri WCO, the NWSCA Committee states that braided rivers are an accepted 

uncommon habitat type internationally, which support bird species with particular adaptations, noting that 

these factors add value to its wildlife value. However, it is interesting that the decision stops short of saying 

that this alone is a defining factor which triggers an outstanding status as a wildlife habitat value.  

26. It is clear that while an important contributing factor in many WCO cases, the fact that the habitat type is 

unmodified or rarely represented, is a secondary consideration and on its own is not enough to indicate an 

outstanding status as a wildlife habitat value.  

IUCN and Ramsar Criteria ‐ wetlands of international importance  

27. The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the Ramsar4 convention set out a number of 

standalone criteria for identifying wetlands of international importance. These criteria are being discussed in 

this section solely because they are referred to a number of times in various WCO decisions5, and meeting 

these criteria appears to give additional weight towards a habitat being deemed outstanding for wildlife.  

28. Questions have arisen in several WCO hearings as to whether the IUCN and Ramsar criteria are relevant only 

to wetlands and not transferrable to lakes and rivers. However, the definition for wetlands for the IUCN and 

Ramsar criteria use a broad definition of wetland which specifically includes lakes, rivers and aquifers.   

29. The Ramsar convention sets out nine criteria for identifying wetlands of international importance. A wetland 

qualifies as internationally important if it meets one of the criteria. Two of the Ramsar criteria are relevant 

to waterbirds and state a wetland should be considered  internationally  important  if  it  regularly supports 

20,000 waterbirds, or 1% of  the  individuals  in  an  international population of  a  species or  subspecies of 

waterbird. The other criteria relate to rare wetland types, ecological communities, fish and other taxa.  The 

Ramsar criteria are focussed on here, due to their being referred to in the more recent WCO decisions. The 

Ramsar Convention was established in 1971, and NZ became a signatory in 1976. 

30. While obviously important, meeting the IUCN or Ramsar criteria is generally not a defining factor on whether 

a waterbody has outstanding wildlife habitat, with decision makers using it as one measure (alongside other 

things) to evaluate the wildlife habitat of the catchment. The exception to this is the Lake Wairarapa WCO, 

here The Tribunal recognises Lake Wairarapa has an outstanding wildlife habitat, based on the fact that  it 

meets four of the eight of the IUCN criteria.  

Conclusion  

31. In  conclusion, past WCO decisions  clearly  indicate a different  set of  characteristics being assessed when 

deciding  if a waterbody has outstanding wildlife habitat for a) a particular species or b) wildlife habitat  in 

general/as  a  whole.  This  leads  to  a  different  combination  of  characteristics  being  considered  when 

determining if the wildlife habitat is outstanding.  

32. When determining if a waterbody is outstanding as a wildlife habitat value for a single species, the waterbody 

must provide critical habitat for a sizeable population of a threatened or distinctive species. It is concluded 

that a sizeable population  is 5% of the total population, one territorial breeding pair of Blue Ducks of per 

kilometre of river, or near either of these thresholds where the waterbody has the potential to support an 

increased number of the species to push it above the ‘5% population’ or ‘one Blue Duck pair per kilometre’ 

thresholds. 

33. When determining if a waterbody is outstanding as a wildlife habitat value as a whole/in general (i.e. rather 

than for a specific species), the key determining factor is the waterbody must provide critical habitat for a 

high diversity of bird species, some of which are likely to be threatened. Based on the Ahuriri WCO there were 

58  species of birds  recorded  using  this habitat,  17 which  are  endemic  and  one which  is  rare.  The  Lake 

                                                 
4 The Ramsar criteria in more recent years appear to be preferred over the IUNC criteria by the tribunals. 
5 Lake Wairarapa, Ahuriri River, Lake Ellesmere, Rangitata River. 
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Ellesmere WCO decision refers to an “extremely wide range of birdlife” based on 116 species of bird recorded 

using the lake and marginal vegetation, with total bird counts in the range of 20,000 to 50,000. 
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Fisheries (native, salmon, trout) 

   

Discussion  

34. This section assesses the key characteristics and associated thresholds which have been used in past WCOs 

to determine whether a waterbody is outstanding for native, salmon or trout fisheries.  This section discusses 

fisheries  in  a  biological  sense,  not  fisheries  in  respect  to  recreational  purposes  due  to  the  findings  in 

Paragraphs 59 to 61 . The recreational amenity associated with fishing is discussed in the Recreational Fishing 

Section below (from Paragraph 87).  

35. It important to note that while the more recent WCO decisions consider fisheries in a recreational sense and 

in a biological sense separately, the two are entwined. It is implicit from WCO decisions, that a waterbody 

cannot  be  outstanding  as  a  fishery  unless  it  also  has  an  associated  outstanding  angling  amenity  (see 

Paragraphs  60  and  61),  or  is  a  critical  component  to  maintaining  an  outstanding  angling  amenity  or 

recreational fishery elsewhere in the catchment. As such certain biological characteristics are also discussed 

in the Recreational Fishing Section. 

36. Fisheries  is a common value which has been  recognised as outstanding  in at  least 10 water conservation 

orders. Several more WCO decisions have assessed the native or salmon/trout fishery value and determined 

it not to be outstanding in a national context. These discussions are equally as informing and demonstrate 

when a native fishery or salmon/trout fishery value doesn’t quite meet the outstanding threshold. 

37. There are a number of  common  characteristics  for  this value which are assessed  in WCO decisions. The 

‘fisheries’ value has been spilt into two in WCO decisions, with native fish species being assessed separately 

for ‘outstandingness’ to salmon and trout fish species. This section follows that format.  

 
At a glance 

Table 2: Commonly used combinations of ‘key’ characteristics & thresholds in WCOs decisions 

which have determined a waterbody has outstanding fisheries.  

Note:  Table  2  shows  the  number  of  key  characteristics  and  associated  thresholds  a  waterbody  must  contain  for  an 
outstanding fishery as per WCO decisions (i.e. a waterbody must meet the thresholds below for either ‘recreational amenity’ 
OR  ‘spawning or  rearing’ AND be  self‐sustaining, before  it  is  recognised as having an outstanding  salmon and/or  trout 
fisheries value). 
 

Outstanding fishery value – native fishery   

Buller River, Manganuioteao River, Rakaia River, Kawarau River, Grey River WCOs

Key characteristics  Descriptions  Thresholds used in WCOs Comments ‐ if thresholds are 
used to inform OFWB project 

Waterbody meets one of the following characteristics and associated thresholds 

Habitat for distinctive or 
unique assemblage 

Named/identified rare, unique 
and/or distinctive species 
present  

 

Unique/distinctive assemblage 
of native fish 

The presence of  a rare or 
threatened species 

The presence of a genetically 
distinct species not found 
anywhere else in the world  

The presence of a species or 
assemblage of fish which has not 
been affected by presence of 
introduced species e.g. has been 
landlocked  

The presence of a unique or 
distinctive assemblage native fish 

The presence of a genetically 
distinct species not found 
anywhere else in New Zealand 

 

Diversity and 
distinctive, rare or 
threatened species  

High diversity of native fish and
contains a distinctive, rare or 
threatened species 

xx species of native fish present 
xx species which are distinctive, 
rare or threatened present. 
 

Minimum of xx species of 
native fish present. A named/ 
identified (authority/source? 
Species which is/are 
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distinctive, rare or threatened 
present) 

Additional characteristics which add to the native fisheries value, but are not key characteristics  

Size, type and state of 
habitat 

Relatively intact/few 
modifications/high level of 
naturalness 

Habitat largely unmodified or

key characteristics of the river 
which enable the native fish 
species to thrive are largely intact 

Outstanding fishery value – salmon/trout fishery  

Oreti River , Ahuriri River, Mohaka River, Rangitata River, Rakaia River, Buller River WCOs

Key Characteristics  Descriptions  Thresholds used in WCOs Comments ‐ if thresholds are 
used to inform OFWB project 

Waterbody meets one of the following characteristics and associated thresholds

Recreational amenity  Angling amenity   The waterbody is identified as 
having an outstanding angling 
amenity (i.e. meets the criteria 
in section xx) 

Spawning and rearing   Spawning and rearing – other 
parts of the catchment  

The waterbody is important for 
the spawning and rearing of 
trout or salmon which is critical 
in maintaining a section of river 
which has been recognised as 
having an outstanding angling 
amenity   

Waterbody meets the following characteristic and associated threshold 

Self‐sustaining   The salmon/trout fish population 
must be self‐sustaining  

The salmon/trout fish population 
is self‐sustaining. 

 

Native fish 

38. In WCO decisions which identify native fish habitat as outstanding, it is clear that in order for the habitat to 

be outstanding, it must provide habitat for an assemblage of native fish that have either distinctive or unique 

characteristics.  This is a defining factor, which alone can make a fish habitat outstanding on a national basis.  

39. While habitat which  is  largely  intact  and has  a high diversity of native  fish  is  important,  it  is  secondary 

consideration which is given some weight towards outstandingness by decision makers. WCO decisions do 

not consider habitats with a high diversity of native fish, even when of a largely unmodified nature, is alone 

important enough to deem a native fishery outstanding. This could possibly be explained by the fact that 

WCOs also protect waterbodies which are still in their natural state as a standalone feature, which indirectly 

protects native fish populations without decision makers specifically needing to single this characteristic out. 

40. Exactly what past WCO decisions have determined  to be a distinctive or unique characteristic and a high 

diversity of native fish is discussed in further detail below.  

Distinctive or unique characteristics 

41. Exactly what  is a distinctive or unique characteristic has been discussed in numerous WCO decisions, with 

those  water  bodies  that  support  an  assemblage  of  native  freshwater  fish  with  distinctive  or  unique 

characteristics being identified as outstanding for this value. In most cases, the value appears to also be of 

scientific importance. 

42. In 2013, the Environment Court amended the Kawarau WCO to recognise the native fish habitat (for non‐

migratory galaxiids) on the Nevis River as an outstanding value. The sole factor in this determination was the 

presence of the Nevis Galaxia. The Nevis Galaxia is a genetically distinct species which represents the most 

ancient offshoot from the ancestral Gollum galaxiid population. Prior to this, the native fish habitat on Nevis 

River was not considered to be an outstanding value.  The Nevis River is not a river which is classed as being 

in its natural state.  

43. When  discussing  the  native  fishery  value  of  the  Grey  River,  the  tribunal  accepts  that  Lake  Cristabel  is 

outstanding for native fish habitat, as it is one of the few landlocked lakes in New Zealand containing native 

fish not affected by  the presence of  introduced  species.  It  is  interesting  to note  that while The Tribunal 
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appears  to accept  that  Lake Cristabel  is outstanding  for native  fish habitat,  it  chooses not  to  specifically 

identify  this characteristic as outstanding,  instead protecting  this value, along with a  range of others, by 

recognising the waterbody has outstanding intrinsic values in its natural state. 

44. When discussing native  fisheries  in  the Buller WCO,  the Planning Tribunal  found  several waterbodies  to 

contain an outstanding feature in the form of a native fishery. Both were on the basis that they contained an 

unusual  or  unique  assemblage  of  galaxias.  Specifically,  the Maruia  Catchment  contains  the  only  known 

populations of long jawed galaxias, alpine galaxias and the common river galaxias, west of the main divide6, 

and Lake Daniells likely contains a landlocked population of Koaro, which is a Category C threatened species. 

45. In this case, the Tribunal heard that the Buller system as a whole contains the most diverse range of native 

fish and greatest numbers of native fish of any river system in New Zealand, with 18 of the 27 species native 

to New Zealand recorded. This evidence appears to have provided additional weight in the Tribunal’s decision 

on this matter.  

46. It is clear that past WCO decisions have deemed that a unique or distinctive characteristic of an assemblage 

of native fish is a defining factor which on its own is significant enough for a native fish habitat to be classed 

as outstanding. While having a relatively intact and unmodified habitat and a high diversity of native fish adds 

value towards a native fish habitat being classed as outstanding, these are secondary considerations, and 

even if neither are met past WCO decisions indicate the habitat may still be classed as outstanding.  

High diversity of native fish  

47. While diversity is a contributing factor towards ‘outstandingness’ on its own it is not enough to be deemed 

outstanding; WCO decisions  indicate that a threatened or rare species or distinctive species must also be 

present in order for it to be outstanding. This is supported by Rangitata River WCO decision, which states the 

Rangitata River  is not outstanding  for native  fish as no rare or endangered species were  identified  in  the 

assemblage, despite the river containing 16 species of native fish, one of which had restricted distribution.   

48. Discussions by the Special Tribunal in Oreti WCO decision around native fish supports this finding.  The Oreti 

River contains 14 native  fish, of which 10 are migratory and  two are  ‘in decline’.   When considering  this 

information, the Tribunal noted that the while the river provided very important habitat for both long finned 

eels and giant kokopu which were in decline, both species were widespread throughout much of the country.  

The tribunal subsequently determined there were no known features of the native fish populations  in the 

river which made it ‘outstanding’ in a national context.  

49. Similarly,  in the Ahuriri WCO decision, The Committee concludes that while the Ahuriri contains stocks of 

native fish, none are regarded as rare or endangered and while these fish are important it is the presence of 

trout that makes the Ahuriri River stand out. 

50. When assessing the Mohaka WCO application, the Planning Tribunal from the outset states that given the 

Mohaka  River  has  no  great  diversity  of  freshwater  fish,  and  no  rare  or  endangered  species,  it  is  not 

outstanding on a national basis for a native fish value.   

51. When discussing the Grey River, The Tribunal concludes that despite the high diversity of native fish species 

present (16 in total, 13 needing access to the sea), and their migratory nature, this is not enough on its own 

to determine that the Grey River is outstanding for native fish habitat.  

52. A similar determination was made in the Manganuioteao WCO decision, where the Tribunal concluded that 

while the Manganuioteao River supports 11 species of native fish, including the short‐jawed kokopu which is 

widespread but rare, there is no evidence which suggests the native fish population is outstanding. 

                                                 
6 This is expected to have occurred as a result of the small streams flowing into the river changing directing at some stage in geological 
times. 
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53. Discussions by the Committee  in the Rakaia WCO are consistent with other WCO decisions. Here the river 

contains 19 native species, none of which are of endangered and while the Committee states this should not 

be  undervalued,  it  stops  short  of  saying  the  Rakaia  River  is  outstanding  in  this  regard.  In  reading  the 

discussions further, the Committee instead appears to focus on the part they play in the intrinsic part of the 

ecology of the Rakaia River.  

54. It  is clear that while having a high diversity of native fish adds some value, alone this  is not enough to be 

classed as outstanding. There must be a unique or distinctive feature of the assemblage of native fish which 

makes the native fish stock stand out in order for it to be outstanding on a national basis. 

55. It  is  important  to  understand  that  this  conclusion  only  relates  to  the  native  fishery  value. Many WCOs 

specifically protect the outstanding intrinsic values afforded by waters in their natural state. In these cases 

the native fish population is likely to be one of many important intrinsic values of the waterbodies, assessed 

alongside a number of other intrinsic values, not as a standalone value.  

Salmon/trout fishery  

56. The value of a trout fishery is discussed frequently in WCO decisions, however few specifically discuss salmon 

fisheries,  with  only  the  Rangitata  and  Rakaia  WCOs  specifically  recognising  the  salmon  fishery  as  an 

outstanding value.  

57. When considering  if a salmon or trout fishery  is outstanding, different characteristics are assessed  in past 

WCO decisions for each fishery. Naturalness is the commonality between the two. 

58. Size, density, biomass and naturalness are common characteristics assessed by Tribunals when evaluating a 

trout  fishery,  whereas  distinctiveness,  salmon  run  numbers  and  naturalness  are  the  most  common 

characteristics looked at in WCO decisions when assessing a salmon fishery. These factors are all discussed in 

more detail below.  

59. It is important to note, that a number of the older WCO decisions have considered fisheries in a biological 

sense  and  fisheries  in  a  recreational  sense  together  in  discussions,  but  subsequently  identified  them 

separately as an outstanding recreational amenity value and an outstanding fisheries value for the purposes 

of  the  water  conservation  order.  This  is  possibly  due  to  the  associated  protection  measures  being 

substantially different for each.  

60. The more recent WCOs assess a trout fishery in a biological and recreational sense separately. Despite this, it 

is  clear  from WCO decisions  that  a water body  cannot be outstanding  as a  fishery unless  it  also has  an 

associated angling amenity, or  is a  critical  component  to maintaining an outstanding angling amenity or 

recreational fishery elsewhere in the catchment7.  

61. This is apparent from discussions contained in the Buller WCO decision on the upper Gowan River. Here the 

Planning  Tribunal  acknowledges  that  on  trout  numbers  alone  the  upper  Gowan  could  be  said  to  be 

outstanding in the national context for trout, however as a recreational trout fishery the swift flow and dense 

bankside  vegetation make  it  a difficult  river  to  access  and  fish,  and  as  such does not provide necessary 

combination of abundance of fish and angling amenity to justify that it contains an outstanding fishery.  

What is a large size, and high number of trout? 

62. The size and numbers of trout in a river are common considerations in WCO decisions when determining if a 

trout fishery is outstanding. Significant weight is placed on these characteristics when there are high numbers 

of large trout in a waterbody. This leads to the question ‐ exactly what are ‘high’ numbers of ‘large’ trout, and 

alone are these characteristics enough to result in the river being classed as outstanding as a fishery. 

                                                 
7 For example, there are a number of tributaries which are critical for spawning and rearing of trout which is essential for the maintenance 
of an outstanding angling amenity elsewhere in the catchment, but these tributaries do not have an outstanding angling amenity themselves. 
These areas are recognised in WCOs as being outstanding trout fisheries 
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63. In 2007, when considering the Oreti WCO, the Environment Court stated that both the size and numbers of 

brown trout make it exceptional on a national basis. The average size of brown trout in the upper Oreti is 6lb 

with numbers being 30 per km.  

64. The Buller WCO decision, considers the trout fishery in a biological and recreational sense together. The size 

of trout and the trout numbers were key factors which made the fishery outstanding in a biological sense. No 

figures could be found showing exactly what the average trout size or numbers in the River were, however it 

re‐confirms the use of these characteristics when considering a trout fishery.  

65. As with the Buller WCO decision, the Mohaka WCO decision considers the trout fishery in a biological and 

recreational  sense  together.  The  size  of  trout,  trout  numbers  and  the  biomass were  the  key  factors  in 

determining the trout fishery in the upper reaches of the Mohaka River was outstanding. Evidence suggests 

the high numbers of  large trout were at around 48 per km up to 76.8 per km  in the upper reaches of the 

Mohaka River. In terms of biomass, the headwaters of the Mohaka ranked 10 highest in New Zealand and 4th 

highest in the North Island.  

66. The Ahuriri WCO decision also considers both the fishery and associated angling amenity together. However, 

in this case the presence of large trophy fish is key factor discussed in the decision which made the fishery 

outstanding. In this instance, trout numbers were not seriously considered. 

67. The Motueka WCO decision also considered  the  fishery and associated angling amenity  together.    In  this 

instance,  the  large  size of  trout, high  trout numbers  and  its  significant biomass were  the  key  factors  in 

determining the trout fishery was outstanding. In terms of biomass, evidence states that the Motueka River 

is ranked 7 highest in New Zealand. In terms of trout size, evidence states that trout size averages at about 

0.75 to 1 kg in the Motueka River and 2 to 2.5 kg in the Wangapeka River, with many trout exceeding 3.5 kg 

and trophy fish over 4.5 kg distributed widely throughout the upper river.  

68. It is clear that the characteristics of trout size, trout numbers and trout biomass have been used in numerous 

WCO decisions to assess whether a trout fishery is outstanding on a national basis. However, the thresholds 

for  these  characteristics which  led  the decision makers  to determine  the  respective  trout  fisheries were 

outstanding is less clear, with some WCO decisions clearly summarising evidence presented to them around 

the fish numbers, biomass and size, and some WCO decisions not discussing this evidence at all.  

69. Where this evidence has not been discussed, it is recommended that information around trout sizes, numbers 

and biomass at these rivers are looked at to further inform the thresholds associated with ‘large’ trout, ‘high’ 

trout numbers, and ‘significant’ trout biomass.   

High naturalness 

70. While not discussed in length in some WCO decisions, it is clear that this is a critical factor of an outstanding 

fishery. This  is because waterbodies which are outstanding  for a  trout or  salmon  fishery have  some  key 

natural characteristics which underpin its high quality and allow the fish to thrive.  Simply put, without these 

natural  features, an  ‘outstanding’  fishery, being one with  large  sized  trout  in  significant numbers, or  the 

presence of a large salmon run year or year, would not exist. 

71. The WCO decisions for both the Rakaia and the Rangitata Rivers reiterate this in their decisions. Of particular 

note, is the Special Tribunal for the Rangitata WCO which states the success of the Rangitata River as a salmon 

fishery, is due to the key characteristics which enable salmon to thrive in the river having being left largely 

unmodified. 

72. For trout, the WCO decisions for the Motueka River, Buller River and Oreti River all discuss at some point the 

natural characteristics of the waterbody which ensure trout occur in significant numbers and are of a large 

size. Most WCO decisions refer to the spawning habitat, with the Buller WCO decision, assessing it on its own 

as to whether it outstanding. The Oreti WCO decision, refers to the high quality water, flow characteristics 

and fish passage being the essential elements of the trout habitat. 
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73. It is clear that slightly different river characteristics are important for trout when compared to salmon, for 

example salmon need to migrate up and down the river and through the river mouth as part of their life cycle, 

whereas  juvenile  trout need  to access  the  small  shallow  tributaries  to  take  shelter. Both are particularly 

sensitive to water quality, temperature and flows.  

74. Regardless of the key natural aspects of the river which need to be largely unmodified to enable salmon and 

trout to thrive, it is clear that the ‘naturalness’ of a river is a consideration in WCO decisions when determining 

if a waterbody has an outstanding salmon or trout fishery.  However, whether it needs to be a standalone 

characteristic with its own thresholds warrants further consideration. It is likely that the tribunals consider 

this matter to understand the management/protection response which needs to be applied to the waterbody 

after establishing the fishery itself is outstanding.  

75. While measuring  the naturalness of  a waterbody may be  a  significant  characteristic when  assessing  the 

outstandingness of other values in this report, for this particular value, it is recommended that it is avoided.  

76. Measuring  the  ‘naturalness’ of  a waterbody  can be  complicated  as  the  characteristic  itself  consists of  a 

number of sub categories which relate to an area’s overall ‘naturalness’, with some of these characteristics 

more relevant than others depending on the species of salmonid.  In addition, the actual measurement of 

these sub‐values can very subjective, which can lead to a different outcome depending on who is undertaking 

them. In comparison, the measurement of salmon run numbers, trout size, numbers and biomass numbers 

is an objective task and all these characteristics can have associated numeric thresholds which indicate their 

significance. 

77. For the reasons stated above,  it  is not considered necessary to measure the  ‘naturalness’ of a waterbody 

when considering this value. The presence of large trout in significant numbers, or the presence of a large 

salmon run year on year, is enough to demonstrate that the waterbody is sufficiently intact with a high level 

of naturalness, without having to undertake a separate assessment on ‘naturalness’ to determine to exactly 

what extent its ‘naturalness’ is.  

78. In conclusion, if a fishery exists with high numbers of large sized trout, with a significant biomass, or has a 

large number of salmon year on year, then it will have some key natural characteristics which underpin these 

characteristics. While these natural characteristics do not need to be specifically measured when considering 

if  the  fishery  is outstanding,  they will need  to be carefully  considered when deciding what management 

regime needs to be put in place to protect the fishery if deemed outstanding.  

Distinctiveness/ uniqueness  

79. The distinctiveness of a salmon population appears to have been a relevant consideration in the two WCO 

decisions which recognise a salmon fishery as being outstanding.  

80. The Rangitata WCO decision document concludes that the river contains an outstanding salmon fishery. The 

fact that the Rangitata River is one of only a few self‐sustaining salmon fisheries outside its native range, and 

contains genetic differences from other NZ rivers and the original salmon stock, appears to have been given 

some weight in this decision.  

81. When  considering  if  the  Rakaia  River  was  outstanding,  the  NWSCA  Committee  specifically  notes  the 

considerable biological interest associated with quinnat salmon being able to gain a foothold in major East 

Coast rivers8. This combined with the salmon run numbers, which are estimated at 20,000 to 30,000 fish, and 

certain natural characteristics of the river appear to be the basis for the Committee determining the fishery 

is of an outstanding nature.  

                                                 
8 New Zealand is the only county in the Southern Hemisphere with self‐perpetuating stocks of quinnat salmon. 
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82. Notwithstanding, while it is clear that the distinctiveness or uniqueness of a salmon population is a relevant 

consideration which has been given some weight towards an outstanding salmon fishery in WCO decisions, 

alone it is not enough to make a salmon fishery outstanding. 

Conclusion  

83. In conclusion, past WCO decisions clearly show there are several determining factors when considering if a 

waterbody is outstanding for a native fishery or salmon/trout fishery value.  

84. In order to be outstanding  for a salmon/trout  fishery value,  it  is clear  from WCO decisions that either an 

outstanding  angling  amenity must exist or  the waterbody or  section of waterbody  is  important  for  the 

spawning and rearing of trout or salmon which is critical in maintaining a section of river or waterbody 

which has been recognised as having an outstanding angling amenity. This is consistent with the findings 

of  the Buller WCO, where  the Gowan River was  recognised as having high  trout numbers which are 

outstanding in the national context, but lacked the associated angling amenity and failed to qualify as 

outstanding for angling amenity or as a fishery.  

85. In order to be outstanding for a native fishery value, key factors are the presence of a genetically distinct 

species  not  found  anywhere  else  in New  Zealand  or  the  presence  of  a  rare,  threatened,  or  distinctive 

assemblage of native fish.  

86. It is clear from WCO decisions that while having a high diversity of native fish adds some value, alone this is 

not enough; there must be a unique or distinctive feature of the assemblage of native fish population which 

makes the native fish stock stand out in order for it to be outstanding on a national basis.  
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Recreational – fishing 

 

Discussion 

87. This section is about fishing as a recreational activity and the key characteristics used in past WCO decisions 

to determine if a waterbody is outstanding as a recreational fishery or angling amenity.  This section discusses 

fishing in respect to the quality of the recreational experience which takes into account factors such as natural 

or scenic aspects or feelings of solitude which can be as equally as important to the ‘experience’ as the fishing 

activity9 itself.  

88. It important to note that while the more recent WCO decisions consider fisheries in a recreational sense and 

in a biological sense separately, the two are entwined. It is  implicit from WCO decisions that a waterbody 

cannot  be  outstanding  as  a  fishery  unless  it  also  has  an  associated  outstanding  angling  amenity  (see 

Paragraphs  60  and  61),  or  is  a  critical  component  to  maintaining  an  outstanding  angling  amenity  or 

recreational  fishery  elsewhere  in  the  catchment,  as  such  certain  biological  characteristics  (fish  size  and 

numbers) are also discussed in this section. 

89. Recreational fishing is a common value which has been assessed in a number of WCO decisions, with angling 

for brown and rainbow trout being the most commonly assessed recreational experience, followed by angling 

for salmon10.  There is very little clear evaluation or conclusions specifically on rainbow trout indicating that 

the characteristics and associated thresholds for brown trout and rainbow trout are similar. 

90. While other fishing experiences such as whitebaiting, eeling etc. are often discussed in WCO decisions, the 

discussions are usually brief and this type of fishing is generally not considered to be outstanding (with the 

exception of the Buller WCO and xxx). As such, this section focuses primarily on angling, with Paragraphs xx 

to xx briefly discussing what WCO decisions say on other fishing methods.  

91. Due to the  large number of WCO decisions discussing recreational fishing, there  is a good guidance to be 

found around what makes a waterbody outstanding for this value. There is a pool of 11 key characteristics, 

in which various combinations are commonly used, when assessing this value, these are: trout size, trout 

numbers, trout biomass, catch rate, usage, scenic beauty and solitude, water clarity and flows, access and 

the variety of angling experiences. The waterbody’s reputation or grading or rating of a river in The National 

River Angling Survey and the publications ‘Headwater Trout Fisheries in New Zealand’ by NIWA, and a List of 

Wild and Scenic Rivers, is also often discussed in WCO decisions. 

92. There is no one defining factor which makes a waterbody outstanding for an angling amenity or recreational 

fishery on a national basis. All WCO decisions assess a combination of characteristics and then determine as 

a whole whether they demonstrate an outstanding recreational nature.  In addition, while the characteristics 

assessed are generally similar between WCO decisions, the weighting of characteristics or combination of key 

characteristics used  to determine  if  a waterbody  is outstanding  is determined by  the  fishing  experience 

provided by the waterbody (i.e. salmon fishing, wilderness fishing, large trophy fishing, high numbers of fish). 

93. While  there  is  a  large  variety  of  key  characteristics  assessed  in  past WCO  decisions, many  of  them  are 

interrelated for example, without a high trout biomass or high fish numbers the catch rate is will not be high 

(and vice‐ versa). Large numbers of big fish will not naturally occur in highly modified environments, and in 

backcountry or headwater fisheries there is likely to be a high degree of scenic beauty and solitude.  

94. The national and international reputation of a waterbody and its ranking in national surveys and inventories 

relies heavily on  the more  intrinsic characteristics, particularly  those characteristics which  relate  to  large 

and/or high numbers of trout, or salmon in environments with little modification. It is expected that where 

                                                 
9 i.e. numbers, size and type of fish 
10 The Rakaia and Rangitata Rivers identify angling for salmon as an outstanding value, the Moteuka, and Oreti Rivers relate solely to 
brown trout and the Mohaka River, Manganuioteao River, Ahuriri River and Buller River all identify angling for both brown and rainbow 
trout as an outstanding value. 
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key intrinsic characteristics score highly it there will be a relative correlation in the ranking and reputation of 

a waterbody and its non‐local use. 

95. Paragraphs 96 to 153 below summarise the general  findings on each characteristic  informed by the WCO 

decision documents. Paragraphs 154 to 166 is the conclusion.  

 

At a glance 

Table 3: Commonly used combinations of ‘key’ characteristics & thresholds in WCOs decisions 

which have determined a waterbody has outstanding angling amenity/recreational fishery. 

Note: Table 3 shows the number of key characteristics and associated thresholds a waterbody must contain for outstanding 
angling  amenity/recreational  fishery  as  per  WCO  decisions  (i.e.  a  waterbody  must  contain  the  identified  number  of 
characteristics and associated  thresholds  from each  subsection before  it  is  recognised as having an outstanding angling 
amenity/recreational fishery value).  

Outstanding fishing value – Recreational 

Ahuriri River, Buller River, Mataura River, Manganuioteao River, Mohaka River, Motueka River, Nevis River, Oreti River 
Rangitata River, Rakaia River WCOs 

Key Characteristics 
 

Descriptions  Thresholds used in WCOs Comments ‐ if thresholds are 
used to inform OFWB project  

Waterbody meets 1 of the following characteristics and associated thresholds

Size of trout  The presence of exceptionally 
large fish  
 
 

Over 4 kg

Size of trout + 
biomass/fish 
numbers 

The presence of large fish in 
high numbers  
 

Over 2.7 kg 
Over 30 per km 
 

Biomass/fish 
numbers 

The presence of substantial 
numbers of fish  
Significant biomass 

Over 30 per km
Ranked in the top 10 for biomass in 
New Zealand 

Salmon run numbers   Large annual salmon run   Average number of adult salmon 
migrating up the river each year is 
greater than 20,000.  

Waterbody meets 2 of the following characteristics and associated thresholds

Access   The water body must be 
accessible for angling  

Scenic beauty and 
solitude 

Area is highly rated for its scenic 
beauty/ low modification of the 
surrounding area 
 
 
 

National River Angling Surveys
Headwater fishery  
Back country/wilderness fishery 
 

Low modification in 
surrounding area 
 
 
 
 

Water clarity and 
flows  

The waterbody provides 
favourable water clarity and 
flows to fish for salmon and 
trout.  
 

The waterbody has extremely clear 
water clarity which allows anglers to 
spot, stalk and fish to individual trout. 
 
The waterbody has water clarity 
which is slightly cloudy for salmon 
(i.e. when just the toe of a wader can 
be seen in knee deep water).  
 
The waterbody provides suitable 
flows for angling. 

In practice, it might be better to 
use numeric thresholds which 
indicate ‘extremely clear’ water 
and ‘slightly cloudy water’ for 
water clarity 
 
The waterbody has water 
clarity which is slightly cloudy 
(i.e. when you can see just the 
toe of your wader in knee deep 
water) for many days during 
the fishing season.  
 
Same comment as above for 
flows. 

Waterbody meets 1 of the following characteristics and associated thresholds

Non‐local usage  High usage by non‐local anglers > 20 % of anglers come from other 
parts of New Zealand or overseas. 

Reputation  The waterbody has a national 
and international reputation for 
angling. 
 

Duration of reputation
 

Need to provide a list of 
publications, or indicate type of 
publications. I.e a bunch of 
council papers are publications, 
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The outstanding nature of the fishery 
is discussed in published literature 
which:  

‐ Has been published 
independent of any WCO 
applications. 

‐ Is recognised in a number 
of publications over a 
period of at least xx years.  

‐ is featured as a classic or 
iconic fishery in any of the 
well‐known text or guide 
books.  

‐ it recorded in past MfE 
documents as a water body 
of national significance. 

but probably not what the 
tribunals are referring to. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Evidence should align with the findings in the following publications (where applicable)

Independent 
Publications 

Publications   High grading in the National Angling 
Surveys 
Category A: list of wild and scenic 
Rivers  
Category A: Headwater Trout Fishery 
 

 

 

Additional characteristics which add to the angling amenity, but are not ‘key characteristics’. 

Easy access   Ease of access   Extensive network of roads and 
tracks which provide easy and 
inexpensive access for anglers 

Angling experiences  Variety of the angling 
experiences available in same 
catchment/water body.  

Range of options for fishing exists 
irrespective of weather conditions.  
 
Catchment provides for lake fishing, 
wilderness fishing, trophy fish 
headwater fishing, big river fishing, 
small stream fishing, variety of 
techniques, range of challenges.  
 

 

 

Trout size and numbers  

96. When discussing waterbodies which contain large or trophy trout, WCO decisions place significant weight on 

trout size, with additional weight being added when there are high numbers of large trout. In short, if there 

are moderate numbers of extremely large trophy trout, or high numbers of large trout, then WCO decisions 

assign significant weight to these factors. However, if there is only a moderate number of large trout (i.e. not 

trophy size), less weight is assigned to this characteristic.  

97. However,  trout  size  is not always assessed, particularly  if  the  type of  fishing experience being evaluated 

relates to an angler  looking for  large numbers of fish as opposed to  large  individual fish. This  is discussed 

further below.  

98. While  a  number  of  Tribunals  identify  ‘large  trout’  as  a  factor  in  their  decision making,  exactly what  is 

considered  to be a  large or  trophy  trout  is only discussed  in  the Oreti and Moteuka WCO decisions. The 

Moteuka contains trout between 2 – 2.5 kg in the Wangapeka River and 3.5 kg and 4.5 kg in the upper river. 

The upper Oreti contains trout which exceed 2.7 kg, which was accepted as large on a world scale. Evidence 

submitted for the Ahuriri River WCO suggests it contains trophy fish which can reach up to 4.5 kg. 

99. Two WCO decisions, the Oreti River and the Kawarau River, discuss the thresholds used to conclude if there 

are sufficiently high numbers of large trout contained in the waterbody. In the upper Oreti, the average size 

of brown  trout  in  the Oreti  is 2.7  kg with numbers being 30 per  km was determined  to be exceptional. 

However when assessing the Nevis River, the Environment Court determined that while large trout of at least 
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60 cm11 were present in the river, due to its relatively low density of medium to large trout it fell short of 

crossing the outstanding threshold.  

100. The difference between  the decision on  the Nevis River and  the decision on  the Ahuriri River  is notable. 

Despite moderate numbers of large fish, the Ahuriri River was found to have outstanding angling amenity, 

whereas the Nevis River did not. The key difference being that the Ahuriri River contains  large trophy size 

trout which makes  it  stand out  in a national  context, has an exceptional backcountry  setting and a  long 

standing reputation as an outstanding fishery all backed up by various publications. The Nevis River lacked 

the combination of these factors. 

  Salmon run numbers  

101. The Rangitata and Rakaia Rivers are both recognised as having an outstanding amenity for salmon. Salmon 

run numbers are identified in both WCO decisions as forming the basis of an outstanding angling amenity.  

102. The Rakaia has the largest salmon run in New Zealand, with average numbers of adult salmon migrating up 

river each year being estimated at between 20,000 and 30,000 fish. The salmon numbers are discussed in the 

Rangitata WCO decision document.  

Trout biomass  

103. The trout biomass of a river is an abundance of fish ‘or biomass’, which takes into account the size of the fish 

and the size of the river. This allows comparisons to occur between rivers.  

104. The Mohaka, Moteuka, Kawarau and Oreti WCO decisions all placed significant weight on  trout biomass, 

when  deciding  if  the  rivers  are  outstanding  as  a  recreational  fishery  or  angling  amenity.  While  the 

Manganuioteao River WCO decision doesn’t specifically refer to ‘trout biomass’, it places weight on the high 

trout density in the middle and upper reaches.  

105. It is interesting to note discussions in 1992 by the Planning Tribunal on the middle reaches of the Mohaka 

River. Here the Planning Tribunal overturned the previous decision made by the Tribunal in 1990 who had 

identified the middle reaches of the Mohaka to be outstanding as an angling amenity. The decision was over 

turned based solely on its biomass ranking, with The Planning Tribunal concluding that while the biomass of 

the middle reaches was highly valued, it was not outstanding12.  This demonstrates that biomass is accorded 

significant weight in decision making. 

106. The Moteuka, upper Oreti and upper Mohaka Rivers were found to have a significant trout biomass in their 

WCO decision documents. The Moteuka and upper Oreti Rivers had the seventh and the seventeenth highest 

trout biomass in New Zealand, respectively and the upper Mohaka had the tenth highest trout biomass in 

New  Zealand, and  the 4th highest  in  the North  Island.   No data  is provided  in  the Manganuioteao WCO 

decision, however high densities are referred to as a factor in the decision.   

107. The biomass of the Nevis River was not classed as significant by the Environment Court, with drift dive data 

showing it contains a relatively low density of medium to large trout, with a ranking of 150th out of 305 sites 

measured around New Zealand.  The Mohaka and the Manganuioteao Rivers both contain large numbers of 

rainbow and brown trout, while in the Moteuka and Nevis Rivers brown trout predominate. 

108. While the Mohaka and Moteuka WCO decisions reference the ranking of the river in terms of biomass against 

the other rivers in New Zealand, the exact biomass has not been stated. However, it is assumed the biomass 

for these waterbodies is discussed in evidence and could be easily obtained if deemed necessary.  

Catch rate 

                                                 
11 Although not stated in decision, this is approximately 2.7 kg. 
12 The biomass of the middle reaches was ranked 40th out of 158 rivers.  
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109. The catch rate for a waterbody is commonly discussed in WCO decisions when deciding if a waterbody has 

an outstanding angling amenity. When discussing the catch rate13 WCO decisions place varying degrees of 

weight on this characteristic depending on the type of fishing experience being evaluated. 

110. For example, the catch rate  is  less  important for those waterbodies which contain salmon or trophy sized 

trout, with other characteristics of the fishing experience taking precedence. For waterbodies with smaller 

sized fish, the catch rate is attributed more weight in the decision making and a significant catch rate would 

be expected in trout fisheries with smaller sized fish before a river was deemed outstanding.  

111. This is demonstrated in the Ahuriri River and Mataura River WCO decisions. The Ahuriri contains large fish, 

with a ‘reasonable’ catch rate and is known for its ‘big fish’, while the Mataura River contains large numbers 

of  fish,  and  is  known  for  its  a high  catch  rate  for  trout. When discussing  salmon,  the  Planning  Tribunal 

assessing the Rangitata WCO application states the number of salmon caught is of lessor importance than 

the other characteristics of the fishing experience, namely the scenic quality and the challenge of fishing for 

salmon, noting that over 60% of anglers may not catch anything in a given year. When considering the Rakaia 

WCO application the Planning Tribunal describes the high catch rate as adding to the angling experience. 

112.  The exact threshold used to determine a ‘high catch rate’ is not specified in any of the WCO decisions. It is 

assumed the catch rate for these waterbodies is discussed in evidence and could be easily obtained, however 

the value of this is debatable due to information on the catch rate relying on anecdotal evidence provided by 

anglers. It is more appropriate to set a threshold which relates to the river’s biomass or fish numbers which 

could be obtained using more scientifically robust measures such as drift diving. This would subsequently 

provide a good indication of the likely catch rates.  

113. While not specifically stated in WCO decisions, the catch rate, trout numbers and biomass are likely to be all 

interrelated, without high  trout numbers or  a high biomass,  there will not be  a high  catch  rate.  This  is 

supported by comments made by the Planning Tribunal in the Mataura WCO decision which states that “the 

high catch rate provides evidence that the river system supports a significantly  large fish population”. It  is 

assumed  the  reverse  would  apply.  Further,  the Mohaka  decision  concludes  the  upper Mohaka  has  a 

significant biomass of trout, with the catch rate per angler exceeding that of all other rivers, and twice as 

many large fish as other North Island headwater fisheries. This shows the link between biomass, catch rate 

and trout numbers. For this reason  ‘catch rate’  is not  listed as a key characteristic  in Table 3,  instead fish 

numbers and biomass are relied on. 

114. Trout biomass and  trout numbers are discussed  in more detail  in Paragraphs 103  to 108, and 96  to 100, 

respectively. 

Usage  

115. When directly discussing the number of anglers who use a waterbody, WCO decisions are consistently clear 

that high local usage is not enough to demonstrate an outstanding recreational fishery exists as there are a 

number of factors which can influence why an angler decides to fish a particular river. For example, the river 

simply might just be close to a large population centre.   

116. However, while WCO decisions directly dismiss this characteristic when talking about local usage, it is noted 

that a number of  the WCO decisions  indirectly give some weight  to  this characteristic by referring  to  the 

grading of the waterbody in the National Angling Survey, which partly relies on the numbers of anglers using 

the waterbody14 when determining if it is a nationally important recreational fishery.   

117. With regard to non‐local usage, several WCO decisions indicate the higher the number of people who fish on 

a waterbody from other parts of New Zealand and overseas the more significant the waterbody is for angling. 

                                                 
13 being the average number of fish caught per angler for a waterbody 
14 Both locally and non‐locally  
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As stated in the Rangitata WCO decision, the level of non‐local usage indicates the ‘specialness’ of the area 

and gives weight towards a waterbody being recognised as an outstanding as a recreational fishery. 

118. The Mataura River and Rangitata WCO decisions both accept that high non‐local usage is when this type of 

use  is over 20%. While  this  is  an  accepted  threshold,  trying  to  accurately measure non‐local usage of  a 

waterbody for angling is difficult.   

Water clarity and flows 

119. Water clarity and flows can contribute significantly to an angling experience, with the ability to spot and fish 

to  a  particular  trout being highly  valued by  anglers.  This  is  supported  in  the Oreti WCO decision which 

identifies the presence of high numbers of large brown trout together with the very clear water of the Oreti 

which allows anglers to spot and fish to a particular trout as a key characteristic of the outstanding angling 

amenity of the upper Oreti. 

120. The desired water  clarity when  fishing  for  salmon  is different  from  trout, with  slightly  cloudy water and 

moderate flows being preferred by anglers.  When discussing salmon angling, the Rangitata WCO decision 

accepts that flows that provide the optimum conditions for the salmon themselves do not necessarily meet 

the  flow  requirements  most  desirable  for  angling,  which  are  more  demanding  than  the  biological 

requirements  of  the  fishery.  The  Special  Tribunal  accepted  evidence  that  overall moderate  flows  and 

somewhat cloudy water are most favoured when fishing for salmon for example, “being able to see the toe 

of a wader in knee‐deep water” is a good indicator of favourable salmon fishing conditions.    

121. The desired flows when angling for trout are not discussed in detail in WCO decisions, however it is clear from 

discussions  around  the  Gowen  River  in  the  Buller WCO  decision  that  fast  flowing  rivers  can  present  a 

significant challenge for angling.   

Scenic beauty and solitude  

122. This characteristic holds significant weight towards whether an area is outstanding as a recreational fishery 

or  angling  amenity;  it  is  often  just  as  important  as  the  number  or  size  of  fish  caught. Measuring  this 

characteristic  is  difficult  because  how  scenery  and  solitude  is  interpreted  varies  between  individuals. 

However  it  appears  to be  closely  aligned  to  the natural  characteristics of  a waterbody  and  surrounding 

landscape,  with WCO  decisions  commonly  referring  to  the  amount  of  modification  (or  lack  of)  when 

undertaking the scenic assessment. 

123. It is clear from WCO decisions that there must be some scenic beauty and ‘naturalness’ to an area for it to be 

classed  as  outstanding  as  an  angling  amenity,  with  no  WCO  decisions  identifying  highly  modified 

environments as having an outstanding angling amenity.  However, it is equally as clear that the scenic values 

do not have to be of a level they could be classed as outstanding in their own right, although many are. 

124.  The exact assessment for this characteristic varies between WCO decisions and is somewhat subjective, with 

WCO decisions relying on a number of information sources to inform their assessments, each placing varying 

degrees of weight on associated information sources.  

125. One of the most  informative discussions on this characteristic  is by the Environment Court on the angling 

amenity  of  the  Nevis  River  which  failed  to meet  the  outstanding  threshold  for  the  setting  of  a  back 

country/headwater fishery. It is clear from this WCO decision that being classed as a headwater fishery or 

backcountry/wilderness fishery is not enough to immediately qualify as outstanding for scenic values. This is 

because  there are approximately 160 headwater  fisheries and around 200 back country  fisheries  in New 

Zealand15,  so  simply  just  falling  in  this category comparatively does not make  the  fishery  stand out on a 

national basis.  

                                                 
15 As stated in the Nevis River Environment Court decision.  



 

21 

 

D
R
A
F
T

126. The decision notes16 that that while the mention of a fishery in literature is not determinative, it is significant 

that the Nevis River is not identified in fishing text or guide books as a classic or iconic fishery, or any previous 

MfE publications recording water bodies of national importance. When reconsidering this, the Environment 

Court supports this conclusion, further noting that while the angler surveys identify the area as an excellent 

example of a back country fishery, none of the expert witnesses suggest that the Nevis fishery was of national 

significance. 

127. The Oreti WCO decision relies predominately on the testimonies of anglers, the results of the National River 

Angling Survey and its associated national and international reputation when assigning significant weight to 

the scenic qualities and the peace and solitude of the upper Oreti River. The limited amount of modification 

of the  landscape  is also specifically mentioned.    It  is  interesting to note that while the Tribunal notes that 

upper Oreti is visually impressive, its scenic values are not out of the ordinary to the point it could be classed 

as outstanding.  

128. The Ahuriri WCO decision does not specifically discuss its findings, with the Planning Tribunal stating that the 

summarised evidence leaves them in no doubt an outstanding angling amenity exists. Evidence presented to 

them refers to the largely unmodified area, and the open natural and tranquil landscape. The grading of the 

river  in National  River  Angling  Survey  as  a  nationally  important  scenic  fishery,  it  being  recognised  as  a 

Category A in the Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers and its associated national and international reputation 

are all discussed in the decision document, as such it assumed they were all given some weight in finding that 

the Ahuriri River has an outstanding angling amenity.  

129. It is clear that an area which has been identified as having outstanding wild and/or scenic values through a 

WCO assessment would provide additional weight by having a significant scenic beauty and solitude towards 

an area being determined outstanding as an angling amenity. 

130. For all other areas, which may have  impressive scenic values and naturalness, but do not quite meet  the 

outstanding threshold, WCO decisions refer to the following information when coming to their decision on 

the significance of the scenic beauty and solitude of an area: the testimonies of anglers,  its grading  in the 

National River Angling Survey, the waterbodies national or international reputation, whether it is a headwater 

fishery or backcountry/wilderness fishery, and/or its rating in a list of wild and scenic rivers. No one set of 

information sources is referred to in all WCOs, however it is clear that  when considering this information, 

the tribunals are looking to see if the different forms of evidence all align.  

Access  

131. Access is a commonly discussed characteristic in WCO decisions. In most cases ease of access is given some 

weight towards whether a waterbody provides an outstanding angling amenity.  

132. The access characteristic appears to be given less weight than other characteristics, obviously there has to be 

some access to enable angling to occur, however ‘ease of access’ is not always referred to, particularly if the 

type of fishing experience relates to one very special aspect, such as large trophy fish and is in an isolated 

wilderness  location. The  lack of easy access  in  some  instances may enhance  the  challenge of  the  fishing 

experience. 

133. When discussing ‘ease of access’ WCO decisions generally refer to good, inexpensive access such as a network 

of roads and tracks.   

Variety of angling experiences 

134. A variety of angling experiences refers to opportunities in the same catchment or waterbody for lake fishing, 

wilderness fishing, trophy headwater fishing, big river fishing and small stream fishing. This also corresponds 

                                                 
16 The Environment Court decision refers to conclusions made by the Planning Tribunal. 
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with a variety of fishing techniques such as bait fishing, fly fishing and spinning and a range of challenges 

which suit the novice to the expert.  

135. While the variety of angling experiences is commonly discussed in WCO decision, it is not always taken into 

account, particularly if the type of fishing experience relates to one very special aspect, such as large trophy 

fish.  As  such,  it  is  concluded  that  the  variety  of  angling  experiences  is  given  less  weight  than  other 

characteristics. 

Reputation 

136. As discussed in Paragraph 94, having a national or international reputation for angling is not a characteristic 

of a waterbody itself, it is the result of having a number of characteristics which score highly which in turn 

provides an exceptional experience. Notwithstanding, WCO decisions consistently discuss the reputation a 

waterbody has for angling, and give it weight when deciding if a waterbody is outstanding for this value.  

137. Specifically, the national and international reputation of a waterbody is looked at to see if it aligns with the 

scoring of the other characteristics and evidence presented in support of the WCO application. However, just 

because a waterbody doesn’t have an associated reputation doesn’t immediately dismiss it from qualifying 

as being outstanding.  

138. Exactly how to measure a waterbody’s reputation  for angling  is challenging, with the assessment  in WCO 

decisions being very subjective, taking into account anecdotal evidence such as testimonies from anglers who 

have fished both  in New Zealand and overseas, published material, and the how  long the ‘reputation’ has 

been held.  

139. Specifically, The Special Tribunal for the Rangitata WCO gave some weight to the fact that comments about 

that outstanding nature of the fishery had occurred over a number of years and was found in publications 

that were prepared quite independently of the water conservation order application.  Similarly, the Mataura 

WCO decision gave weight  to  the  long  term 100 year  reputation of  the Mataura River, both within New 

Zealand and overseas, as a high quality brown trout fishing river. 

140. The Nevis tribunal notes the significance of the Nevis River for a relatively high proportion of brown trout (in 

excess  of  60  cm),  and  the  setting  of  a  backcountry/headwater  fishery,  however  it  fails  to  meet  an 

‘outstanding’  threshold with the  tribunal stating “Whilst  we  do  not  regard  mention    in  the  literature  as 

necessarily  determinative, we  nonetheless  thought  it  significant  that  the Nevis  is not  featured  or particularly 

identified  as  a classic  or  iconic  fishery  in  any  of  the well  known  fishing  text  or guide books. Further,  it  is not 

mentioned  in  the  Ministry  for  the  Environment documents  recording water  bodies of  national significance  in 

this  regard”.  When reconsidering this, the Environment Court supports this conclusion, further noting that 

while the National River Angling Survey’s identify the area as an excellent example of a back country fishery, 

none of the expert witnesses suggest that the Nevis fishery was of national significance. 

141. Not surprisingly, there are no exact thresholds when discussing this characteristic. The Rangitata and Mataura 

WCO decisions provide guidance by referring to ‘published’ material independent of the WCO application, 

and a ‘long term’ reputation. The Kawarau WCO decision on the Nevis River also provides useful guidance by 

referring  to well‐known  text or guide books and past government documents  recording water bodies of 

national significance. However there is no further information around what type or number of publications, 

or length of reputation, needed in order to add weight towards it being determined outstanding.   

142. In conclusion, while it is clear that the reputation of a waterbody for angling clearly provides some weight 

towards determining whether the waterbody is outstanding for an angling amenity, particularly to ascertain 

that the characteristics and the reputation align, the assessment is very subjective with no clear thresholds 

to determine its significance. 

Information Sources used in WCOs 

The National River Angling Survey  
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143. The National River Angling Survey is discussed in a number of WCO decisions, presumably because it is one 

of  the  only  nationally  comparable  survey  undertaken  on  a  regular  basis  which  assesses  the  relative 

importance of New Zealand rivers and streams to anglers. As stated  in  its title this survey relates to rivers 

only, it does not include lakes.  

144. The National River Angling Survey separates  fishing  into three subcategories being wilderness, scenic and 

recreational  river  fisheries.  Each  provide  a  different  fishing  experience  such  as:  those  anglers  seeking  a 

remote  ‘wilderness’ experience,  those who  value  the high  scenic  values of  the  river and  its  surrounding 

landscape, or those anglers who are looking for a fishing experience close to town with easy access. 

145. Criteria is then applied to survey results to identify nationally important wilderness, scenic and recreational 

river fisheries. Nationally important recreational fisheries have a high usage and are generally located close 

to population centres, and scenic and wilderness river fisheries are generally remote from population centres 

with varying degrees of usage, but have high scenic and solitude values. 

146. As discussed earlier in the report, a high rating in the National River Angling Survey does not automatically 

equate  to  an  outstanding  angling  amenity,  other  evidence  is  required  which  supports  survey  findings.  

However, it is expected where characteristic discussed in this section score highly, that a corresponding rating 

would be seen in the National Angling Survey results.    

Headwater trout fishery – NIWA 

147. Several WCO decisions refer to the category of the headwater fishery in this NIWA publication. While useful 

information, it is noted that the publication is over 20 years old, and only relates to rivers. 

148. Category A headwater  trout  fisheries  are  those  that  sustain  good  fishing  throughout  the  fishing  season.  

Category B headwater trout fisheries are those that fish well only early in the fishing season. In Category B 

the abundance of trout progressively declines as the season progresses because of angling pressure and or 

downstream emigration of trout. 

149. While this information is useful to assist with the assessment of the river, it is not a defining factor, there are 

89 Category A headwater trout fisheries in New Zealand17. This is confirmed by discussions in the Buller WCO 

decision, which states that being a Category A headwater trout fishery by itself does not justify a finding that 

it is an outstanding headwater trout fishery. 

National Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers  

150. In 1984,  the National Water and Soil Conservation Authority published a National  Inventory of Wild and 

Scenic Rivers.  Initially the inventory’s key purpose was simply to identify wild and scenic rivers still in their 

natural state. 

151. In 1986 the National Inventory was updated and a list of rivers and lakes which warranted protection was 

created.  The inventory addressed inadequacies in the 1984 National Inventory by including lakes and ranking 

the waterbodies and recognising there was no need to exclude rivers on the basis that they have been subject 

to modification.  

152.  The inventory ranked the water bodies into the following three groups in order of importance: 

 Group 1:  contains the very best example of rivers or lakes deserving protection 

 Group 2: contains other excellent rivers and lakes outstanding in one or more of the values assessed, 

  or contains waters with the same or similar values of those waters in national parks 

 Group 3: contains waters which the committee had inadequate information on, or with values ranked 

  lower than group 1 or 2.  

                                                 
17  89 Category A headwater trout fisheries identified in NZ, 71 are in the South Island.   
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153. This  information  was  referred  to  in  the Mataura  and  Ahuriri WCO  decisions  when  considering  if  the 

waterbodies has an outstanding angling amenity.   

Conclusion ‐ Choosing an appropriate combination of characteristics  

154. It  is  clear  from  the WCO  decisions,  that  there  is  no  one  ‘obvious’  set  of  characteristics  and  associated 

thresholds which can be applied to each river to determine whether it is outstanding for this value or not. 

The combinations of the characteristics assessed depend on the type of fishing experience being sought i.e. 

large trophy fish, high numbers of fish, salmon or trout, wilderness, and/or scenic natural characteristics. 

155. However, it is implicit in the WCO decisions that in order to be outstanding as a recreational fishery or angling 

amenity,  the waterbody must  contain  an  exceptional  biological  feature  such  as  an  abundance  of  fish18, 

exceptionally  large fish, high salmon run numbers, or high numbers of  large fish, and have an exceptional 

angling amenity to justify a finding that it contains an outstanding recreational fishery.  All of the waterbodies 

recognised as containing an outstanding angling amenity  in WCO decisions  contain at  least one of  these 

biological features and have an exceptional angling amenity.  

Biological features 

156. Essentially, there are three key characteristics which individually underpin the different fishing experiences 

in a biological sense. These are high trout biomass19/high trout numbers, high salmon run numbers, and large 

fish and can easily be assigned associated thresholds based on previous WCO decisions. These thresholds 

align with Section xx, which reports on outstanding fisheries in a biological sense. 

157. This is reinforced by the Mataura WCO decision which concludes that the outstanding angling amenity is a 

consequence of the outstanding fishery, for without this, namely the high catch rate in that instance, would 

not exist. This suggests that before a waterbody is assessed for its ‘angling amenity’, it should be assessed to 

ensure it has either an abundance of fish20, exceptionally large fish, high numbers of large fish or high salmon 

run numbers prior to its angling amenity being assessed. 

158. However, it is also clear from WCO decisions that it is not sufficient to have solely an abundance of fish, or 

large  fish  to  qualify  as  an  outstanding  recreational  fishery,  an  associated  angling  amenity must  also  be 

present. It is the combination of these two factors which makes a waterbody exceptional for angling.  

Amenity features  

159. The  key  characteristics  which  contribute  to  an  outstanding  angling  amenity  are  generally  natural 

characteristics and relate to scenic beauty, solitude, water clarity and flows.  

160. When  these key characteristics score highly  it will  likely result  in what several WCO decisions call a  ‘high 

quality angling experience’, and as a result there will  likely be a proportionally high  ‘non  local’ use of the 

waterbody and an associated national and international reputation for angling. Non local use is not always 

measured, however as stated in the Rangitata WCO decision high non‐local use indicates a specialness of an 

area, and as such has been added as a key characteristic to Table 3.     

161. Other characteristics  such as ease of access and  the variety of  fishing experiences are discussed  in WCO 

decisions and appear to be given some weight, but less than other characteristics. Obviously there needs to 

be some access to enable angling to occur, however it is difficult to imagine a situation where one of these 

                                                 
18 While an ‘abundance of fish’ is not always stated, it is assumed where a high catch rate is identified, then an abundance of fish or a high 
biomass exists.  
19 A high trout biomass appears to be a good indicator of a high catch rate and are in essence the same. This is supported by the Mataura 
WCO decision which concludes the high catch rate provides evidence the river system supports a significantly large fish population. It is 
assumed the reverse applies. 

 
20 While an ‘abundance of fish’ is not always stated, it is assumed where a high catch rate if identified, then an abundance of fish or a high 
biomass exists.  
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waterbodies would  not  have  qualified  as  outstanding  for  angling  if  access was  a  little more  difficult  as 

opposed to ‘easy’, or there was a smaller range of fishing experiences.  

Reputation & external publications  

162. Lastly, while a waterbody’s national and international reputation or ranking in publications such as National 

Angling Survey, NIWA Headwater Fisheries of New Zealand, or in a List of Wild and Scenic Waters is discussed 

in a number of WCO decisions and given some weight, WCO decisions indicate that alone a high ranking in 

any of these documents does not immediately qualify the waterbody as outstanding.  

163. The waterbody’s reputation and ranking in these publications relies heavily on the characteristics referred to 

in this section, and as such where the key characteristics score highly it is expected there will be a relative 

correlation in the ranking and reputation of a waterbody and its non‐local use. 

An example ‐ Kawarau WCO  

164. It is interesting to follow the Environment Court’s decision when assessing the angling amenity of the Nevis 

River, and  its  finding there  is no outstanding angling amenity despite the river containing  large trout and 

being located in a backcountry setting.  

165. In summary, the Environment Court found that solely having  large 60 cm fish21  in backcountry/headwater 

fishery is not ‘exceptional’ because the density of big fish in the Nevis River is around the median nationally, 

and there is a significant number of headwater and backcountry fisheries in New Zealand. When combined 

the two features do not stand out.  

166. Notably, the Environment Court also places weight on the fact the fishery is not identified in literature such 

as fishing text or guide books as a classic or iconic fishery to support claims that the fishery is outstanding. 

This demonstrates how important it is for all the evidence to clearly align.  

 
   

                                                 
21 Approximately 2.7 kg. 



 

26 

 

D
R
A
F
T

 

Historical values  
 

Discussion  

167. In terms of historical values, very few WCO have considered this value with it being discussed for the first 

time in 1996 for the Shotover River and its historical importance as a goldmining river, and again in 2002 for 

the Rangitata River and its historical importance as an early European settlement.  

 

At a glance 
Table 4: Commonly used combinations of ‘key’ characteristics & thresholds in WCOs decisions 

which have determined a waterbody has outstanding historical values. 

Note:  Table  4  shows  the  number  of  key  characteristics  and  associated  thresholds  a  waterbody  must  contain  for  an 
outstanding  historical  value  as  per  WCO  decisions  (i.e.  a  waterbody  must  meet  the  thresholds  below  for  ‘Historical 
significance’ AND ‘Size, type and state of area’ before it is recognised as having an outstanding historical value). 

Outstanding historical value  

Kawarau River, Rangitata River, Buller  
Key Characteristics  Descriptions  Thresholds used in WCOs Comments ‐ if thresholds 

are used to inform OFWB 
project 

Waterbody meets both of the following characteristics and associated thresholds

Historical significance   Reputation, significant aspect of NZ 
history/world history  

Discussed in published 
literature, independent of 
the WCO application. 
 

See comments in angling 
section  

Size, type and state of area    River and landscape left largely 
intact/unmodified since historical use  

The river and the 
landscape remain largely 
unmodified 

 

 

168. When considering  the Kawarau WCO The Tribunal states  that  the purpose of  including  the waters of  the 

Shotover River in a conservation order that recognises goldmining as a historical characteristic, “is to protect 

the association that those waters have with that part of New Zealand’s history, so that those who wish to see 

and experience  it may do  so  in  the  same  context as  those who  contributed  to  it”. This  is an  interesting 

observation, which support the use of the two key characteristics identified above.  

169. The historical  characteristic was assessed  in  two very different manners by  the  respective  tribunals. The 

Rangitata was deemed to have outstanding historical values as an early European settlement partly based on 

published material, and partly because the River and the landscape remain largely unmodified.   

170. The Shotover was deemed outstanding as a goldmining river due to three key characteristics: 1) There were 

a number of large and informative and intact goldmining sites associated with the Shotover River; 2) it was 

the largest and richest goldrush river in New Zealand and the second richest22 in the world, for alluvial gold; 

and 3) the area has historical significance as the site of the first electronic dredge in NZ, at that stage NZ was 

a world leader in dredge technology.  

171. The  key  similarity  between  the  two WCO  decisions  come  down  the  fact  that  the  river  and  associated 

landscape remain  largely unmodified. This  is  illustrated  in the following two extracts taken from the WCO 

decision documents: 

“…the Shotover is outstanding because its “components collectively represent some 80 years of both Chinese 

and European gold mining and are  in an area relatively unaffected by subsequent residential or  industrial 

                                                 
22 Second to the Yukon  
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development”, “it was mined by many groups then left abandoned, leaving a mining landscape almost totally 

unmodified by other activities”. 

“We consider that the historical importance of the early European settlement of the upper Rangitata stands 

out and we  find that  it has outstanding historical values, at  least  in part because the river and  landscape 

remain largely unmodified”.  

172. It is interesting to note that in 1989, the Special Tribunal for the Buller River was presented with evidence on 

the historical values of the area. Evidence states, the Buller River was the fastest growing district  in NZ  in 

second half of the 19th century due to the discovery of gold. For millers and miners the river was the biggest 

feature in their lives as they struggled against it or used the river forces to aid their ventures.  

173. The  evidence  is  summarised  in  the  decision,  however  it  is  not  discussed  in  the  Tribunal’s  findings  or 

specifically recognised by the WCO. This  indicates the historical features of the river are not exceptional 

and do not stand out from other areas in New Zealand to the point they can be deemed outstanding. 

 

Conclusions  

174. In conclusion, based on WCO decisions, the two determining factors on whether an area has an outstanding 

historical value relates to whether the river and associated landscape has historical significance and is largely 

unmodified by other subsequent activities.  
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Recreational ‐ water based sports (boating) 
 

Discussion  

175. This chapter assesses the key characteristics and associated thresholds which have been used in past WCOs 

to determine whether a waterbody  is outstanding for water based recreational activities. Specifically, this 

section  is relevant to boating, whitewater rafting,  jet boating, canoeing and kayaking which all have been 

determined to be outstanding in their own right in the relevant WCO decision.   

176. Fishing and angling are discussed separately in Section xx, and caving is discussed separately in Section xx. 

However, some of the findings from those sections are relevant and are discussed below.  

177. Water based recreation is a common value recognised by 7 water conservation orders. Several more WCO 

decisions have assessed water based recreation and determined it not to be outstanding in a national context. 

These discussions are equally as informing and demonstrate when a recreational value does not quite meet 

an outstanding threshold.   

178. There are a number of common characteristics for this values which are assessed in WCO decisions. There is 

a pool of 6 characteristics, in which various combinations are commonly used when assessing this value. It is 

clear from the WCO decisions that some characteristics are more important than others. The characteristics 

are: access, reliability/predictability, usage, skill factor, variety of experience, landscape.  

179. Generally,  the  tribunal’s  considering  this  value  are  looking  for  waterbodies  which  provide  a  reliable 

recreational opportunities which cannot be found to the same quality in other rivers or lakes.  

 

At a glance 
Table 5: Commonly used ‘key’ characteristics & thresholds in WCOs decisions re. Water based 

recreational activities (excluding fishing and caving) 

Outstanding water based recreational value  

Motu River,  Rakaia , Kawarau River, Motueka River, Mohaka River, Rangitata River, Buller River

Key Characteristics/  Descriptions  Thresholds used in WCOs Comments ‐ if thresholds are 
used to inform OFWB project  

Table not complete  

 

 

Reliability/predictability 

180. In the WCO decisions which identify water based recreation as outstanding, it is clear that in order for the 

feature to be outstanding it must also be reliable/predictable under normal flows. This is a key determining 

factor.    If  the  feature/waterbody  is  exceptional  for  the  recreational  use,  for  example  only  under  flood 

conditions, then it is not outstanding.   

181. Discussions  by  the  Committee  in  the  Motu  River  decision  supports  this  finding,  with  the  Committee 

concluding the Motu is outstanding for rafting, specifically  stating “…the Motu River has sustained Grade 3 

white water rafting, a feature shared by only a few other north island rivers, it can be utilised year round for 

rafting and is not subject to low flows”. 

182. This finding is further supported in the Mohaka WCO decision where a key factor in the Planning tribunal’s 

decision was that the Mohaka River provided more white water and a full range of rapids and the provision 

of multi day rafting compared to other north island rivers, and was available when many other rivers are not 

usable because of low flows.  

183. Similarly, when discussing  the Kawarau River,  the  tribunal  states  that  “….no other  river  approached  the 

Kawarau River in terms of quality and power of the rapids of the Kawarau in normal flows”.   
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184. A similar determination was made in the Rangitata River WCO decision, where the tribunal only found the 

upper  Rangitata  outstanding  for  jet  boating,  ruling  that  for  jet  boating  from  the  gorge  down was  not 

outstanding.  This appears to be based on the fact that the Gorge is rarely challenged by jet boats, and the 

Gorge to Arundel section can be rarely boated under the current flow regime.  

185. This conclusion is further reinforced in the Rangitata WCO decision, where both kayaking and rafting in the 

gorge was determined to be outstanding. This was based on the run being identified as one of the top 100 

kayak runs in New Zealand, with evidence confirming this type of white‐water is always present in the gorge 

under natural flow conditions and is always accessible.   

186. Given this, it is concluded a waterbody must provide an exceptional experience that few other waterbodies 

in New Zealand provide and be reliable/predictable under normal flows. 

187. Reliability  and  predictability  have  been  consistent  characteristics  from  the  very  first WCO  decisions  on 

recreation indicating that if the activity on occurs on occasions and is not consistent under normal flows then 

it is not outstanding.  

The ‘disappointment factor’ 

188. The special tribunal assessing the WCO for Rangitata River determined the Rangitata River had outstanding 

recreational values for kayaking, rafting and jet boating in certain reaches of river. This was based primarily 

on the assessment of evidence in terms of the disappointment factor and features attracting interest from 

outside the region.  

189. The ‘disappointment factor’ is based on a well‐informed recreational visitor to an ‘outstanding’ waterway is 

very rarely ‘disappointed’……thus, if a resource that consistently satisfies a set of expectations is changed in 

some way, then the level of disappointment  is  likely  to be extreme.” 

190. This  further  reinforces  discussions  above  that  a  waterbody  which  provides  a  reliable  and  predictable 

experience is a key determining factor to having an outstanding recreational resource.  

 

Usage 

191. While WCO decisions take usage into account to varying degrees, most generally are generally clear that local 

usage is not a direct indicator of a waterbodies importance for an activity (i.e. the river might simply be close 

to a city). However, some WCO decisions do recognise that high usage rates do indicate the specialness of an 

area, particularly if people are travelling from outside the local area.  

192. As  such, non‐local usage  is  considered  to be an appropriate  indicator which  can be used  to give weight 

towards a waterbody being recognised as outstanding for a specific recreational purpose.  

193. This  conclusion  is  supported  by  the  special  tribunal  when  discussing  the  Rangitata WCO,  where  they 

specifically base their decision on the ‘disappointment factor’ (discussed in Paragraph xx) and features which 

attract  interest  from outside  the  region and outside  the  country. This  is  further discussed  in  the angling 

section in Paragraphs 115 to 118, and in absence of any other discussions it is considered appropriate to apply 

the 20% non‐local use threshold to this section. 

194. Meanwhile,  some WCO  decisions  dismiss  usage  altogether.  This  is  demonstrated  in  the Mohaka WCO 

decision which dismisses claims made by the submitters that  just because participation rates  in the water 

based sports are low, does not mean that the waterbody is not nationally important. The tribunal goes on to 

state that “high quality opportunities should be made available for the whole spectrum of sporting activities 

undertaken by New Zealanders”.   

195. Those  WCO  decision  which  consider  non‐local  usage,  generally  assess  it  in  combination  with  other 

characteristics  making  an  overall  decision.    However,  there  are  two  notable  exceptions  relating  Lake 

Wakatipu and  the Shotover River  (Paragraphs xx and xx), where  total participation  rates are  significantly 

higher than anywhere else in the country, and this alone has been reason enough for the tribunals to identify 
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the value as outstanding. This demonstrates that if participation rates are extremely high, when compared 

to elsewhere in the country, then this can be a defining factor that alone can be enough to deem a waterbody 

outstanding.  

196. The Kawarau River WCO decision relied solely on usage when determining boating to be outstanding on Lake 

Wakatipu.  This was based primary on the fact that the commercial boating client numbers were significantly 

more than any other lake in the country (120,000).  This suggests that if the usage is high enough based on 

this  characteristic  alone  the  waterbody  could  be  deemed  outstanding.  However,  It  is  recognised  that 

measuring usage, non‐local or otherwise, can be difficult and other characteristics may need to be relied on.  

197. When discussing the Shotover River, participation rates for rafting and jet boating directly referred to by the 

Special  Tribunal,  noting  participation  rates  were  well  in  excess  of  any  other  river  in  the  country  with 

approximately 179,000 visitors participating in these activities. This is contrasted with around 10,000 visitors 

for the same period  in other parts of the country. In addition, the WCO decision notes the Shotover River 

provides a range of experiences from the beginner to the expert which appears to have added weight to their 

decision.  

Unique/rare characteristic shared by few other rivers in New Zealand  

198. Big water is rare in NZ because of the size of our country and river catchments, it appears to be one of the 

key factors which all the rivers for canoeing and kayaking have been chosen. 

199. Section not finished. 

Special features 

200. Considerable weight appears  to be given to areas which have a special  feature which provides  for a high 

quality  and/or  demanding  recreational  experience,  or  an  experience  shared  by  only  a  few  other  rivers. 

However this is not a defining factor which alone can make a waterbody outstanding, its needs to occur in 

combination with other characteristics.  

201. When discussing the Mohaka WCO application, the Planning Tribunal appears to place significant weight on 

the  demanding  and  existing  canoeing  provided  in  the Mokonui  gorge.  This  is  supported  by  the  earlier 

tribunal’s decision which notes that the Mohaka provides some of the best advance canoeing in grade 4 or 5 

water which can only be found in a few other rivers in NZ. 

202. The Buller WCO decision  findings  specifically notes  that  the Ariki  Falls  are  the highest  volume of  rafted 

waterfall in New Zealand.  

203. With regard to the Buller WCO application, The Mangles River and the Matakitaki River were both identified 

as containing an outstanding canoeing feature by the special tribunal in the first WCO decision.  This decision 

was subsequently overturned by the Planning Tribunal who recognises that while both features are regionally 

important, neither feature highly enough in the in New Zealand rankings23 to justify them being classed as 

outstanding.  

204. This decision is informative, it indicates that the Planning Tribunal in this instance looked to the New Zealand 

river surveys to see if there was a relative collocation between the River Surveys and the claimed outstanding 

features. For both rivers it the Planning Tribunal appears to have placed significant weight on the rankings in 

the river surveys and not seeing an appropriate collation deemed them not to be outstanding in a national 

context. 

205. An example of this approach can be seen later in the WCO decision for the Buller River, where the Planning 

Tribunal refers to the results of the 1991 River Use Survey which ”demonstrates the national importance of 

several of the waterbodies” to support their findings that the two sections of the Buller River main stream 

                                                 
23 Recreational Survey by Egarr and Egarr in 1980 the Mangles River rated as intermediate; 1991 New Zealand Canoeing Association 
National River Survey Use Survey did not rank the Mangles River in the top 10 rivers in New Zealand; and ranked the Matakitaki River the 
16th most important river in the South Island. 
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contain outstanding canoeing features. The Planning Tribunal further notes the use of the waterbodies for 

national and international events and the feature being recognised as a premier site in New Zealand. 

206. Evidence supporting that the canoeing or rafting feature ranks highly in New Zealand to justify a finding that 

its  outstanding  (i.e.  1991  river  survey  results  demonstrates  the  national  importance  of  several  of  the 

waterbodies, the use of the waterbodies for national and  international championship events) and to have 

reliable flows or something unique i.e. the Ariki Falls are the highest volume rafted waterfall in New Zealand.  

In addition, the wild and scenic qualities of the area is outstanding.  

207. However, as discussed below,  it  is  important to note that alone a high ranking  in these documents  is not 

enough to provide a waterbody is outstanding for a recreational use (i.e. Grey River).  

Section not finished. 

Variety of experience/range of skill levels 

208.  A variety of skill  levels  refers  to opportunities within  the same river which provides  for beginners to  the 

experts.  In some, but not all, considerable weight  is given to rivers which provides a range of experiences 

when occurring in combinations with several other key characteristics. 

209. However  this  is  not  a  defining  factor,  and  rivers  which  do  not  contain  a  variety  of  experiences  with 

considerable weight also given to those rivers which possess a very special feature which provides for the 

best example advanced canoeing /rafting in New Zealand. 

Section not finished. 

Scenic beauty and wilderness 

210. The surrounding landscape is discussed in all WCO decisions, and it is implicit that surrounding landscape is 

significant to the recreational experience. However, landscape alone is not a defining factor and just because 

there is exceptional scenery does not immediately mean exceptional recreation exists in the area. There must 

be another outstanding and special characteristic in addition to landscape. 

211. The Motu River WCO decision specifically concludes there is outstanding white water rafting provided by the 

middle reaches of the Motu River24. In coming to this decision the Committee appears to have given weight 

to the Motu River having a significant length of wilderness which contributes to the rafting experience.  

212. In finding the Mohaka River has outstanding canoeing and rafting, the Mohaka WCO decision places weight 

on the ‘wilderness experience’ canoeing and rafting trips the Mohaka provides.    

213. When discussing the Buller River, the Tribunal specifically notes the Buller River is one of the last remaining 

large rivers in New Zealand which has not been modified and the landscape through which it flows is largely 

in native forest and is highly scenic. 

214. There were three common characteristics considered  in the Buller, Motu and Mohaka decisions. All were 

found to have outstanding canoeing and/or rafting features, they were all considered to be some of the last 

remaining large rivers in New Zealand which has not been modified. 

215. It is important to note, that while landscape is important and adds weight it is not a defining factor which 

alone makes a recreational activity outstanding (i.e. just because a recreational activity is taking place in an 

area with an outstanding landscape does not make the recreational activity outstanding). This is supported 

by the fact that when considering the Buller WCO application, the Tribunal considers a range of water based 

sports such as  jetboating, sailing, hunting, tramping, gold fossicking and birdwatching, but only concludes 

canoeing and rafting to be outstanding.   

Section not finished. 

                                                 
24 The Water Conservation Order protects the Motu River in its natural state, as opposed to protecting specific outstanding values. The 
decision however discusses the outstanding rafting amenity provided by the middle reaches of the Motu River 
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Access 

Section not finished. 
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Background Hawke's Bay Regional Council and Auckland Council are working with

the Ministry for the Environment to develop clear and consistent criteria

for assessing and identifying outstanding water bodies, to assist with

the implementation of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater

Management (NPSFM).

Questions
answers

27106908_4.docx

The outstanding freshwater body project has raised several questions

about the interpretation and implementation of the NPSFM. As requested,

we have primarily focused on a review of case law that could provide

assistance in answering these questions, and have presented a summary

of that case law review in this letter. We are happy to provide further

analysis of your questions if that would assist.

and 1. Are "outstanding values"
outstanding water bodies
referred to in Objectives
NPSFM?

as referred to in the definition of
the same as "significant values"
A2(a) and Objective B4 in the

There is no case law on this specific question in the context of

the NPSFM, but case law in relation to water conservation orders

and outstanding natural features and landscapes indicates that

the threshold for "outstanding" is high. In our opinion, it is open

to regional councils to assess what is outstanding at a regional

scale for the purposes of the NPSFM. Based on our review of

case law, we consider that "outstanding values" is a higher

threshold than "significant values". We anticipate that an

outstanding value will always be significant, but a significant

value will not necessarily be outstanding.

Once a waterbody is recognised by the NPSFM as an

`outstanding waterbody', do Objectives A2 and B4 protect all

the waterbody's significant values (despite some of them

not being outstanding), or do Objectives A2 and B4 only

protect those values which make the waterbody

Appendix 5
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outstanding?

Objectives A2 and B4 protect all the waterbody's significant
values, not only those values that are outstanding.

3. Are outstanding values and significant values restricted to
only intrinsic and biophysical values, or can they include
economic values such as tourism, irrigation and energy
generation?

Based on the definition of "value" in the NPSFM, we consider it
would be theoretically possible to recognise an economic value
as outstanding. However, such an approach could be difficult to
justify as being consistent with the objectives of the NPSFM.

4. To qualify as outstanding, does a freshwater body need to
have at least one individual value that is outstanding, or can
cumulative significant values trigger outstanding freshwater

body status?

There is no case law specifically stating whether cumulative
outstanding values can meet the criteria for outstanding, however
in our opinion, a freshwater body would need to have at least one
outstanding characteristic before the water body could be
classified as outstanding.

Our reasons

Key NPSFM provisions

Section 67(3) of the RMA requires regional plans to give effect to any national policy

statement. Central to the current project is the NPSFM, and in particular Objectives A2

and 64, which provide:

Objective A2

The overall quality of fresh water within a region is maintained or improved while:

a) protecting the significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies;

b) protecting the significant values of wetlands; and

c) improving the quality of fresh water in water bodies that have been degraded by

human activities to the point of being over-allocated.

Objective 64

To protect significant values of wetlands and of outstanding freshwater bodies.

2. The NPSFM defines "outstanding freshwater bodies" as:

those water bodies identified in a regional policy statement or regional plan as havin~

outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, recreational and spiritual values.

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 at page 7.

Page 2
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Initial comments on interpretation of NPSFM

3. There is little case law on the NPSFM, and none that directly comments on your
specific questions in the context of the NPSFM. As a result, our research has focused
mainly on case law discussing outstanding values in the broader RMA context. The
two main areas where case law of this nature has arisen are in relation to water
conservation orders (section 199) and outstanding natural features and landscapes
(section 6(b)). We have set those provisions out in full in an appendix to this advice for
ease of reference.

4. Some care needs to be taken in applying case law arising from sections 6(b) and 199
to the interpretation of the NPSFM. This is because water conservation orders and the
protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes are subject to specific tests
and Part 2 guidance. In particular:

(a) Under section 199, water conservation orders have a focus on recognising
and sustaining:

(i) outstanding amenity or intrinsic values which are afforded by waters
in their natural state (section 199(1)(a)); and

(ii) where waters are no longer in their natural state, the amenity or
intrinsic values of those waters which in themselves warrant
protection because they are considered outstanding
(section 199(1)(b)).

(b) Section 199 is also expressed to be "Notwithstanding anything to the contrary
in Part 2," indicating that the purpose of water conservation orders is not
necessarily aligned with Part 2.

(c) Outstanding natural features and landscapes are given express recognition in
section 6(b) as a matter of national importance.

5. We also note that in August 2015 the Ministry for the Environment published a guide to
the NPSFM.2 The guide endeavours to assist local authorities' understanding and
implementation of the NPSFM, although the guide itself recognises that it has no
official status or statutory weight.

Are outstanding values the same as significant values?

Outstanding values

6. In the context of water conservation orders, there is case law indicating that the
threshold for a value to be considered outstanding is high. This position was expressly
recognised in the Special Tribunal's report on an application to vary the Water
Conservation (Kawarau) Order 1997, where the Tribunal recorded:

our overall conclusion is that while these characteristics are significant, or could even be
regarded as highly valued, they fall short of crossing the very high threshold to be
considered as 'outstanding', even in combination.3

2 Ministry for the Environment, 2015. A Guide to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014.
3 Special Tribunal's report on application to vary the Water Conservation (Kawarau) Order 1997 in respect of the Nevis River,
August 2010, at [86] — [87].
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7. The Tribunal considering the Mohaka River water conservation order in 1990 and 1992

stated that (our emphasis):

the test as to what is outstanding is a reasonably rigorous one....to qualify as
outstanding a characteristic would need to be quite out of the ordinary on a national

basis.4

8. This approach has also been applied in subsequent decisions.5 In addition, the Court
in Whitewater New Zealand Incorporated v New Zealand and Otago Fish and Game
Councils and Pioneer Generation Limited [2013] NZEnvC131 stated:

the word 'outstanding' introduces a relative, subjective term on which attributes may

change over time.

9. Similar indications of a high threshold for "outstanding" exist in relation to landscapes.
The Environment Court has indicated that outstanding natural features and landscapes

are those which are "conspicuous, eminent, especially because of excellence, and

remarkablei6.

10. The High Court has recently noted, based on a review of previous case law, that in
order to qualify as an outstanding landscape, the landscape must be "remarkable,
exceptional, or notable."' The Court noted that section 6(b) does not say that it is
only natural landscapes that are of national significance that are to be protected.
Rather, the Court concluded:

... I am not persuaded that it is necessary to incorporate a "national" comparator (or even

a regional or district one) into the consideration of "outstandingness". The Courts in

which the jurisprudence has been developed have not been asking "is this a nationally

significant outstanding natural landscape?" They have been asking simply "is this an
outstanding natural landscape". That is the issue that they are required to consider,
under the RMA.

11. In Wakatipu Environmental Society Inc v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2000]
NZRMA 59, the Environment Court discussed whether an outstanding natural
landscape should be assessed on a national, regional or district scale. The Court
confirmed that the use of the word "outstanding" in section 6(b)8 depends on which

authority is considering it. The Court noted:

what is outstanding can in our view only be assessed — in relation to a district plan — on a

district wide basis because the sum of the districts landscapes are the only immediate
comparison that the territorial authority has.

12. The above cases suggest that while "outstanding" may require consideration on a
national basis in relation to water conservation orders under section 199, the same

principle is not necessarily applicable to other uses of the word "outstanding", including
under section 6(b). As noted in the Wakatipu case, the water conservation provisions
are aself-contained code. For other assessments of what is outstanding, it may be

appropriate to make the assessment at a regional or district scale depending on the
subject matter and the authority (ie regional council or territorial authority) undertaking

° Mohaka River Decision No: W20/92 at page 49.
5 Minister of Conservation (Kawarau River) (Re an application) C33/96; Re Nelson Acclimatisation Society C032/96; Wakatipu

Environmental Society lnc v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2000] NZRMA 59; Kotuku Parks Ltd v Kapiti Coast District

Council A73/2000; Rangitata South Irrigation Ltd v NZ and Central Soufh Island Fish and Game Council C109/2004;

Whitewater New Zealand Incorporated v New Zealand and Otago Fish and Game Councils and Pioneer Generation Limited

2013] NZEnvC 131.
Wakatipu Environmental Society Inc and others vQueenstown-Lakes District Council, C180/99 at [82].

Man O'War Station Ltd v Auckland City Council [2015] NZHC 767 at [10].
8 Section 6(b) protects outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, use and development.
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the consideration. As also noted in the Wakatipu case, it is possible that a district may
have no outstanding natural landscapes or features.

13. In our opinion, on the basis of the above case law and in the absence of any express
direction in the NPSFM that the assessment of what is outstanding must be undertaken
on a national basis, it is open to regional councils to assess what is outstanding at a
regional scale. However, this is not to say that the assessment must be undertaken at
that scale, and the regional council will need to apply its own judgement to the
consideration of the appropriate scale.

Significant values

14. In contrast, our review of case law has not identified any suggestion that an item or

value must meet a threshold as high as those noted above in order for the item or

value to be "significant". In particular, in contrast to the water conservation order
decisions noted above about the meaning of outstanding in that particular context,

case law does not indicate that a value must be significant on a national basis in order

to qualify as significant. The scale at which significance is assessed will itself be a
matter of judgement for the decision-maker.

15. For example, the meaning of "significant" was discussed by the Environment Court in
Western Bay of Plenty in the context of district plan provisions identifying significant
indigenous vegetation under section 6(c):

'Significant in its context necessarily imports the notion of informed judgement as to

those natural resources of the district that need to be protected.9

16. The Court in Western Bay of Plenty went on to specify a list of criteria which were

accepted as a guide for assessing the significance of vegetation (such as

representativeness, diversity and rarity). These criteria are specific to the assessment
of significant indigenous vegetation.

17. In our opinion, the meaning of "significant" in each situation will depend on the context
in which it is used. For example, the term "significant" is frequently used to describe
adverse effects that are more than minor, although there is no bright line test for
distinguishing between minor and significant effects, and expert judgement is generally

required. In the Western Bay of Plenty case noted above, the context was an

assessment of significance to determine whether the particular vegetation triggered the
section 6(c) requirement for protection. The assessment of significance in relation to

the NPSFM is in a broadly similar category, except that it is being carried out to
determine whether the values are to be protected and/or managed under the NPSFM
rather than directly under section 6 of the RMA.

18. The Guide to the NPSFM states that significant values and how to protect them will

need to be determined according to regional tangata whenua and community
preferences, and gives the example that a regional wetland or water body may have a
significant value related to native biodiversity, fisheries, geomorphology, culture,
science, recreation or landscape:10

9 Minister of Conservation v Western Bay of Plenty District Council A071 /01 at [19] and [20].
10 A Guide to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 at page 24.
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Significant While the term ̀ values' is used in Part CA of the NPS-FM in

values relation to all FMUs, the term 'significant values' is used in
Objectives A2 and B4 specifically in relation to wetlands and
outstanding freshwater bodies. These NPS-FM objectives
require the significant values of wetlands and freshwater bodies

to be protected.
Significant values and how to protect them will need to be
determined according to regional tangata whenua and
community preferences (eg, a wetland or water body may have
a significant value related to native biodiversity, fisheries,
geomorphology, culture, science, recreation or landscape).
Councils may set criteria for significant values in their regional
policy statement or plans to identify outstanding freshwater
bodies.

19. This guidance indicates that there is a degree of flexibility in the threshold to be used to

determine significance. That is, what is significant to one community may not

necessarily be significant to another community. In contrast, the case law discussed

earlier tends to indicate that to be outstanding, a value will generally need to be

outstanding from a national standpoint.

20. Further, we anticipate that while there might be significant values in many freshwater

bodies in a region, the NPSFM appears to envisage that only a subset of those

freshwater bodies would be categorised as being outstanding. That is, for a freshwater

body to be outstanding, it must stand out from the other freshwater bodies in some

way.

Once a waterbody is recognised by the NPSFM as an `outstanding waterbody', do

Objectives A2 and B4 protect all the waterbody's significant values (despite some of

them not being outstanding), or do Objectives A2 and B4 only protect those values which

make the waterbody outstanding?

21. In our opinion, it is the former. Objective A2(a) protects the significant values of

outstanding freshwater bodies, and Objective B4 protects significant values of wetlands

and of outstanding freshwater bodies. On a plain reading of those objectives, it is not

only the outstanding values that are to be protected.

Are outstanding values or significant values restricted to intrinsic/biophysical values, or

can they include economic values such as tourism, irrigation and energy generation?

22. As noted earlier, the NPSFM defines "outstanding freshwater bodies" as:

those water bodies identified in a regional policy statement or regional plan as having

outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, recreational and spiritual values."

23. This definition needs to be read in conjunction with the definition of "value" in the

NPSFM, which states (emphasis added):

"Value" means:
a) any national value; and
b) includes any value in relation to fresh water that is not a national value, which a

regional council identifies as appropriate for regional or local circumstances

(including any use value).

" National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 at page 7.
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24. The 2014 Guide gives further guidance on the meaning of "value":

Values are those intrinsic qualities, uses or potential uses associated with freshwater.
They are qualities or uses that people and communities appreciate about freshwater

bodies and wish to see recognised in the ongoing management of those freshwater
bodies.1z

25. The examples listed in the definition of outstanding freshwater bodies are inclusive
rather than exhaustive; that is, by using "including" rather than "meaning", the effect of
the definition is that values not in the above list but of a similar nature could be used as

a basis for concluding that a water body is outstanding. The inclusion of recreational

values in the definition tends to suggest that outstanding values are not strictly limited
to intrinsic or biophysical values. The definition of "value" and the 2014 Guide are
consistent with the view that values can include use values. We note however that the
examples listed in the definition of outstanding freshwater bodies appear to be more of
anon-consumptive than a consumptive nature.

26. Appendix 1 of the NPSFM sets out both compulsory national values and additional

national values (which are not compulsory). The compulsory national values
(ecosystem health and human health for recreation) are not of an economic nature, but
some of the additional national values are economic in nature, including irrigation and
food production, commercial and industrial use, and hydro-electric power generation.

27. Case law confirms that outstanding/significant values can go beyond those that are
purely intrinsic/biophysical and can include recreational values. We have not identified
any cases where economic values have rendered a water body outstanding, as
discussed further below. However, the cases below are water conservation order
cases and we note that section 199 limits water conservation orders to protecting

outstanding amenity or intrinsic values, so we would not have expected economic

values to be identified in the resulting case law.

28. In the Kawarau River water conservation order report,13 the Planning Tribunal listed the
outstanding amenity and intrinsic values of the waters in question. These values
included recreational attributes such as boating, fishing, kayaking, jet boating and
rafting. That report specifically mentioned the Shotover Jet boating as an activity that
attracted a large amount of people, however this was not listed as an outstanding

value.

29. The notion that recreational attributes can be outstanding values was confirmed in

Rangitata South Irrigation where the Environment Court found that kayaking, rafting
and outdoor education are part of the lower Rangitata's outstanding features.
Historical, spiritual and cultural outstanding features were also found.'a

30. The report on the Mohaka River15 water conservation order concluded that there were
outstanding water sports on the Mohaka River, as well as spiritual and cultural values
to the tangata whenua over the whole river.

1z A Guide to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 at page 25.
13 Re an Inquiry into the Draft National Water Conservation (Kawarau) Order, Decision C33/1996, Planning Tribunal,

Christchurch.
14 Rangitata South Irrigation Ltd v New Zealand and Central South Island Fish and Game Council C109/2004.

15 Report on the Mohaka River Draft Conservation Order W020/92.
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31. In relation to landscape, the Court in Pigeon Bay Aquaculture Ltd16 held that the criteria
for assessing significance of a landscape should include:

(a) the natural science factors —the geological, topographical, ecological and
dynamic components of the landscape;

(b) the landscapes aesthetic values including memorability and naturalness;
(c) its expressiveness (legibility) how obviously the landscape demonstrates the

formative processes leading to it;
(d) transient values (occasional presence of wildlife; or its values at certain times

of the year);
(e) whether the values are shared and recognised;
(f) its value to tangata whenua; and
(g) its historical associations.

32. Our research has not identified any cases that expressly recognise economic values in
themselves as being outstanding values. Activities such as tourism tend to rely on and

utilise the recreational and amenity values that are present and it is those values that
may qualify as significant or outstanding. In light of the scope of section 199, it is
understandable that water conservation order cases stop short of indicating that the
economic value of the tourism activities is an outstanding value in itself that warrants
protection.

33. In the absence of any clear direction on this matter in other parts of the RMA and
associated case law, and based on the definition of "value" in the NPSFM, on balance
we consider that a council could potentially recognise a use value, such as the
economic value of a waterbody, as an outstanding and/or significant value. We have
not identified any case law precedent for such an approach, so this view is untested,
but we note that the case law that we have identified was not in the context of the
application of the NPSFM and its definition of "value".

34. In contrast, it is clear that the NPSFM envisages recognition of ecological, landscape,
recreational and spiritual values. Such values are explicitly listed in the definition of

outstanding freshwater bodies, and are consistent with the focus of the NPSFM's water
quality and quantity objectives on:

(a) safeguarding matters such as life-supporting capacity (Objectives Al and 61);

(b) maintaining or improving overall fresh water quality (Objective A2);

(c) avoiding or phasing out over-allocation (Objective 62); and

(d) protecting significant values of wetlands and outstanding freshwater bodies
(Objectives A2 and B4).

35. Uses of water are also recognised in the water quality and quantity objectives, but are
less prominent.

36. Before proceeding with the recognition of an economic use value as an outstanding

value, the Council would need to be satisfied that recognising that value would be
consistent with the purpose of the RMA and with the objectives of the NPSFM, and the
plan provisions that ultimately resulted would need robust section 32 justification. In
our view there would need to be very clear reasons why an economic use value
(particularly a consumptive use) qualified as outstanding, given the potential for such
recognition to lead to activities with increased impacts upon the more intrinsic water

,s Pigeon Bay Aquaculture Ltd v Canterbury Regional Council [1999] NZRMA 209, at [56].
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quality and quantity values that are protected by the NPSFM. We expect that the

recognition of economic use as an outstanding value would be contentious, and may

be difficult to justify as being consistent with the objectives of the NPSFM.

Does an area require there to be an individual value that meets the criteria for

outstanding, or can cumulative significant values trigger an outstanding freshwater body

status?

37. We have not identified any case law that expressly deals with this question in the

context of freshwater bodies. However, in all of the case law we reviewed, the subject

freshwater body needed to have at least one outstanding characteristic before it was

classified as outstanding. None of the cases involved a collection of significant values

(i.e. those values which are significant but do not reach the threshold of outstanding)

that were found to collectively qualify a water body as outstanding.

38. We have reached the view that a freshwater body would need to have at least one

outstanding characteristic before it was classified as outstanding. This is based on the

definition of "outstanding freshwater body" in the NPSFM and on our case law review

(set out below). The definition confirms that an outstanding freshwater body is one that

is identified as having "outstanding values". As outlined earlier, this is a high threshold.

39. In Kawarau River, the Planning Tribunal indicated that, to be outstanding, a

characteristic must stand out in comparison with characteristics of other rivers:

Mr Hulbert submitted that it is not necessary for an applicant to establish that a

characteristic is unique, and we agree. What must be established is that it stands out

in comparison with those of other rivers."

40. Likewise in Mohaka and Mataura, the Planning Tribunal's inquiry was whether a

characteristic was outstanding:

to qualify as outstanding a characteristic would need to be quite out of the ordinary on

a national basis.18

one of the principal issues at this inquiry would be whether the Mataura River and its

tributaries contain an outstanding fishery and an outstanding angling amenity, with

particular reference to trout.19

41. None of the above cases appear to envisage that the sum of significant parts (as

opposed to the presence of an outstanding characteristic) could qualify a water body

as being outstanding.

42. In relation to landscape, in Wakatipu Environmental Society Inv v Queenstown Lakes

District Council20 the Court indicated that individual sections of a landscape may not be

outstanding but together they can form an outstanding natural feature:

When considering the issue of outstanding natural landscapes we must bear in mind

that some hillsides, faces and foregrounds are not in themselves outstanding natural

features or landscapes, but looked at as a whole together with other features that are,

they become part of a whole that is greater than the sum of its parts.

" Re an Inquiry into the Draft National Water Conservation (Kawarau) Order, Decision C33/1996, Planning Tribunal,

Christchurch at p 5.
18 Mohaka River Decision No: W20/92.
19 Re National Water Conservation (Mataura) Order C32/90 at p 37.

20 Wakatipu Environmental Society Inc v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2000] NZRMA 59 at [105].
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43. The Court's comment above appears to be focused on the scale of the landscape

assessment (ie when viewed at a broad scale, the landscape as a whole was

outstanding) rather than whether several different types of values could join together to

make a feature outstanding. In Bald Developments 'the Court followed the reasoning

in Wakatipu, and confirmed that individual parts of an outstanding natural landscape

would not necessarily qualify as outstanding natural landscapes in isolation.

44. We have identified one recent case22 where the expert witnesses discussed whether

the sum of a landscape's parts made it outstanding, however the Court's decision did

not make an express finding on this point.

45. The feature /landscape in question was Opoutere beach. Mr Lockhart as an expert

witness believed that the sum of Opoutere's parts made it outstanding. The opposing

witness, Mr Brown, believed that these values were compromised by an awareness of

the settlement and production forestry at Opoutere's gateway. Mr Lockhart proposed

that the whole area was outstanding, however the Court agreed with Mr Brown's view

that only a part of the area, being Opoutere ocean beach and spit, was outstanding.

46. The Court did not expressly state whether it agreed or disagreed with Mr Lockhart's

notion that the sum of Opoutere's parts made it outstanding.

47. In summary, while case law is not definitive on this point, in our opinion the preferable

approach is to identify a freshwater body as outstanding only if it contains at least one

characteristic that is outstanding.

Yours faithfully
SIMPSON GRIERSON

Matt Conway/Ch~flotte Coyle
Partner/Solicitor/

Bald Developments Ltd vQueenstown-Lakes District Council C055/09 at [39] — [46].

'Z Opoutere Ratepayers and Residents' Association v Waikato Regional Council [2015) NZEnvC 105 at [236] — [239].
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Appendix —key RMA provisions

6 Matters of national importance
In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in
relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources,
shall recognise and provide for the following matters of national importance:
(a) the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the

coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the
protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development:

(b) the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from
inappropriate subdivision, use, and development:

(c) the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of
indigenous fauna:

(d) the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine
area, lakes, and rivers:

(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands,
water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga:

(f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development:

(g) the protection of protected customary rights.

199 Purpose of water conservation orders
(1) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in Part 2, the purpose of a water conservation

order is to recognise and sustain—
(a) outstanding amenity or intrinsic values which are afforded by waters in

their natural state:
(b) where waters are no longer in their natural state, the amenity or intrinsic

values of those waters which in themselves warrant protection because they
are considered outstanding.

(2) A water conservation order may provide for any of the following:
(a) the preservation as far as possible in its natural state of any water body that is

considered to be outstanding:
(b) the protection of characteristics which any water body has or contributes to,

and which are considered to be outstanding,—
(i) as a habitat for terrestrial or aquatic organisms:
(ii) as a fishery:
(iii) for its wild, scenic, or other natural characteristics:
(iv) for scientific and ecological values:
(v) for recreational, historical, spiritual, or cultural purposes:

(c) the protection of characteristics which any water body has or contributes to,
and which are considered to be of outstanding significance in accordance with
tikanga Maori.
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Golder Associates (NZ) Limited  
Level 2, Nielsen Centre, 129 Hurstmere Road, Takapuna, Auckland 0622, New Zealand (PO Box 33-849, Takapuna, Auckland 0740)  

Tel: +64 9 486 8068  Fax: +64 9 486 8072  www.golder.com 
Golder Associates: Operations in Africa, Asia, Australasia, Europe, North America and South America 

   Golder, Golder Associates and the GA globe design are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation.  

Dear Gavin 

INTRODUCTION 
Golder Associates (NZ) Limited (Golder) was appointed in September 2015 to undertake project co-
ordination and reporting for identifying the criteria or values that constitute ‘outstanding’ freshwater bodies 
(OFWB) and a methodology to determine which freshwater bodies meet this criteria.  The project was 
commissioned by the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (HBRC), with support from Auckland Council (AC), and 
with the funding and support of the Ministry for the Environment (MfE). 

This letter1 provides a high level summary of the process to date, the recommendations of the technical 
advisory group (TAG) and Golder’s own recommendations for a methodology.  

PROCESS TO DATE 
Following appointment in September 2015, we met with client representatives2 on 9 October 2015 to discuss 
how the project should be advanced and some of the key assumptions that we should take forward in the 
project. The clients noted that the outcomes needed to be robust and defensible, while not being heavily 
dependent on experts or likely to result in considerable litigation. The clients also noted values and criteria 
should be based on existing literature and case law and there was no expectation that new criteria be 
developed. The project team agreed to progress the development of the methodology by using four value 
sets based on the Local Government Act 2002 four well-beings (i.e., economic, cultural, environmental and 
social). 

Following this, and with the agreement of the clients, Golder engaged and briefed the Technical Advisory 
Group (TAG) comprising Rob Greenaway (Rob Greenaway and Associates), Garth Harmsworth and Shaun 
Awatere (Landcare Research), Stephen Brown (Brown NZ Limited), Dave West (Department of 
Conservation) and Graeme Doole (University of Waikato). Maree Baker-Galloway and Ken Hughey were 
also engaged as advisors to the project. 

The TAG were asked to provide: a brief summary of relevant literature; a definition of each value; 
recommendations for criteria to assess each value; a recommended threshold for each criteria that could be 
considered ‘outstanding’; and an outline of the how the criteria might be applied. 

The TAG produced draft reports by the end of February 2016. These were circulated to the clients and 
feedback was received and incorporated by the beginning of May 2016. 

1 This document is provided subject to the limitations attached. 

2 Client attendees including Gavin Ide (HBRC), Belinda Riley (HBRC), Carolyn Blackford (AC) and Jonny Osborne (MfE). 

18 May 2016 Project No.  1539560_004_Rev0_L 

Gavin Ide 
Hawke's Bay Regional Council 
Private Bag 6006 
Napier 4142 

IDENTIFICATION OF OUTSTANDING FRESHWATER BODIES – RECOMMENDED METHODOLOGY 

Appendix 6
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SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL REPORTS 
Copies of all the TAG reports are attached to this letter.  Summaries of each report are set out below. 

Economic 

Professor Graeme Doole and Dr Daniel Gregg prepared the technical report considering the economic 
values relevant to determining an OFWB, specifically the report focussed on market values (rather than non-
market values).  The identified market values are fishing, irrigation and food production, water supply, 
commercial and industrial use, hydro-electric power generation, and commercial navigation.  The following 
definitions were suggested for each category: 

 Fishing:  The waterbody supports fisheries of species allowed to be caught and eaten. 

 Irrigation and food production:  The waterbody meets irrigation needs for any purpose. 

 Water supply:  The waterbody can meet people’s potable water needs. 

 Commercial and industrial use:  The waterbody provides economic opportunities to people, businesses, 
and industries. 

 Hydro-electric power generation:  The waterbody is suitable for hydro-electric power generation. 

 Transport:  The waterbody is navigable for identified means of transport. 

Prof. Doole and Dr Gregg noted that the identification of outstanding water bodies is a practical exercise that 
needs to consider multiple values across a variety of key stakeholder groups, as well as major constraints, 
including available data, funding, and time.  It is believed that the application of a structured-assessment 
process (an expert panel arrangement) is better suited to this environment compared to empirical modelling.  
Key benefits of this approach are that it is able to deal with contextual issues and proactively deals with 
issues of severe knowledge gaps, limited funding, and the need to make decisions in light of these 
constraints. 

Recreation 

Rob Greenaway prepared the technical report considering the recreation values relevant to determining an 
OFWB. The report considered recreation activities and values: an activity is what we do, a value is what 
makes that activity different or special. 

Mr Greenaway identified several key issues with a values based recreation assessment, specifically: 

 There is a current lack of data. 

 Many popular freshwater activities – such as swimming and picnicking – do not have membership-
based organisations, are not aspirational, and will rarely be assessed as anything other than regionally 
significant.  

 The future use of recreation settings is not well-considered. 

 Thresholds for criteria are difficult to set. 

Mr Greenaway considered that the River Values Assessment System (RiVAS) framework (where expert 
panels are convened) provides a rigorous, accessible, rapid and relatively inexpensive means of completing 
assessments of significance for waterbodies for recreation (and for other values), and which directly engages 
relevant recreation communities. He offered a framework for determining OFWBs (from a recreation 
perspective), specifically: 

 Are nationally significant for one recreation activity in one RiVAS assessment, as well as being 
assessed as nationally significant for another associated value.  

 Appear in two RiVAS assessments as nationally significant for two recreation activities. 

 Appear in three RiVAS assessments as at least regionally significant for recreation. 

 Have a very high number of visitors – several hundred thousand per year. 
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Ecological 

Dr Martin Neale and Dr David West prepared the technical report considering ecological value.  They 
described ecological value as ‘the type and extent of freshwater habitats and the species that inhabit those 
habitats’.  

Based on a wide range of literature, the attributes of ecological values can be described as: 

 Representativeness.  

 Ecosystem rarity/uniqueness.  

 Degree of modification (physical and hydrological). 

 Diversity and pattern of habitats and species.  

 Species rarity/threat status/uniqueness.  

 Naturalness.  

 Connectivity within and between ecosystems.  

 Exotic species.  

 Extent of protection.  

However, Drs Neale and West note that there are a number of significant impediments to assessing and 
quantifying these attributes.  First, there are no standard methods of assessing most of these attributes, 
second the information needed to assess them is almost always limited in scope (either spatially or 
temporally) and third, there are no accepted thresholds for determining the significance of these attributes. 

Modelling approaches have been used in New Zealand to extrapolate available information to cover gaps 
and determine proxies for biological condition.  This is considered the most pragmatic way to overcome 
challenges in the values assessment process but expert judgement is considered necessary for inputting 
data and interpreting outputs.  On this basis, Drs Neale and West consider that the uncertainly of the 
modelling approach is best managed through the use of an expert panel, and specifically reference the 
RiVAS framework, which uses expert panels to address some of the limitations associated with data 
availability.  Drs Neale and West recommend that existing information could be used to identify candidate 
OFWBs for evaluation using RiVAS. 

Cultural 

Mr Shaun Awatere and Mr Garth Harmsworth prepared the technical report detailing cultural or Mana 
Whenua values.  They identified 16 Maori freshwater values that can be categorised into three types of 
values: economic, physical, and metaphysical.  These value types are defined as: 

 Economic:  An economic use of the resource (e.g., mahinga kai). 

 Physical:  A tangible connection to the resource (e.g., whakapapa). 

 Metaphysical:  A metaphysical/spiritual attachment to the resource (e.g., wairua and mauri). 

Economic Physical Metaphysical 

 Mahi Ahu Whenua
 Mahi Māra
 He Au Pūtea
 He Ara Haere

 Wāhi tapu
 Wāhi tupuna or wāhi taonga
 Mahinga kai
 Taonga

 Waiora
 Waitapu
 Waipuna
 Wai māori
 Waiwera
 Wai whakaheke tūpāpaku
 Waikino
 Waimate
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Mr Awatere and Mr Hamsworth recommended using a collaborative planning approach for evaluating Maori 
values, along with a mix of dichotomous choice and a qualitative scale, such as the Likert-type scale, which 
is considered a useful tool as it converts subjective assessment into relative scores.  They recommended 
that the Likert-type scale data matrix should be augmented with narrative korero to add another layer of 
detail to the assessment.  Using this method, the authors consider that each potential outstanding water 
body can then be assessed for each attribute and aggregated to determine the significance of a potential 
outstanding water body from a kaupapa Māori perspective.  

Landscape 

Mr Stephen Brown prepared the technical report summarising the relevant landscape values for determining 
OFWBs. In determining appropriate landscape attributes, he considered the ‘modified Pigeon Bay factors’, 
those factors developed by Swaffield and Fairweather, the New Zealand Costal Policy Statement, Boffa 
Miskell’s Taranaki Regional Council study on OFWBs and six additional attributes identified by himself.  His 
final list of recommended attributes are: 

 The perceived naturalness of the river fairway or immediate lake/wetland catchment. 

 The perceived naturalness of the wider landscape setting/context. 

 Expressiveness and legibility. 

 Aesthetic/Scenic values. 

 Associations. 

Mr Brown recommended that an expert group perform a subjective evaluation of candidate freshwater 
bodies, as he considers that a quantitative assessment (with a percentage threshold) would be overly 
prescriptive and too linear to assist a landscape evaluation.  A quantitative analysis would not accommodate 
outliers that may be special or exceptional while not scoring well in a numerical approach. 

RECOMMENDED METHODOLOGY 
Taking into account the clients requirements that the methodology be robust and defensible, while not being 
heavily dependent on experts or resulting in considerable litigation, as well as the recommendations from the 
TAG and our own professional judgment, we recommend that the following methodology is appropriate. 

Recommendation 1 
That an expert panel approach be adopted for developing and applying appropriate criteria to determine 
OFWBs. 

We consider that the RiVAS framework could be used (or a modified version), for determining OFWBs.  We 
consider that this is appropriate because: 

a) The Government has made significant investment in the methodology already.

b) It is reasonably well tested – applied approximately 30 times, over 11 values, in eight regions.

c) The framework provides for improvement (and is not too rigid).

d) The framework is repeatable.

e) It considers and uses the available information for each value according to its robustness (taking into
account age of information, collection methodology and spatial coverage).

f) It is relevant for the whole country.

g) It can be used for other aspects of regional planning, not just the determination of OFWB and can be
used to identify the ‘significant values’ of OFWBs that need to be protected.

h) It is robust and defensible given that it relies on an expert panel.

i) Is consistent with the collaborative approach enshrined in the NPSFM.
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The application of the RiVAS methodology requires pragmatic judgement to select the most appropriate 
values to be assessed.  Not all values and not all waterbodies need to be assessed as rigorously as 
provided for by the RiVAS framework.  We are not suggesting that RiVAS assessments be carried out on all 
waterbodies for all values – this is impractical from both a time and money perspective. It is likely that once 
the shortlist of candidate waterbodies within a Region are selected, then the appropriate values to be 
assessed will become largely apparent.  It is also highly likely that some values will not require assessment 
in some regions (for example, white water kayaking/hydroelectric power in Auckland). 

A shortlist of candidate waterbodies could be selected by relying on existing regional planning instruments, 
publications from Central Government organisations (for example, the Department of Conservation), existing 
literature (provided it is not too outdated) and the extensive knowledge of Council staff. 

Recommendation 2 
That MfE engage national panels to carry out RiVAS assessments for nationally relevant values. We 
consider this is appropriate because: 

a) Full, thorough and unbiased evaluations are completed by a nationally selected and qualified group.

b) National panels have already been formed for native fish, whitebaiting and irrigation and RiVAS
assessments carried out.  It is likely that the regionally developed applications for other values will be
readily adapted by a national panel.

c) Will significantly reduce the cost for regional applications.

d) Developing National Panels may avoid some regional bias (in terms of setting thresholds).

e) There is a much higher chance of a small number of outstanding waterbodies being recognised
nationally.

f) It is a reliable method regional councils can pick up and use.

Nationally relevant values are those that a widely applicable across New Zealand and could be readily 
adopted by the majority of Regional Councils/Unitary Authorities.  As a first step, we consider that MfE could 
shortlist this to 15 high priority values over the first two years.  Other values could be added over time as 
necessary/appropriate. 

Recommendation 3 
While national panels are being convened, we propose that MfE prepare guidance for use by Regional 
Councils on how they might shortlist candidate waterbodies for RiVAS assessment and how they might 
select the appropriate values to be assessed (relative to their regional requirements and their shortlisted 
waterbodies).  This would likely be able to build on the literature noted in the TAG reports, and any further 
literature referenced by HBRC in the Literature Review 2 (which we understand they are currently 
completing) and local knowledge within Regional Councils. 

Recommendation 4 
Regional Councils would then engage regional panels to carry RiVAS assessments for regionally relevant 
values. We consider this is appropriate because: 

a) The regional application of RiVAS is important to ensure that local knowledge is leveraged as much as
possible.

b) ‘Sharing’ of regional panels (with joint selection of panel members) between adjoining Regional
Councils would be possible.  This would reduce the cost for each value, and also ensure some
objectivity when undertaking the assessment.

Regionally relevant values are those that are widely applicable across a region, but are particularly relevant 
to the shortlist of candidate waterbodies. 
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CONCLUSION 
We understand that both the TAG recommendations and Golders recommendations are inconsistent with the 
expectations of the clients, and consequently the clients are currently considering the future direction of the 
project.  As a result, Golder has not had the opportunity to develop a full methodology, or complete the other 
aspects of the project. 

We understand that a workshop is being convened to discuss the next steps for the project and will involve 
MfE, HBRC and possibly members of the TAG.  Given Golder’s attendance is uncertain, we would like our 
recommendations to be tabled for discussion, as they may prove a valuable contribution to determining the 
next steps. 

We consider that the approach set out above is entirely consistent with the recommendations of all the TAG 
members, and also satisfies three of the four project criteria specified by the clients (in that it is robust, 
defensible and, we consider, is unlikely to require extensive litigation due to the thoroughness of the 
approach).  An expert panel approach is however at odds with the clients request that the methodology not 
be too heavily reliant on experts. But upon consideration of other possible methodologies, we consider that 
the absence of experts would result in an inability to satisfy the other three criteria. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss further. 

Yours sincerely 

GOLDER ASSOCIATES (NZ) LIMITED 

Susannah Tait Martin Neale 
Senior Planner Principal Freshwater Scientist 

ST/MN/la 

CC: Belinda Riley:  Belinda@hbrc.govt.nz   
Simon Wegner:  Simon.Wegner@mfe.govt.nz 

Attachments: Limitations 
Technical Advisory Group reports 

\\akl2-v-file01\akl-dun-files\projects-dynamics\2015\7410\1539560_hbrc_freshwater bodies\deliverables\tag contributions\finals\cover letter\1539560_004_rev0_l_cover letter to tag 
reports final.docx 
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Limitations 
This Report/Document has been provided by Golder Associates (NZ) Limited (“Golder”) subject to the 
following limitations: 

i) This Report/Document has been prepared for the particular purpose outlined in Golder’s proposal 
and no responsibility is accepted for the use of this Report/Document, in whole or in part, in other 
contexts or for any other purpose.  

ii) The scope and the period of Golder’s Services are as described in Golder’s proposal, and are
subject to restrictions and limitations.  Golder did not perform a complete assessment of all possible
conditions or circumstances that may exist at the site referenced in the Report/Document.  If a
service is not expressly indicated, do not assume it has been provided.  If a matter is not addressed,
do not assume that any determination has been made by Golder in regards to it.

iii) Conditions may exist which were undetectable given the limited nature of the enquiry Golder was
retained to undertake with respect to the site.  Variations in conditions may occur between
investigatory locations, and there may be special conditions pertaining to the site which have not
been revealed by the investigation and which have not therefore been taken into account in the
Report/Document. Accordingly, if information in addition to that contained in this report is sought,
additional studies and actions may be required.

iv) The passage of time affects the information and assessment provided in this Report/Document.
Golder’s opinions are based upon information that existed at the time of the production of the
Report/Document.  The Services provided allowed Golder to form no more than an opinion of the
actual conditions of the site at the time the site was visited and cannot be used to assess the effect
of any subsequent changes in the quality of the site, or its surroundings, or any laws or regulations.

v) Any assessments, designs and advice made in this Report/Document are based on the conditions
indicated from published sources and the investigation described. No warranty is included, either
express or implied, that the actual conditions will conform exactly to the assessments contained in
this Report/Document.

vi) Where data supplied by the client or other external sources, including previous site investigation
data, have been used, it has been assumed that the information is correct unless otherwise stated.
No responsibility is accepted by Golder for incomplete or inaccurate data supplied by others.

vii) The Client acknowledges that Golder may have retained subconsultants affiliated with Golder to
provide Services for the benefit of Golder.  Golder will be fully responsible to the Client for the
Services and work done by all of its subconsultants and subcontractors.  The Client agrees that it will
only assert claims against and seek to recover losses, damages or other liabilities from Golder and
not Golder’s affiliated companies.  To the maximum extent allowed by law, the Client acknowledges
and agrees it will not have any legal recourse, and waives any expense, loss, claim, demand, or
cause of action, against Golder’s affiliated companies, and their employees, officers and directors.

viii) This Report/Document is provided for sole use by the Client and is confidential to it.  No
responsibility whatsoever for the contents of this Report/Document will be accepted to any person
other than the Client.  Any use which a third party makes of this Report/Document, or any reliance on
or decisions to be made based on it, is the responsibility of such third parties.  Golder accepts no
responsibility for damages, if any, suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions
based on this Report/Document.



Ecological values: Outstanding Waterbodies 

Dr Dave West (Department of Conservation) and Dr Martin Neale (Golder Associates) 

May 2016 

 

Background 

The 2014 National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM) requires the protection of 
outstanding freshwater bodies (OFWB), which are defined as ‘those water bodies identified in a regional 
policy statement or regional plan as having outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, 
recreational and spiritual values’.  

Beyond this definition, the NPSFM provides little direction as to how OFWBs should be identified. To 
remedy this issue and provide guidance to Regional Councils, the Ministry for the Environment have 
funded a project entitled “Outstanding freshwater body assessment criteria and assessment 
methodology’ through its Community Environment Fund. The project is being coordinated and 
supported by Hawkes Bay Regional Council and Auckland Council and facilitated by Golder Associates. 

The project is utilising a number of experts in various fields to provide expertise on the range of values 
and the potential criteria that could be used to assess whether a waterbody is outstanding.  This 
document is the contribution of Dr Martin Neale (Principal Freshwater Scientist, Golder Associates; 
Honorary Lecturer, School of Biological Sciences, University of Auckland) and Dr Dave West (Science 
Advisor Freshwater, Department of Conservation) to the project, which is focussed on the ecological 
values of waterbodies. 

Scope 

Rivers, lakes, wetlands but not estuaries are in scope. However, in terms of determining outstanding 
freshwater bodies (OFWB) under the NPSFM the scope is intended to include rivers, lakes and 
groundwater as the significant values of all wetlands should be protected under the provisions of the 
NPSFM. 

Value and definition 

There is no standard terminology for the ecological value associated with waterbodies. In the literature, 
there are number of terms used, sometimes interchangeably, including ecosystem health, biodiversity 
and conservation value. In light of this ambiguity, for the purposes of this report we define ecological 
value as; 

‘The type and extent of freshwater habitats and the species that inhabit those habitats’ 

We suggest that such a high level definition is merited in terms the OFWB project because of the 
relatively small number of waterbodies that are desired to be considered OFWB. We consider that the 
definition is holistic, in that includes aspects such as biodiversity and conservation (i.e. the two most 
frequently used terms is assessing significance of ecosystems). Ecosystem health, whilst relevant to 
ecological value (in that higher ecological health is often associated with higher ecological value), is not 



the primary driver of value as degraded systems may be the sole remaining example of an ecosystem 
type or support important populations of threatened species (see examples below). 

Furthermore, we consider that the high level definition reflects that the value of waterbodies are a 
function of the habitat and the species that inhabit those habitats and should be considered holistically, 
rather than a reductionist approach where individual components of waterbodies are considered in 
isolation (specific biological groups for example). 

Assessment of value 

To enable assessing if a waterbody should be considered outstanding, a methodology to assess its value 
is required.  In an extensive review of values assessment as part of the River Values Assessment System 
(RIVAS) project, Smith (2009) concluded that most values assessments have been based on subjective 
assessments and where quantitative assessments have been undertaken they have been limited in 
scope. Smith concluded that there was no existing method that could be adopted to provide a 
significance assessment of a wide range of values that could be readily adopted in New Zealand. 

Specifically in relation to ecological values, a number of attempts at assessing values have been 
undertaken in New Zealand and overseas (e.g. Collier, 1993; Ausseil et al., 2011; Boon et al, 1998; Dunn, 
2000; Chadderton et al 2004; Leathwick et al., 2010; Leathwick et al., 2012; Leathwick & Julian, 2009). 
These assessments have varied in the scale of application (regional to national) and in the ecological 
aspects included in the assessment (habitat based, species based, or both).  However, there is a great 
deal of consistently in the attributes that are used to assess the significance of ecological value and 
these are summarised below; 

• Representativeness 

• Ecosystem rarity/uniqueness 

• Degree of modification (physical and hydrological) 

• Diversity and pattern of habitats and species 

• Species rarity/threat status/uniqueness 

• Naturalness 

• Connectivity within and between ecosystems 

• Exotic species 

• Extent of protection. 

We suggest that this is a comprehensive suite of attributes that have been established as key 
considerations in the assessment of the ecological value of waterbodies and we consider these are 
appropriate to contribute to the determination of OFWB status. However, there are a number of 
significant impediments to assessing and quantifying these attributes.  First, there are no standard 
methods of assessing most of these attributes, second the information needed to assess them is almost 
always limited in scope (either spatially or temporally) and third, there are no accepted thresholds for 
determining the significance of these attributes.  There has also been some wider consideration of the 



use of valuing approaches in New Zealand, especially for governance and the reader is referred to 
Tadaki & Sinner (2014) for factors needing consideration. 

The New Zealand experience 

There are a small number of waterbodies that have legal recognition of their high value and could be 
considered to be candidate OFWB immediately. These are the 15 waterbodies or parts of waterbodies 
that have Water Conservation Orders (WCOs) and the three freshwater wetlands that have gained 
RAMSAR status (Whangamarino, Kopuatai Peat Dome and Awarua/Waituna).  

In addition, there are two national scale assessments of the ecological values of rivers that have been 
undertaken (Chadderton et al, 2004; Leathwick et al., 2012). The first was completed as part of the 
Waterbodies of National Importance project as described in detail by Chadderton et al (2004) which had 
the aim of producing a candidate list of ‘nationally important aquatic systems for freshwater natural 
heritage’ and the twin objectives of; 

• Maintenance of all viable populations of indigenous freshwater species 

• Protection of a full range of remaining natural freshwater habitats and ecosystems. 

The assessment was carried out a catchment (or sub catchment) scale based on a biogeographic 
classification, the River Environment Classification (REC) and river reach scale attributes. Significance of 
each catchment was based on habitat extent and diversity, degradation pressure, connectivity and 
vulnerable natural features (e.g. threatened species) and included 30 variables (listed in Tables 2 and 3 
of Chadderton et al. (2004)). The assessment produced a candidate list of 177 whole catchments and 57 
sub-catchments (Type 1) that were nationally significant and a further 46 catchments where part of the 
catchment was nationally significant (Type 2).    

The second national assessment was undertaken by Leathwick et al. (2012) used a similar set of 
information as Chadderton et al. (2004), but used more recent developments in the classification of 
rivers (a biologically optimised classification) and the prioritisation was carried out using a recent 
development in conservation prioritisation software (Zonation; Moilanen et al., 2007). As with 
Chadderton et al. (2004), estimates of biodiversity condition were based on human pressure factors in 
the absence of national coverage of biological information. The assessment produced a candidate list of 
153 sites across the country, including 7 within Hawkes Bay and 7 within Auckland Regional Council 
boundaries. 

The 2012 river work followed on from and used the river attributes and rankings from a national ranking 
of river, lakes and inland wetlands undertaken as part of DOC’s Freshwater Ecosystems of New Zealand 
project (FENZ; Leathwick et al, 2010). Inland wetland and lake rankings at national and regional 
(Biogeographic Unit) in FENZ using the same principles and much of the same pressure data as used for 
river rankings. The national coverage of within lake or wetland biodiversity and the physical drivers of 
them prevented the use of predictions of species to strengthen rankings. Lake classifications and 
rankings particularly don’t match the rigour of riverine results. Inland wetland rankings are better than 
lakes but the small fragmented nature of remnant wetlands in New Zealand and lack of up to date 
mapped extents also limited the robustness of the analysis. 



These assessments have recognised the impediments described above and have attempted to overcome 
them by using modelling approaches to extrapolate available information to cover gaps and used 
proxies for biological condition. For example, data describing the distribution of freshwater species and 
communities are inadequate and hence biological (or biodiversity) condition is inferred from human 
pressure factors in these assessments (Chadderton et al, 2004; Leathwick et al, 2010; Leathwick et al., 
2012).  This is generally considered an appropriate assumption, but these assessments describe caution 
about this approach as the relationship between ecological value and human pressure (or 
environmental health) is not perfect. For example, the Manukerikia Galaxid is a species of fish known 
from only one river in Otago that is dammed and affected by exotic species (trout), similarly the largest 
known population of the nationally endangered moss Fissidens berteroi is found in Western Springs lake 
in urban Auckland (a waterbody with chronic water quality problems and numerous exotic species). 
However, the presence of these two species could be sufficient to trigger OFWB status as they are the 
only known location of a species or support greater than 5% of the population (both previous 
considerations in WCOs).  

Furthermore, Chadderton et al. (2004) recognised the difficulty in assessing the biodiversity values of 
freshwater, given there are 160 water dependent birds, 38 freshwater plants, 38 native fish species and 
hundreds of indigenous species of invertebrates and algae.  This diversity, together with the spatial and 
taxonomic gaps in distribution data, taxonomic uncertainties (for fish and invertebrates) and limitations 
in survey techniques combine to mean a modelling approach, using the best available data, is the most 
pragmatic way of overcoming these challenges.  However, the models output should be considered as a 
decision support tool, not the absolute answer.  Whilst the models can be considered to produce 
objective ranking procedures, they require expert judgement in terms of the input data, in particular the 
relationship between pressure and ecological value, and interpretation of outputs.  

In our opinion, this uncertainty is best managed through the use of an expert panel approach, which 
would also provide an ability to assess the transferability of the approaches used to date, which have 
typically been employed in river systems, to other types of freshwater and include new and/or local 
knowledge. It should also be noted that these assessments have both been carried out a catchment or 
sub catchment level and transferring the approach to waterbodies will require careful consideration. 

Despite the challenges of carrying out such national assessments and the different objectives to the 
OFWB project, we consider that for rivers the candidate sites from these assessments would serve as a 
useful starting point for an assessment of OFWBs across New Zealand.   

A novel and relatively recent development in the assessment of significance of rivers is the RIVAS 
framework (Hughey & Baker, 2010), which provides a suite of tools for the assessment of the 
significance of a wide range of values for rivers that was developed using Foundation for Research, 
Science and Technology funding (now MBIE) under the Envirolink programme. The development of 
RIVAS was initiated because of the recognised difficulty in developing priority lists of rivers based on 
different values, with previous attempts recognised as lacking clear methods, being data poor and with 
no standardisation (leading to problems with reproducibility).  

The RIVAS approach is based on a Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) using expert panels to address some of 
the limitations associated with data availability. The expert panels are used to describe the attributes, 
including the indicators and thresholds for each attribute, together with pre-determined criteria to 
define the relative value of the waterbody being assessed (i.e. national, regional or local).  The RIVAS 



approach uses a two-stage expert panel approach, with a single national panel developing the attributes 
and criteria to provide a degree of standardisation across the country. The output of the national panel 
can then be used by regionalised or local panels to reproduce the assessment at different spatial scales. 

The RIVAS method has been used 27 times (Lincoln University, 2016) in numerous regions and for 
numerous values. In relation to ecological values, there are seven relevant RIVAS assessments of native 
fish (Gisborne, Hawkes Bay, Northland) and native birds (Canterbury, Tasman, Gisborne, Hawkes Bay). 
The attributes used in these assessments are broadly consistent with those used in previous 
assessments of ecological value (listed above), but the RIVAS approach provides standardised approach 
to assessing and incorporating indicators of these attributes into a scoring system (typically 10 indicators 
scored on a numerical scale from 1 to 3). Therefore each waterbody assessed is given a score between 0 
(lowest significance) and 30 (highest significance), with predefined thresholds for national, regional or 
local significance.  

Whilst ‘outstanding’ was not a primary consideration for RIVAS, we consider that the highest scoring 
waterbodies in this assessment could be considered as candidate OFWBs. Table 1 summarises the seven 
ecological RIVAS assessments and indicates the number of waterbodies that score highly in these 
assessments. None of the assessed waterbodies achieved the maximum score, but seven waterbodies 
were assessed as having fish or bird values in the top three of the potential scores (28-30 for fish, 16-18 
for birds). This analysis shows that the scoring system for RIVAS could be used to identify a small 
number of waterbodies that could be candidate OFWBs. 

Table 1. Summary of RIVAS assessments for ecological value 
 
Value and region Number of 

waterbodies 
assessed1 

RIVAS score 

Native Fish2  ≤ 20 21 – 25 26 27 28 29 30 

Gisborne 13 9 2 1 0 1 0 0 

Hawkes Bay 16 9 6 1 0 0 0 0 

Northland 27 20 7 0 0 0 0 0 

Native Birds3  ≤ 10 11-13 14 15 16 17 18 

Canterbury 36 21 5 2 2 1 5 0 

Tasman 14 9 4 1 0 0 0 0 

Gisborne 19 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hawkes Bay 37 29 7 1 0 0 0 0 

Total  116 31 6 2 2 5 0 

                                                 
1 Some of the waterbodies in these assessments were clusters of physically or geographically similar waterbodies. 
2 The native fish assessment uses 10 indicators (potential score = 30) 
3 The native bird assessment uses 6 indicators (potential score = 18) 



Whilst there would need to be some iterative analysis around the threshold that may be considered 
appropriate for an OFWB, the methodology and scoring system provided by RIVAS provides an intuitive 
and transparent approach to assessing the values of waterbodies that can be repeated with minimal 
costs in regional assessments (estimated at $3,000-$6,000 (Hughey & Baker, 2010)). 

 New Zealand Databases and Tools for Assessing the Value of New Zealand Freshwaters 

Whilst a national assessment of the significance of ecological values in freshwater challenging, due to 
New Zealand’s small size, historically strong freshwater science and mature science tools we are well 
placed to make use of world leading information and tools in planning the management of our 
freshwaters. As examples we have:  

• A freshwater biogeographic framework derived to show regional patterns in freshwater 
biodiversity (Leathwick et al 2007). These are grouped at a larger province level as well as the 
more detailed biogeographic unit scale.  

• A national freshwater fish database (NZFFD) with over 34,000 records dating back to 1977 
and more being added daily.  

• A set of methods to quantify an increasing range of values of New Zealand rivers known as 
RIVAS (Hughey & Baker, 2010, Lincoln University, 2016). These regional templates/reports 
include methods for assessing the values of waterbodies from the point of view of, irrigation, 
domestic water supply, native birds, native fish, natural character, Tangata whenua values 
and recreational values such as trout fishing, swimming, whitebaiting and whitewater 
kayaking.  

• A comprehensive digital representation of our rivers and catchments with a reach 
classification of primary river characteristics (River Environment Classification).  

• A biologically informed classification of river reaches which explains major patterns in river 
macro-invertebrates and freshwater fish (FWENZ).  

• National maps of classified and ranked rivers, lakes and wetlands in Freshwater Ecosystems 
of New Zealand (FENZ). 

Application of Criteria 

While it is tempting to say those freshwaters with higher national rankings are better than those 
with high local ranks, we encourage the consideration of both ranks in assessing candidate OFWBs. 
This is especially true in parts of New Zealand with intensive land use, such as Canterbury, where 
imbalances between protected areas and areas of intensive land use confound the selection of 
remaining high value biodiversity sites because they may be in poor condition compared to similar 
water bodies in more protected and less developed regions. As a first pass, screening tool, the most 
informative FENZ rank we recommend is the top 20% of nationally prioritized rivers, lakes and 
wetlands that takes account of rivers, lakes and wetlands that are already protected, due to a high 
proportion of surrounding land being in protected tenure such as Public Conservation Lands and QEII 
covenants. This ranking together with the site lists from Chadderton et al. (2004) and Leathwick et 

https://www.niwa.co.nz/our-services/online-services/freshwater-fish-database


al. (2012) should be used together to develop a ‘first pass’ of sites that could be considered as 
candidate OFWBs for ecological values.  

While people with local knowledge may identify high value freshwaters at finer scales than FENZ or 
even regional assessments on their own properties, they rarely (if ever) know the wider context. At a 
regional scale the same can be said for resident ecologists: they tend to know some areas very well 
but will not have visited all comparable areas. Consequently, they can rarely say conclusively that 
any site is nationally significant or outstanding.  

Conclusion and recommendation 

For the reasons discussed above, and the impediments discussed previously, we consider that an 
expert panel approach is the most effective and efficient way of determining OFWBs based on 
ecological value. We suggest this approach would be best served using the RIVAS framework (or a 
modified version of), where objective data is used along with expert knowledge and caucusing to 
agree on a candidate set of outstanding sites (e.g. Clapcott et al 2012). There are three key 
information resources that could form the basis of this assessment (Chadderton et al, 2004; 
Leathwick et al, 2010 and Leathwick et al, 2012), with additional information drawn from the 
sources listed in Table 2. 

Given the small number of anticipated OFWBs, the holistic definition of ecological value proposed 
here and the quantum of ecological information (relative to other values), it may be possible to 
modify the RIVAS approach to carry out the whole assessment using a single national expert panel, 
rather than the two-stage national and regional panels described in the method. However, this 
would need to be carefully managed to ensure the output is accepted by all regional stakeholders. 
Furthermore, if the RIVAS approach is applied in the two-stage expert panel approach, the 
resolution provided by the regional assessment could provide valuable information about what are 
the significant values of OFWBs (i.e. those that need to be protected in accordance with Objectives 
A2 and B4 of the NPSFM). 

  



Table 2. Potential information sources for assessing outstanding waterbdoies 
 
Attribute 

Ramsar sites. Site already listed as a RAMSAR site   

Ramsar sites proposed.  

Regional Plan protected (for example ECAN’s schedule of Inanga Spawning Sites) 

MPI closed eel areas, rivers or lakes closed to commercial eel fishing under the Fisheries Act. 

Land legal protection i.e. public conservation land, National Park 

World Heritage Site, i.e. Te Wahipounamu – South West NZ, Tongariro National Park 

Water Conservation Orders  

FENZ top 20% of biogeographic unit (regional) rank  

FENZ top 20% of national rank  

FENZ top 20% of national protected rank  

DOC Ecosystem optimisation polygons, areas with multiple high values prioritised for DOC 
management 
DOC Species optimisation polygons, areas containing native species prioritised for DOC 
management 

Important sites downstream of DOC Optimised Sites 

WONI top Type 1 & 2 

WERI Significance, Wetlands of Ecological and Representative Importance  

River Optimisation site (Leathwick et al 2012) 

NZFFD – records of nationally threatened species 

Predicted threatened fish distribution, FENZ 2010 

Threatened fish strongholds listed in DOC fish recovery plans.  

Threatened inverts, contact DOC Natasha Grainger for GIS maps of threatened aquatic 
invertebrates 
RIVAS braided river birds or other IDed aquatic RIVAS sites 

Sensitive receiving environments,e.g. lowland lakes with high nutrients but good biodiversity, 
poorly flushed estuaries.  

Whitebait (Inanga) spawning site, see https://inangaconservation.wordpress.com/inanga-
spawning-sites-seasketch/ 

Whitebaiting important river (Kelly 1988) 

Wild & Scenic Rivers 

Taonga freshwater species, runanga, iwi and other documents 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, taipure, co-management e.g. Waikato River 

DOC CMS http://www.doc.govt.nz/about-us/our-policies-and-plans/conservation-
management-strategies/ 
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1. Introduction 

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (NPSFM) requires the protection 

of outstanding freshwater bodies (OFWBs), which are defined as ‘those water bodies identified in 

a regional policy statement or regional plan as having outstanding values, including ecological, 

landscape, recreational and spiritual values’. Beyond this definition, the NPSFM provides little 

direction as to how OFWBs should be identified. This project will be guided by case law and will 

consider that an OFWB is one for which a value, or set of values that combine, makes the 

waterbody exceptional. The test for OFWB status is a high threshold; to meet the OFWB test a 

water body must be ‘out of the ordinary’ and it is recognised that only a small number (around 

100) of OFWB should be identified across NZ.  

The primary objective of this report is to provide advice on the range of values and the potential 

criteria that could be utilised to assess whether a waterbody is outstanding from an economic 

perspective. It is part of an overall project being managed by Golder Associates that focuses on a 

broad range of values that could render a waterbody suitable for ‘outstanding’ status, which 

includes ecological, landscape, recreational, and spiritual values. This research involves an expert 

group that has been formed to establish initial recommendations for how such values should be 

considered in the assessment of OFWB. 

Economists typically distinguish between market and non-market values. Market values are, by 

definition, valued within markets consisting of buyers and sellers. In comparison, some goods and 

services that people value are not traded in a market and their values are commonly estimated 

using non-market valuation (Hanley et al. 2007). Non-market values accrue to many of the values 

listed in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM (e.g. ecosystem health, human health for recreation), but this 
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report solely focuses on market values. This follows discussion with the expert group in this 

project, where it was decided that exclusion of non-market values in this report would help focus 

the assessment and minimise duplication, given that most of the other attributes that could render 

a freshwater body ‘outstanding’—such as recreational or biodiversity value, for example—also 

have non-market values and are being covered by others in the expert group. This is also consistent 

with broad experience that no single method is appropriate to generate the total market and non-

market values associated with a water body; estimating both market and non-market values is 

expensive, especially because the latter typically involve survey methods; most non-market 

techniques are appropriate for valuing the impacts of small changes in the quantity and/or quality 

of water, but the valuation of entire resources introduces room for much error and uncertainty 

(Loomis and Allen 2008); and combining outputs from market and non-market studies is 

frequently tenuous given the bias and lack of incentive compatibility inherent in many approaches 

(Ariely et al. 2006, Cook et al. 2012). 

The report focuses on the primary economic values listed in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM. These 

uses are fishing, irrigation and food production, water supply (although it is recognised that this 

value may sometimes require non-market valuation techniques to properly assess), commercial 

and industrial use, hydro-electric power generation, and commercial navigation. This list is broader 

than that provided in the project brief for economic values, but recognises the potential for 

waterways to contain commercially-significant freshwater fisheries and/or transport networks. 

Animal drinking water is not deemed to be a suitable determinant of a waterbody being classified 

as ‘outstanding’ from an economic perspective. (Other values may be able to be excluded as well—

mainly, the economic value of a waterbody for fishing or transport—but we feel this judgement is 

outside our area of expertise.) 

The assessment of outstanding freshwater bodies from an economic perspective is contentious. 

The main issue here is that deterioration in New Zealand’s waterways is broadly regarded as the 

result of economic activity, so it seems counter to the spirit of the NPSFM to safeguard such 

activity in certain catchments. In a review of documents used in the development of the NPSFM, 

Riley (2015) highlights that while “the discussion around values implies that economic uses could 
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be classed as outstanding, none of the reviewed literature when discussing significant values and 

outstanding waterbodies confirms this is the case” (p. 18). The position taken in this report is that 

economic opportunities are important to communities, regions, and the nation as a whole. 

Therefore, it is believed that a freshwater body should potentially be able to be defined as 

outstanding, based on economic value, but the decision to declare this status is ultimately left up 

to local communities. 

This report is presented in five main sections. Section 2 provides a brief literature review, while 

Section 3 provides a definition for each value. Section 4 focuses on the criteria to assess each 

value, with recommended thresholds for each criteria that would signify that they apply to an 

outstanding waterbody. Section 5 outlines a simple process for applying these criteria. A summary 

is provided in Section 6. 

2. Literature review 

The economic values associated with freshwater are significant, both from a market and non-

market perspective (Marsh 2012). Indeed, recent work highlights the significant link between 

water-quality outcomes and economic well-being at the farm, catchment, regional, and national 

levels in New Zealand (Doole et al. 2015). Nevertheless, there is no clear and comprehensive 

database of economic data for each waterbody within this nation, with disparate and disjointed 

information being available for individual waterbodies within a given area. For example, while a 

range of tools is available to link water-quality outcomes to economic well-being within the 

Waikato River catchment (Doole et al. 2015), no similar framework exists for the nearby Waihou 

River catchment that contains around 250,000 ha of prime farmland (Peploe et al. 2011). 

Nevertheless, despite the scarcity of such information, there remains a need to make evidence-

based decisions to safeguard the economic and environmental values arising from the nation’s 

waterways. 

A range of different approaches can be used to assess the economic significance of waterbodies. 

When making decisions of what constitutes an outstanding waterbody, then the catchment, 

regional, and national significance of the economic activity associated with that water body are of 
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primary concern. Simple economic statistics (such as regional GDP) may be available, but are 

typically too aggregated to allow these to be partitioned among different water bodies in any 

defensible way. Accordingly, economic modelling is perhaps the most natural form of assessment, 

though this type of research is typically undertaken to show how different policy actions link to 

water-quality outcomes (Anastasiadis et al. 2013, Doole et al. 2015).  

Economic modelling in the context of identifying what constitutes an outstanding water body 

involves integrating information from a broad range of sources to identify the type and scale of 

economic activity linked to a given waterbody, across catchment, regional, and national scales. 

This is problematic for a number of reasons. First, there is a strong relative element inherent to 

what constitutes an outstanding water body; thus, an in-depth empirical assessment requires 

national, or at least regional, coverage. Second, there is substantial uncertainty when modelling at 

such a high scale, especially given that economic benefits have to be allocated to discrete 

catchments if certain water bodies are to be characterised as individually outstanding (Doole and 

Pannell 2011, Market Economics 2015). Last, the broad coverage required for such an assessment 

and the need to address severe ambiguity amplify the cost associated with this exercise, if it is to 

be performed to any reasonable level of robustness. For these reasons, quantitative modelling will 

oftentimes provide spurious accuracy in the assessment of the relative importance of economic 

values accruing to different waterbodies.  

A cost-effective alternative is the use of a structured-assessment process, based on the principles 

of basic participatory modelling (Vennix et al. 1996), that draws chiefly from primary data and 

expert opinion to rank significance across a range of criteria. These approaches are particularly 

suited to practical application to complex problems, given that most decisions involve limited 

information that precludes optimisation of the outcome (Gigerenzer and Goldstein 1996). A feature 

of this broad field, relative to pure empirical modelling, is that it is able to deal with contextual 

issues and proactively deals with issues of severe knowledge gaps, limited funding, and the need 

to make decisions in light of these constraints (Sterman 2006, Pannell et al. 2012). Moreover, it 

deals directly with scientists and stakeholders, and thus fits neatly with modern practice 
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recognising the importance of participatory concepts to environmental decision-making (Roberts 

et al. 2012, Doole and Pannell 2013).  

Economics, and social sciences more generally, provide a range of methods to determine such 

values from either a cardinal (i.e. an absolute value, such as a dollar value) or ordinal (i.e. a relative 

value, such as a ranking among a set of alternatives) perspective. Whilst the cardinal approaches 

provide more detailed information, they typically do so at substantially higher cost and under 

possibly onerous assumptions. Furthermore, cardinal valuation approaches are typically partial in 

that, taken individually, they do not generate estimates of total economic value. In contrast, 

ordinal-valuation techniques help to promote efficiency, and sometimes robustness, in an 

evaluation procedure (Gigerenzer and Goldstein 1996). In the following, we therefore focus on 

ranking methods to identify outstanding water bodies. This is consistent with economic theory in 

general, where ordinal methods dominate cardinal approaches in the analysis of individual and 

group preferences (Mas-Collell et al. 1995).  

Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) is a general approach to considering weighted rankings for 

preferences regarding some policy or policy object. For example, in an application to identify 

OFWB, MCA would typically require an expert group to agree on different weightings for each 

economic value accruing to a waterbody. These weights express the relative importance of each 

value (e.g. value for fishing versus value for transport, and so on) to the community, regardless of 

the relative size of the total economic worth of each value. These weights are often defined such 

that all weights ascribed to values are between 0 and 1 and when summed they all add to 1 (Huang 

et al. 2011). For example, if the value of fishing were deemed to be twice as important to the 

community than the value for transport then the weights could be 0.4 for fishing and 0.2 for 

transport, with the weights for the other values summing to 0.4 (given that 1-0.4-0.2=0.4 and all 

weights must add to 1). These weights allow the total economic significance of water bodies to be 

presented as one value (Gamper and Turcanu 2007). This single outcome is computed through 

multiplying the weight by the total economic worth associated with each individual value and then 

summing these across the full set of values considered. This method is open, explicit, structured, 

allows the aggregation of diverse criteria, and is based on well-known principles of good 



6 

 

participatory design (Hajkowicz 2008). However, there is ongoing concern with the capacity for 

high scores for one value to dominate the effects of others in the computation of an aggregate 

measure (Hernandez 2015). 

A Delphi panel is a structured-communication method, usually involving experts in a given field, 

that seeks to obtain agreement through repeated anonymous interactions. Such methods are well-

suited to obtaining consensus on real-world issues due to their iterative approach, focus on open 

discussion and peer critique, promotion of convergence in judgements on a given topic, and as an 

aid for people to appreciate opposing views to their own (Delbecq et al. 1975). The Delphi method 

usually involves an initial questionnaire that is anonymously responded to by experts that are 

invited to participate. The analyst then integrates these answers (in the case of outstanding 

freshwater bodies, this would be a ranking) into an initial summary, which is then sent back out to 

the expert group for further debate. This process is repeated until suitable convergence in opinion 

is obtained. Participants usually provide reasoning for their choices, particularly over areas where 

disagreement emerges, allowing for structured discussion to resolve differences (Hsu and Sandford 

2007).  

An alternative is the use of a structured-assessment process that involves a user group (including 

both stakeholders and experts) providing a score for the significance or value of each asset. This 

approach is utilised in the Investment Framework for Environmental Resources (INFFER) process, 

which seeks to aid environmental decision making by asking an expert group a set of structured 

questions such that the process leads to the formulation of a benefit-cost ratio (Pannell et al. 2013). 

Like MCA, INFFER uses an expert group to process diverse information using an open and 

structured process to form pragmatic decisions about complex problems. However, in contrast to 

MCA, it uses a more rigid process of assessment to reduce the chance that information is omitted 

or included in an inappropriate way.  

The identification of outstanding water bodies is a practical exercise that needs to consider multiple 

values across a variety of key stakeholder groups. In this context, assessment faces a number of 

major constraints, especially related to available data, funding, and time. It is believed that the 

application of a structured-assessment process is better suited to this environment relative to 
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empirical modelling, though of course the latter may be useful in some cases to support a 

participatory-led process. An appropriate structured-assessment process for the identification of 

OFWB is outlined in subsequent sections. It is a hybrid process that draws from many of the 

structured-assessment techniques reviewed above. In doing so, it provides a coherent, flexible, 

robust, and transparent way to formulate decisions in an environment characterised by budget and 

data constraints. 

3. Provide a definition for each value. 

The definition of each economic value identified as pertinent in this report follows those statements 

made within Appendix 1 of the NPSFM; however, in the following, “waterbodies” replaces 

“freshwater management unit” because OFWBs, by definition, involve waterbodies and not 

freshwater management units, as such. The definitions of each value are: 

 Fishing: The waterbody supports fisheries of species allowed to be caught and eaten. 

 Irrigation and food production: The waterbody meets irrigation needs for any purpose. 

 Water supply: The waterbody can meet people’s potable water needs. 

 Commercial and industrial use: The waterbody provides economic opportunities to people, 

businesses, and industries. 

 Hydro-electric power generation: The waterbody is suitable for hydro-electric power 

generation. 

 Transport: The waterbody is navigable for identified means of transport. 

4. Recommend criteria to assess each value 

Technical metrics could be utilised to compare the relative importance of each value outlined in 

Section 2. Indeed, the collection of such data is an important part of selecting outstanding 

waterbodies (see Section 5 below). However, the quality and quantity of information available for 

waterbodies of different sizes throughout New Zealand varies greatly, due to broad-scale 

differences in the amount of previous attention they have received from researchers. This disparity 

is magnified due to the diversity present in the values outlined in Section 3 (compare fishing and 
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hydro-electric power generation, for example). Accordingly, a simple list of four value states, 

similar in concept to attribute states within the NPSFM, is suggested (Table 1).  

Table 1. Value states suggested for the assessment of whether an economic value associated with 

a given waterbody is outstanding or not. 

Value 

state 

Narrative value state 

A The waterbody is of national significance for the provision of this economic value. 

B The waterbody is of regional significance for the provision of this economic value. 

C The waterbody is of local significance for the provision of this economic value. 

D The waterbody has no significance for the provision of this economic value. 

The terms “economic value” listed in the right-hand column of Table 1 refer to the six values listed 

in Section 3. The general approach proposed here is that each waterbody within a given area is 

assessed for each value defined in Section 3, with each value ascribed a given value state from 

Table 1 by an expert group (see Section 5 below). For example, a given river would be allocated 

six value states in total (assuming each of the six values from Section 3 is applicable), with each 

state given either an A, B, C, or D grade. 

It is suggested that value state “A” is the benchmark that water bodies would have to achieve to 

be classified as ‘outstanding’. National significance is more relevant for the designation of 

economic values than international significance, given that the New Zealand economy is small by 

international standards. Additionally, it is recommended that a water body should only be 

considered outstanding if it is of national significance for one or more of the economic values 

listed in Section 3. This removes the possibility that a waterbody may be classified outstanding for 

economic purposes due to the aggregation of lesser significance over a number of values. This 

assumption is justified given the low number of waterbodies that should be considered outstanding 

(around 100 nationally), and the fact that most of the values listed in Section 3 can be considered 

independent of one another. 
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5. Outline how the criteria might be applied. 

Our recommendation is that a simple, structured-assessment process is used to compare the relative 

importance of each waterbody within a given area across the range of economic values listed in 

Section 3. However, in reality, this process may consider all or only some of the values listed in 

Section 3, depending on their relevance to a given community, regulatory body, and region. A 

focus on a simple, structured process is motivated by the fact that complicated and heuristic 

procedures introduce significant scope for providing misguided advice (Pannell and Gibson 2016). 

It is further supported by the concepts discussed in the brief literature review presented in Section 

2. 

A suitable structured-assessment process could involve the following steps: 

1. Delineation of study region. Identify the area within which all or a set of waterbodies will 

be evaluated in terms of their provision of outstanding economic values. For example, this 

could be an entire region, a freshwater management unit, or even just a part of a freshwater 

management unit.  

2. Collection of background information. A collection of economic data, both historical and 

current, related to the set of waterbodies to be considered with the assessment. This body 

of work is likely to be valuable in informing discussion, though the resultant data resources 

will vary in quality and quantity across waterbodies. 

3. Selection of expert group. The assessment process is structured around the development of 

an expert group to rank the provision of each economic value by each water course, 

according to the criteria outlined in Table 1. This expert group should consist of both 

experienced scientists (including economists) and stakeholders. 

4. Determination of the values and value states. The expert group would need to decide, 

alongside the regional council, what values are important to the waterbodies within a region 

and whether the value states listed in Table 1 are sufficient. This stage will likely require 

further narrative to be developed for each value state. 

5. Exclude waterbodies believed to be of minor economic significance. (Optional). Some 

waterbodies may be excluded from consideration if their provision of the economic values 
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listed in Section 3 are believed to be too minor to warrant national significance. This step 

requires careful consideration to reduce the amount of bias such prior screening may 

introduce. Indeed, it is likely best to consider all waterbodies and exclude them during the 

group-classification process after the necessary discussion is performed. 

6. Classification of each waterbody by the expert group. The expert group would undergo a 

facilitated-assessment process, during which the value state (listed in Table 1 in Section 4) 

for each economic value (listed in Section 3) for each waterbody of interest is determined. 

A waterbody of interest is any waterbody within the study region (see step #1 above) that 

has not been excluded from consideration (see step #5 above). 

7. Generation of initial list of outstanding water bodies. Step #6 within the process will allow 

the establishment of an initial list of outstanding waterbodies in a region, according to their 

provision of economic values. As outlined in Section 4, it is suggested that value state “A” 

in Table 1 (national significance) is the benchmark that outstanding waterbodies would 

have to achieve in order to be classified as such. 

8. Peer review. The initial list of outstanding water bodies, as determined by their provision 

of economic values, would then be subject to peer review. This emphasises the need for 

careful documentation at each stage of the process. It may also motivate an additional 

iteration of steps 6–8, perhaps together with step #9 below. 

9. Further data collection. Primary or secondary data collection may be necessary to inform 

important gaps in knowledge that have arisen across steps 6–8.  

10. Classification of outstanding water bodies. The final stage of the process is the 

identification of a list of outstanding water bodies, as determined according to their 

economic significance. This step would likely lead to a process of consultation. 

The process is designed in this manner for a number of reasons. First, the quality and quantity of 

data available for waterbodies will vary widely within a region, and seldom will there ever be 

sufficient empirical data to conduct this process without the use of substantial expert opinion. The 

structured process outlined here provides a cost-effective means of collecting and processing such 

information, in a way that allows considered feedback and discussion as it is drawn together. 

Second, there will rarely be sufficient funding to collect enough empirical information to support 
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decision making based purely on quantitative economic criteria. This further justifies the use of an 

expert-led process. Third, a building block of the NPSFM is its focus towards participatory and 

community-led decision making. This process ties in neatly with this concept. Last, the conceptual 

underpinnings of the process are strong, being that they are heavily influenced by extensive 

experience with participatory environmental decision making in Australia (e.g. Pannell et al. 2012, 

2013). 

A number of points are important to consider in the context of this process. First, certain steps may 

require iteration; for example, peer review in step #8 may require some repetition of effort within 

step #7. Second, selection of the expert group is important, particularly to ensure that members 

have a suitable amount of experience within the region of interest. Third, the focus of this process 

is the regional level, to reduce the size of the task facing the expert group and to align with the 

implementation of the NPSFM. However, there may need to be some rationalisation at the national 

level, given that OFWB are defined to be exceptional at the national scale. Last, the process should 

be carefully and comprehensively documented, so that certain assumptions made during the 

assessment can be evaluated by people both inside and outside the program. 

6. Summary 

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 allows for the consideration of 

outstanding freshwater bodies; those for which a value, or set of values that combine, make the 

waterbody exceptional. The definition of a waterbody as outstanding based on economic criteria 

is contentious, given that there is a strong link between economic activity and water-quality 

degradation across New Zealand. The position taken in this report is that economic opportunities 

are important to communities, regions, and the nation as a whole. Therefore, it is believed that a 

freshwater body should potentially be able to be defined as outstanding, based on the economic 

importance of value(s) arising from it. To this end, this report presents a participatory approach, 

consistent with the broad flavour of the NPSFM, that allows the structured assessment of the 

relative importance of the diverse economic values—drawn directly from Appendix 1 of this 

National Policy Statement—accruing to a set of waterbodies within a given area. 
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Justification of the method to identify outstanding freshwater bodies from an economic 

perspective outlined in Doole and Gregg (2016) 

Professor Graeme J. Doole (University of Waikato), 5 May 2016 

My belief is that it is problematic to identify quantitative thresholds for economic data that can be 

used to mechanistically identify freshwater bodies throughout New Zealand that are outstanding 

from an economic perspective. 

The use of such thresholds implies that we can draw together sufficient economic data to specify 

such values for each waterway to be considered. This involves integrating information from a 

broad range of sources to identify the type and scale of economic activity linked to a given 

waterbody, across catchment, regional, and national scales. This is problematic for a number of 

reasons. First, there is a strong relative element inherent to what constitutes an outstanding water 

body; thus, an in-depth empirical assessment requires national, or at least regional, coverage. 

Second, there is substantial uncertainty when modelling at such a high scale, especially given that 

economic benefits have to be allocated to discrete catchments if certain water bodies are to be 

characterised as individually outstanding (Doole and Pannell 2011, Market Economics 2015). 

Last, the broad coverage required for such an assessment and the need to address severe ambiguity 

amplify the cost associated with this exercise, if it is to be performed to any reasonable level of 

robustness. For these reasons, quantitative modelling will oftentimes provide spurious accuracy in 

the assessment of the relative importance of economic values accruing to different waterbodies. 

A cost-effective alternative is the use of a structured-assessment process, based on the principles 

of basic participatory modelling (Vennix et al. 1996), that draws chiefly from primary data and 

expert opinion to rank significance across a range of criteria. These approaches are particularly 

suited to practical application to complex problems, given that most decisions involve limited 

information that precludes optimisation of the outcome (Gigerenzer and Goldstein 1996). A feature 

of this broad field, relative to pure empirical modelling, is that it is able to deal with contextual 

issues and proactively deals with issues of severe knowledge gaps, limited funding, and the need 

to make decisions in light of these constraints (Sterman 2006, Pannell et al. 2012). Also, it deals 

directly with scientists and stakeholders, and thus fits neatly with modern practice recognising the 
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importance of participatory concepts to environmental decision-making (Roberts et al. 2012, 

Doole and Pannell 2013). It can also be seen by stakeholders as being more transparent than other 

approaches, promotes discussion and debate around critical issues, and creates the opportunity to 

efficiently perform a large number of valuations (Pannell, 2015). The last factor is particularly 

important given that a significant number of candidate waterways will typically have to be 

considered. 

For these reasons, I believe it is more rigourous and pragmatic to rely on the use of deliberative 

processes to determine what constitutes outstanding freshwater bodies from an economic 

perspective. A suitable process to identify such values is outlined in Doole and Gregg (2016). 
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Re:   OUTSTANDING FRESHWATER BODIES PROJECT  

– SENSORY / VISUAL VALUES  
 
 
Neale, 

 
As requested, we have considered a range of material that addresses the sensory / landscape / 
amenity / visual qualities of freshwater bodies, and how that, in turn can assist in the identification 
of Outstanding Freshwater Bodies across New Zealand. In addressing this matter, a number of 
publications and statutory documents are particularly relevant: 

 The TAG Briefing Notes of 17 November 2015. 

 Policies 13 and 15 of The NZ Coastal Policy Statement 2010. 

 Protecting New Zealand’s Rivers, The New Zealand Conservation Authority. November 2011. 

 Guidelines For The Selection Of Methods To Determine River Flows Based on Landscape, 
Natural Character and Visual Amenity Considerations, Boffa Miskell Ltd, June 2009.  

 Freshwater Bodies of Outstanding or Significant Value in the Taranaki Region, Taranaki 
Regional Council. August 2015. 

 A Significance Assessment Method For River Values: A Report Outlining The Relevant New 
Zealand And International Literature, Erin Smith & Ken Hughey of Lincoln University. February 
2009. 

 An Analysis of the Relationships Between Multiple Values and Physical Landscapes at a 
Regional Scale Using Public Participation GIS & Landscape Character Classification; 
Landscape & Urban Planning 107 (2012), pp.317-331; Lars Brabyn & Greg Brown 

 Public Perceptions of Outstanding natural Landscapes In The Auckland Region, Research 
Report No. 273, John R Fairweather, Simon R Swaffield, David G Simmons. 2004. 

 Understanding Visitors’ Experiences In Kaikoura Using Photographs Of Landscapes & Q 
Sort.  Report No. 5.  John R Fairweather, Simon R Swaffield, David G Simmons. 1998. 

 Understanding Visitors’ And Locals’ Experiences Of Rotorua Using Photographs Of 
Landscapes & Q Sort.  Report No. 13.  John R Fairweather, Simon R Swaffield, David G 
Simmons. 2000. 
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 Visitors’ And Locals’ Experiences Of Westland, New Zealand.  Report No.23. John 
Fairweather, Bronwyn Newton, Simon R Swaffield, David G Simmons. 2001. 

 Public Perceptions Of Natural And Modified Landscapes Of The Coromandel Peninsula, New 
Zealand.  Research Report No. 241. John R Fairweather, Simon R Swaffield. October 1999. 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND: ‘OUTSTANDING NATURAL LANDSCAPES’ 
 
Section 6(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991 identifies “The protection of outstanding 
natural features and landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development” as a 
matter of national importance.  The so called ‘modified Pigeon Bay’ factors, that emerged in the 
findings of the Environment Court in the Pigeon Bay Aquaculture Limited v Canterbury Regional 
Council case (C32/1999) and subsequent Wakatipu Environmental Society Inc v Queenstown 
Lakes District Council cases (eg. C180/1999) ("the WESI cases"), are now largely accepted as a 
starting point for the identification of ONLs / ONFs:  

a) natural science factors: the geological, topographical, ecological and dynamic components of the 
landscape; 

(b) aesthetic values including memorability and naturalness; 
(c) expressiveness (legibility): how obviously the landscape demonstrates the formative processes 

leading to it; 
(d) transient values: occasional presence of wildlife; or its values at certain times of the day or of the 

year; 
(e) whether values are shared and recognised; 
(f) the landscape’s value to tangata whenua; 
(g) its historical associations. 

 
At the very least they provide a comprehensive check list of landscape ‘layers’ that should be 
addressed in making determinations about the relative values to be attributed to particular 
landscapes, including whether or not they are outstanding. However, the analysis of landscapes in 
terms of the modified Pigeon Bay factors does not automatically lead to such identification in its 
own right. Other considerations also have to be taken into account, as I will explain. 
 
Adopting a somewhat different tack in relation to the identification of highly valued landscapes, 
Prof. Simon Swaffield and John Fairweather (of Lincoln University) have also undertaken 
extensive research into New Zealander's attitudes towards different landscapes in various parts of 
New Zealand (from 1997 onwards). This included participation in the 2002-2004 assessment of 
the Auckland Region’s landscape, which contributed to the Auckland Regional Policy Statement 
Plan Change 8. An analysis of those studies - ranging from Kaikoura in 1998, through Westland in 
2000, to the Auckland Region in 20041 - reveals a remarkable degree of consistency in the 
appreciation of, and attachment of values to, New Zealand’s landscapes, based on repeated “Q 
Sort” testing of public attitudes to a wide range of landscapes and landscape types.  As a result, 
Swaffield and Fairweather have identified two main paradigms that help to explain most New 
Zealanders’ responses to landscape and their assignment of values to different types of 
landscape.   
 

                                                      
1  Public Perceptions of Outstanding natural Landscapes In The Auckland Region, Research Report No. 273, John R Fairweather, 

Simon R Swaffield, David G Simmons. 2004 
 Understanding Visitors’ Experiences In Kaikoura Using Photographs Of Landscapes & Q Sort.  Report No. 5.  John R 

Fairweather, Simon R Swaffield, David G Simmons. 1998 

 Understanding Visitors’ And Locals’ Experiences Of Rotorua Using Photographs Of Landscapes & Q Sort.  Report No. 13.  
John R Fairweather, Simon R Swaffield, David G Simmons. 2000 

 Visitors’ And Locals’ Experiences Of Westland, New Zealand.  Report No.23. John Fairweather, Bronwyn Newton, Simon R 
Swaffield, David G Simmons. 2001 

 Public Perceptions Of Natural And Modified Landscapes Of The Coromandel Peninsula, New Zealand.  Research Report No. 
241. John R Fairweather, Simon R Swaffield. October 1999 
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The ‘wild nature’ paradigm, repeatedly identified in their research, is strongly correlated with the 
native endemic character of landscape scenes and the predominance of natural elements and 
patterns within them. The second, ‘cultured nature’ paradigm, is marginally more accepting of 
exotic vegetation and productive rural uses, but again shows a strong aversion to obvious signs of 
development and buildings in the landscape.  
 
Whereas the range of landscape factors or variables identified in the Pigeon Bay and WESI cases 
establish a platform for more detailed ‘expert based’ examination of biophysical and perceptual 
landscape values, the ‘Swaffield studies’ focus upon landscape perception and evaluation in a 
holistic sense. Notwithstanding this, the public preference testing has led to the identification of a 
number of key landscape ‘traits’ that consistently correlate with high preference, including those 
found in most outstanding landscapes: 
 

 Naturalness - correlated with apparent levels of development or lack of development. 

 Endemic Values / ‘New Zealandness’ (related to sense of place). 

 Strong Landscape Structure - related to landform & the interaction of land with sea / water. 

 Strong Landscape Patterns - typically related to vegetation and land uses. 

 Visual Drama (memorability). 

 Visual Diversity. 
 
Many of the modified Pigeon Bay factors appear to substantially correlate with these ‘criteria’, 
especially in terms of Natural Science Factors, Aesthetic Values, Expressiveness, and Shared 
and Recognised Values. However, the other key landscape variables / factors identified in the 
Pigeon Bay case – Transient Values, Tangata Whenua Values and Historical Associations – 
depart somewhat from the Swaffield landscape models.   
 
However, Transient Values are very temporal (reflecting different times of the day and year) and 
are affected by, for example, different weather conditions, tides and the presence or wildlife, etc – 
all of which rely upon lengthy analysis. In a somewhat different vein, Tangata Whenua Values are 
often very site specific and often relate to taonga or privately recognised waahi tapu that are 
usually subject to restricted disclosure. Nor do such values always translate from one area of tribal 
or hapu affiliation to others. In my experience, such connections often need careful teasing out 
and are difficult to address at the more strategic level, even more so within quite restricted time 
frames.  Similarly, Historical Associations are more readily addressed at the site specific or locality 
levels, as opposed to the macro level.  
 
Just as important, while the modified Pigeon Bay factors are useful in identifying the different 
strands of landscape that may be appropriately addressed in analysing landscapes they do not – 
as I have alluded to, and unlike some of the Swaffield / Fairweather research – establish clear 
thresholds of value that need to be crossed in order for a landscape to be regarded as 
outstanding. In this respect, the Environment Court’s expressed view in the WESI case that the 
word ‘outstanding’ means "…. conspicuous, eminent, especially because of excellence 
remarkable in ….." (p.48) perhaps come closer to identifying such thresholds.   
 
As a result, the attachment of higher order values to particular landscapes is reliant upon far more 
than just the layers, factors or paradigms that affect the way in which we respond to landscapes.  
It also necessarily involves an appreciation of the greater whole, the landscape as both the 
product of its components and, in some cases, much more than that – especially where 
landscapes are considered to be conspicuous, eminent, remarkable and outstanding.  
 
 
 
THE NZ COASTAL POLICY STATEMENT 2010 
 
To date, the NZCPS has come closest to providing guidance in relation to the values of NZ’s 
waterways through its guidance on the Coastal Environment and management of Natural 
Character values. The physical, biotic and visual overlap of freshwater and maritime systems 
within river and estuarine environs makes it important that there is also integration in relation to 
the values attributed both kinds of environment. Of note, the strong emphasis that section 6(a) of 
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the RMA gives to ‘naturalness’ in addressing the Coastal Environment, suggests a strong 
alignment with many of the factors that contribute to ‘outstanding natural landscapes’ [section 
6(b)]. This focus is reinforced by many of the characteristics and values correlated with high 
Natural Character values in Policy 13(2) of The NZCPS: 
 

Policy 13 
(2)  Recognise that natural character is not the same as natural features and landscapes 

or amenity values and may include matters such as: 
(a)  natural elements, processes and patterns; 
(b)  biophysical, ecological, geological and geomorphological aspects; 
(c)  natural landforms such as headlands, peninsulas, cliffs, dunes, wetlands, 

reefs, freshwater springs and surf breaks; 
(d)  the natural movement of water and sediment; 
(e)  the natural darkness of the night sky; 
(f)  places or areas that are wild or scenic; 
(g)  a range of natural character from pristine to modified; and (h) experiential 

attributes, including the sounds and smell of the sea; and their context or 
setting. 

 
Even so, Policy 15 makes it clear that there are some differences between the characteristics and 
qualities associated with Landscapes and those pertaining to Natural Character: 
 

Policy 15 
(c)  identifying and assessing the natural features and natural landscapes of the coastal 

environment of the region or district, at minimum by land typing, soil characterisation 
and landscape characterisation and having regard to: 
(i)  natural science factors, including geological, topographical, ecological and 

dynamic components; 
(ii)  the presence of water including in seas, lakes, rivers and streams; 
(iii) legibility or expressiveness—how obviously the feature or landscape 

demonstrates its formative processes; 
(iv) aesthetic values including memorability and naturalness; 
(v)  vegetation (native and exotic); 
(vi)  transient values, including presence of wildlife or other values at certain times 

of the day or year; 
(vii)  whether the values are shared and recognised; 
(viii)  cultural and spiritual values for tangata whenua, identified by working, as far 

as practicable, in accordance with tikanga Māori; including their expression as 
cultural landscapes and features; 

(ix)  historical and heritage associations; and 
(x)  wild or scenic values … 

 
 
Again, however, most differences pertain to the cultural and heritage dimensions of landscape: 
cultural and spiritual values for tangata whenua, and historical and heritage associations. In all 
other respects, there is a high level of congruity with the landscape components identified in 
Policy 13 and, again, a very strong focus on the various ‘natural’ attributes of both the Coastal 
Environment and Landscapes. 
 
Yet in looking at any possible combination of these ‘characteristics’, six related matters still need 
to be addressed: 

 Additional characteristics / factors that are particular to individual freshwater bodies: lakes, 
rivers, wetlands, etc. Obvious examples include: the colour of some lakes and rivers – for 
instance, the milky blue colouring other MacKenzie Basin lakes and other alpine fed 
waterways; the extreme clarity of the likes of Lake Wakatipu; the reflective qualities of Lake 
Matheson and other West Coast lakes; and even the limestone arches that stretch across 
the rivers and streams at Oparara. 
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 The elevated importance of ‘context’ for most freshwater systems: alpine chains and basins 

that are integral to the biophysical nature and landscape setting of many South Island rivers 
and lakes; the volcanic ‘super volcano’ crater of Lake Taupo; the expansive alluvial plains 
and terraces of Canterbury; even the mixed nikau / broadleaf forest and limestone bluffs 
framing the lower reaches of the Porarari River. 

 
 Change and sequence within river systems (especially but not exclusively): with a 

channelised Waikato River leading into Huka Falls, its series of hydro-electric engineered 
lakes, the river’s meandering profile and wetlands around Whangamarino, and its dune / spit 
interface with the Tasman Sea. 

 
 Whether factor aligned with naturalness are always appropriate(?): although much of New 

Zealand’s landscape identity and value is clearly linked to the concept of natural places, 
settings and remnants, some waterways may well be outstanding because they reflect more 
cultural qualities and dimensions – for instance, the Avon River flowing through central 
Christchurch.  

 
 The issue of ‘outstandingness’: again, while the many characteristics / factors listed give and 

indication of those qualities that define individual freshwater systems, they do not, in their 
own right, establish a threshold at which lakes, rivers and wetlands become outstanding.  
 
 
 

NATIONAL WATER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY REVIEW (2011) 
 
In 2011, the National Water Conservation Authority produced its report “Protecting New Zealand’s 
Rivers”, which summarized past approaches to identifying ‘outstanding’ rivers as follows:   
 

“Outstanding” 
 
To be included in a WCO, a water body either has to be itself outstanding in a 
national context, or contain outstanding characteristics or features, or contribute in 
some significant way to outstanding characteristics or features.  

The test as to what is outstanding is a “reasonably rigorous” one. Before a feature or 
characteristic can qualify as outstanding, it needs to be quite out of the ordinary on a 
national basis. “If one takes a national comparative approach, the fact that the wider 
region is well endowed with similar high-quality features may well suggest that 
particular waters do not stand out when considered in a national context.”  

Special Tribunals and the Environment Court can determine that only some of the 
values for which a WCO is sought are “outstanding” and/or that these only occur in 
specific reaches of the river. In relation to Southland’s Oreti River, for example, the 
Special Tribunal considered the river supported an outstanding brown trout fishery, 
particularly in its upper reaches above Rocky Point, and the upper reaches provided 
outstanding angling amenity and were of outstanding significance in accordance with 
tikanga Māori. Parts of the river also provided outstanding habitat for the threatened 
endemic black-billed gull Larus bulleri. But the Tribunal held that on the evidence the 
river’s wild and scenic values and native fisheries were “significant” rather than 
“outstanding in a national context”, though these could contribute to the values 
considered to be outstanding.  

For wildlife habitat values to qualify as nationally outstanding (rather than just 
significant), a river would have to support at least 5 per cent of the national 
population of a species. In the Rangitata case, the Court noted it did not appear 
appropriate to identify characteristics of outstanding significance to Māori, because 
it “is not tika” to compare resources across iwi. Yet, in the Oreti application the 
Special Tribunal determined that the upper reaches of the Oreti were of outstanding 
significance in accordance with tikanga Māori because of the presence of taonga 
species (both fish and wildlife), evidence of past occupation, and continuity of flow 
and high water quality contributing to a vibrant “mauri”.  

A WCO may extend to an entire river system, including parts of the system that are 
not in themselves outstanding, but that contribute to the integrity of the system. 
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The key issue raised at this point is that of ‘context’: if waterways and bodies can only be 
outstanding when assessed in a national context, then this would: 

 isolate such key features to a relatively small part of the country overall; and 

 leave many parts of New Zealand – including, quite conceivably, most of the North Island 
– devoid of any sense of connection with, let alone ‘ownership’ of, such features. 

 
In terms of any percentile threshold, such as the 5% discussed above, it is clear that any such it 
would be extremely difficult to implement. Would it relate to the kilometre length of New Zealand’s 
rivers as whole, with a strict cut-off once the 5% limit or any other threshold is reached – 
potentially resulting in some outstanding features having to be ‘cut in half’? Alternatively, would it 
rely on some sort of qualitative ranking of all rivers derived from assessment against the sort of 
characteristics / factors already described? The latter seems more likely, but it re-awakens 
arguments over exactly what factors to employ in such an exercise. 
 
Assuming that this matter can be resolved, it already seems that any waterways / bodies identified 
as being outstanding should be recognisably or self-evidently so. The Environment Court has 
made this determination in relation to ONLs with its comment on ‘eminence, conspicuousness, 
being remarkable’, etc, and it seems equally applicable when considering outstanding rivers / 
lakes / wetlands.  
 
Yet, this also requires knowledge and appreciation of such resources by a community or 
communities. Districts are generally too small to provide a cross-section of rivers / lakes / 
wetlands for evaluation, whereas the national level context is too dissociated from community 
‘knowledge’ and engagement, and raises other problems that I have just outlined. Effectively, this 
leaves the regional level as the only one at which the sample of waterways and bodies is 
sufficiently large and there is community appreciation of such features. 
 
 
 
FRESHWATER BODIES OF OUTSTANDING OR SIGNIFICANT VALUE IN THE 
TARANAKI REGION (2015) 
 
Boffa Miskell’s draft 2015 study for the Taranaki Regional Council provides the following 
“Explanation of Attributes for Assessing Outstanding Freshwater Values (Draft)” at section 3.4 of 
the report: 
 

To assist the study, water bodies were evaluated in terms of their biophysical and 
sensory and associative attributes. 
 
Biophysical Attributes 
 
Biophysical attributes comprise of: 
Physical (abiotic) systems and landforms including river channel or lake bed, 
riparian edge and wider landscape character, including degree of modification of the 
freshwater body 
 
Living (biotic) systems including diversity and condition of the freshwater body and 
associated ecological processes 
 
Biotic and abiotic factors combine to create an ecosystem. Accordingly, the two are 
interrelated and it is their collective whole which defines the biophysical 
characteristics of an area. 
 
 
Sensory & Associative Attributes 
 
Freshwater bodies were further assessed in terms of the human associative values 
(i.e. their sensory or associative attributes) of the waterbody. Sensory or associative 
attributes comprise of: 

 legibility or expressiveness: formative natural processes or historical 
influences which helped create the feature or landscape are clearly displayed 
in the landscape (i.e. it is easy to “read” the processes that formed a 
landscape).  
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 naturalness: the landscape/feature displays rugged, untamed characteristics 
and appears to be largely unmodified by human intervention such as built 
structures, discharges, changes to flow regimes, earthworks and reclamation.  

 ividness: the way in which a feature/landscape remains in the memory and 
may form part of a person’s recollection of an area. The landscape/feature is 
visually striking, and may be iconic or symbolic to the area.  

 coherence: the patterns of land cover and land use are largely in harmony 
with the underlying natural pattern of the landform.  

 ransient values: how the regular occurrence of transient features such as 
seasonal changes in natural water level fluctuations or the presence of 
wildlife, contribute to the character of the feature or landscape  

 shared and recognised values: the features and values of the water body are 
widely known and highly valued by the local and wider community for its 
contribution to a sense of place or are recognised as being regionally 
important for their fishery, angling and recreational features, or scientific or 
educational features.  

 tangata whenua values: values to tangata whenua are inherent in the feature 
or landscape and add to the feature or landscape being recognised as a 
special or widely known place.  

 historical associations: knowledge of historic activities that occurred in or 
around the feature or landscape is widely held and substantially influences 
and adds to the value the community places on the feature or landscape.  

 
These criteria provided the platform for an assessment process outlined in the report’s Table 1, 
which addressed the key variable outlined above. Thus, the report continues: 

 The assessment framework in Table 1 overleaf outlines the key attributes and 
parameters that were considered when assessing the natural character and value of 
rivers, lakes and wetlands and their margins, and the extent of natural elements, 
patterns and processes and level of modification, including whether those values are 
outstanding or not. 
  
 In order to judge the relative values of attributes, the following five-point scale is 
used in section 4 [Candidate outstanding freshwater bodies] – ranging from very low 
to very high – alongside a description of the natural character and freshwater values 
which are identified. 

  
 “Outstanding’ is a comparative evaluative term 

meaning to be conspicuous, eminent, exceptional, 
remarkable, clearly superior to others in the same 
group or category”. 

Within Table 1, the Sensory variables are addressed as follows: 

Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) 

Biophysical  River Channel or Lake bed Modification to cross section (e.g. slope-banks) 
and long section (e.g. cut through meanders). 
This also includes changes to a river bed width 
(e.g. narrowing of the channel), which is 
commonly undertaken in modified rivers with 
valuable land adjacent. 
Changes to the bed sediment should also be 
taken account of in this attribute. 
 

1= Very highly modified water body (i.e. straightened and 
channelised, often with concrete or rock fill banks) often within an 
urban context 
2= A highly modified channel shape or width but with semi natural 
reaches or channel shapes in some areas 
3= Waterbody displays a patchwork with moderate natural channel 
shape in places together with many human influences such as long 
stretches of stream realignment 
4= A highly natural water body displaying occasional pockets or 
individual minor modifications to its channel/bed shape (i.e. small 
stretches of stream realignment) 
5= A very highly natural water body with no or very few modifications 
to its channel/bed shape. 
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Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) 

Biophysical Degree of modification of flow 
regime 

Hydrological information on a rivers’ low, median 
and mean flows assist in determining natural 
character. 
Substantial flow that appears to fit the nature 
and scale of the channel may suggest a higher 
degree of natural character. 
Dewatered bed or ‘misfit’ flows suggest 
upstream diversions, which reduce natural 
character. 

1=Very highly modified or diverted flow/water-take (e.g. large-scale 
dams; takes averaging 50% or more of median flow) 
2=Highly modified or diverted flow (e.g. small-scale dams, irrigation 
or flood channels) 
3= Moderately modified or diverted flow (e.g. several irrigation takes 
taking a moderate proportion of MALF) 
4= Relatively low levels of modified or diverted flow (e.g. few 
irrigation takes taking minor proportion (<5%) of low flow) 
5= Highly natural flow regime with no modifications to the flow 
pattern. 

Water quality Perception of the water quality, especially taking 
into account of visual and biological aspects 
such as water clarity, ecological health, nutrient 
content, temperature and faecal coliforms. 
 

1= Very highly contaminated or permanently discoloured water 
displaying 
very high levels of human induced changes to the water quality with 
limited life supporting capacity 
2= Water usually displaying high levels of contamination mainly from 
adjacent diffuse sources from land use activities (agricultural 
leaching etc) 
3= Water displaying reasonable levels of naturalness although 
contains occasional high-moderate levels of human induced changes 
to part of the waterway or at some times 
4= Water displaying relatively high levels of water quality with small 
or rare amounts of impurities caused further upstream (e.g. by 
occasional stock crossing or forest harvesting) 
5= Highly natural water quality displaying no human induced change. 

Exotic aquatic flora and fauna Presence of aquatic flora and fauna within the 
water body such as aquatic weeds, exotic fish 
(including trout and salmon) and algal blooms 
from human induced factors can reduce the 
natural character of the waterbody. 
Note algal bloom may be evident in some rivers 
due to seasonal low flows. 
 

1= Freshwater system choked with exotic aquatic flora and fauna 
2= Large areas of introduced flora and fauna (including pest fish) 
evident (in approximately 75% of river) 
3= Occasional stretches (some quite long) of introduced flora and 
fauna evident within waterway (approx. 50% of river) 
4= Small, often isolated pockets of introduced flora and fauna 
evident(less than 20% of total river), however river displaying very 
high levels of naturalness 
5= No evidence of introduced flora or fauna within the water channel. 

Native aquatic flora and fauna Presence and diversity of native aquatic flora 
and fauna, including habitats for nationally 
threatened or regionally distinctive species. 
 

1=No record of native aquatic species. Barriers to fish passage 
present 
2= Freshwater system may provide small and/or fragmented 
stretches of habitat for native aquatic species, however, barriers to 
fish passage are present 
3= Freshwater system provides small and/or fragmented stretches of 
habitat for native aquatic species with no known barriers for fish 
passage 
4= Record of nationally threatened or regionally distinctive native 
aquatic species present, in small numbers, with no barriers for fish 
passage 
5=Record of significant populations of nationally threatened or 
regionally distinctive native aquatic species present, with no known 
barriers for fish passage. 

Structures and human 
modifications within the waterbody 
or riparian edge 

 

Instrem structure, including dams, groynes, 
stopbanks, diversions, gravel extractions which 
may affect the level of natural character of the 
river channel.  
Other structures might include bridges or roads. 
 

1=Channel or bed completely modified or artificial (i.e. dam/ 
weir/flood defence structure) 
2=Significant parts of the river channel have been affected or 
encroached upon by human intervention (i.e. a suburban/highly 
managed agricultural land, including: gravel workings, part-
channelisation) 
3=Occasional ‘reaches’ of human modifications (i.e. a settled rural 
landscape with bridge/ aqueduct supports, pylon footing) 
4=Limited human intervention (i.e. occasional bridge abutments/ 
power pole within the river channel) 
5=Overwhelmingly natural with no/ very limited evidence of human 
interference. 

Vegetation cover in the riparian 
edge 

Dominance of native communities in natural 
patterns (the presence of exotic species in 
natural patterns will reduce natural character but 
is of higher naturalness than the absence of 
such vegetation (unless this is natural) or the 
presence of planted vegetation). This includes all 
bankside vegetation as well as vegetation within 
‘islands’. 
Vegetation comprises all types, including 
grasses, remnant scrub, shrubs and trees. In 
some instances, the natural elements and 
patterns may indicate limited vegetation (i.e. 
where native grasses or herbs are the only form 
of vegetation in the area). 

1= Complete absence of vegetation due to human induced changes 
(or limited presence (in pockets) of exotic vegetation such as 
occasional willow, gorse or broom) 
2= Exotic vegetation with complete absence of native species within 
a pastoral/ semi urban setting 
3= Predominantly exotic vegetation in natural patterns (i.e. willows/ 
gorse) and/ or patches of remnant indigenous vegetation 
4= Fragmented areas of native and exotic vegetation in natural 
patterns. Predominance of native vegetation 
5= Overwhelmingly indigenous vegetation with no or few introduced 
species. 
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Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) 

Sensory Legibility or expressiveness Presence of formative natural processes or 
historical influences that helped to create the 
feature or landscape are clearly displayed in the 
landscape. 
 

1= Formative processes for the feature or landscape not evident 
2= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are present but 
not clearly defined or apparent in the landscape or feature 
3= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are present only 
in small fragmented pockets of the landscape or feature 
4= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are present and 
obvious in parts of the landscape or feature 
5= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are 
demonstrably present and obvious across much of the landscape or 
feature. 

Aesthetic and scenic values Presence of visual characteristics that contribute 
to important aesthetic / scenic values. How 
natural the experience is in seeing, feeling and 
perceiving. Includes smells, sounds, visual; 
sense of wildness, remoteness, isolation, i.e: 
 waterbody / landscape displays rugged 

untamed ‘wildness’ characteristics  
 waterbody is largely unmodified by human 

intervention and comprises naturally 
functioning and healthy ecosystems  

 patterns of adjacent land cover and land use 
are largely in harmony with the underlying 
natural pattern of the landform  

 waterbody / landscape is visually striking 
widely recognised within the local and wider 
community, and may be iconic or symbolic to 
the area.  

1= Heavily modified landscape with complete absence of recorded 
aesthetic and/or scenic values   
2= Modified landscape with a pastoral/semi urban setting 
3=Large areas of the waterbody identified as containing moderate 
and/or fragmented natural character and aesthetic and scenic values 
4= Large areas of the water body identified as unmodified and or in a 
rural/natural setting that contributes to very high natural character 
and aesthetic and scenic values 
5= Significant parts of the water body identified as iconic, visually 
striking within a rural/natural setting, and generally containing pristine 
natural character and wilderness characteristics. 
 

Transient values Presence of wildlife or other values at certain 
times of the day, season or year that contribute 
to the character of the feature or landscape. 
Includes ephemeral human activity such as 
recreation, mahinga kai, walking, fishing, 
boating, and swimming. 
 

1= Transient values for the feature or landscape not evident 
2= Transient values for the feature or landscape are rarely present 
and only of limited or localized significance 
3= Transient values for the feature or landscape are present and are 
of limited or localized significance that occurs in small localised 
pockets of the landscape or feature 
4= Transient values for the feature or landscape are present and are 
of regional significance but regularly occur only in localised pockets 
of the landscape or feature 
5= Transient values for the feature or landscape are nationally or 
regionally important, demonstrably present and regularly occur 
across much of the landscape or feature. 

Associative Shared and recognised values Water body contributes to a sense of place or is 
recognised for its fishery, angling and 
recreational features, or scientific or educational 
features. 
 

1= Shared values for the feature or landscape not evident 
2= Shared values for the feature or landscape are not obvious or 
widely recognized and are only of limited or localized significance 
3= Shared values for the feature or landscape are present and are of 
limited or localized significance that occurs in small localised pockets 
of the landscape or feature 
4= Shared values for the feature or landscape are present and are of 
regional significance but occurs only in localised pockets of the 
landscape or feature 
5= Shared values for the feature or landscape are nationally or 
regionally important, demonstrably present, widespread, and widely 
known. 

 

 Tangata Whenua values Tangata whenua values are inherent in the 
feature or landscape and add to the feature or 
landscape being recognised as a special or 
widely known place. 
 

1= Values inherent in the feature or landscape not evident 
2= Values maybe present but are not obvious or widely recognised 
3= Values are only locally recognized (i.e. generally occur at a site 
level) and are not obvious at a landscape scale 
4= Record of tangata whenua values that are demonstrably present 
and inherent in the landscape or feature and recognized to be of 
localised significance 
5=Record of tangata whenua values that are demonstrably present 
and inherent in the landscape or feature and recognized to be of 
exceptional cultural and spiritual significance. 

Historical associations Knowledge of historic activities that occurred in 
or around the feature or landscape is widely held 
and substantially influences and adds to the 
value the community places on the feature or 
landscape. 
 

1= No record of historic activities that occurred in or around the 
feature or 
landscape  2= Little evidence    
3=Documentation and other literature recording parts of the water 
body as containing some historical values 
4= Record or other documentation of significant parts of the water 
body being of high or very high historical significance 
5= Record in statutory documents, that have been tested through 
public processes, of significant parts of the waterbody containing 
exceptional historical significance. 
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This criteria based analysis was followed by identification of the highest ranking freshwater bodies 
across the Taranaki Region, followed by descriptive (annotated) analysis of those ‘candidates’ for 
outstanding classification. The three rivers, lakes and streams eventually accorded such status 
(the Hangtahua River, the Maketa and Ngatoro Streams, and Lake Rotokare) all rated consistently 
Very High in relation to the Biophysical, Sensory and Associative factors described above.  The 
fifth ‘candidate – the Upper Manganui River – rated Very High in terms of its Associative values, 
but High for both the Biophysical and Sensory factors.  
 
In looking at this process, there has been a clear refinement of the ‘Modified Pigeon Bay’ factors 
associated with the identification of ONLs. Furthermore, there is clear logic to the five step 
evaluation scale – providing discrimination without excessive detail (‘paralysis by analysis’), and 
there is also a logical progression from evaluation in terms of key criteria or factors – to  
assessment of each water body as a whole, as the ‘sum of its parts’, or even, in some cases, 
more than that. 
 
However, its is also noteworthy that in 2009, Boffa Miskell also undertook a study funded by the 
Foundation of Science, Research and Technology as part of the ‘Water Allocation Programme’ 
lead by the National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Resources. That report – Guidelines For 
The Selection Of Methods To Determine River Flows Based on Landscape, Natural Character and 
Visual Amenity Considerations, Boffa Miskell Ltd, June 2009 – took into account a wider range of 
issues related to the perceived value of water bodies, as is implied by the report title. This is 
important, as perception goes beyond just the traditional realm of landscape. The overlap between 
scenic values and recreational values is highlighted in the study A Significance Assessment 
Method For River Values: A Report Outlining The Relevant New Zealand and International 
Literature (Erin Smith & Ken Hughey, 2009), which suggests a strong link between perceived 
waterway values and amenity, while I have already raised concerns about: 

 The need to fully appreciate each water body’s context in determining value: in many 
instances, that wider landscape context supports or accentuates the inherent naturalness 
and value of individual waterways and bodies; but the qualities attributed a waterway may 
also arise from the way in which its residual natural values contrast with, and challenge, 
the modified character of its surrounds eg. the Waikato River and much of the Rakaia or 
Waimakariri Rivers. 

 The need for a stronger focus on the ‘special’, even exceptional, qualities of individual 
lakes, rivers and wetlands - values, like colour, reflectance or their sheer dynamism – that 
are not always adequately addressed via the ‘Modified Pigeon Bay’ framework. 

 Individual waterway’s potential significance as modified, culturally iconic, systems, eg. the 
Avon.   

 
 
 
 
PROPOSED IDENTIFICATION OF OUTSTANDING FRESHWATER BODIES 
 
On the basis of the various matters discussed thus far, it is considered that evaluation of individual 
water bodies needs to take into account the following: 
 

1. ‘Naturalness’ – in various guises – underpins the high sensory value of many, if not most, 
water bodies and is clearly aligned with the Natural Character values described in the 
NZCPS. However, it is not the only consideration when exploring scenic, amenity and 
related sensory values. In particular, some of the sensory qualities associated with 
amenity value – such as aesthetic value and coherence and identity / sense of place – 
need to also be incorporated in any assessment method. 

2. Evaluation needs to address factors that are relevant to individual water bodies – beyond 
the generality of matters that most are subject to eg. the specific qualities associated with 
the likes of Oparara and Lake Matheson. 

3. The process needs to be sufficiently flexible that it accommodates exceptions, eg. the 
river / lake / wetland that is exceptional because of its contrast with its surrounds, not 
necessarily aligned with, or sympathetic to, them eg. the lower Clutha River, parts of the 
Waikato River and the braided rivers of the Canterbury Plains. 
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4. Evaluation via key factors still needs to be logical, with the five-step range adopted for the 
Taranaki study considered to be sufficiently discriminating and decisive for that initial 
process. 

5. The overall; evaluation needs to progress from the criteria based evaluation addressed 
above to an assessment of ‘the whole’. This overall evaluation cannot simply involve 
linear ratings and overall ‘scoring’ (ie. simple adding up of ratings to arrive at an overall 
score and determination of whether or not a river / lake / wetland is outstanding) because 
of the issues raised above in respect of ‘exceptions’ and ‘idiosyncratic values’ – implying 
that some form of comparative ranking must inevitably occur and will also be more in 
keeping with community perceptions of different water bodies’ values. In this context, the 
Taranaki’s study identification of ‘candidates for outstandingness’, followed by 
comparative evaluation, has some merit. 

6. The water bodies finally identified as being outstanding should be ‘eminent, conspicuous, 
remarkable’ and self-evidently outstanding in the context of their respective region, 
although the limited physical extent of some city regions – notably, Auckland and 
Wellington – may mean that a number of regions either have no outstanding waterway / 
body or share one (such as the Waikato River) with other regions.  

 
Translating these ‘guidelines’ into an evaluation process results in the following Stages One and 
Two. 
 
 
STAGE 1.  INITIAL WATER BODIES EVALUATION USING KEY CRITERIA 
 
Stage 1 involves three ‘sub stages’: 
 

1. Delineation of individual rivers / lakes / wetlands: eg. the extent to which the upper Rakaia 
River also extends into the Harper, North Matthias, Wilberforce and Acheron Rivers, 
together with its demarcation from Lake Heron, Lake Coleridge and other water bodies 
(that may be addressed discreetly).  

 
2. Analysis of all rivers / lakes / wetlands and identification and subdivision into different 

‘Landscape Character Units’ that reflect different: 
 

 Water bodies (open to strongly channelised and static to highly mobile / dynamic 

 Land types reflecting the geomorphological characteristics of different locations 

 Vegetation cover and patterning 

 Land uses and patterning 
Such division is more likely occur in relation to river systems than other water bodies, as 
lakes and wetlands are more likely to be contained – both physically and visually – within 
a single catchment. Again using the Rakaia River as an example, this could result in 
separation into the following landscape character Units (as per the Canterbury Landscape 
Assessment:  eg: 
 

 The Upper Rakaia – alpine catch basins and tributaries to below Lake Coleridge 

 The Rakaia Gorge to below Mt Hutt 

 The Lower Rakaia to below Little Rakaia 

 The Rakaia estuary / lagoon at and near the River’s interface with the Pacific 
Ocean 

 
3. Initial analysis of each Landscape Character Area, employing criteria similar to those 

described below. Ideally this should involve one landscape experts or group experts 
addressing all water bodies within the individual region – to ensure consistency in the 
evaluation process and application of individual criteria to different rivers / lakes / 
wetlands. This initial, ‘first pass’ assessment does not set out to identify all outstanding 
freshwater bodies, but it does – like the draft Taranaki Study – set out to identify 
candidates for such status, subject to comparative evaluation at Stage Two.    
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Unlike Boffa Miskell’s Taranaki study, this report’s recommendations solely pertain to 
‘perceptions’ of river / lake / wetland characteristics and qualities: invisible changes (such 
as faecal coliform levels and deep sub-surface modification) are unlikely to register as 
components of the visual waterbody. Consequently, relevant variables might address the 
following: 

 
(a) THE PERCEIVED NATURALNESS OF THE RIVER FAIRWAY OR IMMEDIATE LAKE / 

WETLAND CATCHMENT:  
 
- taking into account: 

 Landform components, banks, islands, gravel braiding and other abiotic components – including 
any signs of disturbance and human incursion 

 Vegetative elements and characteristics – significantly correlated with the degree to which those 
components are regarded as native / endemic or exotic / weeds and their sequencing / 
patterning 

 Water elements and patterns – including any signs of modification due to structures or pollution 

 Transient elements – including the presence of wildlife, water level fluctuations 
 
 
(b) THE PERCEIVED NATURALNESS OF THE WIDER LANDSCAPE SETTING / 

CONTEXT:  
 

 Landforms – land types and variability  

 Vegetative elements and characteristics – including endemic value, sequence and patterning 

 Water elements and patterns – including any connections with other water bodies 

 Transient elements – including the presence of wildlife and climatic / weather, seasonal and 
daily variations that affect perceptions of the wider landscape 

 
 
(c) EXPRESSIVENESS & LEGIBILITY: 

 

 Articulation of key values associated with the water body’s wider landscape setting (eg. the 
upper Rakaia River as part of the Southern Alps, or the Avon River as an expression of the 
cultural landscape of central Christchurch) 

 Elements / features / formations that reveal the formative processes associated with the physical 
evolution of the water body (eg. the limestone arches at Oparara, Huka Falls, the ‘ox bows’ and 
meandering river profile of the Upper Taieri River, or the Buller and Rakaia Gorges) 

 The physical definition of the river fairway or lake / wetland catchment relative to its surrounds 
(in terms of topography, vegetation cover and types, or surrounding land uses) 

 Dynamic values – pertaining to the movement of water and its variability (eg. the ‘glassy’ quality 
of Lakes Hayes and Hawea or the turbulent waters / rapids of the Mokihinui and Mokau Rivers) 

 The fairway / catchment’s three dimensional structure and ‘layers’ (that entice viewers through 
them eg. the Oparara Arches or Lakes Ohakure and Whakamaru on the Waikato River) 

 
 
(d)  AESTHETIC / SCENIC VALUES: 

 Key components / features / qualities eg. water colour generated by the glacial flour in alpine 
lakes or the poplar and horse chestnut lined banks of the Avon River) 

 Experiential values – wildness / remoteness / ruggedness / isolation 

 Transient values (eg. the white herons of the Okarito Lagoon or the hydro-station induced 
variations in the flows of the Waikato River below Aratiatia or the varied sunlighting of Lake 
Wakatipu at different times of the day and year 

 The contrast / ‘challenge’ posed by the river / lake / wetland to its wider setting (in a positive 
sense) 

 The relative cohesion of elements within and around the fairway or catchment 

 The relative cohesion of the wider landscape that provides the context for the water body 

 
 
 
(e)  ASSOCIATIONS: 

 Shared and recognised values – locations known for their recreational value, scenic value / 
views, fishing / angling value or other reasons  
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 Places and sites of historical / heritage value 

 Places and sites of significance to Maori (recognised and subject to common knowledge or 
unspecified taonga)  

 
 

Each river / lake / wetland would be assessed in terms of these factors, in a similar 
fashion to Table 1 of the Taranaki study – employing a five step evaluation process. The 
following table provides an example of how such an assessment might be structured to 
accommodate the five-step evaluation. This process would involve investigating each 
factor before weighing up different outcomes and determining an overall rating for (in this 
instance) Aesthetic / Scenic Value:  
 

WAIKATO RIVER 
LANDSCAPE CHARACTER 

UNIT: 
ATTRIBUTES: EVALUATIVE FACTORS: EVALUATION: 

(3) Lake Ohakuri To          
Lake Maraetai 

Aesthetic / Scenic Value Key components / features 
1.  Very little definition / positive contrast, few obvious values, little cohesion 

2.  Limited definition / positive contrast, limited values, low level of cohesion 

3.  Modest level of definition / positive contrast, some values, moderate level of cohesion 

4.  High level of definition / positive contrast, apparent values, high level of cohesion 

5.  Very high level of definition / positive contrast, very notable values & high level of cohesion 

Experiential values 

Transient values 

Contrast to wider setting 

‘Internal’ cohesion 

‘External’ cohesion OVERALL RATING (Very Low To Very High): LOW 

KEY ATTRIBUTES: 
 Sinuous, well defined river fairway; 
 Well articulated three dimensional corridor with a marked sense of enticement and interest generated by this definition; 
 Strong contrast with pastoral farmland and production forestry flanking the river and lakes  

KEY DETRACTORS: 
 Few features of note due to prevalence of production forestry and pasture along river / lake margins 
 Limited sense of remoteness and wildness due to hydro-electric dam / substation infrastructure 
 No obvious transient values 
 Little cohesion ‘internally’ due to production forestry and pasture down to lake margins 
 Limited cohesion in relation to wider setting due to the contrast of the lake / river bodies with production forestry (especially) and farmland  

 
 

 
STAGE 2. THE ‘FIRST PASS’ OR THRESHOLD ASSESSMENT 
 
All water bodies that rate consistently ‘High’ – “4” out of “5” on the five step ‘ladder – or Very High 
(“5”) in relation to at least one category, would be subject to further examination. This second tier 
process would involve: 
 

A) An overall rating for each waterway / body based on either a single evaluation – ie. with 
the entire river / lake / wetland being addressed as one Landscape Character Unit – or 
with multiple evaluations being undertaken for that waterway / body.  

This process would use the findings of the Landscape Character Unit evaluation(s) to 
identify the key characteristics of each waterway / body. Although this exercise would 
involve examining the ratings for each set of ‘attributes’ – (a) to (e) – it also requires 
judgments to be made about the relative importance of different attributes in looking at the 
river / lake / wetland as whole.  

The following table (overleaf) provides an example of how this might be undertaken: 
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WAIKATO RIVER 

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER 
UNIT: 

ATTRIBUTES: RATINGS: KEY CHARACTERISTICS & OVERALL EVALUATION: 

(1) Lake Taupo to 
Huka Falls 

Naturalness – Water Body High  Strongly articulated river form – etched into surrounding terrain 
 Strong 3 dimensional attraction (draws / entices viewer into river corridor) 
 Contrast with Taupo settlement and surrounding farmland / forestry 
 Dynamic, channelised water area / surface 
 Fluctuating river levels below Aratiatia 
 Limited transient values 

Naturalness - Setting Low 

Expressiveness & Legibility High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values Moderate 

Associations Low 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): MODERATE 

(2) Huka Falls Naturalness – Water Body Very High  Iconic NZ spectacle and tourist feature with well developed DOC viewpoints and facilities 
 Dramatic waterfall and entry chute 
 High level of enclosure and definition of river corridor 
 Contrast with placid river chamber above the falls 
 Lodge on river banks above waterfall – attractive and well integrated into natural setting 
 

Naturalness - Setting High 

Expressiveness & Legibility Very High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values Very High  

Associations Low 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): VERY HIGH 

(3) Lake Ohakuri To          
Lake Maraetai 

Naturalness – Water Body Moderate  Very well articulated river / lake channel within an attractively meandering corridor 
 Strong landforms and pine forest contain the river body – with the karst landforms around 

Lake Whakamaru especially prominent 
 Strong 3 dimensional attraction (draws / entices viewer into river / lake corridor) 
 Placid lake water areas that provide an immediate point of focus and attention 
 Strong recreational appeal 
 Geothermal stations near Wairakei provide a point of interest 
 Significant detractions include: residential development at Ohakuri, hydro-electric villages and 

infrastructure 
 Marked impact of production forestry: areas of harvesting, homogeneity and unnatural 

patterning down to river / lake edge 
 Pastoral farmland also limits naturalness 

Naturalness - Setting Low 

Expressiveness & Legibility High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values Moderate 

Associations Moderate 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): MODERATE 

(4) Lake Waipapa Naturalness – Water Body Very High  Very well articulated river / lake channel within an attractively meandering corridor 
 Strong landforms and pine forest contain the river body 
 Strong 3 dimensional attraction (draws / entices viewer into river / lake corridor) 
 Placid lake water areas that provide an immediate focus of attention 
 Framing of the water area by native forest / Bush enhances the naturalness of the river system 
 Strong (related) experiential values: wildness, remoteness 
 Significant detractions include hydro-electric village and infrastructure 

Naturalness - Setting High 

Expressiveness & Legibility Very High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values Very High 

Associations Low 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): VERY HIGH 

(5) Arapuni to 
Hamilton City 

Naturalness – Water Body Moderate  Very well articulated river / lake channel within a varied corridor 
 Strong landforms contain the river body 
 Strong 3 dimensional attraction (draws / entices viewer into river / lake corridor) 
 Placid lake water areas that provide an immediate focus of attention 
 Strong recreational appeal – notably the rowing centre at Lake Karapiro 
 Extensive pastoral farmland extending down to the lake / river margins limits its naturalness 
 Sporadic impact of production forestry: areas of harvesting, homogeneity and unnatural 

patterning down to river / lake edge 

 Impact of transmission corridors near Lakes Karapiro and Arapuni 

Naturalness - Setting Low 

Expressiveness & Legibility High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values High 

Associations Moderate 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): MODERATE 

(6) Hamilton City Naturalness – Water Body Moderate  Strongly articulated river form – etched into surrounding terrain and cityscape 
 Strong 3 dimensional attraction (draws / entices viewer into river corridor) 
 Very marked contrast with suburban Hamilton and the central city 
 A core feature of the city with well articulated open spaces, walkways, etc near river corridor 

(including Hamilton Gardens) 
 Bridge crossing of the Waikato River are also a signature feature of the City 
 The river corridor is a repository of natural remnants that ‘challenges’ the urban fabric of the 

city in a positive manner 
 Dynamic, channelised water area / surface 
 Historic trading route and point of access to the central North Island  

Naturalness - Setting Very Low 

Expressiveness & Legibility High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values High 

Associations High 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): HIGH 
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LANDSCAPE CHARACTER 
UNIT: 

ATTRIBUTES: RATINGS: KEY CHARACTERISTICS & OVERALL EVALUATION: 

(7) Rototuna to 
Akaakaaka 

Naturalness – Water Body High  Very well articulated river / lake channel within a varied corridor 
 Strong landforms contain much of the river body, while the increasing breadth of the river 

fairway and its water area increasingly accommodates islands below Meremere 
 The river provides a point of focus in views from SH1 and elsewhere 
 Remnant stands of kahikatea forest are evident near Meremere, Mercer and Tuakau 
 The river is linked to the Whangamarino Wetland (RAMSAR site) near Meremere  
 Extensive pastoral farmland extending down to the lake / river margins limits its naturalness 
 Sporadic impact of production forestry: areas of harvesting, homogeneity and unnatural 

patterning down to river / lake edge 

 Historic focus for the Maori King Movement (focused on Ngaruawahia) and a major early  
trading route 

Naturalness - Setting Low 

Expressiveness & Legibility High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values Moderate 

Associations Very High 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): HIGH 

(8) Port Waikato Naturalness – Water Body Moderate  Broad, meandering river profile is notable for its marginal islands and stands of kahikatea forest 

 Linked to the broad plains around Tuakau and Akaaka 

 Very prominent dune formations and spit at the mouth of the river 

 Expansive river / estuary mouth and bar 

 A swathe of farmland both north and south of the river limits its overall naturalness 

 The river contrasts markedly with the small beach settlement of Port Waikato and the Maioro Sand Mine (on 
the northern side of the river mouth)  

 A key gateway to the dramatic West Coast landscape of the Northern Waikato 

Naturalness - Setting Low 

Expressiveness & Legibility High 

Aesthetic / Scenic Values High 

Associations Low 

 UNIT  RATING (Very Low To Very High): HIGH 

SUMMARY: 
Running for some 425 kilometres from the eastern slopes of Mount Ruapehu and the Tongariro River system, before entering Lake Taupo (NZ’s largest lake), then draining into the hill country of 
Taupo and Otorohanga Districts, before bisecting the Waikato Plains, the Waikato River is NZ’s longest inland waterway. It is both a major feature in its own right and a key component of the many 
North island landscapes that it passes through, including: Mounts Ruapehu and Tongariro; Lakes Taupo, Ohakuri, Whakamaru, Arapuni and Karapiro; Hooker Falls, Orakei Korako, the Titirangi 
Range, the Whangamarino Wetlands and its mouth at Port Waikato. Many of the River’s margins are highly modified – especially near Taupo / Wairakei, Hamilton, Cambridge and from 
Ngaruawahia to Mercer – and it is interrupted by hydro-electric power projects at 8 locations. Even so, the River’s highly expressive and legible water course, together with areas of dramatic 
geomorphic down-cutting (as at Huka Falls), karst margins (Wakamaru), and – in places – forested banks are highly evocative of the Region’s natural heritage. It often remains a key ‘repository’ of 
naturalness / natural character and aesthetic appeal amid landscapes that have been subject to decades of native forest clearance, farming activities, production forestry and urban development. 
Additionally, it is both a scenic focal-point and a key passive / active recreation resource, particularly so around Hamilton, Cambridge and lake Karapiro.  
 
Although much of this focus falls on the actual river course, it serves to structure the landscape around it and connects with other physical components that are highly important in terms of the wider 
landscape’s character and value. Thus, most of Hamilton’s gully systems comprise a network of passive open spaces linked to the River’s margins. Upstream, its course is frequently defined by 
remnant stands of bush that stands against a ‘tide’ of pasture and pine forest, while around Whangamarino / Meremere, Tuakau and Motuieke Island, its margins are often marked by tall stands of 
kahikatea. This concentration of residual natural elements around the Waikato River reinforces both the public focus on it and its perceived biophysical / natural heritage significance. Consequently, 
even though current development around (even across parts of) the River disrupts some of its physical continuity and visual cohesion / unity at specific locations, it remains highly important as a 
whole.  
 
For iwi too, and in particular Tainui, the River also has significant meaning. The name Waikato comes from the Māori term ‘flowing water’ and with Turangawaewae sitting on the banks of the River 
at Ngaruawahia, it is clear that the Waikato River is inextricably linked to both Tainui’s mana and history. For both Maori and early European colonists, it has also served as both a critically 
important  communications and transport link. During the land wars between colonial and Māori kingitanga forces during 1863-64, a number of significant battles were fought close to the river, with 
supplies to the colonial troops and militia provided by the “Waikato Flotilla” run by Francis Cadell.  

 WATER BODY RATING (Very Low To Very High): HIGH 

 

B) The final stage of the evaluation process would involve comparative assessment of all 
‘candidate waterways / bodies’ within a region - having regard to both the overall ratings 
for each waterway / body and the key landscape attributes associated with each 
‘candidate’.  Although another table or assessment matrix might help to summarise the 
results of this process, the sort of tabular comparison shown above would not be central 
to this comparative process.  

Rather, it is anticipated that each river / lake / wetland ‘candidate’ would need to be 
examined in terms of their: 

 

 Overall ratings and just how those ratings appear to correlate with the concept of a 
truly exemplary, remarkable and outstanding water body at the regional level. 

 The degree to which each water body enhances the identity and sense of place of 
the region in question. 

 The degree to which each water body enhances New Zealand’s identity and sense 
of place. 

 Level of public exposure and profile – related to scenic and recreational values.  
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mount_Ruapehu
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tongariro_River
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/M%C4%81ori_language
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mana
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Early_naval_vessels_of_New_Zealand#Waikato_Flotilla
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Unfortunately, these are not matters that can be specified at a theoretical level. In Boffa 
Miskell’s Taranaki study only those freshwater systems that rated Very High in all respects 
were identified as being ‘outstanding’; yet, intuitively, this seems like an overly prescriptive 
and linear approach to evaluation. Certainly, it doesn’t accommodate aberrations – those 
special and exceptional waterways / bodies that might well attain less than stellar ratings 
in some regards, yet which remain critically important in terms of both regional identities 
and NZ’s tourism industry.  
 
For much the same reason, I need to reiterate my concerns about the appropriateness of 
employing a percentage cut-off to set the ‘outstanding’ threshold. Scenic preferences and 
evaluation are highly subjective matters and a numeric threshold would ignore the reality 
that some regions within NZ retain a greater preponderance of spectacular natural 
landscapes than most others. This concentration of freshwater (and other) resources in 
some areas – like the West Coast Region – is hardly surprising and it remains critical in 
terms of the wider national identity and visitor appeal. In other words, the bar should 
remain the same (or as close as possible to the same) irrespective of the region being 
addressed.    
 
For all of these reasons, it is strongly recommended that the last stage of the evaluation 
process remains open to more subjective interpretation and comparison by the same 
experts who have undertaken the examination of individual rivers / lakes / wetlands. 
Although public input, via focus groups or other targeted engagement with the wider 
community, might help in this regard, the research undertaken by Swaffield and 
Fairweather (p.1) shows that generic responses to different types of landscape are 
remarkably consistent throughout most of NZ. On the other hand, locally known 
landscapes can either be exceptionally endorsed or shunned as a result of that familiarity. 
Such biases need to be avoided if at all possible.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

Stephen Brown   
BTP, Dip LA, Fellow NZILA 
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Landcare Research would greatly value your views on this project and our service delivery to 
you and your organisation. We would appreciate it if you would take a few moments to fill 
out this brief survey then return it to the address below. Your feedback will help us improve 
our project management and delivery, and service relationships. 

The form can be returned to us by email to clientfeedback@landcareresearch.co.nz  

Your organisation:   

Project Title (or Report Title):  

 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

The project delivered is what we needed.  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

As the client, I felt involved in and 
consulted on the project from the start. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

I was kept in the loop about the progress of 
the project, including any issues or delays. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Any issues I raised or input I provided were 
dealt with in a responsive way.  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

The project was delivered on time.  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

The project met our quality standards. ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

What impressed you most about this project? 

 

What improvements do you suggest for future projects? 

 

Additional comments? 
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Summary  

 Objective 

The purpose of this document is to provide guidance around the criteria that can be used to 
identify outstanding freshwater bodies (OFWB) from a kaupapa Māori perspective and a 
methodology for applying these criteria.   

 Mātauranga Māori 

Māori values and principles form the heart of many Māori frameworks and models, and 
provide a basis for kaupapa Māori assessment, evaluation, decision-making, and natural 
resource management. In terms of natural resource management, whakapapa is useful for 
identifying values associated with place that can help inform the assessment of outstanding 
freshwater bodies. 

 Māori Values Framework for OFWB  

The framework presented in this report is derived from work produced by Landcare Research 
for Auckland Council’s Wai Ora Wai Māori Tāmaki Makaurau Auckland’s Freshwater 
Programme. The framework is informed by the literature and the values put forward in the 
NPS freshwater. Maori freshwater values have been categorised into three types of values  

 Economic,  

 Physical, and 

 Metaphysical. 

A Māori Values Framework for Freshwater presents a set of 16 values categorised by 
economic, physical and metaphysical that can be applied to the OFWB context. An 
explanation for each value is provided in the sections below.  

Each value can be assessed using a mix of dichotomous choice (e.g. AE/KAO) along with 
qualitative scale data used in the Cultural Health Index, the Mauriometer and other Likert-
type scales such as Pai Rawa (Outstanding) to Aue (Very poor). The Likert-type scale is 
useful as it converts subjective assessment into relative scores. Each potential outstanding 
water body can then be assessed for each attribute and aggregated to determine the 
significance of a potential outstanding water body from a kaupapa Māori perspective.  

The Likert-type scale data matrix ought to be augmented with narrative korero to add another 
layer of detail to the assessment. An additional summary comment to the Likert-type scale 
signifying the importance of a potential OFWB, drawing upon narratives reflecting the 
historical and metaphysical connection that iwi/hapū may have to that water body (e.g. 
whakatauki\proverbial sayings) would fulfil this expectation. 
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 Recommendations 

This report has presented a Māori values freshwater framework that is informed by: the 
literature on generic Māori values; Tāmaki Makaurau focused freshwater values; and the 
additional national values from the NPS. This is by no means the complete set of Māori 
values for OFWB but nonetheless provides a starting point for mana whenua to build upon 
and add to. The intent in developing the framework has been to identify qualitative attributes 
and measures to provide a robust and holistic data set that will help elucidate the challenge of 
assessing OFWB.  

We reiterate the qualitative nature of the data, raising the expectation that an adequate level 
of collaboration with iwi/hapū is required to determine the threshold for an outstanding fresh 
water body utilising the proposed Māori freshwater values framework by Awatere et al. 
(2015). That is, we recommend that entities developing policy for OFWB work closely with 
iwi/hapū to identify the significant\outstanding freshwater body utilising both quantitative 
and qualitative data. 
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1 Introduction 

The purpose of this document is to provide guidance around the criteria that can be used to 
identify OFWBs from a kaupapa Māori perspective and a methodology for applying these 
criteria. For this document we are dealing exclusively with the values of Māori, iwi and hapū 
and is not inclusive of the non-Māori cultural values of Aotearoa. This report focuses on 
kaupapa Māori (Maori focused) values that ought to underpin any outstanding freshwater 
bodies policy. This report is derived from work produced for Auckland Council’s Wai Ora 
Wai Māori Tāmaki Makaurau, Auckland’s Freshwater Programme (Awatere et al. 2015a). 

2 Literature Review 

A number of key documents have reviewed Māori freshwater values (Harmsworth & 
Awatere 2012a; Nelson & Tipa 2012; Tipa & Nelson 2012; Awatere et al. 2013a; Awatere & 
Harmsworth 2014; Smitheren 2014; Te Rangi 2015; Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 2015). The 
outstanding freshwater bodies (OFWB) attributes and measures presented in this report are 
informed by the many Māori frameworks, models and values from these key documents. 

A common view expressed in the literature is that all water begins as a sacred gift from the 
Atua to sustain life. Conversely, all waters have their own mauri or life force that is imbued 
by the Atua. The Waitangi Tribunal (1993) found that waterways could be expressed in a 
number of ways from iwi to iwi and rohe to rohe. However, a common theme among all iwi 
is the holistic view that water encompasses economic, biophysical (tangible) and 
metaphysical values. A holistic view for managing freshwater that is informed by this 
ideology is presented below.As a useful starting point, we explore the core value of 
whakapapa that is essential for informing the attributes and measures of OFWB. 

2.1 Whakapapa – A cultural connection to place and resources 

To confirm value, Māori commonly begin by reaffirming cultural connection and relationship 
to a place, or a resource, and articulate and describe particular resources and places that are 
‘highly valued’. This usually starts through giving whakapapa, for example, connection can 
use recitals of ancestral lineage, stories, narratives, verse, songs, which together validate: 

 A tangible connection to the resource (e.g. whakapapa) 

 A metaphysical\spiritual attachment to the resource (e.g. wairua and mauri) 

 An economic use of the resource (e.g. mahinga kai) 

Māori recognise the interrelatedness and the interdependence of all things in the world. 
Whakapapa is an integral part of all traditional Māori institutions and is a major determinant 
of rights to use, access, and manage natural resources (Mahuika 1998). The implementation 
of whakapapa is through kaitiakitanga – the expression of a two-way relationship that 
involves obligations to give, receive and repay (Kawharu 2000). The role of tangata kaitiaki 
(resource manager) reflects the individual and collective role to safeguard ngā taonga tuku 
iho (those treasures that have been passed down ) for present and future generations 
(Minhinnick 1989; Crengle 1993; James 1993; Tomas 1994; Kawharu 2000). 
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2.2 Tangible Values for Freshwater 

Māori values can be expressed in the physical environment in tangible geographic locations 
and in flora, fauna and associated habitats (Harmsworth 1997, 1998). These may include for 
example: 

 Wāhi tapu – traditionally referred to sites or places of ritual constraint or 
prohibition, and is defined as “a place sacred to Māori in the traditional, 
spiritual, religious, or mythological sense” and generally used to acknowledge 
sacred sites; includes urupā – burial sites 

 Wāhi tupuna or wāhi taonga – can include ancestral sites, sites of significance, 
including historic pā sites, tracks (ara), kāinga (settlements), marae, rock 
carvings, mahinga kai, cave areas, archaeological sites, tohu (features, marks), 
traditional occupation sites, rock formations, significant stands of forest or trees, 
etc. 

 Mahinga kai – areas, habitats, and locations where food of any sort is gathered, 
grown or hunted, including forests, wetlands or swamps, lakes, rivers, 
cultivatable soils, etc. 

 Taonga – culturally significant species, such as fish, animals, birds, plants, etc. 
(e.g. Tuna, koura, kōaro, kanakana, kākahi, kererū, tī kōuka, kuta, raupō, 
harakeke, pīngao, kiekie, pipi).  

2.3 Metaphysical values for freshwater 

Māori have developed frameworks and classifications to understand, inform, regulate, 
restrict, and manage parts of their natural and spiritual environment. These have been 
represented through an understanding of cultural values. Several degrees of water purity were 
recognised by Māori, and separate sources of water were used for different purposes. An 
understanding of these terms is highly relevant in the development of indicators and measures 
for metaphysical Māori freshwater values. A general classification of metaphysical values for 
freshwater was adapted from Douglas (1984): 

Waiora is the purest form of water, such as rainwater. It is the spiritual and physical 
expression of Ranginui’s (sky father) long desire to be reunited with Papatūānuku 
(earth mother). Pure water is termed “te waiora a tane” and to Māori it contains the 
source of life and well-being. Contact with Papatūānuku gives it purity as water for 
human consumption and for ritual. Traditional water could only remain pure without 
being mixed and was protected by ritual prayer. Traditionally waiora had the potential 
to give life, sustain well-being, and counteract evil.  

Waitapu sacred water used in rituals. Rituals used running water, sometimes termed 
wai matua o Taupapa (virgin water as it flows from the earth). Water was applied using 
certain plants, not human-made vessels.   

Waipuna – generally pure spring water that comes from the ground (e.g. hillside or 
underground springs). 
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Wai māori – water becomes wai māori when it comes into unprotected contact with 
human beings (e.g. running streams, lakes). It therefore becomes normal, usual or 
ordinary, and no longer has any particularly sacred associations. Wai māori is often 
used to describe water that is running or unrestrained, or water that is clear or pure. Wai 
māori has a mauri (which is generally benevolent) and was controlled by ritual.  

Waiwera – hot water used for healing purposes, bathing, recreation. 

Wai whakaheke tūpāpaku – water burial sites. 

Waikino – literally means bad or impure water (e.g. stagnant pools); often associated 
with past events, polluted or contaminated water.   

Waimate – water that has lost its mauri or life force. Mate is associated with death, and 
waimate may have been used in places of contamination and tapu, historic battles, dead, 
damaged or polluted water, where water has lost the power to rejuvenate itself or other 
living things. Waimate, like waikino, has the potential to cause ill fortune, 
contamination or distress to the mauri of other living or spiritual objects, including 
people, their kai or their agriculture. The subtle difference between waikino and 
waimate seems to be based on a continued existence of mauri (albeit damaged) in the 
former, and its total loss in the latter. Waimate also has geographical meaning – to 
denote sluggish water, a backwater to a mainstream or tidal area – but in this sense the 
waimate retains its mauri. 

Traditionally, each body of water was considered to have its own source of life, its own 
mauri. If the mauri of one body of water came into contact with another, both were placed at 
risk and the ecosystem equilibrium was disturbed (Durie 1994). The mixing of water or the 
separation or division of natural systems can markedly affect and decrease the mauri in many 
places. Rivers or streams flowing into one another, into a lake, or into a harbour or estuary, 
are often assessed with different mauri. That mauri is either assigned to specific parts of a 
river, stream, or lake, or applied to the whole ecosystem. Māori environmental concepts 
therefore focus on keeping specific parts of the natural environment pure, unpolluted, and 
connected. These concepts recognise that mauri can be sustained and enhanced to some 
extent through the actions of kaitiakitanga. This holistic approach is used to identify where a 
problem originates and determine what is or is not achievable, in practical terms.  

2.4 Economic values for Freshwater 

The NPS has identified a number of contemporary economic values that have been 
influenced by ideologies concerning economic development from a neo-liberal economic 
perspective. These values reflect the context that economic activities are carried out within 
the diverse realities of Māori from potential partners in energy production through to active 
members of the primary production sector. The economic values identified by Awatere et al. 
(2015) are: 

 Mahi Ahu Whenua – Agricultural production (replaces Irrigation in the NPS), 

 Mahi Māra – Horticultural production, and 

 He Au Pūtea – Economic growth. 
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An additional economic value: He Ara Haere – Navigational routes is also included in the 
NPS. In the past iwi\hapū used waterways to transport goods to market (McCan 2001) and 
waterways provided essential links to isolated communities such as the upper reaches of the 
Whanganui River (Waitangi Tribunal 1999). In recent times, tira hoe waka (paddling groups) 
carry out river based activities that help re-connect whānau and hapū with ngā awa tipuna 
(ancestral waterways) through interactive journeys on the river.  

3 Māori Freshwater Values Framework 

Awatere et al. (2015) developed a Māori Freshwater Values Framework primarily based on 
the additional national values of the NPS which are kaupapa Māori influenced. This base set 
of values was extended upon through the inclusion of relevant values for Tāmaki Makaurau 
identified through the literature. The report focuses on identifying mana whenua values 
relevant to Tāmaki Makaurau and their associated attributes but can be applied to OFWB. 

Awatere et al. (2015) categorised Maori freshwater values into three types of values  

 Economic: those values concerned with improving the utility/well-being of 
Māori. These values have been drawn from the NPS additional values. 
Measures and attributes have been informed by the work of Awatere et al. 
(2014) where an approach for evaluating holistic Māori economic development 
was developed,  

 Physical: values dependent on a physical location such as a site of significance 
or food gathering area (Harmsworth 1997, 1998), and 

 Metaphysical: Values based on Māori classifications of freshwater, informed in 
part by Douglas (1984). 

Figure 1 presents a set of 16 values categorised by economic, physical and metaphysical that 
can be applied to the OFWB context. An explanation for each value is provided in the 
sections below. This is by no means the complete set of values for OFWB but nonetheless 
provides a starting point for mana whenua to build upon and add to. The intent in developing 
the framework has been to identify qualitative attributes and measures to provide a robust and 
holistic data set that will help elucidate the challenge of assessing OFWBs.  
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Figure 1: A Framework for Māori Freshwater Values, Attributes and Measures 
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The qualitative attributes for each freshwater value were grouped into three sub-categories: 

 Regulating attributes 

 State of mauri 

 Whakapapa – interconnectivity 

The regulating attributes are primarily concerned with those activities that can be managed 
through human interaction, such as ceremonies, access to sites, and the transfer of knowledge 
from one generation to another. These attributes reflect the natural world around us that we 
experience with our senses. The state of mauri attributes refers to kaupapa Māori based tools 
like the Cultural Health Index (CHI) and the Mauriometer that are more likely to qualitatively 
assess in a meaningful manner progress towards or away from culturally appropriate 
outcomes. An additional set of attributes is based on the notion of whakapapa – 
interconnectivity. This set of attributes provides flexibility for the development of location-
specific attributes. The previous sets of attributes are quite generic; in contrast, whakapapa-
based attributes enable mana whenua to determine attributes that are suitable to the ecology 
with which they have a close affinity. To manage freshwater we have identified three 
whakapapa-based attributes: 

 Presence of tipua – metaphysical/supernatural phenomena 

 Presence of kaitiaki – e.g. key species of plants or animals 

 Other tohu – indicators based on stories, narratives, verse, songs (e.g. 
whakatauki, mōteatea, pepeha, waiata, korero, mātauranga, and ngā kupu). 

The measures used in this framework are primarily dichotomous choice (e.g. AE/KAO) along 
with qualitative scale data used in the CHI and other Likert-type scales such as Pai Rawa 
(Outstanding) to Aue (Very Poor). As a starting point, dichotomous choice measures have 
mostly been selected based on the view that these measures may be developed further by 
mana whenua and reflect increasing complexity with the potential adaption of scale.  

Because the type of evaluation required is qualitative and based on subjective assessment it 
would require determining the relative size or degree of difference between the value 
judgements of each assessor. The Likert-type scale would be appropriate in this case because 
it converts subjective assessment into relative scores. However there can be difficulty in 
aggregating quantitative measures based on subjectivity and values judgement. This can be 
overcome to some degree by achieving consistency in standards, particularly in the way each 
attribute is measured and evaluated. If such a process and evaluation system was adopted 
each assessor could use a scoring system, such as that based on the Likert-type scale (0-5 – 
very poor\aue =0, poor = 1, pōhara\barely acceptable = 2, āhua pai\okay = 3, ka pai\good = 4, 
pai rawa\outstanding = 5) which gives rating categories. Each potential outstanding water 
body can then be assessed for each attribute and aggregated to determine the significance of a 
potential outstanding water body from a kaupapa Māori perspective.  

We reiterate the qualitative nature of the data, raising the expectation that an adequate level 
of collaboration with iwi/hapū is required to determine the threshold for an outstanding fresh 
water body utilising the proposed Māori freshwater values framework by Awatere et al. 
(2015). That is, we recommend that entities developing policy for OFWB work closely with 
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iwi/hapū to identify the significant\outstanding freshwater body utilising both quantitative 
and qualitative data. 

The Likert-type scale data matrix ought to be augmented with narrative korero to add another 
layer of detail to the assessment. An additional summary comment to the Likert-type scale 
signifying the importance of a potential OFWB, drawing upon narratives reflecting the 
historical and metaphysical connection that iwi/hapū may have to that water body (e.g. 
whakatauki\proverbial sayings) would fulfil this expectation. 

Sixteen proposed Māori freshwater values are presented by Awatere et al. (2015) through a 
series of hierarchical diagrams identifying each value’s attributes and measures. This series 
of diagrams focuses on presenting the qualitative attributes for each freshwater value. A 
description of the different types of values presented by Awatere et al. (2015) along with an 
example of how these attributes could be assessed is provided below for each type of Māori 
value (metaphysical, physical and economic). 

3.1 Metaphysical Values 

Traditionally, Māori have a whole range of states for water. Four generic states considered 
relevant for assessing OFWB include: 

 Waiora – pure water (Figure ), 

 Waitapu – sacred water (Error! Reference source not found.), 

 Wai māori – drinking water (Error! Reference source not found.), and 

 Waikino – polluted water (Error! Reference source not found.). 
 
This section is only concerned with those water statuses that can be managed by humans. 
Waimate is outside the scope of this report as we are concerned with freshwater, or water that 
still has a mauri. Waimate has lost its mauri and cannot be restored. 
 
Key attributes for the metaphysical values include: 

 Avoiding the mixing of mauri from other types of water, e.g. mixing waikino 
with wai māori is an obvious condition that impacts negatively on human health 
and well-being, and  

 The ability to carry out rituals and ceremonies  

 

A metaphysical example - Waiora and its attributes and measures is provided below. 
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Figure 2: Waiora/Pure Water – Qualitative attributes and measures/indicators 
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3.2 Physical Values 

Physical values are dependent on a physical location such as a site of significance or food 
gathering area and may include: 

 Mahinga kai – areas, habitats, and locations where food of any sort is gathered, 
grown or hunted, including forests, wetlands or swamps, lakes, rivers, 
cultivatable soils, etc. 

o Taonga – Culturally significant species, such as fish, animals, birds, plants, 
etc. (e.g. Tuna, koura, kōaro, kanakana, kākahi, kererū, tī kōuka, kuta, 
raupō, harakeke, pīngao, kiekie, pipi).  

 Waiwera – hot water used for healing purposes, bathing, and recreation. 

 Wai Tākaro – recreational areas as defined by mana whenua but may include 
areas for waka ama etc. 

 Wāhi tīpuna or wāhi taonga – can include ancestral sites, sites of significance, 
including historic pā sites, tracks (ara), kāinga (settlements), marae, rock 
carvings, mahinga kai, cave areas, archaeological sites, tohu (features, marks), 
traditional occupation sites, rock formations, significant stands of forest or trees, 
etc. 

 Wāhi tapu – traditionally referred to sites or places of ritual constraint or 
prohibition, and is defined as “a place sacred to Māori in the traditional, 
spiritual, religious, or mythological sense” and generally used to acknowledge 
sacred sites; Includes urupā – burial sites 

 Waipuna – generally pure spring water that comes from the ground (e.g. hillside 
or underground springs 

 Te Hauora o te Taiao – Literally means ecosystem health and is an additional 
national value. The attributes used here reflect the qualitative nature of 
ecosystem health and can be linked to a catchment or sub-catchment. 

 

A physical example – Mahinga Kai and its attributes and measures is provided below. 
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Figure 2: Mahinga Kai – Qualitative Attributes, and Measures/Indicators 
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3.3 Economic 

The economic values identified for the Māori Freshwater Values Framework have been 
primarily derived from the NPS freshwater: 

 Mahi Ahu Whenua – Agriculture (replaces Irrigation in the NPS), 

 Mahi Māra – Horticulture, 

 He Ara Haere – Navigational routes, and 

 He Au Pūtea – Economic growth. 
 

These values have been grouped together based on their attributes of providing utility/well-
being to humans from engaging in the activity they describe. He Au Pūtea attributes are based 
on three core Māori values and principles (Ngā Pou Herenga) developed by Awatere et al. 
(2015b): 

 Kaitiakitanga – Māori sustainable resource management (not the same as 
guardianship as there is an element of active use based on whakapapa and the 
ability of securing an access and use right to the resource). 

 Manaakitanga – reflects reciprocity of actions to: the environment, the wider 
community, to iwi/hapū, and other people. 

 Whakatipu Rawa – concerned with growing the asset base, retention of Māori 
owned resources and effective use of these resources for beneficiaries and future 
generations. 

These principles align with but are not proxies for economic, social, and environmental well-
being. They represent alternative ideologies for well-being, are used in natural resource 
management planning, and have been adapted here for collective asset management 
(Harmsworth 1997; Tāmaki Regional Mana Whenua Forum 2007; Jefferies & Kennedy 
2009; Awatere et al. 2010). 

 

An economic example – He Ara Haere\Navigation and its attributes and measures is provided 
below. 
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Figure 3: He Ara Haere – Qualitative Attributes, and Measures/Indicators 
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4 Collaborative Planning 

Māori and local authorities have made huge strides in developing and fostering positive 
working relationships, particularly since the passing of the Resource Management Act in 
1991. However, despite 20 years of progress there still remains a high degree of frustration 
over the limited representation of Māori perspectives and knowledge in natural resource 
planning and policy formation. Co-planning indicates an advanced state of the collaborative 
process and very few examples of collaborative planning exist in New Zealand. 

Awatere et al. (2013b) identified four key qualities for successful co-planning:  

 positive relationships between mana whenua, property developers and local 
government;  

 access to quality information like mātauranga Māori based assessments like the 
cultural health index and cultural impact assessments;  

 recognising the innovative features of mātauranga Māori e.g. landscape design 
based on Māori motifs and patterns; and 

 developing the technical planning capability and capacity for mana whenua to 
participate in planning processes. 

Awatere and Harmsworth (2012b) found that there is a clear need for direct and effective 
involvement of mana whenua in the sustainable management of freshwater and stronger 
provision for mana whenua engagement as kaitiaki. They identified a number of approaches 
to achieve effective co-planning including: 

 improving the resourcing of iwi/hapū capacity through pre-loading of 
anticipated outcomes from Treaty of Waitangi settlements;  

 documenting Māori interests and values; following good practice guidelines on 
collaboration and engagement outlined in the Regional Policy Statement and 
Māori values framework papers;  

 undertaking collaborative projects such as joint restoration efforts of waterways;  

 using kaupapa Māori based planning frameworks such as Te Kōhao o te Ngira 
and iwi management plans to identify cultural values, interests, issues and 
outcomes. 

It is critical that the processes for mana whenua (decision making authority) to work together; 
to work with local and central government; and with wider stakeholders to help develop an 
assessment process for OFWB.  

Another critical step during the collaborative planning processes is to recognise that mana 
whenua are more than just stakeholders, and have valuable contributions to make within 
collaborative planning processes for natural resources. A conceptual framework is presented 
in Figure 4 that promotes the idea of a Treaty of Waitangi partnership for developing the 
Hauraki Marine Spatial Plan. At the core of the framework from Figure 4 are key Treaty of 
Waitangi principles, including reciprocity (recognition of the essential bargain), 
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rangatiratanga (authority, self-determination), shared decision-making, partnership, active 
protection, and ōritetanga (mutual benefit, the right of development and redress).  

Local Government recognise the delegated authority from the Crown to enact the principles 
of the Treaty of Waitangi including the principle of partnership – the duty to interact in good 
faith and in the nature of a partnership. A meaningful partnership will provide opportunities 
for mana whenua to effectively participate in all planning processes from work streams to the 
Project Steering Group. Therefore, it is important to have empowered, well-resourced and 
well-informed mana whenua contributions at those core processes of collaborative plans, 
particularly the work streams where ideas are vetted prior to their inclusion into the Plan. 
Figure 4 proposes the inclusion of an mātauranga Māori based work stream. It is within this 
context that the discussions around mana whenua contributions take place for each work 
stream considered by the plan. 

 

Figure 4: Conceptual framework for collaborative planning 

However, some caution is required when exploring the potential for integrating mātauranga 
Māori into freshwater planning. Mātauranga Māori is context specific and it would be 
difficult to apply a generic assessment framework at local scales (Awatere et al. 2013b; 
Harmsworth et al. 2013; Robb 2014) such as rules for harvesting from mahinga kai or access 
to wāhi tapu/taonga. However, there are certain elements and processes that if adhered to can 
lead to the effective incorporation of mātauranga Māori into planning (Tipa 2010; Awatere et 
al. 2013b; Harmsworth et al. 2013; Awatere & Harmsworth 2014). However, a genuine 
attempt at recognising kaitiakitanga in planning will consider the worldview of iwi/hapū 
together with the sustainability goals of local authorities. 
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5 Conclusion & Recommendation 

This report has presented a Māori values freshwater framework that is informed by: the 
literature on generic Māori values; Tāmaki Makaurau focused freshwater values; and the 
additional national values from the NPS. This is by no means the complete set of Māori 
values for OFWB but nonetheless provides a starting point for mana whenua to build upon 
and add to. The intent in developing the framework has been to identify qualitative attributes 
and measures to provide a robust and holistic data set that will help elucidate the challenge of 
assessing OFWB.  

We reiterate the qualitative nature of the data, raising the expectation that an adequate level 
of collaboration with iwi/hapū is required to determine the threshold for an outstanding fresh 
water body utilising the proposed Māori freshwater values framework by Awatere et al. 
(2015). That is, we recommend that entities developing policy for OFWB work closely with 
iwi/hapū to identify the significant\outstanding freshwater body utilising both quantitative 
and qualitative data. 

  



Proposed Mana Whenua values, attributes and measures for Outstanding Freshwater Bodies 

Landcare Research  Page 16 

6 References 

Awatere S 2014. Whakatipu Rawa mā ngā Uri Whakatipu: Māori Economic Development, 
Presentation for Horizons of Insight Seminar, Waipapa Marae, July. Hamilton, Landcare 
Research. 

Awatere S, Harmsworth G 2014. Ngā Aroturukitanga tika mō ngā Kaitiaki: Summary review of 
mātauranga Māori frameworks, approaches, and culturally appropriate monitoring tools for 
management of mahinga kai. 

Awatere S, Rolleston S, Pauling C 2010. Māori urban design principles. In: Stuart S, Thompson-
Fawcett M ed. Tāone tupu ora: Indigenous knowledge and sustainable urban design. 
Wellington, New Zealand Centre for Sustainable Cities, University of Otago. Pp. 17-22. 

Awatere S, Harmsworth G, Pauling C 2013a. Using mātauranga Māori to inform freshwater planning. 
Landcare Research Policy Brief. 

Awatere S, Harmsworth G, Robb M 2015a. Proposed Mana Whenua values, attributes and measures 
for Auckland Council's Wai Ora Wai Māori programme. 

Awatere S, Harmsworth G, Rolleston S, Pauling C 2013b. Kaitiakitanga o Nga Ngahere Pohatu—
Kaitiakitanga of Urban Settlements. Reclaiming Indigenous Planning. Pp. 236. 

Awatere S, Tahi M, Daigneault A, Hainsworth SB, Fenemor A 2015b. Whakatipu Rawa mā ngā Uri 
Whakatipu: Makirikiri Aggregated Trust Case Study. Landcare Research contract report No. 
2051. 28 p. 

Crengle D 1993. Taking into account the Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi: Ideas for the 
implementation of Section 8, Resource Management Act 1991. Wellington, Ministry for the 
Environment. 

Douglas EMK 1984. Waiora, Waikino, Waimate, Waitai: Māori perceptions of water and the 
environment. Hamilton, Centre for Māori Studies and Research, University of Waikato. 

Harmsworth G, Awatere S 2012a. Māori values – iwi/hapū perspectives of freshwater management 
in the Auckland Region. LCR Report LC939 for the Auckland Council (Unitary Plan Team). 31 
p. 

Harmsworth G, Awatere S 2012b. Māori values –Iwi/Hapū Perspectives of Freshwater Management 
in the Auckland Region. 

Harmsworth G, Awatere S, Pauling C 2013. Using mātauranga Māori to inform freshwater 
management. Policy Brief. 

Harmsworth GW 1997. Māori values and GIS: The New Zealand Experience. GIS Asia Pacific: The 
Geographic Technology Publication for the Asia Pacific Region(April): 40-43. 

Harmsworth GW 1998. Indigenous values and GIS: A method and framework. Indigenous Knowledge 
and Development Monitor 6(3): 3-7. 

James B 1993. The Māori relationship with the environment. Wellington, Department of 
Conservation. 

Jefferies R, Kennedy N 2009. Māori outcome evaluation: A kaupapa Māori outcomes and indicators 
framework and methodology. 

Kawharu M 2000. Kaitiakitanga: A Māori anthropological perspective of the Māori socio-
environmental ethic of resource management. Journal of the Polynesian Society 109(4): 349-
370. 

Mahuika A 1998. Whakapapa is the heart. In: Coates K, McHugh PG ed. Living relationships - Kokiri 
Ngatahi: The Treaty of Waitangi in the new millennium. Wellington, Victoria University 
Press. Pp. 215-221. 

McCan D 2001. Whatiwhatihoe: The Waikato Raupatu Claim. Wellington, New Zealand, Huia 
Publishers. 

Minhinnick N 1989. Establishing Kaitiaki: a paper. Auckland, Nganeko Kaihau Minhinnick. 
Nelson K, Tipa G 2012. Cultural indicators, monitoring frameworks & assessment tools. 
Robb MJ 2014. When Two Worlds Collide: Mātauranga Māori, Science and Health of the Toreparu 

Wetland. Unpublished thesis, University of Waikato, Hamilton. 



Proposed Mana Whenua values, attributes and measures for Outstanding Freshwater Bodies 

Landcare Research  Page 17 

Smitheren M 2014. Wai Ora – Wai Māori Tāmaki Makaurau, Auckland’s Freshwater Programme, 
Internal progress report: Working with Mana Whenua to deliver Wai Ora – Wai Māori 
Tāmaki Makaurau, Auckland’s Freshwater Programme. 

Tāmaki Regional Mana Whenua Forum 2007. Te kōhao o te ngira: mana whenua response to the 
draft long term sustainability framework for the Auckland region  

Te Rangi T 2015. A proposed discussion document for the Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum Working 
Group. Auckland. 

Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 2015. Summary report: Te Waipounamu Te Mana o te Wai case study. 
Tipa G 2010. Consideration of a significance assessment method for tangata whenua river values. In: 

Hughey KFD, Baker AJM ed. The river values assessment system. Vol. 1: Overview of the 
method, guidelines for use and application to recreational values. Christchurch, Lincoln 
University. 

Tipa G, Nelson K 2012. Identifying Cultural Flow Preferences: Kakaunui River Case Study. Journal of 
Water Resources Planning and Management 138(6): 660-670. 

Tomas N 1994 Tangata Whenua issues: Implementing kaitiakitanga under the RMA. New Zealand 
Environmental Reporter: 39-42. 

Waitangi Tribunal 1999. The Whanganui River Report. 

 

 

 



 

 

1 

 
 

Outstanding freshwater body 
assessment criteria and 
assessment methodology: 

Recreation values 

Rob Greenaway & Associates 

April 2016  



 

 

2 

 
Outstanding freshwater body 
assessment criteria and 
assessment methodology: 

Recreation values 

 

 
Prepared for Golder Associates 

by Rob Greenaway & Associates 

www.greenaway.co.nz 

 

 

 

 
7 April 2016 

 

 

Version status: Revised final 

 

Cover: Tongariro River 

 

 

Author 

Rob Greenaway has completed reviews of development proposals on almost 30 freshwater 
bodies throughout New Zealand, carried out user surveys on about a dozen waterways, and 
presented expert testimony at approximately 70 resource management hearings for 

developments in natural settings. He has participated in two RiVAS assessments, and peer 
reviewed the original methodology.  

 



 

 

3 

Contents 
 

1  Project background .................................................................................................................. 4 

1.1  Summary ........................................................................................................................ 4 

2  Summary of literature ............................................................................................................... 7 

2.1  Discussion ...................................................................................................................... 8 
2.1.1  A national comparison ............................................................................................. 8 
2.1.2  How outstanding? ................................................................................................... 8 
2.1.3  Future use ............................................................................................................... 9 
2.1.4  Only one recreation value or setting? .................................................................... 10 
2.1.5  The problem and a solution ................................................................................... 11 

3  Definitions and criteria (response to project brief) .............................................................. 13 

3.1  Recreation .................................................................................................................... 13 
3.2  Assessment criteria ...................................................................................................... 14 
3.3  Recommended threshold for criteria that could be considered ‘outstanding’ ............... 15 
3.4  An outline of the how the criteria might be applied ....................................................... 15 

 

References ...................................................................................................................................... 16 

4  Appendix 1: Literature review ................................................................................................ 19 

4.1  New Zealand Recreational River Survey ..................................................................... 19 
4.2  Water Conservation Orders ......................................................................................... 22 

4.2.1  What is ‘outstanding’? ........................................................................................... 24 
4.2.2  A comparative analysis ......................................................................................... 26 
4.2.3  Fishery versus fishing ........................................................................................... 27 
4.2.4  Whole or part of the catchment or river? ............................................................... 28 
4.2.5  Relevant deliberations by river .............................................................................. 29 

4.2.5.1 Motu River .......................................................................................... 30 
4.2.5.2 Rakaia River ....................................................................................... 30 
4.2.5.3 Manganuioteao River .......................................................................... 31 
4.2.5.4 Ahuriri River ........................................................................................ 31 
4.2.5.5 Rangitikei River. .................................................................................. 33 
4.2.5.6 Kawarau ............................................................................................. 33 
4.2.5.7 Mataura .............................................................................................. 33 
4.2.5.8 Buller River ......................................................................................... 36 
4.2.5.9 Motueka River ..................................................................................... 44 
4.2.5.10 Mohaka River ...................................................................................... 46 
4.2.5.11 Rangitata River ................................................................................... 50 
4.2.5.12 Oreti River........................................................................................... 51 

4.3  National inventory of wild and scenic rivers ................................................................. 54 
4.4  Relative Value of Rivers to New Zealand anglers ........................................................ 54 
4.5  A list of rivers and lakes deserving inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters ......... 55 
4.6  Wetlands of National Importance to Fisheries .............................................................. 56 
4.7  An Inventory of Whitebaiting Rivers in the South Island ............................................... 57 
4.8  Flow Guidelines for Instream Values ............................................................................ 58 
4.9  The National Angler Surveys ....................................................................................... 59 
4.10  Sustainable Water Programme of Action (MfE)............................................................ 60 

4.10.1  Potential waterbodies of national importance for recreation value (MfE) .............. 60 
4.10.2  Waters of national importance for tourism (Ministry of Tourism) ........................... 61 
4.10.3  Sustainable Water Programme of Action: Potential water bodies of national 

importance. Technical Working Paper. July 2004 ................................................ 62 
4.11  Fish and Game Management Plans and Deans (2005) ............................................... 62 
4.12  Environment Canterbury Inventory of Values of the Rivers and Lakes in Canterbury .. 63 
4.13  New Zealand Recreational River Use Study: specialisation, motivation and site 

preference .................................................................................................................... 64 
4.14  A Significance Assessment Method for River Values ................................................... 66 
4.15  River Values Assessment System (RiVAS) ................................................................. 66 
4.16  Scoping study for assessing river and lake recreation in New Zealand ....................... 69 
4.17  An Assessment of the Whitewater Recreational Values of West Coast Rivers – 

Whitewater Kayaking ................................................................................................... 70 
4.18  Freshwater bodies of outstanding significant value in the Taranaki Region ................. 71 

 



 

 

4 

1 Project background 

The 2014 National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM) requires the 

protection of outstanding freshwater bodies (OFWB), which are defined as ‘those water 
bodies identified in a regional policy statement or regional plan as having outstanding values, 
including ecological, landscape, recreational and spiritual values’.  

Beyond this definition, the NPSFM provides little direction as to how OFWBs should be 
identified. To remedy this, and to provide guidance to regional councils, the Ministry for the 
Environment has funded a project entitled Outstanding freshwater body assessment criteria 

and assessment methodology through its Community Environment Fund. The project is being 
coordinated and supported by the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council and Auckland Council and 
facilitated by Golder Associates. 

To determine the intent of the NPSFM around outstanding waterbodies, a literature review 

was undertaken by the client group looking at all the key documents used in developing the 

NPSFM. Key findings were: 

 only a small number of waterbodies should be identified as outstanding across the 

country (the project team agreed that a small number would be equal to around 50 

outstanding waterbodies across the country), 

 criteria to identify outstanding waterbodies should be similar to that of a water 

conservation order but in a regional context, 

 to qualify as outstanding, a water body will need to have at least one value that is 

outstanding on a regional or national basis. 

The purpose of the project is to develop a set of criteria that can be used to identify OFWBs 
and a methodology for applying these criteria. The approach endorsed by the project 

sponsors is to develop a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to provide expertise on the range of 
values and the potential criteria that could be used to assess whether a waterbody is 
outstanding. Golder Associates (NZ) facilitated the establishment and operation of the TAG. 

This report considers recreation activities and values. An activity is what we do. A value is 
what makes that activity different or special. 

1.1 Summary 

This report identifies several existing problems with assessments of significance for recreation 
in freshwater bodies: 

 Assessments are completed largely in a data-free environment, apart from for angling. 
Regional assessments of multiple recreation values are normally based on desktop 
exercises with scant quantitative or qualitative information, and with unique 

methodologies. These do not represent ‘rigorous’ assessments for recreation values or 
ones that are nationally comparable. 

 Many of our most popular freshwater activities – such as swimming and picnicking – do 

not have membership-based organisations representing participants, are not 
aspirational (that is, participants do not normally progress from novice to expert via a 
range of recreation settings), and will rarely be assessed as anything other than of 

regional significance. 

 The future use of recreation settings is not well-considered in user surveys or where an 
assessment panel is not well-acquainted with past and present participation patterns. A 
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future use value may be outstanding although an existing and actionable water quality 

or access issue fetters use or enjoyment. 

 Thresholds for criteria are difficult to set, considering, for example, that user numbers – 

while useful – do not provide a reliable tool for indicating the value of high skill, 

specialised or remote recreation settings. 

 An assessment methodology has been developed over the past five years which 
provides an accessible, rapid and relatively cheap means of completing assessments 

of significance for waterbodies for recreation (and for other values), and which directly 
engages relevant recreation communities. This assessment method – the River Values 
Assessment System, or RiVAS and RiVAS+ – is best completed at the regional level. 

This report recommends that, for a rigorous assessment to be completed for recreation 
values, a regional council should complete regional RiVAS assessments for each relevant 
recreational use of its freshwater bodies. Candidate outstanding waterbodies can be defined 

as those which: 

 Are nationally significant for one recreation activity in one RiVAS assessment, as well 
as being assessed as nationally significant for another associated value. For example, 

a RiVAS assessment for angling identifies a waterbody (or part of it) as nationally 
significant, and another assessment (most likely landscape or ecology) identifies the 
same setting as nationally significant as a fishery or for landscape values. 

 Appear in two RiVAS assessments as nationally significant for two recreation activities 
(such as rafting and kayaking, or angling and rafting). 

 Appear in three RiVAS assessments as at least regionally significant for recreation 

(perhaps nationally important for angling and regionally important for kayaking and 
swimming, or regionally important for all three recreation activities). 

 Have a very high number of visitors – several hundred thousand per year – considering 

the more than 1 million visits per annum to the Hutt River and the over 600,000 pa to 
Huka Falls. Both these settings might not feature highly in a RiVAS assessment for  
specific recreation activities such as kayaking or swimming. 

RiVAS represents a rational-comprehensive, bottom-up approach. An alternative top-down, 

iterative approach can be considered. This could involve permutations on: 

 A preliminary list of 50 candidate rivers of outstanding recreation value being proposed 

by an individual or small team based on pre-existing assessments and data (as per the 

literature in this document) with a tabularised matrix to show the basis for each 

inclusion (which would include criteria where available), and for the list to be ranked in 

bands of 10 (top 10, second 10, etc) to reduce debate about which is supreme. 

 The candidate list circulated to national recreation advocacy groups (particularly 

angling, kayaking, jet boating, tramping and rafting) for review and for the nomination 

and quantification of criteria to justify inclusion in the list; if these are absent from the 

preliminary assessment or are contested, and if they are available. 

 For the final list to be collated considering feedback for recreation values. 

 For this recreation list to be compared with assessments for other specialist areas 

(landscape, ecology, etc) to define a national list of the “best of the best”. 

This approach has weaknesses, particularly in it: 

 relying on unmoderated subjective assessments in the iterative process, 
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 not providing reliable base data in most situations, 

 relying on the preliminary assessment for activities which lack representative advocacy 

groups (such as swimming and picnicking), 

 being open to influence based on perceived threats to a resource rather than their true 

value to recreation, and 

 meeting resistance from recreation groups if it is perceived that non-inclusion in the list 

will result in a lack of protection for non-candidate rivers. 
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2 Summary of literature 

A review of relevant literature is appended. This illustrates 35 years of struggle with identifying 

the significance of rivers and lakes for recreation, and indeed, identifying their use and value 
for recreation at national and regional levels. Research began well, with an exceptional 
national review of river recreation by the Egarr brothers (Egarr and Egarr 1981). This, and the 

National Angler Surveys (NAS) carried out for Fish and Game NZ (the Unwin, and Unwin et 
al, reports from 1998 to 2013, and other reports based on those data) appear to be the only 
relevant comprehensive and methodologically sound pieces of work completed at the national 

level since 1981. Egarr and Egarr (1981) is now out-of-date, and the NAS apply only to 
angling. 

Several studies have reviewed specific recreation activities, and the significance of rivers for 

those activities. Examples at the regional or sub-national level include whitebaiting in the 
South Island (Kelly 1988), kayaking on the West Coast (England 2011) and river and lake 
recreation at the regional level (Daly 2004). These rely on unique methodologies, apply to 

single activities, or are desktop studies relying on anecdotal data and, in some cases, weak 
methodologies. 

National surveys of recreation used to advise assessments of significance of lakes and rivers 

– besides the NAS – all have significant biases or methodological issues, and are ever only 
indicative and open to debate. 

National reviews of significance for recreation – dating from A national inventory of wild and 

scenic rivers (Grindel 1984) to the MfE Sustainable Water Programme of Action: Potential 
water bodies of national importance (MfE 2004b), have gained little traction in resource 
management processes. 

Smith (2009) reported in a review of national and international significance assessments for 
recreation: 

To date, the work associated with assessing river values is ad hoc, and much is 

based on subjective assessments. Work which attempts quantitative assessment 
tends to address one (or at most two) values; none appears to offer a satisfactory 
method which could be directly adopted by the Significance assessment method 

for river values project. 

Booth & Farminer (2011) stated after a stocktake of recreation research in New Zealand: 

Very little information and data exist: most research is site or river catchment 

specific and much is out-of-date. An exception is angling, for which a national 
database has been developed by Fish and Game New Zealand. The total number 
of participants is not known for most activities at most scales (i.e. individual 

river/lake, local area, region, nation).… 

There has been a lack of significant progress in systematically building a 
knowledge base for river and lake recreation, with the exception of freshwater 

angling. Little research has been undertaken to understand the future needs, 
issues and demand for river and lake recreation. 

Most recently, a regionally-based rapid-assessment method has been developed and 

championed by Dr Ken Hughey of Lincoln University, and others – the River Values 
Assessment System or RiVAS and RiVAS+ (see section 4.15 in the appendix). This has been 
trialled successfully for recreation activities and various resource values in several regions. 

This method forms the basis of the recommendations made in this report. 
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2.1 Discussion 

2.1.1 A national comparison 

The Taranaki Regional Council (2015) defined outstanding to be “well accepted” to mean “a 
comparative evaluative term meaning to be conspicuous, eminent, exceptional, remarkable, 
clearly superior to others in the same group or category.” 

The New Zealand Conservation Authority (2011) stated, with regard to Water Conservation 
Orders: 

To be included in a WCO, a water body either has to be itself outstanding in a national 

context, or contain outstanding characteristics or features, or contribute in some significant 

way to outstanding characteristics or features. 

The test as to what is outstanding is a “reasonably rigorous” one. Before a feature or 

characteristic can qualify as outstanding, it needs to be quite out of the ordinary on a 

national basis. “If one takes a national comparative approach, the fact that the wider 

region is well endowed with similar high-quality features may well suggest that particular 

waters do not stand out when considered in a national context.” 

The TRC (2015) draft identification of outstanding freshwater bodies did not rely on national 
comparisons, but focused on waterbodies which gained the maximum scores on a reasonably 

esoteric assessment system It relies on a subjective assessment of significance. In the 
opinion of this report’s author, this assessment would not pass as ‘rigorous’, although it is in 
draft form and is intended to advise consultation, which may result in a rigorous finding. 

Most assessments at a regional level will not have the luxury of being able to access national 
comparisons due to a lack of reliable data for all recreation activities, apart from freshwater 
angling. Nevertheless, any assessment of what is outstanding should be – unavoidably – a 

rigorous, comparative exercise. 

2.1.2 How outstanding? 

The water conservation orders (WCOs) reviewed show a heavy reliance on a numeric or a 
peak comparison to compare recreation value at regional or national levels. For example: 

 The Manganuioteao has been identified by the former Fisheries Research Division of 

the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries as one of nine nationally important angling 
rivers in the North Island. 

 A national river angling survey revealed that anglers resident in the Waitaki Valley 

Acclimatisation Society district rate the Ahuriri and Lower Waitaki as the district's most 
highly valued rivers. 

 The number of visitors to the Ahuriri from other districts was only exceeded on two 

other South Island rivers. 

 Mr Unwin said that from the results of this survey it had been concluded that the 
Mataura River was by far the most popular trout fishing river in the South Island. 

 Commercial boating on Lake Wakatipu (cruising, charter boat and fishing) was an order 
of magnitude greater in client numbers than the next most popular inland lake. 

 The Motu is the most valuable recreational white water river, which can be utilised year 

round in the North Island. 

 No other river in the North Island that is so commercially viable [as the Motu]. 
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 He said that [the Ariki Falls] are the highest volume rafted waterfalls in New Zealand. 

Some of these features or values can be easily checked at the national level within a regional 
assessment – such as whether a commercially-used river has the highest flow, longest drop 
or most operators in the country. Other data are more difficult to establish, but in many cases 

their scale does not alone identify significance. For example, Deans (2005) recommends the 
following based on angler days: 

Local significance 

The majority of participants in this activity are from the immediate locality and/or 
fewer than 1000 user days occur each year. 

Regional significance 

The majority (over 50%) of participants in this activity are from the wider region or 
beyond rather than just the immediate locality and/or more than 1000 but fewer 
than 5000 user days occur each year. 

National significance 

At least 20% of the participants in this activity have come from areas outside the 
region specifically to participate in the activity in this location and/or more than 

5000 user days per annum. 

The Ministry for the Environment (MfE) (2004b) used 10,000 angler days as a cut-off for 
national significance; while the Manganuioteao River is identified as an outstanding fishery 

(via a WCO) with fewer than 2,000 angler days. Egarr and Egarr (1981) identified that 
numbers of users alone were not a useful arbiter of significance, and this conclusion is oft 
repeated. For example, the Mohaka River WCO hearing planning tribunal (1992) concluded: 

We hold that evidence tending to establish the numbers of people who take part in 
particular activities in the Mohaka River is relevant to the inquiry, but only 
indirectly, as possibly showing whether the river has an outstanding characteristic 

or feature in one of the classes listed in section 20D(2) of the [Water and Soil 
Conservation] Act. 

However, for a rigorous assessment, data should be available to substantiate claims to 

greatness. But, as noted by Booth & Farminer (2011): 

There has been a lack of significant progress in systematically building a 
knowledge base for river and lake recreation, with the exception of freshwater 

angling. 

2.1.3 Future use 

As far back as Grindel and Guest (1986), the concept of future use was considered an 
important part of an assessment of recreation value: “Rivers are the focus of a great variety of 
recreational activities. A range of recreational facilities for present and future recreationists 

must be protected throughout the country.” 

Booth & Farminer (2011), noted, “Little research has been undertaken to understand the 
future needs, issues and demand for river and lake recreation.” 

In the Buller River WCO Planning Tribunal Report (1996) the tribunal stated for Te Wharau 
Creek:  

Until recently, access to this water body has been limited by a footbridge over the 

Inangahua River and its excellent trout fishing has not been generally well known. 
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However, with road access now available it is likely that it will become more 

popular. It offers outstanding opportunities for productive angling in a wild and 
scenic setting. Mr Entwistle did not rate it particularly highly, although he said that 
it has special fish qualities and is significant for guiding purposes. So far as we 

could find from the evidence of Mr Unwin, this water body did not feature in the 
national angling survey…. 

Having regard to the foregoing … we have concluded that at least for the upper 

part of this water body there would be justification for protecting the headwater 
trout fishery….. 

It is sensible to identify freshwater bodies which have the capacity to support future 

outstanding recreation values, but this opportunity is currently curtailed by, for example, an 
access, water quality or management limitation. However, the focus should be on providing 
for existing recreation activities, or recognising the capacity to regain lost values. There is no 

capacity to assess value for activities which have not yet been developed; otherwise we 
would need to identify all waterbodies as potentially outstanding. The RiVAS+ method suits 
this purpose. 

2.1.4 Only one recreation value or setting? 

Various WCOs identify waterbodies as outstanding for only one recreation activity. Also, the 

waterbody does not need to exist in a natural state, as the National Water and Soil 
Conservation Authority Committee (1986) noted for the Mataura River: 

However, the crucial point is that a river does not have to be more or less in its 

natural state or have outstanding scenic or similar intrinsic qualities, to warrant a 
national water conservation order. The existence of an outstanding fisheries 
feature alone is sufficient grounds for making a national order (given that 

competing needs do not outweigh the case for an order). What parts of the 
Mataura River system constitute an outstanding fishery? 

Neither does a river need to be outstanding in toto, as found by the Environment Court in its 

decision on the Motueka River WCO (2003): 

The parties have decided not to adopt the "whole catchment approach" 
recommended by the Minister's Special Tribunal, and have specified particular 

stretches of the waterbodies instead. 

This leads to the issue of needing to assess both the fishery and the fishing. The Special 
Tribunal report on the Rangitata River WCO (2002) decided: 

As there is unlikely to be fishing without fish we consider the fish species and the 
fishing and determine separately whether either is outstanding. 

This means that while a section of a waterbody may provide outstanding fishing, a wider part 

of the catchment may constitute the outstanding fishery which supports it. The latter will be 
identified by aquatic ecologists while the former will be identified via social assessments. 

Conversely, the tribunal deliberation for ‘Water Body 13C - Matakitaki River downstream of 

the confluence with the Glenroy River to the Buller River’ for the Buller River WCO (1989) –
considered that the Earthquake Rapid might be an exceptional single whitewater feature, but 
that the river section itself was not. This suggests that an outstanding status for a waterbody 

needs to be based on more than just a single feature. The WCO order decisions quoted in the 
appendix generally rely on multiple factors to identify an outstanding value. For example, for 
the Ahuriri River (1984): 
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… the attributes of the Ahuriri River, except proximity to home, received ratings 

equal to or higher than all other local rivers. Area of fishable water, scenic beauty 
and solitude attributes received the highest possible rating. Catch rate and size 
were considered equal to or better than any other local river. In fact the catch rate 

in the Ahuriri exceeds those of many other highly regarded South Island trout 
fisheries and fish size compares favourably. More angling effort was expended on 
the Ahuriri than any other trout fishery in the district, except the Lower Waitaki 

which supports stocks of both salmon and trout…. 

The Committee finds there is an outstanding recreational fishery associated with 
the Ahuriri River system. This conclusion rests on no single factor; it results from 

the integration of a number of attributes and comparisons. 

So, while a waterbody might be considered outstanding because of only one recreation value, 
there should be multiple factors to indicate that significance (for example, see Unwin (2013) 

for values associated with angling, and the RiVAS assessments referenced). 

2.1.5 The problem and a solution 

Several problems are identified: 

 The main problem for assessments of significance for recreation is that we are 
predominantly operating in a data-free environment. There are no research outputs 

available at the national level – beyond the NAS and some associated studies into 
angler values (such as Unwin 2013) – which provide a rigorous, comparative and 
current review of recreation activities and values in freshwater settings. There are, 

however, many examples of useful regional recreation data (such as James (2011) for 
swimming activity in Tasman). 

 The best existing tool for assessing recreation value – RiVAS – is designed to be 

carried out at the regional level. This method relies on the combined input of – for each 
recreation value – a knowledgeable panel of ‘experts’ to identify and assess a range of 
attributes which support their activity. There are difficulties in convening a national 

panel for any one activity. In the 2015 RiVAS assessment for jet boating in Canterbury 
(Hughey et al 2015), two panels were required: one for North and Central Canterbury, 
and another for the Waitaki Valley. 

 Many activities – such as swimming and picnicking – do not have membership-based 
organisations representing participants, and are not aspirational. That is, there is no (or 
little) progression in participation from novice to expert, or an expectation to picnic, for 

example, in the agreed most challenging or pristine setting. These aspirations and 
progressions are common in angling and in most whitewater pursuits like kayaking and 
rafting. Participants in these activities recognise significant differences in styles of 

participation, and in the challenges and pleasures available in waterbodies with diverse 
characteristics (hence the use of activity-specific grading systems for rivers). Where 
there is little progression in participation style and few aspirational elements, 

participants are likely to travel to the best proximate setting rather than progress 
through a range of activity styles in different settings; and many waterbodies will 
therefore only ever be at best regionally significant for activities that are potentially the 

most popular and accessible, such as swimming and picnicking. For example, and 
although not complete proof of this issue, Booth et al (2012) and Booth et al (2013) 
found only locally and regionally significant swimming sites in the Gisborne and 

Northland Districts (respectively), and there is little indication from the method that a 
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nationally significant swimming site could be scored. However, a waterbody used 

heavily for a variety of regionally important activities could be outstanding. 

 Future use is not well-considered in user surveys or where an assessment panel (or 
the driver of a desktop assessment) is not well-acquainted with past and present 

participation patterns. 

The recommendation of this study is that a RiVAS assessment is required for each relevant 
recreation activity at the regional level, and that a waterbody (or part of it) is considered as a 

candidate outstanding setting if it is identified: 

 As nationally significant for one recreation activity in one RiVAS assessment, as well as 
being identified as nationally significant for another associated value. For example, a 

RiVAS assessment for angling identifies a waterbody (or part of it) as nationally 
significant, and another assessment (most likely landscape or ecology) also identifies 
the same setting as nationally significant as a fishery or for landscape values. 

 In two RiVAS assessments as nationally significant for two recreation activities (such 
as rafting and kayaking, or angling and rafting). 

 In three RiVAS assessments as at least regionally significant for recreation (perhaps 

nationally important for angling and regionally important for kayaking and swimming, or 
regionally important for all three recreation activities). 

This addresses our core problems by: 

 Providing activity-specific data, cheaply and quickly. 

 Allowing a regional review to provide a national assessment, using a (hopefully) 
nationally consistent method. 

 Recognising waterbodies with diverse regional recreation values that may never be 
identified by a national-scale assessment. 

 Engaging – again, quickly and cheaply – relevant recreation communities in a 

comprehensible assessment method. 

 Allowing future use to be effectively assessed via RiVAS+ (see section 4.15). 

A RiVAS assessment requires an experienced facilitator1, convening a regional expert panel 

for each recreation activity, a one-day workshop per activity, and a short write-up based on an 
established template. An additional resource document may be developed if required to 
provide more detail about recreation values and resource requirements (such as flow levels) – 

see Greenaway et al (2015) as an example. 

                                                           
1 Contact Lincoln University professor of environmental management Ken Hughey 
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3 Definitions and criteria (response to project brief) 

This section responds directly to questions posed in the project brief provided by Golder 

Associates. 

3.1 Recreation 

Recreation for the purposes of a significance assessment should be defined by the activities 
undertaken (i.e. an ‘activity definition’)2. This may therefore include, on freshwater bodies: 

 Angling for salmonids 

 Bird watching 

 Camping 

 Caving (see WCO decision for Motueka River) 

 Coarse fishing (perch, tench, rudd, koi carp etc) 

 Diving – cave, free, scuba 

 Eeling 

 Hunting 

 Jet boating 

 Kayaking – whitewater, sea, slalom, rodeo, down river racing, Canadian canoeing 

 Picnicking 

 Power boating 

 Rafting 

 River surfing, river boarding, bugging 

 Rowing 

 Sailing, yachting 

 Stand-up paddle boarding 

 Swimming, wharf jumping 

 Tramping, walking 

 Waka / waka ama 

 Waterskiing / wakeboarding 

 Whitebaiting 

 Wind surfing, kite surfing 

Each activity may have dependencies on other resource values, such as ecology, landscape 

and, of course, water quality. The scale of this dependency will vary. For example, while most 

recreation groups might prefer accessing a pristine wilderness river setting, this does not 

                                                           
2 Recreation may be alternatively defined as, for example, a state of mind, activities undertaken in leisure time, or as 
process of engagement in an activity with a positive social or personal outcome. For the purposes of this 
assessment, an activity definition is preferred as it suits the application of practical criteria. The alternative is perhaps 
to have criteria about the scale of positive social outcomes arising from leisure-time activity in a setting – but this 
would be quite tricky. 
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mean that the Hutt or Waikato Rivers would not have candidacy for outstanding recreation 

value. 

Each regional council will need to decide which activities are sufficiently important to warrant 
a RiVAS assessment, and take advice as to whether to apply a RiVAS or RiVAS+ 

assessment (the latter for future values). 

Recreation ‘values’ are ascribed by participants in an activity or by the community and may be 
common to several activities; such as getting exercise or finding peace and solitude. They 

may also relate to a particular feature of a setting which lends ‘value’ to an activity, such as 
the presence of trophy trout, or a progression of whitewater features. These values may 

distinguish activities, and be assessment criteria by defining why a setting is outstanding for 

an activity (such as angling (activity) in a wilderness setting (value) for trophy trout (value)). 

3.2 Assessment criteria  

Under a RiVAS or RiVAS+ framework, assessment criteria are defined by the expert panel 
convened to assess each recreation value. Criteria have been established via RiVAS for 
several activities and these should form the basis of future similar assessments. For example: 

For swimming (Booth et al 2013) for current and potential conditions (each criteria assessed 
twice): 

 Water clarity 

 Swimming holes 

 Variable water depth 

 Algae (nuisance) 

 Algae (E‐coli) 

 Scenic attractiveness 

 Origin of users 

 Level of use 

 Facilities 

For jet boating (Hughey et al 2015): 

 Level of use 

 Origin of users 

 Organised events 

 Quality of on-water experience 

 Flow reliability in peak boating times (e.g., Oct-Mar) 

 Diversity of uses 

 Scenic attractiveness 

 Regulatory considerations 

 Access (legal and physical – reliability) 

For salmonid angling (Booth et al 2012): 

 Angler days 
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 Intensity of use (mean free reach3) 

 Travel distance (km) 

 Overseas anglers (%) 

 Perception of catch rate 

 Perception of fish size 

 Water quality 

 Perception of scenic attractiveness 

 Perception of wilderness 

 Perception of importance 

For other criteria, refer to the original RiVAS assessments listed in section 4.15 of this report. 

3.3 Recommended threshold for criteria that could be considered ‘outstanding’ 

Thresholds are defined by a sum of the scores given on a five-point scale for each attribute. 

Within RiVAS, the total scores given for each waterbody are ranked and thresholds agreed by 
the expert panel for local, regional and national significance.  

3.4 An outline of the how the criteria might be applied 

As discussed in section 2.1.5, the RiVAS findings for relevant recreation values need to be 
considered en masse, and a waterbody (or part of it) considered as a candidate outstanding 

setting if it is identified: 

 As nationally significant for one recreation activity in one RiVAS assessment, as well as 
being identified as nationally significant for another associated value. For example, a 

RiVAS assessment for angling identifies a waterbody (or part of it) as nationally 
significant, and another assessment (most likely landscape or ecology) also identifies 
the same setting as nationally significant as a fishery or for landscape values. 

 In two RiVAS assessments as nationally significant for two recreation activities (such 
as rafting and kayaking, or angling and rafting). 

 In three RiVAS assessments as at least regionally significant for recreation (perhaps 

nationally important for angling and regionally important for kayaking and swimming, or 
regionally important for all three recreation activities). 

In addition, a benchmark for total recreational use of a waterbody, or part of it, should provide 

a baseline for outstanding status. For example, the Hutt River was receiving more than one 
million visitors per year by 2001 (GWRC 2001) with current estimates near 1.24, and Huka 
Falls had reached 605,000 per year prior to 2013 (Angus & Associates 2013). Both settings 

would not feature highly in a RiVAS assessment for a specific activity – such as kayaking, 
swimming, rafting or angling. Nevertheless, their locations and/or recreation opportunities – 
even if they are sightseeing or walking to and from work in a pleasant river-side setting – 

mean they have significant – if not outstanding – recreation values. This benchmark should 
be at least 500,000 annual visitors, and potentially fewer considering, for example, the 
Tongariro Alpine Crossing had 82,500 estimated annual visits prior to 2013 (ibid). 

                                                           
3 1 / (Length of reach (km) / Number of angling days in fishing season / Number of angler days p.a.) 

4 The author of this report was carrying out a user survey of the Hutt River corridor for the Greater Wellington 
Regional Council while preparing this report, and these estimated use figures were in discussion. 



 

 

16 

References 

Allan, S., Booth, K. 1992. River and lake recreation: issues, research priorities and annotated 
bibliography. Environmental Planning and Assessment, Wellington. 

Angus & Associates Limited, 2013. Regional Tourism Report – Tongariro Wanganui Taranaki 
Conservancy. Report prepared for Department of Conservation 

Booth K, England A, Rankin D, Unwin M, Charles C, England K, Riley K, Ritchie D (2009) Whitewater 
kayaking in the West Coast Region: Application of the River Values Assessment System (RiVAS). 
In Hughey, K.F.D., Baker, M‐A. (eds). (2010). The River Values Assessment System: Volume 1: 
Overview of the Method, Guidelines for Use and Application to Recreational Values. LEaP Report 
No.24A, Lincoln University, New Zealand. 

Booth, K. Ballinger, J. Glover, N. Greer, L. Jones, D. Lewis, G. Mussle, R. Paraone, T. 2013. River 
Swimming in Northland: Application of the River Values Assessment System (RiVAS and RiVAS+). 
LEaP Research Paper No. 22, Lincoln University 

Booth, K. Callis, J. Panton, T. & Sutherland, D. 2012. River Swimming in the Gisborne District: 
Application of the river values assessment system (RiVAS). Land Environment and People 
Research Paper No. 7. Lincoln University 

Booth, K. Coubrough, L. Winlove, T. 2012. Salmonid Angling in Hawke’s Bay: Application of the River 
Values Assessment System (RiVAS). LEaP Research Paper No. 16. HBRC Plan No: 4374. Lincon 
University, Hawke’s Bay Regional Council. 

Booth, K.L. and Farminer, A.S. 2011. Scoping Study for Assessing River and Lake Recreation in New 
Zealand. Prepared for Sport and Recreation New Zealand by Lindis Consulting, New Zealand.  

Charles, G., 2006. New Zealand Whitewater: 125 Great kayaking runs (4th ed.). Craig Potton 
Publishing, Nelson. 

Daly, A. 2004. Inventory of Instream Values of the Rivers and Lakes in Canterbury. Environment 
Canterbury U04/13. 

Davis, S.F. 1987. Wetlands of national importance to fisheries. New Zealand Freshwater Fisheries 
Report No. 90. MAFFish, Christchurch. 

Deans, N.A. 2005 Sports Fisheries of National Importance Fish and Game NZ contribution to the 
Sustainable Development Programme of Action. NZ Fish and Game Council. 

Deans, N.A. 2006. Statement of Evidence of Neil Alastair Deans on Behalf of Fish & Game NZ and the 
Director-General of Conservation in The Matter TrustPower Limited's Proposed Wairau Valley 
Hydro-electric Scheme. 

Egarr, G.D. and Egarr, J.H. (1981a). New Zealand Recreational River Survey: An Investigation into the 
Recreational Potential of New Zealand's Inland Waterways. Part 1: Methods and Conclusions. 
Water and Soil Miscellaneous Publication no. 13. Published for the New Zealand Canoeing 
Association by the National Water and Soil Conservation Organisation, Wellington. 

Egarr, G.D. and Egarr, J.H. (1981b). New Zealand Recreational River Survey: An Investigation into the 
Recreational Potential of New Zealand's Inland Waterways. Part III: Summaries of South Island 
Rivers. Water and Soil Miscellaneous Publication no. 15. Published for the New Zealand Canoeing 
Association by the National Water and Soil Conservation Organisation, Wellington. 

England, A. (2011). An assessment of the whitewater recreational values of West Coast rivers – 
whitewater kayaking. Land Environment and People Research Paper No. 2. Lincoln University. 

Fink-Jensen, K. Johnson, M. Simpson-Edwards, M. 2004a. Freshwater recreational users. Survey of 
freshwater use in New Zealand. BRC Marketing & Social Research for MfE. 

Fink-Jensen, K. Johnson, M. Simpson-Edwards, M. 2004b. Freshwater recreational users. Internet 
survey of freshwater use in New Zealand. BRC Marketing & Social Research for MfE. 

Galloway, S. 2008. New Zealand Recreational River Use Study: Specialization, Motivation and Site 
Preference. School of Physical Education University of Otago. 

Greater Wellington Regional Council, 2009. Selection of rivers and lakes with significant amenity and 
recreational values. GWRC 

Greater Wellington Regional Council, 2001. Hutt River Floodplain Management Plan: Hutt River 
Environmental Strategy. GWRC 

Greenaway, R. Gerard, R. and Hughey, K. 2015. Jet Boating on Canterbury Rivers 2015. Environment 
Canterbury Report No. R15/153 



 

 

17 

Grindel, D.S. (ed) 1984. A national inventory of wild and scenic rivers. Water and Soil Directorate, 
Ministry of Works and Development. Water and Soil Miscellaneous Publication No. 68. 

Grindel, D.S. Guest, P.A. (eds) 1986. A list of rivers and lakes deserving inclusion in a Schedule of 
Protected Waters. Report of the Protected Waters Assessment Committee. Water and Soil 
Directorate, Ministry of Works and Development. Water and Soil Miscellaneous Publication No. 97. 

Hughey, H. Greenaway, R. Gerard, R. Dann, B. Harris, S. Ingram, V. Kirner, S. Lister, L. McClintock, P. 
Mead, J. Mercer, S. Millichamp, R. Richardt G. Street, D. Southward, B. and Wicken, E. 2015. Jet 
Boating on Canterbury Rivers Application of the River Values Assessment System (RiVAS). 
Environment Canterbury Report No. R15/152 

Hughey, K. 2012. RiVAS (and RiVAS+): Insights and lessons from 5 years’ experience with the River 
Values Assessment System. Paper presented at the 2012 NZARES Conference Tahuna 
Conference Centre – Nelson, New Zealand. August 30-31, 2012 

Hughey, K.F.D., Baker, M‐A. (eds). (2010). The River Values Assessment System: Volume 1: Overview 
of the Method, Guidelines for Use and Application to Recreational Values. LEaP Report No.24A, 
Lincoln University, New Zealand. 

James, T. 2011 Tasman’s Natural Swimming Holes and Beaches - Popularity and Effects on the 
Recreational Experience. Tasman District Council. 

Kelly, G.R. 1988. An inventory of whitebaiting rivers in the South Island. New Zealand Freshwater 
Fisheries report No. 101. MAFFish, Christchurch. 

Ministry for the Environment 2004. Water Bodies of National Importance: Potential Water Bodies of 
National Importance for Recreation Value. Ministry for the Environment, Wellington. 

Ministry for the Environment. 1988. Flow Guidelines for Instream Values Vol A and B. MfE, Wellington. 

Ministry for the Environment. 2004a. Potential Water Bodies of National Importance for Recreation 
Value. MfE number 559. Wellington. 

Ministry for the Environment. 2004b. Sustainable Water Programme of Action: Potential water bodies of 
national importance. Technical Working Paper. MfE number 562. Wellington. 

Ministry of Tourism. 2004. Waters of national importance for tourism. Ministry of Tourism, Wellington. 

National Water and Soil Conservation Authority, 1982. Motu River: National Water Conservation Order 
Application. Report of the Committee of the National Water and Soil Conservation Authority 
appointed to examine and make a recommendation on the application. Wellington 

New Zealand Conservation Authority, 2011. Protecting New Zealand's Rivers. New Zealand 
Conservation Authority, Wellington. 

Richardson, J. Unwin, M.J. Tierney, L.D. 1985. The relative values of West Coast Rivers to New 
Zealand anglers. Fisheries Environmental Report No. 75. NZ Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries. 
Wellington. 

Smith, E. 2009. A significance assessment method for river values: A report outlining the relevant New 
Zealand and international literature. Report prepared for: Ken Hughey, Lincoln University 

Sutherland-Downing, V. Elley, R. April 2004 (revised by Daly, A). Inventory of Recreational Values of the 
Rivers and Lakes in Canterbury. Environment Canterbury U04/14. 

Taranaki Regional Council, 2005. Freshwater bodies of outstanding significant value in the Taranaki 
Region – draft. TRC, Stratford. 

Taylor, P.C. 1993 The New Zealand Recreation Opportunity Spectrum guidelines for users. Department 
of Conservation, Wellington. 

Teirney, L. D. and Jowett, I. G. 1990. Trout abundance in New Zealand rivers: an assessment by drift 
diving. MAF Fisheries. New Zealand Freshwater Fisheries Report 118. 

Teirney, L.D. Richardson, J. Unwin, M.J. 1987. The relative values of North Canterbury Rivers to New 
Zealand anglers. Fisheries Environmental Report No. 89. NZ Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries. 
Wellington. 

Teirney, L.D., Unwin, M.J., Rowe, D.K., McDowall, R.M., Graynoth, E. 1982. Submission on the draft 
inventory of wild and scenic rivers of national importance. Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries. 
Fisheries Environmental Report No. 28. 

Unwin, M. 2013. Values of New Zealand angling rivers Results of the 2013 National Angling Survey. 
Prepared by NIWA for Fish & Game New Zealand. NIWA Client Report: CHC2013-120, 
Christchurch. 



 

 

18 

Unwin, M. and Brown, S. 1998. The Geography of Freshwater Angling in New Zealand: A summary of 
results from the 1994/96 National Angling Survey. Prepared by NIWA for Fish & Game New 
Zealand. NIWA Client Report: CHC98/33, Christchurch. 

Unwin, M. and Image, K. 2003. Angler usage of lake and river fisheries managed by Fish & Game New 
Zealand: Results from the 2001/02 National Angling Survey. Prepared by NIWA for Fish & Game 
New Zealand. NIWA Client Report: CHC2003-114, Christchurch. 

Unwin, M.J. 2009. Angler usage of lake and river fisheries managed by Fish & Game New Zealand: 
results from the 2007/08 National Angling Survey. NIWA Christchurch 

Whitewater NZ, 2009. Draft Conservation Policy (dated 22 June 2009). Whitewater New Zealand, New 
Zealand. 

 

Water Conservation Order decisions by year: 

Motu River: National Water Conservation Order Application Report of the Committee of the National 
Water and Soil Conservation Authority appointed to examine and make a recommendation on the 
application (1982) 

Re: A Draft National Water Conservation Order (Rakaia River) Planning Tribunal report (1984) 

Rakaia River National Water Conservation Order Application Report of a National Water and Soil 
Conservation Authority Committee (1984) 

Ahuriri River National Water Conservation Order Applications Report of a National Water and Soil 
Conservation Authority Committee (1984) 

Rangitikei River Water Conservation Order Application Report and Recommendations of The National 
Authority Rangitikei Committee (1986) 

Mataura River Water Conservation Order Application Report of the National Water and Soil 
Conservation Authority Committee (1986) 

National Water Conservation Order Application Report of the National Water and Soil Conservation 
Authority Committee (1988) 

Buller River. Draft National Water Conservation Order Decision of a tribunal appointed by the Minister 
for the Environment (1989) 

Re: An Inquiry into a Draft National Water Conservation (Mataura River) (C32/90, 1989) 

Mohaka River National Water Conservation Order Application Decision of a Tribunal Appointed by the 
Minister for the Environment (1990) 

Motueka River Draft National Water Conservation Order Decision of a tribunal appointed by the Minister 
for the Environment (1991) 

Re Application under section 20A of the Act for a water conservation order in respect of the Mohaka 
River (No W20/92, 1992) 

The Special Tribunal to hear the Water Conservation Order Application on the Kawarau River and 
Tributaries. Ministry For The Environment (1993) 

Planning Tribunal Report and Recommendation of the Inquiry into the National Water Conservation 
Order for the Buller River (1996) 

Rangitata River Water Conservation Order Application Report by the Special Tribunal (2002) 

Re: An inquiry into the draft National Water Conservation (Motueka River) Order (W7 /2003) 

Report by a Special Tribunal Appointed by the Minister for the Environment to Consider an Application 
for a Water Conservation Order for the Oreti River (2007) 



 

 

19 

4 Appendix 1: Literature review 

The literature is presented in, roughly, order of publication from 1981 to 2015, although data 

on Water Conservation Orders is presented early and covers the period from 1984 to 2008. 

The literature referenced provides information on approaches to identifying significance for 
recreation values as well as reviewing reports which aim to identify significant freshwater 

bodies. All the latter are dated or have methodological weaknesses which mean that they can 
provide only a basis for further review. A list of significant waterbodies identified is not 
provided. 

4.1 New Zealand Recreational River Survey 

Although 35 years old, the New Zealand Recreational River Survey (Egarr and Egarr 1981) is 

often quoted in recreation assessments as it is the only national analysis of recreational river 
values available based on actual site visits. It remains an exceptional piece of work. As a 
result of the increased use of plastic kayaks, the development of creek boating, the growth of 

commercial activities, and many other changes in recreation activities and access, as well as 
river conditions, many (if not most) of the assessments made in the study are out-of-date. 
However, the Egarrs’ method applied to assessing significance, and their problems with 

ranking rivers on a comparative basis, is worth recounting. Many of the problems they 
encountered have been addressed by the RiVAS method (see section 4.15 of this report), 
although the latter applies to a specific activity, while the Egarrs were attempting to rate rivers 

for all recreation and scenic values. 

The survey grouped ‘significant’ river sections according to four categories: 

Category A: Consisting of all rivers with: 

Exceptional recreational value and exceptional scenic value. 

Category B: All rivers with: 
Exceptional recreational value and impressive scenic value, 

High recreational value and exceptional scenic value. 

Category C: All rivers with: 
Exceptional recreational value and picturesque scenic value, 

High recreational value and impressive scenic value, 
High recreational value and picturesque scenic value, 
Exceptional recreational value and moderate scenic value. 

Category D: All rivers with: 
High recreational value and moderate scenic value, 
Intermediate recreational value and exceptional scenic value, 

Intermediate recreational value and impressive scenic value, 
Intermediate recreational value and picturesque scenic value. 

‘Exceptional’ and High’ value rivers for recreation values only were identified separately: nine 

in the North Island and ten in the South. For ‘high’ value rivers and river reaches, 39 were 
identified in the North Island and 53 in the South Island. 

The methodological issues encountered are worth repeating, as the Egarrs gave an excellent 

review of why identifying outstanding rivers for recreation is tricky, and give pointers for the 
development of new assessment methods (p26, Part 1): 



 

 

20 

RECREATIONAL VALUE MEASUREMENT 

As outlined in Chapter IV we isolated a number of factors which we believed to be 
pertinent in measuring recreational value, or recreational potential. Briefly, these 
were: 

— Suitability of use for each recreational group 

— Access 

— Problems and obstructions to use 

— Proximity to demand 

— Skill, or challenge factor 

— Scenic value 

The problem of actually measuring recreational value, even after breaking down 
recreational value into these factors, was immense. What we could have done was 
to allocate a number of points to each of the six factors, and then rank each river 

according to its allocated points… 

Firstly, we could not find a satisfactory formula for ranking the importance of, say, 
scenic value with skill. In some cases, ease of access is a major factor in attracting 

recreation while in other cases the fact that access is difficult is a reason why 
people are attracted to the area. Also, we found that people in Northland preferred 
not to travel great distances for their recreation while people in Canterbury 

regarded travelling 100 kilometres as quite acceptable to get to a good river. 
Unless we had fluctuating standards of measurement, we found it would be 
impossible to compare a river in one area with a river in another on this basis. 

We did attempt to come up with a formula. We used two rivers in Taranaki as a 
pilot scheme. We chose the Waiwhakaiho and Waitara Rivers because of their 
importance to canoeists and also because they had a similar skill/challenge factor. 

The similarity of skill factor was important initially as we soon discovered that it 
was this factor that was the most awkward of all to cope with. We wanted a'simple 
formula excluding skill, as a base. We then tried to adapt it to allow for the 

complex nature of the attraction of challenge as a motive for recreation. We had 
discovered that one cannot simply say that if a river has a high skill factor it will be 
more desirable than a similar river of low skill factor. Nevertheless, we interviewed 

a number of canoeists who used both rivers, in order to discover why they 
preferred to use one river rather than the other. We arrived at a formula which 
seemed to reflect the value of the two rivers as borne out by usage numbers and 

according to the degree of enthusiasm expressed by the canoeists for these two 
rivers. Briefly, we found that where skill factor was highest then the factor of 
scenery was less important and acted as a bonus in that, all other factors being 

equal, scenery was considered to be irrelevant to actual enjoyment although it was 
appreciated in the less exciting sections. We also discovered that access and 
proximity was of major importance to actual usage numbers but not to degree of 

appreciation of the experience. Suitability for each recreational group was really 
dependent on the size of the river. 

We then applied our formula to the Mangakahia (upper section) in Northland, 

which is a river similar in size and skill the Waitara River. We discovered that our 
formula did not reflect user numbers at all and that this was largely because of 
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local attitudes to recreation. Northlanders tended to be spoilt by the relative ease 

of splendid harbour recreation whilst Taranaki people had no such facilities. On 
the other hand Taranaki people had the Egmont National Park. 

We came to the conclusion that the reasons why people sought recreation on 

rivers differed from region to region and this affected the relative importance of our 
factors. Hence any attempt to arrive at a set formula that would work from one end 
of the country to the other, was hopeless. 

It appears that each river is a unique entity that cannot be compared to any other 
on exactly the same formula of comparison. Each river is of local, national, and in 
some cases international importance. The Mount Cook National Park, for instance, 

seems to receive something like 80% of its visitors from overseas while the Abel 
Tasman National Park receives 80% of its visitors from New Zealand residents 
(our own calculation, not based on official statistics) and it would seem to us that 

similar variation of user patterns exists on most rivers. 

The sort of problems encountered with any proposed formula based on the 
assumptions above meant that we needed some other method of measuring 

recreational value if we were to conduct a survey of all rivers within a relatively 
short period of time. Bearing in mind that our aim was merely to locate the more 
valuable rivers so that more detailed investigation could be carried out later, we 

decided that actual user numbers would serve as an adequate guide to relative 
importance in the first instance, no matter that the reasons why people sought 
recreation differed from region to region. 

Our reluctance to use actual user numbers initially was for two reasons: 

— Firstly, there were no statistics on actual user numbers. Our first 
investigations tended to show that almost all attempts to discover user 

numbers were hopelessly inadequate and under-estimated the numbers of 
people actually using the river. 

— User numbers is not the complete answer to recreational value as user 

enjoyment must also be taken into consideration. 

If it were possible to actually count the number of people using all rivers over a 
period of one year and also to measure their level of enjoyment, then it would be a 

relatively simple matter of ranking rivers in order of recreational value. But what 
tremendous obstacles such a proposition would pose. 

In practice, we took each river or river section in turn and observed what 

recreational activities took place. We then talked to individuals who used the river 
and estimated each recreational activity on the following scale according to user 
numbers. 

1. Valueless  — not usable ever. 

2. Mediocre  — possible to be used but seldom used and considered of no 
particular value. Not used because of the presence of better 

facilities elsewhere. 

3. Average  —- often used and containing a variety of recreational experiences. 
We would expect to find somebody on such a river on any given fine 

weekend. 
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4. Popular  — often used and sought out in the local area (within a radius of 

some 150 km). 

5. Extreme  — high usage with people seeking recreation from outside the local 
area, a river of national importance. 

We repeat that it was quite impossible to further subdivide beyond a 5-point 
ranking scale; our measurement was based upon apparent usage numbers as we 
had neither the time nor resources to make accurate or detailed user number 

counts. We intended to use this ranking as a guide to recreational value on the 
assumption that those resources of greatest value would receive the highest 
participant loading. We were not particularly concerned with the lack of detail as 

we were only to use this as a basis for further investigations and as an indicator of 
areas of particular value. 

In some instances we were surprised at the high level of informal recreation going 

on in our rivers, that is to say, on some rivers there were vast numbers of people 
who generally picnicked (this is about the only way of describing the activity - 
messing about on the banks, skipping stones and such) and also rafted on all 

manner of floating devices. They were often not apparent until we were actually 
floating down the river itself. Seldom were such users represented by clubs or 
other organisations. Having ranked each recreational group after initial field study, 

we then investigated factors that might inhibit usage. These were access, 
obstacles, proximity to demand, and the skill/challenge factor. 

Further review of methodological problems and the approaches taken are provided in the 

original text. 

4.2 Water Conservation Orders 

The New Zealand Conservation Authority (NZCA 2011) provides an overview of the history of 
Water Conservation Orders (WCO), from their first appearance in the Water and Soil 
Conservation Amendment Act 1981 to their current status under Part 9 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991. 

A comprehensive review of considerations for Water Conservation Order applications is 
presented here, using extensive direct quotes.5 This provides a useful resource, but more 

importantly was a necessary process in gathering the thoughts of this report’s author. 

This section first presents several references which consider important aspects to consider 
when identifying what is outstanding. Secondly, quotes from individual decisions are given 

where a tribunal or court reviewed its reasoning behind a finding that recreation values are 
‘outstanding’. 

The following ‘outstanding’ recreation activities or values of rivers are protected by WCOs 

(Table 1). As a matter of interest, the number of angler visits per waterway is provided for 
each waterway with fishery values, as they would have been available at the time of the 
relevant WCO hearing. 

                                                           
5 “I didn't have time to write a short letter, so I wrote a long one instead.” Mark Twain 
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Table 1 : Water conservation orders, values and angler days 

River and WCO 
date 

Outstanding amenity values 
NAS data at or near 
period (angler days) 

Motu River, 1984 

Not stated in WCO, but the Report of the 
Committee of the National Water and Soil 
Conservation Authority (1982) stated (p7): “The 
committee has concluded that the middle reaches 
of the Motu River, in this case from the 
Waitangirua confluence to White Rapid, provide 
an outstanding amenity for both private and 
commercial whitewater recreation.” 

n/a 

Rakaia River, 
1988 

- Outstanding fisheries 
- Outstanding recreational, angling, and jet 
boating features 

52,500 (1978/79) 
Teirney et al 1987 

Manganuioteao 
River, 1989 

- An outstanding recreational fishery 
1,979 (1994/95) 
Unwin & Brown 1998 

Ahuriri River, 
1990 

- Outstanding fisheries 
- Outstanding angling amenity 

2,590 (1994/95) 
Unwin & Brown 1998 

Rangitikei River, 
1993 

Upper Rangitikei River: 
- Outstanding recreational, fisheries, and wildlife 
habitat features. 
Middle Rangitikei River: 
- Outstanding recreational and fisheries features 

5,710 (1994/95) 
Unwin & Brown 1998 

Kawarau River, 
1997 

Outstanding amenity and intrinsic values meriting 
preservation in natural state as contributing to: …
- Cultural and recreational attributes 
Outstanding characteristics… 
- as a fishery 
- for recreational and historical purposes 

3,510 (1994/95) 
Unwin & Brown1998 

Mataura River, 
1997 

- Outstanding fisheries 
- Outstanding angling amenity features 

51,360 (1994/95) 
Unwin & Brown 1998 

Buller River, 
2001 (amended 
2008) 

- Outstanding recreational characteristics 
- Outstanding fisheries or wildlife habitat features 

5,060 (1994/95) 
Unwin & Brown 1998 

Motueka River, 
2004 

- Outstanding recreational characteristics 
- Outstanding fisheries and wildlife habitat 
features 
- Outstanding wild and scenic characteristics (e.g 
Part of the Motueka and Wangapeka Rivers 
contain or contribute to an outstanding brown 
trout habitat and fishery… provide specific 
scientific and recreational values and have wild, 
scenic and recreational characteristics) 

6,390 (2001/02) 
Unwin & Image 2003 

Mohaka River, 
2004 

- Outstanding trout fishery in the upper river 
- Outstanding amenity for water based recreation 

7,070 (2001/02) 
Unwin & Image 2003 

Rangitata River, 
2006 

- Outstanding amenity and intrinsic values 
including outstanding salmon fishery 
- Outstanding recreational values – upper river for 
jet boating, rafting, and canoeing; gorge and 
lower river – kayaking and rafting 

35,960 (2001/02) 
Unwin & Image 2003 

Oreti River, 2008 
- Outstanding habitat for brown trout 
- Outstanding angling amenity 

20,630 (2001/02) 
Unwin & Image 2003 
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4.2.1 What is ‘outstanding’? 

The NZCA (2011) reviews the definition of the term ‘outstanding’ (p24, and based on Planning 
Tribunal findings in several WCO hearings): 

To be included in a WCO, a water body either has to be itself outstanding in a 
national context, or contain outstanding characteristics or features, or contribute in 
some significant way to outstanding characteristics or features. 

The test as to what is outstanding is a “reasonably rigorous” one. Before a feature 
or characteristic can qualify as outstanding, it needs to be quite out of the ordinary 
on a national basis. “If one takes a national comparative approach, the fact that 

the wider region is well endowed with similar high-quality features may well 
suggest that particular waters do not stand out when considered in a national 
context.” 

The Report by the Special Tribunal on the Rangitata River Water Conservation Order 
Application (2002) considers the term in more detail (p12): 

Outstanding 

71. The term “outstanding” was used under the previous legislation (refer s20D(2) 
Water and Soil Conservation Act 1967) and is carried through in s199(1) and 
s199(2). 

72. We note that many of the earlier water conservation order decisions of the 
Planning Tribunal related to wording different from that now found in the RMA. 
Thus in Re Draft Water Conservation (Mohaka River) Order W20/92 it was held 

that intrinsic values were not a matter for independent consideration under the 
1981 amendment to the Water and Soil Conservation Act 1967, nor a feature to be 
specified in a conservation order. However, the outstanding amenity or intrinsic 

values afforded by waters in their natural state are now relevant as a specific 
purpose set out under s199(1)(a) “outstanding amenity or intrinsic values”. Even 
when waters are no longer in their natural state, under s199(1)(b) we must 

consider the amenity or intrinsic value of the waters. 

73. However, in other respects earlier case law does still apply. Thus the then 
Planning Tribunal’s consideration, in cases such as the Mataura, the Mohaka and 

most recently the Buller Water Conservation Orders, that to be “outstanding”, a 
reasonably rigorous test must apply. The Tribunal has held that this would mean 
that amenity would need to be out of the ordinary on a national basis. Against that 

comparison we have measured the evidence presented to this tribunal….. 

76. The Planning Tribunal stated in its report on the Mataura River that: “The test 
as to what is outstanding should be a reasonably rigorous test”. 

77. This was repeated in the Buller and followed by another division of the 
Planning Tribunal in the Mohaka report. Reference to the Shorter Oxford English 
Dictionary gives the following definition for “outstanding”: 

“1. That stands out or projects; projecting, prominent, detached.” 

“2. Standing out from the rest; conspicuous;, eminent; striking.” 

“3. That stands over, that remains undetermined, unsettled or unpaid.” 

78. Clearly, the ordinary meaning of the term indicates that the characteristics for 
which protection is sought have to be conspicuous, eminent or striking. They must 
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stand out from the rest. In the Mataura case, the Planning Tribunal considered 

outstanding as “conspicuous”, “eminent”, “special by excellence” or “standing out 
from the rest” and applied these tests to the evidence presented about the fishing 
and angling features. In the Mohaka case the Tribunal found that, for a 

characteristic or feature to qualify as outstanding, it would need to be quite out of 
the ordinary on a national basis. In the case of the Buller, the Planning Tribunal 
held that, to qualify for inclusion in a national water conservation order, a water 

body either has to be outstanding in a national context or contribute in some 
significant way to outstanding characteristics or features. 

79. The special tribunal concluded that “outstanding” is not synonymous with 

“unique”. To be unique, there can only be one. Clearly, the ordinary meaning of 
the term indicates that for characteristics to be outstanding they must be 
conspicuous, striking or eminent. They must stand out from the rest. We take this 

to mean that to be outstanding, characteristics must be quite out of the ordinary on 
a national basis. We also understand that the test for “outstandingness” is 
reasonably rigorous. 

The Report And Recommendation of the Planning Tribunal on the Mohaka WCO application 
(Decision No W20192) reviewed the term ‘outstanding’ considering the number of users of a 
waterbody (p48): 

"Outstanding" Quality 

We now consider the meaning to be given to the word "outstanding" where it 
appears (twice) in section 20D(2) of the [Water and Soil Conservation] Act. The 

issue that arose in that respect was the relevance of the number of people who 
may engage in a particular activity which reflects a feature of the river. 

Mr Somerville submitted that it is appropriate to consider how many people carry 

on a particular recreational activity, for example canoeing the Mokonui Gorge; and 
balance it against the need of the nation to have the river available for electricity 
generation. He acknowledged that the comparison should be made against the 

background that the amenity is recognised for protection. 

Miss Arthur submitted that knowledge of the numbers of participants may help the 
Tribunal, but that high numbers cannot be the sole criterion, and are not likely to 

be of major importance. She contended that an amenity ought not to be 
downgraded just because only a few people have the skills or opportunity to make 
use of or enjoy the amenity…. 

Mr Cowper submitted that numbers would not be a sufficient or adequate basis for 
dealing with the statutory criteria. He remarked that usage in 1990 (or in any other 
year) may be influenced by many factors, and may be affected by accessibility and 

proximity to a large population. He observed that basing decisions on usage would 
work against protection of the most challenging and inaccessible rivers. 

We agree with the view expressed by the Planning Tribunal (differently composed) 

in the report on the Mataura River that "the test as to what is outstanding should 
be a reasonably rigorous test" (page 38). We also accept Mr: Chisholm’s 
submission that before a characteristic or feature could qualify as outstanding, it 

would need to be quite out of the ordinary on a national basis. 

We also agree with Mr Cowper's submission that what is called for is an 
examination of the quality of the amenity afforded by the waters in their natural 
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state; that the statute is seeking to· identify rivers that have amenities that stand 

out in comparison with those of other rivers. 

The fact that many people engage in a particular kind of water-based recreation 
on a river may be an indication that the river has a characteristic or feature that is 

outstanding. However it does not necessarily establish that. As Mr Cowper pointed 
out, many people may enjoy a river that lacks an outstanding characteristic or 
feature merely because it is handy to a city. The reverse also may be true. 

We hold that evidence tending to establish the numbers of people who take part in 
particular activities in the Mohaka River is relevant to the inquiry, but only 
indirectly, as possibly showing whether the river has an outstanding characteristic 

or feature in one of the classes listed in section 20D(2) of the Act. 

It is the existence and quality of such a characteristic or feature that may have to 
be balanced against any need to have the river available for the needs of industry 

and of the community. 

4.2.2 A comparative analysis 

The Planning Tribunal Report and Recommendation of the Inquiry into The National Water 
Conservation Order For The Buller River (1996) included a discussion on the value of 
comparative assessments when identifying significance, albeit for wild and scenic values 

(p21): 

Evidence was given on wild and scenic values by two experts, Ms D.J. Lucas and 
Mr A.M. Rackham. both consultant landscape architects. These two witnesses 

adopted different approaches to their assessments. Ms Lucas' approach tended to 
be a non-quantitative one which differed from Mr Rackham's in that the latter 
focused more on an assessment of physical characteristics which was described 

as the cognitive approach. Ms Lucas was of the view that this approach failed to 
give weight to experience or perception. She accepted that outstanding meant 
prominent, striking or special by excellence and that it was a reasonably rigorous 

test, but she did not accept that a comparative assessment was the only way to 
proceed. It would not allow for the possibility that a number of rivers are 
outstanding in their own right and a comparison of different types of rivers and 

their landscapes is difficult. 

Mr Rackham interpreted wild and scenic to embrace the whole sequence of 
natural waterway characteristics from the wild to the picturesque. He placed 

emphasis on the presence of physical characteristics and features of the water 
bodies rather than on the perception of these. He researched literature to establish 
the upper 10% of all water bodies which might reasonably be classed as 

outstanding. If the Tribunal thought this was too restrictive he considered whether 
the rivers and creeks of particular interest in this case might be included in the top 
25% of all New Zealand water bodies. 

His approach involved 5 inter-connected components; a review of the literature; a 
description of the characteristics and features of the particular water bodies being 
assessed; a comment on relevant affidavits prepared by Maruia in support of this 

aspect of the case; the witness' own subjective judgment; and a review of other 
water conservation orders. Although there had been no national study specifically 
aimed at assessing outstanding wild and scenic qualities, there had been several 
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comparative river assessments and Mr Rackham listed these and referred to them 

in some derail. 

Mr Rackham's approach was criticised by Ms Lucas as being reductionist, and he 
agreed. This is because it was analytical. Ms Lucas had also reviewed some of the 

literature but disregarded the results as being inappropriate for assessing wild and 
scenic characteristics. On the other hand. he was critical of her :approach as being 
highly subjective and personal. In his view, objective and subjective components 

should be clearly separated so that others can understand the logic of the 
assessment. while accepting the criteria chosen by Ms Lucas as being valid 
landscape criteria, he did not accept that the use made of these in the context of 

this case was appropriate. Basically, his concern was that Ms Lucas' approach 
had avoided the hard question about what makes the subject waters stand out in 
comparison with other waters. Every river, creek and stream can be said to be 

distinctive in some way, particularly if perceptual and experiential considerations 
are included. but adopting Ms Lucas' approach would make it difficult to think of 
any intact forested tributary along the length of the South Island west coast and 

many on the east coast as well that would not be considered outstanding. Mr 
Rackham considered his approach attempts to minimise personal bias and makes 
appropriate use of existing information to present findings in an unambiguous way 

and clearly separates opinion from fact….. 

For much the same reason as that given by the Tribunal in the Mohaka River 
report, we do not think this is an entirely appropriate way to proceed and in our 

view the better approach to assessing wild and scenic values for the purposes of a 
conservation order is that adopted by Mr Rackham. 

4.2.3 Fishery versus fishing 

The Report by the Special Tribunal on the Rangitata River Water Conservation Order 
Application (October 2002) considered the difference between a fishery and fishing – 

identifying the need to assess both separately (p33): 

74. Under S199(2)(b)(ii) of the RMA a water conservation order may provide for 
the protection of characteristics …. which are considered to be outstanding as a 

fishery. S199(2)(b)(v) similarly enables provisions to be made for outstanding 
recreational purposes. 

75. The definition of “fishery” is not given in the RMA. Submitters appear to have 

used the term to apply both to place where the fish live (hatch, rear, migrate, 
spawn etc) and the occupation (commercial or recreational) of catching them. The 
following dictionary definitions provide some guidance: 

76. Reed dictionary of New Zealand English (Third revised edition): 

a) the occupation or industry of catching fish 

b) a place where fish are bred, hatched and reared 

77. Oxford English Dictionary 

1. The business, occupation or industry of catching fish or of taking other 
products of the sea or rivers from the water 

2. A place or district where fish are caught; fishing ground 

3. A fishing establishment 
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4. The right of fishing in certain waters 

78. As “fishery” is specifically mentioned in S199 we consider that this topic should 
be addressed separately. As there is unlikely to be fishing without fish we consider 
the fish species and the fishing and determine separately whether either is 

outstanding. 

79. More than 60 written submissions made the point that the Rangitata River is 
one of New Zealand's best salmon rivers and many noted that it is recognised 

nationally and internationally for this. However most of these did not make it clear 
whether it was the angling experience, the fish species and their habitat, or all of 
these that they were considering. Hughey, who is a wildlife researcher and a very 

experienced salmon and trout angler considered that the Rangitata River is an 
outstanding salmon and trout fishery, within national, regional and local contexts. 
Very few submitters said that they did not believe that the Rangitata River has an 

outstanding fishery. 

4.2.4 Whole or part of the catchment or river? 

Various decisions considered whether a whole catchment or only parts of it could ever be 
considered outstanding. The consensus is that parts of waterbodies and catchments can be 
‘outstanding’. 

The Report of the Special Tribunal to hear the Water Conservation Order Application on the 
Kawarau River And Tributaries stated (1993, p14): 

8.4 Whole Catchment Approach 

The application was for the whole of the Kawarau River and all contributing waters 
above the yet-to-be-formed Lake Dunstan. This proposal to cover the whole 
catchment was confirmed by Counsel for the applicant at the outset of the hearing. 

The case for the applicant did not seek to reduce the catchment into small pieces 
and to intensively examine each piece, but rather sought to show that overall the 
catchment contained outstanding characteristics. It was maintained that the 

outstanding values existed throughout the catchment, and therefore a water 
conservation order over the whole catchment was warranted …. 

The tribunal considered this approach and found that the outstanding values and 

characteristics to be preserved or protected needed to be first identified. At the 
end of this process other water bodies which contributed to these outstanding 
values and characteristics could then be added to any area to be covered by an 

order…. 

Having considered the ruling made by the Planning Tribunal in the matter of the 
Buller water conservation order, the tribunal was further convinced that the use of 

the word. "catchment" should not be used in any draft order because of the 
confusion that could result. 

Whereas the Motueka River Draft National Water Conservation Order Decision of a tribunal 

appointed by the Minister for the Environment stated (1991, p24): 

Whole Catchment Approach 

The tribunal has set out in the preceding section the features and characteristics it 

believes are outstanding. While outstanding characteristics are not present in 
every stretch they cover a significant proportion of the river system and the tribunal 
considered it was appropriate to make an order over the whole catchment. The 
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tribunal considered that the river system should be viewed in an ecologically 

holistic way. This was particularly important given that the parts of the river system 
without outstanding characteristics mainly lie upstream of or flow into, the section 
which has an outstanding brown trout fishery. 

The tribunal was conscious that little evidence was provided to support a 
protection order on the section from the Shaggery River to the mouth but in 
accordance with its ecological systems approach, considered this stretch should 

also be covered. This lower section is one of the most populated stretches of the 
river and the tribunal believed that extending the order over this stretch also sent 
an important signal to users about the value of the river as a whole. 

While the Environment Court in Re National Water Conservation (Motueka River) Order 1991 
(W 7 /2003), decided otherwise: 

[315] We consider the suggestion is a reasonable one for the same reasons the 

other amendments have been made to amend Schedule 3. The parties have 
decided not to adopt the "whole catchment approach" recommended by the 
Minister's Special Tribunal, and have specified particular stretches of the 

waterbodies instead. The descriptions in the schedules should be as precise as 
possible. The Court adopts the council's suggestion, and amends Schedule 3 
accordingly. 

Although not a WCO, the Environment Court hearing of Trustpower’s hydro proposal on the 
Waiau River (Marlborough) (Decision No. (2010) NZEnvC403) identified that rivers can also 
be assessed by section (p159): 

(634] Messrs Deans, Greenaway and Hovell were agreed the upper Wairau River 
above the Wash bridge is nationally significant for its salmonid angling and the 
river downstream of The Wash bridge is regionally significant. …  

(635] Mr Deans expressed some concern about dividing the Wairau River into 
separate reaches and considered it to qualify as an outstanding fishery in its 
entirety. He considered the river as a whole to be a nationally important trout 

fishery and a regionally important salmon fishery. During cross-examination he 
agreed it was generally appropriate to subdivide larger rivers where their character 
alters. However, he did not think the amenity changes in an abrupt way at The 

Wash bridge on the Wairau. Mr Deans explained that angler surveys divided the 
river at The Wash bridge as it is easily identifiable and the point at which the 
regulations (for species, bag limits and seasons) change for fishing. He 

considered the recreational amenity to be quite different at the extremes of the 
catchment and to grade imperceptibly from one end of the river to the other. 

(636] The Wairau provides a valuable and extensive fishery resource which is well 

used by anglers from the local community and beyond. While the character of the 
river does not change abruptly at The Wash bridge it is a convenient and 
identifiable point with respect to fishing and the associated recreational amenity. 

We find that it is appropriate to subdivide such an extensive fishery and accept 
that the river downstream of The Wash bridge is regionally significant for 
salmonids. 

4.2.5 Relevant deliberations by river 

This section identifies deliberations on why a river was considered outstanding for recreation 

in WCO decisions. Not all such deliberations are listed – even though this is quite a long 
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section. The intent is to include as many different issues as possible and to avoid repetition. 

Key phrases are highlighted. 

4.2.5.1 Motu River 

Motu River: National Water Conservation Order Application Report of the Committee of the 
National Water and Soil Conservation Authority appointed to examine and make a 
recommendation on the application (1982, p6): 

Mr Eggar outlined the white water recreation characteristics of the Motu River. It 

has sustained Grade 3 white water (requiring average canoe skills), a feature 

shared by only a few other North Island rivers. Taking into account the effects of 

river modification, low flows and other factors, in Mr. Eggar's opinion, the Motu is 

the most valuable recreational white water river, which can be utilised year round 

in the North Island. Mr Eggar also discussed the positive contribution of the wild 

characteristics of the Motu to recreational experience. He noted that other rivers 
flowing through wilderness areas have a variety of problems (access or low flows) 
but the Motu was relatively free of these. Summarising the commercial 

recreational value of the river, Mr Eggar testified that there is no other river in the 

North Island that is so commercially viable and will provide wilderness of such 
significant river length which is also usable for such a long period of the year. 

4.2.5.2 Rakaia River 

Re A Draft National Water Conservation Order (Rakaia River) Planning Tribunal report (1984, 

p36): 

The lower Rakaia River provides the best recreational salmon fishery in New 

Zealand, and is the second bets jet boating river in New Zealand. This is a 

recreational activity for which few rivers are entirely suitable, and for which braided 
rivers are undoubtedly the best.  

Rakaia River National Water Conservation Order Application Report of a National Water and 

Soil Conservation Authority Committee (1984, p22): 

The North Canterbury Catchment Board in its resource survey did not identify any 
trout fishery in the catchment as being of national value. This Committee has also 

concluded that none of the catchment's trout fisheries are outstanding. 

In terms of numbers participating, the most significant recreational pursuit after 
angling is jetboating. This is often associated with fishing, or part of a commercial 

operation, but is also pursued in its own right and is a competitive sport. The 
majority of use occurs downstream of the Lake Coleridge power station. The river 
system above the Wilberforce confluence is rarely used. 

Egarr and Egarr developed a five point scale to describe the value of rivers for 
swimming and boating: insignificant, low, intermediate, high and exceptional value. 
The Rakaia was assessed as follows: 

Lower Rakaia: Low 

Rakaia Gorge: High 

Upper Rakaia: Intermediate 

The only comparative jetboater data relates to regional use and boater preference. 

On both counts the Rakaia is behind the Waimakariri. This is consistent with 
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Egarr's assessment that certain reaches of the Waimakariri are of exceptional 

value. 

It is appreciated that loss of jetboating opportunities on the Rakaia could lead to 

over-crowding on the Waimakariri River. However it was not established that in 

itself the Rakaia constituted an outstanding jetboating amenity. 

4.2.5.3 Manganuioteao River 

National Water Conservation Order Application Report of the National Water and Soil 
Conservation Authority Committee (1988, p4): 

The Manganuioteao has been identified by the former Fisheries Research Division 

of the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF) as one of nine nationally 

important angling rivers in the North Island. Out of 800 rivers surveyed, only 25 
qualified as being of national importance. Anglers on the Manganuioteao 

appreciated the scenery and solitude, the high water quality, the varied high 
quality angling available, the wildlife and the suitability of the area for a range of 
family oriented activities. 

p6 

Surveys of recreational use of the Manganuioteao show that most users are 
associated with small groups (5-6 people) who participate in a range of activities 

(including camping, picnicking, swimming, angling, canoeing, rafting, nature 
observation and photography) and who value the area for the variety of activities 
available…. 

Although the Manganuioteao offers a very high quality recreational environment, it 

is at present used by a relatively small number of people. Insufficient evidence 

was produced to show clearly that the river provides an outstanding recreational 

amenity. The Committee notes that protection of the outstanding features of the 
river will also protect the recreational amenity. 

4.2.5.4 Ahuriri River 

Ahuriri River National Water Conservation Order Applications Report of a National Water and 
Soil Conservation Authority Committee (1984, p19): 

The Ahuriri River itself is undoubtedly wild in the sense of being untamed, 

relatively unmodified, but there was no argument that this in itself warranted the 

making of an order. A. consequence of its natural characteristics, and in particular 

its braided and relatively undeveloped nature, is its value for angling and as a 
wildlife habitat. This will be elaborated shortly…. 

p22 

A national river angling survey revealed that anglers resident in the Waitaki Valley 

Acclimatisation Society district rate the Ahuriri and Lower Waitaki as the district's 

most highly valued rivers. All the attributes of the Ahuriri River, except proximity to 

home, received ratings equal to or higher than all other local rivers. Area of 
fishable water, scenic beauty and solitude attributes received the highest possible 
rating. Catch rate and size were considered equal to or better than any other local 

river. In fact the catch rate in the Ahuriri exceeds those of many other highly 

regarded South Island trout fisheries and fish size compares favourably. More 

angling effort was expended on the Ahuriri than any other trout fishery in the 

district, except the Lower Waitaki which supports stocks of both salmon and trout. 
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Various forms of more recent angler surveys - interviews, questionnaires, diary 

entries - confirm the initial findings of the national river angling survey. They further 
quantified the angling pattern revealed by the recreational survey; most angling 
occurs in the downstream zone (56% of anglers - 12% of river length) with the 

area above the gorge being the next most popular (28% of anglers - 52% of river 
length). Further breakdown of data indicates that the upstream zone is dominated 
by fly fishing and characterised by low catch rate, but large fish. The Committee 

was told that this zone was considered a trophy fishery; considerable effort and 
skill was needed but the rewards were highly valued. 

Returning to the national river angling survey; the Committee was advised of 

criteria used by Fisheries Research Division, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, 
to identify nationally important rivers. These are: 

(a) Firstly rivers were considered in terms judged by the anglers who fished 

them. Only rivers which had the highest possible rating were considered 
further. 

The Ahuriri received the maximum rating on overall importance and on 3 out of the 

7 attributes. 

(b) Rivers were then assessed in terms of usage. Those with high levels were 
classified as nationally important. Those with lower levels were evaluated in 

terms of the proportion of anglers who rated them highly. For example, rivers 
fished by few anglers had to be rated highly by over 50% to qualify. 

The Ahuriri was placed in the top 20 or 5% of South Island angling rivers on the 

basis of angler use. Furthermore over 50% of respondents assigned it the 
maximum importance rating. 

(c) Finally to help weigh borderline cases account was taken of the extent to 

which the river attracted anglers from outside the local district. Both numbers 
and the distance they travelled were measures of this. 

The number of visitors to the Ahuriri from other districts was only exceeded on two 

other South Island rivers, the Lower Waitaki and the Rangitata, both of which 
support nationally significant salmon fisheries. Anglers are apparently willing to 
travel considerable distances to fish the Ahuriri. 

In summary, the Ahuriri qualifies according to all three criteria as a nationally 
important river fishery. Nationally important rivers were classified according to their 
attributes as either wilderness fisheries, scenic fisheries, or recreational fisheries. 

This is useful; it will provide a guide when managing these rivers in the future. The 
Committee was advised that the Ahuriri qualifies as both a recreational river 
fishery and a scenic river fishery. 

The former because of its high levels of usage and good access and the latter on 
account of its remoteness from population centres, scenic beauty and the feeling 
of solitude it confers. 

The Committee is aware that those expert in the conduct of surveys, statistical 
analysis, or in eliciting human preferences could rightly find fault with the above 
surveys. However, the Committee's assessment of the Ahuriri did not rest on 

these alone. The impressions they gave were reinforced by lucid testimony from 
anglers, some of whom had experience of noteworthy overseas fisheries as well 
as New Zealand rivers [their italics]. 
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THE COMMITTEE FINDS THERE IS AN OUTSTANDING RECREATIONAL 

FISHERY ASSOCIATED WITH THE AHURIRI RIVER SYSTEM. THIS 

CONCLUSION RESTS ON NO SINGLE FACTOR; IT RESULTS FROM THE 

INTEGRATION OF A NUMBER OF ATTRIBUTES AND COMPARISONS [their 

caps]. 

4.2.5.5 Rangitikei River. 

There is no useful review of what constituted ‘outstanding’ recreation values in the Rangitikei 
River Water Conservation Order Application Report and Recommendations of The National 
Authority Rangitikei Committee (1986). 

4.2.5.6 Kawarau 

Report of The Special Tribunal to hear the Water Conservation Order Application on the 

Kawarau River and Tributaries. Ministry For The Environment (1993 p6): 

Mr Bamford gave an overview of commercial water based recreation in the 
Kawarau catchment. He noted that 55 operators were involved in a wide variety of 

activities including rafting, jetboating, cruising and boating, paraflying, commercial 

kayaking, commercial guided fishing, and river surfing. Adventure tourism in the 

Kawarau catchment was at the leading edge of adventure tourism in Australasia 

based on the wide variety of natural features such as rivers, lakes and snow 
slopes. 

The Shotover River downstream of Deep Creek was particularly important for 

water based commercial recreation with an estimated 179,000 visitors participating 

in jetboating and rafting operations in 1991. This was well in excess of any other 

river in the country. The Kawarau River had an estimated 100,000 visitors for 

jetboating and rafting for the same period. This was contrasted with rivers in other 
parts of the country with an estimated 10,000 visitors per annum (Rangataiki, 
Waikato and Wairoa Rivers). 

Commercial boating on Lake Wakatipu (cruising, charter boat and fishing) was an 

order of magnitude greater in client numbers than the next most popular inland 

lake, Lake Taupo. Lake Wakatipu was the most heavily used site in the country 

with an estimated 120,000 clients per annum for 1991. 

Mr Bamford also noted the importance of wilderness walking especially in the Dart, 
Rees, Routeburn and Greenstone valleys. An estimated 10,000 clients were 

guided through the various tracks per year, with another estimated 10,000 
independent walkers using the tracks annually. All of these tracks were in river 
valleys with natural relatively easy walking lines through the mountains. Mr 

Bamford noted it was difficult to separate out the role of the rivers, the scenic 
mountain backdrop and the bush in the walking experience; they all combine to 
provide a world class amenity. 

4.2.5.7 Mataura 

Mataura River Water Conservation Order Application Report of the National Water and Soil 

Conservation Authority Committee (1986, p2): 

The intrinsic qualities of the river and its tributaries are not uniform. The waters of 
the upper catchment are little affected by human settlement; generally they are of 

high quality. Abstraction of water is minimal. The upper catchment rivers and 
streams are attractive and flow through scenic country. In some places, such as 
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the headwaters of the Waikaia River, there are wilderness qualities. By 

comparison, the Mataura from Gore downstream is affected by abstraction and 
waste discharges, river control and hydro-electric power generation. In the 

committee's view this part of the river is not particularly scenic. However, the 

crucial point is that a river does not have to be more or less in its natural state or 

have outstanding scenic or similar intrinsic qualities, to warrant a national water 

conservation order. The existence of an outstanding fisheries feature alone is 

sufficient grounds for making a national order (given that competing needs do not 
outweigh the case for an order). What parts of the Mataura River system constitute 
an outstanding fishery? 

Two quantifiable measures of the angling amenity provided by the Mataura are 

available; angler use and catch rate. The most used part of the river is the reach 
from Mataura Borough to Mataura Island. Reports from anglers indicate that 

notwithstanding waste discharges to the river, this reach provides a highly valued 
fishing experience and is not simply used because it is close to home. The second 
most popular reach is above Mataura Borough, to a point upstream of the Waikaia 

confluence. Catch rates rise slowly along the river to this point and then start to 
increase markedly. Above the Nokomai confluence, ie, in the headwaters of the 
Mataura, catch rates fall to similar levels to those enjoyed on the lower river. The 

percentage of the anglers using any reach that are visitors (ie, from outside the 
catchment) is highest in the headwaters. Of all the reaches the headwaters has 
the highest proportion of fly fishing. 

The committee has assessed that the Mataura River from its headwaters down to 
Mataura Island, is an outstanding fishery. 

Re An Inquiry into a Draft National Water Conservation (Mataura River) (C32/90, 1989, p11) 

Mr Rodway went on to refer to several studies that have been made of the fishery. 
Some are based on diary surveys, i.e. surveys of people who have fished the 
Mataura River who provide information from their diaries, and one at least, is 

based on interview work actually carried out on the river itself. We are not going to 
lengthen this report any further than is necessary by going into all the details of 
these various studies. 

The objectors, particularly those represented by Mr Somerville, are critical of some 

of the studies, and we will refer to these criticisms later. For the moment, taken at 

their face value, they paint a picture of a river system that is visited by a large 

number of anglers; provides a high catch rate; is easily accessible; and has a full 

range of angling experiences, including bait fishing, spinning and fly fishing. It was 

included in an inventory of wild and scenic rivers prepared by the Authority in 

1982. It was included in List A of this inventory in the recreational category with 

the outstanding characteristic being stated as brown trout angling. 

p13 

The applicants then called three scientists. The first was Mr Unwin, a fisheries 
scientist, who was involved in one of the surveys referred to earlier. This was a 

national angling survey conducted by post. Mr Unwin said that from the results of 

this survey it had been concluded that the Mataura River was by far the most 

popular trout fishing river in the South Island. 

p14 
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Mr Witherow pointed out that the Mataura River was enjoyed a high reputation 

amongst anglers for a long time. He said that it is the most heavily fished brown 
trout river in New Zealand. No other brown trout river in New Zealand approaches 

this level of usage. It is of some importance to record however, that the majority of 

users, some 80% according to his evidence, live in the Mataura Valley and the 

nearby city of Invercargill. Of the remaining visitors to the river, some 15% live 

elsewhere in New Zealand and 5% come from overseas. 

Mr Witherow went on to say that one of the most valuable attributes of the river as 

a fishery is that it is nonspecialist. In other words, it provides a full range of fishing 
experiences - a matter referred to earlier by other witnesses.  

p27 

As to the quality of the trout fishery, Dr Hayes said this and we quote from his 

evidence-in-chief; "By world standards New Zealand has a very large number of 

excellent river and lake brown trout fisheries, with the South Island being 

particularly well endowed. Of these the Mataura River stands out as one of the 

best and certainly the most famous. The river has for many years enjoyed an 

international reputation as an outstanding brown trout fishery. This claim is 
substantiated, for example in the Fisheries Environmental Report No. 28 of Ms 
Tierney and others, published in 1982 and listed in Appendix 1 to my evidence". 

pp39-40 

We have very carefully reviewed all the evidence given by the local anglers and 
the scientists, including those whose specialties are concerned more with river 

flora and invertebrate populations. Having done so, we have concluded that the 
Mataura River system does contain an outstanding fishery and an outstanding 
angling amenity.  

As we said earlier there is really little dispute about the angling amenity, and in this 
regard we think it is right to give somewhat more weight to the so-called anecdotal 

evidence than the objectors would have us do. After all it goes back for nearly 100 

years and we think weight should be given to the fact that for practically the whole 

of that time, this river system has enjoyed a reputation both within New Zealand 

and overseas for high quality brown trout angling. Then we take into account that 

for some years now, the system has not been artificially stocked and yet it has 
continued to provide a high catch rate by both national and international 
standards. We think, as indeed all the fisheries scientists agreed, that this is 

evidence that the river system supports a significantly large fish population. We 

think it right to say too that the outstanding angling amenity is a consequence of 

the outstanding fishery, for without this high quality fishery one of the important 

features of the angling amenity, namely the high catch rate, would not exist. It is 
this feature in particular that distinguishes the Mataura River fishing and angling 
amenity from, for example, the Ahuriri River, a distinction referred to specifically by 

Mr Witherow. 

We also give weight to the fact that the river system provides for the full range of 
angling experiences. This too, is associated with the fishery and the changes in it 

that are evident in different parts of the river system, including the tributaries. 
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4.2.5.8 Buller River 

Buller River. Draft National Water Conservation Order Decision of a tribunal appointed by the 
Minister for the Environment (1989, p25-27) 

Recreational and Native Fisheries 

The National Angling Survey [most likely to be Teirney et al 1982] had rated one 
section of the mainstem as nationally important with two others verging on this 

status and other stretches as being of regional importance. 

The tribunal noted the comment made by Dr Jellyman relating to the limitations of 

this survey for assessing remote rivers. Convincing evidence was presented to the 

tribunal relating to the variety of the angling experiences available, the impressive 

size of the trout, the relatively high catch rates and the fishery's national and 

international reputation. The tribunal considered the Buller River system above the 

Maruia confluence (and including the Maruia River) constitutes an outstanding 
trout fishery. 

Some tributaries or reaches within this section, such as the Maruia, the upper 

mainstem from Lake Rotoiti to the Gowan River and the Gowan River can 
undoubtedly be viewed as nationally important on a stand-alone basis. However, 
the tribunal considered individual stretches within this section should not be 

viewed in isolation. Collectively, these tributaries and stretches of river provide an 

outstanding fishery because of the range of easily accessible, high quality angling 

experience available. Some waters not considered outstanding for angling in their 

own right may still be indirectly important for spawning or replenishment of stock. 

In the section below the Maruia confluence, the tribunal considered the Awarua 
and Waitahu Rivers which are tributaries of the Inangahua River and the Ohikanui 

River are outstanding fisheries. 

The lower Buller River near the mouth is assessed as an outstanding whitebait 
fishery which should be protected both for its recreational value and because of 

the contribution the galaxiid species make to the native fishery…. 

Water Based Sports 

On the evidence presented to it the tribunal considered the opportunities provided 

for canoeing and rafting clearly constituted an outstanding feature of the river. The 
river provides a wide range of canoeing and rafting experiences for the novice as 
well as the expert. Most parts of the river system have easy access. Despite, for 

example, the presence of a main highway alongside many popular stretches, 
users reported the feeling of solitude was not affected. 

The tribunal noted that users value the river system particularly highly because it is 

one of the last remaining large rivers in New Zealand that has not been modified, 
except in a limited and localised way, by development, the country through which 
it flows is largely in native forest and it is highly scenic. 

Planning Tribunal Report and Recommendation of the Inquiry into the National Water 
Conservation Order for the Buller River (1996, p28): 

Water Body 10A - Mangles River 

Protection is sought for several claimed outstanding characteristics or features of 
this river which is a first order tributary of the Upper Buller River above its 
confluence with the Matakitaki River upstream of Murchison. The outstanding 
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characteristics or features claimed are a headwater trout fishery; wild and scenic 

characteristics; and canoeing downstream of the Tutaki River confluence. 
Although not directly contested by any party, Tasman Energy has questioned the 
existence of these outstanding characteristics or features. 

The Minister's tribunal found that this river was an important one as far as water 
based sports were concerned. It mentioned this river in the same paragraph as the 
Buller River mainstem from the Gowan River, the Matakitaki River (from the 

Glenroy River to the Buller River confluence) and the Maruia River from the 
Warwick River to the Buller River confluence. 

In an affidavit sworn and filed for the purpose of the July 1992 hearing, Dr Rankin 

referred to the high recreational values of this river for canoeists and in his 
evidence at the resumed inquiry, again referred to this river as containing 
outstanding white water for canoeing. Corporal CG. Leitch, another experienced 

canoeist called as a witness by NZCA, rated the Mangles River as grade 2 and 
said that it provided a safe trip for moderately experienced paddlers. Mr M.O. 
Savory, yet another experienced canoeist, and President of NZCA, told us that in 

a recreational survey done by G.D. and J.H. Egarr in 1980, the Mangles River had 
a rating of intermediate, but the section below the Black-water River confluence is 
now more highly valued as an alternative trip for intermediate paddlers when the 

Buller River is in flood. 

In 1991 NZCA conducted a national river use survey and a further survey at 
Christmas 1994 which was a more local one of canoeists at Murchison, and as a 

result this witness rated the Mangles River as high. However, in the 1991 survey 
this river did not rank for any value in the top ten rivers in New Zealand. 

Dr M.P. Cave, a former manager of the Resource Information Group in the Energy 

and Resources Division of the Ministry of Commerce and himself an experienced 
kayaker, was called to give evidence by Tasman Energy. Of the Mangles River Dr 
Cave said that paddling this river is dependent on adequate water flows and on 

occasions it may not be able to be paddled over the entire summer period when 
most people visit the region. He referred to the classification by Egarr and Egarr 
but regarded this as too low and thought a more appropriate grading was 

intermediate to high in the section claimed by NZCA. 

On an outstanding canoeing feature we think there is barely sufficient evidence to 

justify this, even on a largely uncontested basis. As will be seen later, when we 

come to consider some of the contested waters and the claimed recreational 

features, we have rigorously undertaken a comparative analysis before reaching 

our conclusions. In the case of this water body, applying the same test, we are 

unable to say that the Mangles River contains an outstanding canoeing feature. In 
the context of the Buller River system it undoubtedly has value, so that it is almost 

certainly regionally important. But it does not feature highly enough in New 

Zealand rankings to justify such a finding. 

As for the claim concerning an outstanding headwater trout fishery, the national 

angling survey showed the Mangles River to be popular for dry fly and nymph 

fishing but generally not highly regarded for attributes such as access, catch rate, 

scenic and wilderness qualities. In his evidence Dr Hayes listed rivers in the Buller 
River system that had been categorised in 1994 as being either category A or 
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category B headwater trout fisheries, and the Mangles River does not appear in 

this list. 

Mr Entwistle provided his own assessment of the Mangles River as a trout fishery 
by reference to a number of criteria, bur the difficulty about this assessment is that 

was a comparative one within the Buller River system only. Within that system Mr 
Entwistle ranked the Mangles River highly as regards fish numbers, work effort 
and guiding value. For the other four criteria adopted by him, this river did nor rank 

particularly highly and did not rate any further mention in his evidence. 

Again, we are unable to conclude that this river has an outstanding headwater 
trout fishery on the basis of the evidence we received in the course of this inquiry 

and we note that it was not mentioned by the Minister’s tribunal as having an 
outstanding feature of this kind. 

p30 

Water Body 10B - Tutaki River and its tributary, Tiraumea River 

As we said earlier the Tutaki River is a tributary of the Mangles River, and 
therefore a second order tributary of the Upper Buller River. Protection is sought 

for an outstanding headwater trout fishery. This is not contested by any party. 

In his evidence, Dr Hayes identified this river as containing a category A 

headwater trout fishery, which distinguishes it immediately from the Mangles 

River. Dr Hayes told us that category A headwater trout fisheries are those that 

sustain good fishing throughout the fishing season. Category B headwater trout 
fisheries are those that fish well only early in the fishing season. In category B 

rivers the abundance of trout progressively declines as the season progresses 
because of angling pressure and/or downstream emigration of trout. 

Of 89 category A headwater trout fisheries identified in New Zealand, 71 are in the 

South Island. This statistic by itself does not justify a finding that this is an 

outstanding headwater trout fishery. On the evidence we heard it does not rank 
with the Sabine River or the D'Urville River, or for that matter Travers River. 

So far as Mr Entwistle is concerned the Tutaki River does not appear to rank 
higher than the Mangles River, although in the body of his evidence-in-chief he 
said that trout numbers were increasing noticeably in this river, even though by 

comparison with larger rivers in the Buller River system numbers could only be 
considered moderate. 

On the basis of this evidence again we are unable to find that this water body 

contains an outstanding headwater trout fishery. The Minister's tribunal would 
have included this water body in a conservation order, presumably for its 
outstanding fishery, although this is not stated in its decision. However, for the 

reasons just stated we unable to reach the same conclusion. 

p46 

Water Body 19B - Te Wharau Creek (Stony River) 

Preservation of this water body in its natural state is sought based on an 
outstanding headwater trout fishery and wild and scenic characteristics…. 

On the headwater trout fishery, Dr Hayes said that this water body contains a 

category B headwater trout fishery. Mr Tonkin told us that it is the largest stream 
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entering the Inangahua River from the eastern Paparoa Ranges, and that it has a 

moderate population of medium to large sized trout. Until recently, access to this 

water body has been limited by a footbridge over the Inangahua River and its 

excellent trout fishing has not been generally well known. However. with road 

access now available it is likely that it will become more popular. It offers 
outstanding opportunities for productive angling in a wild and scenic setting. Mr 
Entwistle did not rate it particularly highly, although he said that it has special fish 

qualities and is significant for guiding purposes. So far as we could find from the 

evidence of Mr Unwin. this water body did nor feature in the national angling 

survey…. 

Having regard to the foregoing, and noting that Mr Tonkin was not cross-examined 
on his evidence, we have concluded that at least for the upper part of this water 

body there would be justification for protecting the headwater trout fishery, but 

there is insufficient evidence to find that it contains outstanding wild and scenic 
characteristics. 

p50 

Water Body 1A - Buller River from Lake Rotoiti to Gowan River confluence 

Protection is sought for outstanding wild and· scenic characteristics, a trout 
fishery, wildlife habitat, and canoeing (Lake Rotoiti to Teetotal Creek M29 916 

383). The extent to which all these are present throughout this water body is 
contested by Tasman Energy and Tasman District…. 

Turning to the trout fishery, Dr Hayes said that in general, large lake outlets with 

no artificial water control or impediment to fish passage have become scarce in 

New Zealand owing to hydro-electric development, and in this respect the upper 

Buller River and the Gowan River are significant because they are still in their 

natural state and possess exceptionally high trout populations. Mr Unwin told us 
that the upper 30 kilometres of the Buller River mainstem from Lake Rotoiti to the 

Gowan River confluence was identified as a nationally important recreational 

fishery in the national angling survey. Mr Entwistle rated this section of the Buller 
River mainstem highly for fish numbers, size of fish, quality of fish, work effort 
required and guiding value. Dr Donovan also accepted that the upper Buller River, 

which he described as that part of the mainstem upstream of the confluence with 
the Maruia River, supports a brown trout fishery of national importance, while 
downstream of that confluence it supports a brown trout fishery of regional or local 

importance. We should perhaps add here that the claimed outstanding feature of a 
trout fishery is one that the applicants claim includes both a fishery in the 
biological sense and an angling amenity. In other words, a claim similar to that 

made by one of the same applicants in the Mataura River case. 

On the basis of the evidence just summarised, and applying the rigorous test 
earlier referred to (see section 4.2.2 of this report in reference to wild and scenic 

values – the Rackham/Lucas debate), we are able to conclude that this particular 

water body contains an outstanding trout fishery. 

p58 

Water' Body 1C - Buller- River from Map Reference M29 537 350 to the 
Maruia River confluence and Water Body ID - Buller River from Maruia River 
confluence to Iron Bridge 
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Protection is sought for outstanding characteristics or features of a trout fishery, 

canoeing, rafting and wild and scenic characteristics in respect of both these water 
bodies….. 

On canoeing, Dr Rankin told us that these two water bodies contain white water 

canoeing features of grade 3 to 4 and sometimes, depending on flows grade 5. 

Some of the rapids in these water bodies have been likened to those in the 

Colorado River in the Grand Canyon, and these assessments were affirmed by 

Corporal Leitch and Mr H.J.P. Canard, a tourist operator and another experienced 
paddler. Earlier we referred also to Mr Mackay’s evidence which was 
demonstrative of the important qualities of this part of the Buller River mainstem. 

We also referred to the results of the 1991 river use survey that demonstrate the 
national importance of these two water bodies. In that part of Ms Wratt's evidence 

that remained uncontested, she described the use of these two water bodies for 

national championship events. She said, for example, that O'Sullivans Rapid has 

been recognised as one of the premier sites in New Zealand, and as such has 

been the venue of national and international events. Generally, Dr Cave, the 

witness called by Tasman Energy, agreed with these assessments. 

Based on the foregoing, we have concluded that both these water bodies contain 
an outstanding canoeing feature. Earlier, we expressed the tentative view that part 

of Water Body 1A from Lake Rotoiti to Teetotal Creek may contain such a feature, 
and may also be important as contributing to features downstream. We also 
recorded a similar conclusion about Water Body 1B with particular reference to the 

Granity section. Generally, as we understood the evidence, it is the combination of 

high and steady flows and the formations in the river itself creating the white water 

rapids and the falls, that all contribute to these outstanding features. Our overall 

conclusion is that the whole of this stretch of the Buller River mainstem is 
sufficiently important to warrant a finding that it contains an outstanding canoeing 
feature. 

On rafting, we have already discussed some of the evidence given by Mr Allardice 
and Mr Rowland concerning the Buller River mainstem. 

Water Body 1C was described by Mr Rowland as part of the popular and 

outstanding rafting trip from upstream of the O'Sullivans Bridge to the swing bridge 
below Ariki Falls. It contains outstanding scenic qualities. The first of the big rapids 
begins just above the O'Sullivans Bridge, and rafts are usually put in just above 

this point. This rapid lies within gorge-like rocky walls with heavy bush on the hills 
further back. It consists of a series of large waves in a classic "vee formation". 
There is a series of grade 2 and grade 3 waves from here to the Maruia River 

confluence. 

Water body ID, which we remind ourselves is not contested in this respect 
contains the Ariki Falls which Mr Rowland described as "a truly awe inspiring 

experience for rafters". He said that these falls are the highest volume rafted 

waterfalls in New Zealand. 

Based on all the evidence we have discussed so far about rafting. we have no 

difficulty at all in concluding that Water Bodies IC and ID contain an outstanding 
rafting feature. 

p59 
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Water Body 1E - Buller River from Iron Bridge to Te Kuha 

Protection is sought for claimed outstanding rafting and wild and scenic 
characteristics…. 

The nature of the rafting feature differs from the one just discussed. Mr Rowland 

described this part of the Buller River mainstem as meandering gently to the coast 
past Berlins, Hawks Crag and Inangahua. It is a large, relaxed and very beautiful 
river abounding in trout and spectacular scenery. He said it provides a fitting wind 

down from the multi-day and source to sea raft trips. We do not understand there 
to be a large number of the latter, but to the extent that this witness and Mr 

Allardice mentioned this feature and were not challenged, we accept that this 

remaining stretch of the Buller River mainstem to be considered by us, contributes 

significantly to the rafting feature earlier referred to. 

p61 

Water Body 9 - Gowan River 

Protection is sought for a claimed outstanding headwater trout fishery and rafting 
feature…. 

On this aspect of this water body the Tribunal is divided. The presiding Planning 
Judge and Commissioner Johnson have concluded that for its rafting value it is 
deserving of consideration for inclusion in a conservation order. Commissioner 

Grigg does not agree. 

The reasoning of the majority who have been responsible for preparing this part of 
this report so far, will now follow. Commissioner Grigg's reasons will be included 

later. 

In his closing submissions Mr Mark Christensen, counsel for Maruia, submitted 
that the evidence of Mr Allardice and Mr Rowland demonstrates that the rafting 

amenity of this water body is outstanding on a national basis because of a 

combination of factors, including its lake fed, reliable and consistent flow; its 

swiftness averaged over its length; its continuous technical challenge; and its 

usage which he submitted was established as being between 2,000 and 3,000 

people per year which ranks it approximately seventh of all rivers rafted in New 

Zealand…. 

The evidence to which we have just referred demonstrated that this water body 

itself contains some important features for rafting. However, applying the rigorous 

test, when viewed solely on its own as a rafting amenity, it would probably not 

qualify as containing an outstanding amenity of that kind. However, when viewed 

as a constituent part of a rafting trip that includes Water Body 1B and the multiday 

amenity that includes the succeeding downstream Water Bodies 1C, 1D and 1E, 

we are completely satisfied that it should be considered for inclusion in a water 

conservation order because of its significant contribution to this overall amenity, 
and in particular the one day trip involving Water Body 1B….. 

Commissioner Grigg’s reasoning: 

I believe the claim for an outstanding rafting amenity on the Gowan River is not 
substantiated. 

I have thought carefully about the importance of the phrase "significant 
contribution". Approximately six companies have rafted the Gowan at some time; 
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only two appear to use it with any regularity, that is Rapid River Rafting operated 

by Mr Rowland, and Ultimate Descents operated by Mr Allardice. 

Mr Allardice conceded in cross-examination that, at present, only a small 
percentage of his rafting operation is on the Gowan River and I found the evidence 

on a possible third operator to be inconclusive. I also note that Buller Adventure 
Tours, which Mr Rowland told us in cross-examination was the biggest operator on 
the Buller River, does not commercially raft the Gowan River. 

It is my opinion that the Gowan River does not make a significant contribution to 

commercial rafting on the Buller River mainstem. To do so, it would have to be 

used to a considerable extent by the majority of operators…. 
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Water Body 12E- Matiri River downstream of the West Branch confluence 

Protection is sought for a claimed outstanding canoeing feature. 

Mr Unwin told us that the 1991 river use survey showed that after the Buller River 
mainstem and parts of the Matakitaki River, the next three most heavily used 
tributaries in the Buller River system for canoeing trips were the Mangles River, 

the Maruia River and the Matiri River. 

However, it is plain from the overall results of this survey that the stretch of the 
Matiri River now being considered does not stand out in a national context as 

containing a canoeing feature. When one analyses the evidence given by the 

canoeists, this is not surprising. Dr Rankin was, in the end, driven to accept that it 

is only in high flows that this water body contains a piece of canoeing white water 

that might be said to be outstanding in a national sense, although earlier in 
rebuttal evidence he had sought to persuade us that it also had value at lower 
flows… 

Comparing the canoeing evidence on this particular water body with the evidence 
we received about the upper Buller River mainstem is a useful way of assessing 

the evidence we have just been discussing. Although at times, this water body 

may be said to contain a canoeing feature that is outstanding in a national context, 

we think there is considerable force in Dr Cave’s evidence that this can be found 

in many other rivers in similar conditions including the Buller River mainstem. The 

fact that this river may be safer when the Buller River mainstem is in high flood 
does not, in our opinion, mean that itis outstanding in a national context. We take 
into account too, the evidence we heard about similar features in other South 

Island rivers. 

Applying the rigorous test referred to earlier in this report. we have concluded that 
the Matiri River does not contain an outstanding canoeing feature. 

p75 

Water Body 13C - Matakitaki River downstream of the confluence with the 
Glenroy River to the Buller River. 

Protection is sought for an outstanding canoeing feature between certain 
coordinates, for a rafting feature, and a trout fishery…. 

A more contentious issue concerns the claimed canoeing feature. In respect of 

this water body, the Minister's tribunal did have something to say. It referred to 
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evidence of an assessment made by Dr Rankin that involved rating four sections 

of the Buller River system as being exceptional. Three of these were in the Buller 
River main stem, and the fourth was in the Matakitaki River from the Glenroy River 
confluence to the Buller River confluence….. 

Mr Unwin told us that the 1991 river use survey ranked the Matakitaki River as the 
most popular tributary of the Buller River in terms of the number of paddlers 

attracted to it. It was by far the most highly rated tributary in terms of overall 

importance and canoeing challenge for which it was rated, although not in the top 

ten, in a national context. Mr Unwin's evidence showed that it ranked ninth in a 

national context for the number of paddlers, and third for geographic diversity, but 

in overall importance it did not rank within the top ten rivers. Mr Savory said that 
although the Egarr and Egarr survey ranked it highly, the second ranking below 
exceptional for recreational values, on a reconsideration of this and taking into 

account the river use survey result, he would now rank it as exceptional although 
in the end as we understood his answers in cross-examination, this is largely 
because of the Earthquake Rapid section. 

Dr Cave took a different view of this water body. He agreed with Egarr and Egarr’s 

assessment that it had a high recreational value for kayaking. He did not agree 

however, that it was outstanding in a national context. He was critical of Mr 

Unwin’s evidence based on the results of the river use survey. His own analysis of 

this survey demonstrated to him that overall the Matakitaki River is ranked the 

sixteenth most important river in the South Island, and a closer examination of the 

canoeing challenge criteria showed that the respondents were considering only 

the Earthquake Rapid section of the river. Dr Cave felt that more weight should 
have been given to the importance criteria results that after all came from 

questions put to the NZCA members themselves. He went on to say that while the 
Matakitaki River ranked quite highly on both an importance and usage basis, it is 
clearly rated less highly than the Buller River mainstem. The data also indicated 

that other tributaries are less highly regarded, particularly the Gowan River and the 
Matiri River, reflecting infrequent use of these rivers…. He was also of the view 
that the importance of the Earthquake Rapid had diminished in recent years 

because of an increased interest in O'Sullivans Rapid which is on the Buller River 
rnainstem. It had been used in the past as a national slalom course, but not 
recently. 

Earlier, when considering non-contested waters, we recorded in respect of Water 
Body 13B, which is that part of the Matakitaki River upstream of the water body 
now being considered, that the ranking of the river as a whole appeared to be 

attributed mainly to the Earthquake Rapid section, which we would have to 
consider, as we are now doing. The rest of the river received a lesser ranking from 
the witnesses generally. At that point we thought that Water Body 13B might be 

important as contributing to an outstanding feature downstream. 

We have carefully considered this particular aspect of the NZCA's case: In the 
end, we think that some of the criticisms made by Dr Cave are worthy of weight 

and that overall his assessment is to be preferred. When compared with the 
stretches of the Buller River mainstem that we have already considered, and 
which we have held to contain an outstanding canoeing feature, neither Water 

Body 13B nor Water Body 13C, or the two combined, are in our view comparable 

as regards their being outstanding in a national sense. Even though this river does 
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rank for some features in the top ten rivers in New Zealand, it is our judgment that 

overall it ought not to be held, largely for the reasons given by Dr Cave, to contain 

any outstanding recreational canoeing feature. There is no doubt that it is 

important in terms of the Buller River system, and probably in terms of this region, 

but there are several other rivers in New Zealand that rank more highly than this 

river and applying the rigorous test to the Matakitaki River our conclusion is the 

one just recorded. 

p78 

Water Body 19C - Waitahu River upstream of its confluence with. The 
Montgomerie River, and including the Montgomerie River and Shaw Stream 

Preservation in its natural state is sought for this water body based on a claimed 
outstanding headwater trout fishery, wildlife habitat for blue duck, and wild and 
scenic characteristics…. 

In cross-examination Dr Donovan agreed that reputation of a water body as a trout 
fishery can change through time, but as regards both the Waitahu and Awarau 
Rivers there is an absence of published information about them, and having 

regard to the criteria considered in other conservation order cases, he regarded 
this as a factor to be taken into account. 

In the end, after a searching cross-examination, Dr Donovan agreed that there 

were really only two factors. namely lack of reputation and, contrary to Mr 

Entwistle's view, lack of easy access that precluded this water body from being 

outstanding. 

It has to be remembered that the claimed outstanding feature here is that of a 
headwater trout fishery. We have no doubt from all the evidence we heard that this 
water body, including its tributaries, does contain a significant headwater trout 

fishery certainly now of regional importance. Indeed, it must come very close to 

being of national importance, but as the evidence showed there are a large 

number of headwater trout fisheries in the South Island and 71 of them are 

category A. We must also bear in mind that Mr Entwistle's opinion about this water 
body was expressed in the context of the Buller River system as a whole and that 
the weight he gave to various water bodies reflected that approach. 

For these reasons, again applying the rigorous test, we have in the end concluded 

that this water body does not contain an outstanding headwater trout fishery. 

4.2.5.9 Motueka River 

Motueka River Draft National Water Conservation Order Decision of a tribunal appointed by 
the Minister for the Environment (1991, p22): 

During deliberation tribunal members discussed in some detail as to whether the 
recreational brown trout fishery is of significance deserving of a water conservation 
order. In arriving at the conclusion that a protection order was necessary the 

tribunal referred to specific written and oral testimonies. 

The tribunal considered the National Angling Survey which determined that the 

section of the Motueka River from the Wangapeka confluence to the sea rated as 

being a nationally important fishery…. 
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The tribunal agreed with Mr Ring's observation that the Motueka system is quite 

remarkable as a trout fishery considering that there are no lakes in the system to 

act as a reservoir to the very large population of brown trout…. 

Convincing evidence was presented to the tribunal relating to the variety of the 

angling experiences available, the range in size and abundance of the fish, 

relatively high catch rates and the ease of access to the fishery. Consequently, the 
tribunal determined that the Brown Trout fishery was of national importance. 

The tribunal concluded that the Brown Trout fishery of the Motueka River from the 

Wangapeka confluence down to the Shaggery is an outstanding recreational 

fishery due to its significant biomass, the unusual nature of the fishery (challenge, 

seasonal variation) and accessibility. 

p23 

Other Recreational Values 

Similarly, while appreciating that the lower stretch of the main river is used for a 
wide range of recreational pursuits (rafting, canoeing, picnicking, swimming), the 
tribunal concluded that these were not an outstanding feature of the river, but 

rather of considerable local recreational significance. 

RE an inquiry into the draft National Water Conservation (Motueka River) Order (W7 /2003, 
pp17-18) 

 [92] As well as usage, the fisheries of the Motueka River are outstanding due to 

the abundance of fish in the lower Motueka River, and the number of large fish 

that are found in the Wangapeka. 

[93] Mr Deans concludes the large numbers of fish in the Motueka are the basis 
for the angling amenity. Protection of the fishery depends primarily upon 
maintaining the productivity of fish…. 

[96] In summary, Mr Deans says that the lower Motueka River supports an 

exceptional biomass of trout, with the upper Wangapeka noted for its relatively 

abundant trophy sized trout. These are, in Mr Deans' view, features which are 

nationally outstanding, and which ·contribute significantly to the outstanding 
fishery. 

[97] The Wangapeka River is the second river listed in Schedule 2 of the revised 

draft order. Mr Deans affirms that although the Wangapeka is not as well used as 
the Motueka, the level of participation is still very high, considering that it is 

classified as a back country river. He deposes that when compared with similar 

back country rivers regarded as outstanding, the usage rates for the Wangapeka 

are similar…. 

p26 

[156] Mr Millar explained that caves have outstanding recreational and aesthetic 
values as well as scientific ones. Water is a significant factor in recreational 
caving, often adding an entire extra dimension of challenge to the sport. Caving 

should be seen, he says, in part as a water sport, whilst its specialist off-shoot, 
cave diving, is entirely aquatic. Mr Millar· stated that water is often a key ingredient 
in the most rugged and stunning cave landscapes. 
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[157] Mounts Owen and Arthur contain complex cave systems, the deepest and 

longest in New Zealand, and the deepest in the Southern Hemisphere to date. 
Cave exploration in both these areas still continues, with major discoveries still 
being made. Mr Millar stated these karsts hold the most challenging and technical 

recreational caving in New Zealand attracting visiting cavers not only from New 
Zealand but also from overseas. The Nettlebed cave system is listed as being of 
international significance offering as it does one of the deepest caving through-

trips in the world…. 

[161] After reviewing all of the above evidence, the Court endorses the conclusion 
of the Minister’s Special Tribunal as well as the parties' agreement in respect of 

the waters in the karst system [of] the Motueka catchment. The subterranean 
system and the waters that sustain demonstrate outstanding qualities which 
provide for special scientific and recreational values as well as wild, scenic and 

natural characteristics. These characteristics are outstanding at a national level. 

4.2.5.10 Mohaka River 

Mohaka River National Water Conservation Order Application Decision of a Tribunal 
Appointed by the Minister for the Environment (1990, p37): 

8.3.3 Outstanding Features and Characteristics 

(i) Recreational Fisheries 

The National Angling Survey rated the Mohaka River mainstem from the top of the 

Maungataniwha Gorge to the source as a nationally important trout fishery. While 

none of the tributaries were rated in this category, drift diving surveys have 

confirmed their importance for spawning and rearing of trout  

The tribunal considered that this survey, together with other evidence, presented a 

convincing case of there being an outstanding fishery above the Te Hoe 
confluence. The tribunal include the tributaries in its decision because of their 
contribution to the maintenance of an outstanding fishery on the mainstem. 

The tribunal made its assessment based on a variety of factors: the high catch 

rates of consistently large fish, the variety of river settings and fishing challenges 

presented both to the novice and expert, the large area of relatively accessible, 

fishable water, the popularity of the river with anglers and its national and 

international reputation. The tribunal also noted that the river is valued because it 

clears quickly after rain, it can be fished in most parts all year round, it provides 

the opportunity to fish for brown and rainbow trout and fishing can be combined 

with other high quality recreational activities…. 

(ii) Water-Based Recreation 

The tribunal considered that the Mohaka River mainstem from Pungahuru to 
Willow Flat· clearly constitutes an outstanding amenity for canoeing and rafting. 
The tribunal noted that other sections of water within the river system are also 

important including the upper river down to Pungahuru, the lower river below 
Willow Flat and the Waipunga River. 

Apart from the Motu River, the Mohaka is the only significant river offering multi-

day trips in the North Island that has not been modified by hydroelectric power 

development. An important additional aspect is that there. are convenient access 

points along its length which also allow single day trips. 
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The river provides opportunities for all levels of experience. The section above the 

Te Hoe confluence is considered unique within the North Island because it 
provides a continuous multi-day canoeing experience for intermediate paddlers. 
Below the Te Hoe confluence the river flows through impressive papa gorges with 

large house-sized boulders and highly demanding rapids. This section is 

particularly valued by experienced canoeists and rafters because it provides grade 

4 and 5 water which can only ·be found on a few rivers in New Zealand. [this 

should probably have read, ‘in the North Island’ as there are many grade 4 and 5 

opportunities in the South Island]. 

The Eggars' Survey did not rate any sections of the Mohaka River as 

"exceptional". The tribunal noted the concerns expressed by Electricorp about the 
reassessment provided by the New Zealand Canoeing Association which elevates 
the Pungahuru to Willow Flat section to the "exceptional" category. While the 

validity of the reassessment provided by the Association may be questioned, this 
was only one piece of evidence provided to the tribunal. Having weighed up all the 
evidence from individuals, clubs and organisations, the tribunal believes a clear 

case exists to support the decision it has made. 

The tribunal also wishes to comment on the proposal made by Electricorp that the 

Mohaka River should not be viewed as a nationally important recreational amenity 

because participation rates in water-based sports are very low. The tribunal 
believes that high quality opportunities should be made available for the whole 
spectrum of sporting activities undertaken by New Zealanders. This includes those 

activities that are relatively passive and can be enjoyed in the urban environment 
through to those that are physically demanding and derive enjoyment from the 
wilderness experience. 

Re Application under section 20A of the Act for a water conservation order in respect of the 
Mohaka River (No W20/92) (p60): 

In comparison with other rivers in the Kaimanawa and Kawaka Ranges, the 

Mohaka River stands out as having twice as many large fish in its headwaters as 

the other rivers. In addition, brown trout predominate. That is a unique 

phenomenon for mixed species fishing in the North Island; other headwaters· 

fisheries are principally based on rainbow trout. In terms of biomass, the 

headwaters rank 10th nationally out of 158 reaches for which biomass data is 

available. Of the rivers ranked above the Mohaka, only 3 are in the North Island. 

In terms of rainbow trout biomass, the upper Mohaka is in the top 20 per cent of 
150 rivers throughout New Zealand that were surveyed; better than 20th out of 
150 in terms of brown trout biomass; in the top 10 per cent in terms of trout density 

(trout biomass in grams per square metre); in the top 3rd with brown and rainbow 
trout mixed; and in the top 10 per cent in mixed trout biomass. 

To decide whether the fisheries of the Mohaka River, or of any part of it, qualify as 

outstanding, it is helpful to compare them with the. fisheries of other New Zealand 

rivers, using standard points of comparison. 

In 1979 to 1981 the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries conducted a national river 

survey which provides a basis for such comparison among 750 rivers. In respect 
of each river, the survey collected information on angling use, the importance of 
the river to anglers, and anglers' assessments of seven factors that contribute to 

the quality of an angling experience. Those factors were distance from home, 
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access to the river, area of fishable water; scenic beauty, feelings of peace and 

solitude, catch rate, and size of fish caught. 

A three-step process was used to identify and classify angling rivers of national 
importance. First, rivers were assessed to decide whether they were nationally 

important. Rivers were immediately excluded unless the most frequently recorded 
value given to overall importance was the highest possible. Rivers which met that 
condition were then assessed for angler use. Rivers identified as nationally 

important were then assigned to one or more of three categories of river fishery, 
recreational, scenic, or wilderness. Those categories took into account the level of 
use of each river, how some of the seven listed qualities were assessed, the 

angling methods employed on each river, and other recreational pursuits typically 
associated with angling. 

Of a total of more than 750 rivers, only 9 North Island, and 14 South Island rivers 

qualified as nationally important. The Mohaka River met all three criteria for 

national importance. It was favourably assessed overall by the anglers who fished 
it; over 40 per cent of the respondents rated the quality. of the angling experience 

as outstanding; and a further 37 per cent gave it the second highest importance 
grade. 

Of the 23 nationally important river fisheries, 18 clearly fell into a single category 

(recreational, scenic or wilderness) while a further five qualified for inclusion in two 
or three categories. The Mohaka River qualified in respect of scenic and 
recreational categories. 

The middle reaches and the headwaters of the Mohaka River were classified as a 
nationally important scenic and recreational river fishery. 

A recent survey of angling on the Mohaka River suggested that angling in the 

Mohaka has declined over the past 10 years. However there is nothing to indicate 

that that reflects a change in the quality of the fisheries. The Mohaka catch per 

angler exceeded that of all other rivers; it supports a large biomass of trout, the 

10th highest in New Zealand, and the 4th highest in the North Island. 

We find that the upper reaches of the Mohaka River and tributaries outstanding 
trout fisheries. Although the trout fishery of the middle reaches, and the long-

finned eel habitats, of the Mohaka River system are highly valued, they are not, in 
our judgment, outstanding. 

p63 

All those witnesses considered the Mohaka River to be one of New Zealand's 

outstanding canoeing rivers. They referred in particular to the extensive and 

diverse range of rapids, from easy to very difficult; the option to make multi-day or 

multiple single-day trips; the consistent level of difficulty within each stretch; the 

natural flow conditions; the spectacular scenery; and availability for paddling year-

round…. 

Although emphasis was placed on the value of the whole of the Mohaka River 
system for water-based sports, the main thrust of the evidence presented by 
canoeists focussed on the Mokonui Gorge. There, steep gradients and massive 

boulders in the river channel provide demanding and exciting canoeing. We find 
that the canoeing offered in the Mokonui Gorge is outstanding. 
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Concerning the rest of the river, we recognise that the Mohaka can be canoed 

virtually from source to sea; that it is sometimes available when other rivers are 

not usable because of low flows; and that it provides the opportunity of single to 

multi-day wilderness trips on the river with increasing skill demands. The 

combination of those factors makes the Mohaka River upstream of the Mokonui 
Gorge stand out above the general run of rivers in the North Island for its 
recreational value for canoeing, We find that it is outstanding. 

p64 

Rafting 

An outdoor adventures company is based in the Mohaka catchment, and provides 

rafting opportunities on the river for its customers as well as other activities. Its 
senior river guide deposed that rafting is one of the most popular activities for both 
domestic visitors and overseas tourists. The company offers two-day rafting trips 

in the middle section of the river, from Fishermens Bend (below the State Highway 
5 bridge) to the Te Hoe confluence and on to Willowflat. Five other companies 
also organise rafting trips on the Mohaka River.  

The Mohaka River and the Motu River offer the only available multi-day rafting 

tours on white-water in the North Island. The Mohaka has a full range of rapids 

from grade 1 to grade 5, with two full days of white-water with rapids of grades 3 to 

5, where most other rivers only have a few hours of white-water. The Tongariro 
River has controlled flows and provides only short trips; The Rangitaiki (sic) River 
has similar restrictions; there are some difficulties in gaining access to the 

Rangitikei River; and the Motu River has less continuous whitewater and is more a 
scenic, than an excitement rafting trip. The Ngaruroro River has only grades 1 to 3 
rapids, and suffers from low flows at times. 

One respect in which it was claimed that the Mohaka River is outstanding for 

rafting was the increase in the difficulty of the rapids as one passes down the river, 

so that rafting guides have the benefit of the rafters gaining experience on lower 

grade rapids before attempting the more advanced rapids. One witness testified 
that many companies run grade 3 to 5 rafting trips without the opportunity for 
clients to practice on lower grade rapids. However, we accept that the ability to 

give that practice on a two-day trip may widen the range of people who may be 
willing to take part. 

It was also suggested that the water level of the Mohaka River is too low in the 

later summer to raft the Mokonui Gorge safely. That may sometimes be true, 
though the records from the gauging stations on the river show sustained flow in 

the summer. That is ascribed to the headwaters being in the main ranges. The 

evidence established that the Mohaka River is often still raftable when other rivers 

such as the Motu and the Ngaruroro are not. 

There is little rafting on the Mohaka River below Willowflat. 

We find that the Mohaka River from the State Highway 5 bridge to Willowflat 
provides outstanding recreational white-water rafting. 
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4.2.5.11 Rangitata River 

Rangitata River Water Conservation Order Application Report by the Special Tribunal (2002, 
p43): 

Conclusions 

The fish 

150. Rangitata River has provided, for over 90 years, one of few self-sustaining 

salmon fisheries outside its native range. There are now genetic differences that 
have developed in the salmon populations in New Zealand rivers, so the salmon 
are different in different rivers, as well as now being genetically separate from the 

original stocks. 

151. We find that the Rangitata River provides an outstanding salmon fishery in 
the upper Rangitata River and in the lower river (gorge to sea) because of the 

spawning and rearing habitat in the upper river, and the ability provided by the flow 
regime and water quality that enables juveniles to migrate to sea and adult salmon 
to return. We find that the gorge, while being more difficult for adults to move 

upstream, contributes to the outstanding salmon fishery. 

152. The Rangitata River also has populations of trout and native fish but on 
balance of the evidence presented we do not find these outstanding, although we 

acknowledge that native species have only been studied in a limited manner. 
Further work may find characteristics that are outstanding. 

Catching fish 

Salmon fishing 

153. The three sections of the river where most fishing occurs all provide a high 
quality experience. The fishing experiences vary from place to place in the river, 

but we conclude that salmon fishing is outstanding in all of these sections: 

• Upper Rangitata 

• Lower Rangitata (gorge – Arundel) 

• Lower Rangitata (Arundel to mouth) 

154. Catching salmon in a large snow-fed river is undoubtedly a significant 
experience for those who achieve it. Even the many salmon anglers who don’t 

catch fish very often (up to 60% of anglers may not catch a salmon in any one 
year) obviously find aspects of the experience sufficiently special to keep trying. 

There are very high numbers of people fishing; many from outside the local area. 

155. Although the numbers who fish in the upper river are only a small 

percentage, the experience is still outstanding, although different to being amongst 

the crowds at the mouth. 

156. The factors that makes Rangitata outstanding salmon fishing include: 

• Mouth stays open almost always (c.f. the Ashburton that often closes now) 

• Regular freshes give conditions that encourage salmon to move into the river 

• Stable spring-fed streams provide outstanding habitat for spawning 

• Access to a range of angling experience (mouth, upper river etc.) 
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• Opportunity to combine fishing with other recreational activities (e.g. 

picnicking, camping, boating, solitude, bird watching) 

Fishing for trout and other species 

157. Although there is undoubtedly good trout fishing in the Rangitata River, we 

did not conclude that it is outstanding. 

158. While it is the salmon run that makes the fishing outstanding, the opportunity 
to fish for other species, especially trout (including sea-run) and whitebait 

enhances the fishing experience. 

159. We do not consider that eel, whitebait or other fishing is outstanding, 
although some of these may have been in the past. 

4.2.5.12 Oreti River 

Report by a Special Tribunal Appointed by the Minister for the Environment to Consider an 

Application for a Water Conservation Order for the Oreti River (2007, p34): 

5.3.1 The Comparative Value of the Brown Trout Fishery  

211. We have already summarised compelling evidence that both the size and 

numbers of brown trout in the upper Oreti make it exceptional on a national basis. 
In particular, the average size of brown trout, at just over 6 lbs, is over 10% greater 
than in ten other highly valued South Island headwater fisheries studied by NIWA 

in 1989–92. The numbers of large trout now being recorded, at some 30 per 

kilometre, make the upper river one of the most productive trout fisheries 

nationally that are not fed by a lake or springs. 

212. Evidence was also provided that trout densities and biomass in the upper 
river have increased nearly four-fold in the last 15 years or so. This was attributed 
in large part to the “catch-and-release policy” imposed by Southland Fish and 

Game in the early 1990s. While we have no quantitative evidence to support this 
assertion, it seems probable that the policy has been an important factor in the 
recorded increase. 

213. Some of the submitters who opposed the application questioned the value of 
the brown trout fishery of the upper Oreti, saying for instance that while the fishery 
was good it was not exceptional for Southland. No evidence was led to lend any 

significant substance to this view. 

214. Referring back to the case law, the Environment Court concluded “that to 

qualify as outstanding a characteristic would need to be quite out of the ordinary 

on a national basis.” We think that this is clearly the case for the upper Oreti. Both 

the average size of the brown trout present, and their numbers and biomass, place 

the river quite out of the ordinary nationally. Accordingly, we find that the upper 

Oreti does support outstanding habitat for brown trout, and as such qualifies for 
protection by a water conservation order…. 

219. We have decided that Weydon Burn contributes sufficiently to the 

outstanding brown trout fishery of the Oreti River to merit protection by a water 
conservation order. This is primarily because of its value as trout spawning habitat 
and as a nursery for juvenile trout. 

5.3.2 The Value of the Fishery to Anglers 
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220. In broad terms we heard two streams of evidence from witnesses for the 

applicant about the value of the brown trout fishery of the upper Oreti to anglers. 
Mr Unwin put the values of the Oreti River in a national context using national 
survey data that ranked the Oreti fishery in comparison with others around the 

country. Individual anglers spoke, often passionately, about what makes the upper 
Oreti special for them. We heard relatively little evidence, however, about the 
angling amenity of the river downstream of Rocky Point. 

221. As we have already outlined in summarising Mr Unwin’s evidence, angling 
participation rates are highest in the lower South Island, and in Southland in 

particular. The two national angling surveys carried out for Fish and Game in 

1994–96 showed that of the 152,900–157,400 angling days in the Southland 

region, about a third were spent on the “world class” Mataura River, 16-20% of 

days were spent on lake fisheries, and 13–18% of days were spent on the Oreti 

River. This represents 20,600–27,200 angler days per year. 

222. Nationally the Oreti River is well established as New Zealand’s third most 

heavily fished trout river, and is headed as a trout fishery only by the 

internationally renowned Mataura and Tongariro Rivers. It was also the seventh 

most heavily fished river nationally, with others ranking more highly being the 

major Chinook salmon rivers of Canterbury – the Waimakariri, Waitaki and Rakaia 

Rivers – and the Clutha River. 

223. The estimated use of the upper Oreti in 2001/02 was 2,700 plus or minus 800 
anglers per year. This estimate, based on a survey of fishing licence holders in 

New Zealand, very likely underestimates the contribution made by overseas 
anglers who were not included in the survey and who are about 12 times more 
likely to fish the upper Oreti than their New Zealand counterparts. This was 

supported by the evidence of Mr Sutherland, who during an extensive survey of 
the river in 2000/01 spoke to 191 individuals, of whom 59% were visiting from 
overseas. 

224. The upper Oreti ranks 10th for usage of the 218 back country and headwater 

fisheries nationally. Its use is very similar the Ahuriri, which is already protected by 

a National Water Conservation Order (for its wildlife habitat as well as fisheries 

values). The ranking is likely to be higher if overseas anglers are taken into 
account, as they are known to favour high-quality back-country fisheries, such as 
provided by the Greenstone, Caples, Ahuriri and Oreti. 

225. We have summarised the evidence of those anglers and fishing guides who 
spoke about why they rate the upper Oreti so highly. The characteristics that they 
spoke so enthusiastically of include: 

• The peace and solitude of the area, along with the scenic qualities of the 

environment and the relatively low numbers of anglers present. 

• The presence of substantial numbers of large brown trout, including trophy 

fish. 

• The extremely clear water, associated with being able to spot, stalk and 

fish to individual fish. 

• Relatively easy access to and along the upper river. 
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226. The Southland and Otago Fish and Game regions are blessed with some 

very highly rated trout fisheries, of which the Oreti River is one. Other highly rated 
rivers include: 

• The Mataura River immediately to the east. It is protected by a National Water 

Conservation Order made in 1997. The river holds only brown trout, which 
are much smaller on average than in the Oreti, but provides high-quality 
angling along much of its length. It is the most heavily fished brown trout river 

in the country. 

• The Mararoa River immediately to the west of the Oreti has been badly 
affected in its upper reaches by didymo. According to Mr Rodway it remains a 

good trout fishery, mainly for rainbow trout, below about Key Bridge. 

• The Greenstone and Caples rivers, which form a tributary entering the south 
west of Lake Wakatipu. Both hold predominantly rainbow trout, access is by 

foot and the rivers are true wilderness fisheries, being much more remote 
than the Oreti. A ballot system is in place. Some witnesses said the fishery 
has declined in recent years. 

• The Eglinton River which runs alongside State Highway 94 north of Te Anau. 
Access is quite easy, and the river contains mainly brown trout with some 
rainbow trout. The river is usually clear, and to use Mr Bell’s words, has 

“scenic grandeur”. 

• The Waiau River, which is the outlet of Lake Manapouri. The river is highly 
rated but access is limited and the river cannot be waded. 

227. On a national basis we heard evidence from witnesses such as Mr Bowler 
and Mr Kastner that the river most comparable with the Oreti is the Ahuriri. 

228. We also heard that the Oreti River ranks highly on an international basis. 

Several anglers with wide experience of fishing rivers in some of the more remote 
and challenging parts of the world said there was no brown trout river that 
matched their experience of the upper Oreti. 

229. In her closing submissions Ms Baker also submitted that there are economic 
reasons for the Oreti River to be protected, saying it is logical to assume it 
receives a significant proportion of the “fishing dollar” spent nationally. While this 

may be a reasonable assumption, no expert evidence was provided on this matter 
and so we make no finding about it. 

230. In conclusion, we find the weight of evidence strongly supports the 

applicant’s assertion that the upper Oreti provides outstanding angling amenity as 
a brown trout fishery. The river has a national and international reputation as a 
challenge to skilled anglers, providing very large fish that can be spotted and 

fished to. 

231. The evidence also indicates to us that the entire Oreti River brown trout 

fishery is outstanding in a national context. While it is the value of the headwater 

fishery that was strongly emphasised by the applicant and their supporters, the 

whole river undoubtedly supports a highly valued trout fishery, as indicated by its 

status as the third most popular trout fishery nationally. However, evidence about 

angling amenity focused on the upper river above Rocky Point, and we have 
insufficient evidence to determine if the entire river provides outstanding angling 
amenity. 
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4.3 National inventory of wild and scenic rivers 

In 1982 the National Water and Soil Conservation Authority released a draft inventory of wild 
and scenic rivers and sought submissions. A resulting document was published in 1984 

(Grindel 1984), which provides a list of what were considered to be “nationally important wild 
and scenic rivers”. Secondary data sources for recreation were limited to Egarr and Egarr 
(1981), 85 submissions, and considerations by the evaluation committee. 

The report stated (p10): 

Some people tried to rank rivers: i.e., this river is equal to or better than that river. 
Although the JMPS [Wild and Scenic Rivers Policy Statement 1979] talks of 

setting criteria for ranking rivers, ranking is regarded as inappropriate at present. 
Apart perhaps from fisheries (as in the MAF submission [Teirney et al 1982]), the 
committee found that no-one had a knowledge or system that could be 

immediately implemented to compare rivers. The Institute of Landscape Architects 
is one of a number of research bodies working on the topic but none has a 
satisfactory system available at present. Hence ranking has not been undertaken 

in the inventory. 

Inter-river comparisons were not a primary source of decision making in the 
inventory and each river was considered only on its own merits. 

4.4 Relative Value of Rivers to New Zealand anglers 

In the mid-1980s a series of New Zealand Freshwater Fisheries Reports were issued with the 

aim of identifying and assessing the local and regionally significant angling rivers of each 
region. These reports were based on the 1979 – 1981 national angler study developed to 
support the Fisheries Research Division submission on the Draft inventory of wild and scenic 

rivers of national importance (Teirney et al 1982). The submission, discussed in Grindel 
(1984), was intended to identify rivers of national significance. 

Fisheries Environment Reports were issued for the following regions: Auckland , West Coast 

and Westland, Tauranga, Taranaki, Nelson, Marlborough, Southern Lakes, Waitaki Valley, 
North Canterbury, Southland and the Central North Island and Wanganui Rivers. 

Rivers were assessed for their significance by ranking: 

 Distance (remote to close) 

 Access (difficult to easy) 

 Area fishable (restricted to extensive) 

 Scenic beauty (low to high) 

 Solitude (low to high) 

 Catch rate (low to high) 

 Size of fish (small to large) 

 Popularity (% of respondents fishing each river section) 

The authors of the Fisheries Environmental Report No. 75 for the West Coast (Richardson et 

al 1985) stated (p78): 

Moreover, we would emphasise that the main point of the NAS was to evaluate 
the relative [their underline] usage of the rivers in each district, and that any 

inherent bias in the usage estimates is unlikely to favour any one particular river. 
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There has been no attempt to make a rigorous evaluation, which took into account 

all the variables within each sample, of confidence limits for estimates made in the 
above manner. Apart from the statistical difficulties involved, any such confidence 
limits would be only approximate because of the two assumptions above [that 

respondents and non-respondents had similar characteristics, and those anglers 
who did not specify which rivers they used had the same patterns of activity as 
respondents who did name their rivers]. 

4.5 A list of rivers and lakes deserving inclusion in a Schedule of Protected Waters 

In 1986 the Protected Waters Assessment Committee released its recommendations for a 

“list of those lakes and rivers which the committee commends as suitable for inclusion in a 
Schedule of Protected Waters” (Grindel and Guest 1986). The intention of the study was to 
advise the then Ministers of Works and Development and Conservation of “those waters 

deserving inclusion in a schedule of Protected Waters that can be attached to the Water and 
Soil Conservation Bill.” 

The committee’s analysis built on the National Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers (Grindel 

1984), but expanded the scope of assessment from that study’s limit of wild, scenic, 
recreational and scientific values to include, in addition: fisheries, wildlife habitat, flora, 
tourism and cultural values. 

In terms of recreational values, the relevant assessment procedure for identifying an 
outstanding waterbody was outlined (p7). This process was drawn, in the main, from the 
approach used in the National Inventory of Wild and Scenic Rivers: 

This category includes those rivers where the existing water regime plays an 
essential and dominant role in providing an outstanding recreational experience or 
range of experiences. An area which has an unrealised potential for providing an 

outstanding amenity may be considered. While the surrounding landscape may 
contribute significantly to those experiences the water, the river or lake bed and 
possibly a narrow riparian strip are the crucial elements for the recreational value. 

The recreations are mainly instream use (angling, jetboating, canoeing, 
packfloating, etc) but this committee recognised that picnickers, etc, also went 
there because of the water, not in spite of the water. An area may be considered 

outstanding because of one or more of a number of characteristics. It may provide 
a wide variety of recreational experiences and be used often by people within and, 
to an extent, outside its region. Or its present level of use may be low but provide 

an exceptional type of recreational experience, possibly requiring advanced skills 
so that people from other regions or overseas travel to the area to use it. 

Summary of characteristics 

a The characteristics vary and largely reflect the recreational uses for 
which the river is outstanding. 

b The river satisfies the recreational needs of a large number of people, or 

constitutes an amenity for a wide variety of recreational activities, or 
provides an outstanding recreational experience. 

c A river in this category may be under-utilised at present but have 

potential for varied, intensive or specialised use. 

d The area may be readily accessible, frequently by road. The surrounding 
land may show signs of human activity and settlement. 
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e The water may be subject to some minor diversions and there may be 

some development such as bank protection works, but not to the extent 
that the river regime is controlled. 

f While there may be some waste discharges, the water will usually be of 

a quality compatible with the recreation activities. 

Rivers are the focus of a great variety of recreational activities. A range of 
recreational facilities for present and future recreationists must be protected 

throughout the country. 

a Wilderness and expedition type facilities: generally wild and scenic rivers 
of sufficient size to permit a range of recreational values. 

b White water: essential for whitewater rafting, canoeing, jetboating. 

c Placid water: essential for boating activities where coastal waters 
unsuited to boating. 

d Small urban streams: close to populated areas for general recreation 
and picnicking. 

e Routes as access and as a form of recreation. 

The committee developed a three-tier classification (groups one, two and three) to define an 
order of importance for the waters identified as outstanding. In terms of including the waters in 
a schedule of protection (p12): 

anything less than the first group would provide an inadequate representation. If 
the Schedule should be bigger, then the second group should be used for making 
a selection. If the two together are insufficient then the third group should be used 

for making a selection. 

Seventeen group one water bodies were identified for the North Island, 16 in the South and 
one on Chatham Island. 

4.6 Wetlands of National Importance to Fisheries 

Davis (1987) compiled a list of nationally important wetlands to fisheries – with the same 

purpose as Grindel and Guest (1986) (to advise the then Ministers of Works and 
Development and Conservation of those waters deserving inclusion in a schedule of 
Protected Waters that can be attached to the Water and Soil Conservation Bill) – using the 

following selection criteria (p9): 

1. A habitat for a rare or endangered fish species 

2. A unique or diverse assemblage of fish species 

3. A habitat for a fish species with limited national distribution and/or declining numbers 

4. A biologically or scientifically important fishery or fish habitat 

5. An unmodified wetland habitat with significant endemic fisheries values 

6. A particularly good example of a specific type of fishery or fish habitat 

7. A remnant or regionally representative wetland with significant fisheries values 

8. A nationally important non-salmonid fishery, including commercial and traditional Maori 

fisheries 

9. A nationally important salmonid fishery 
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10. A wetland which is particularly important as a water retention or riparian buffer zone for 

fisheries in the catchment. 

Davis stated (p9): 

Once the list of nationally important wetlands was compiled, it was realised that 

the Government would approve only a small number for inclusion in the Schedule, 
despite the fact that many, if not all, of New Zealand's remaining wetlands need to 
be conserved. Therefore, the wetlands identified for their fisheries values were 

ranked on a subjective scale: 

A = outstanding, and must be included in the Schedule if at all possible; 

B = significant, and should be included in the Schedule if nonfisheries values are 

also high; 

C = important, and inclusion in the Schedule would be desirable, but it may be 
necessary to resort to other measures of protection. 

Ninety-eight important wetlands were identified nationally, and ultimately 13 freshwater and 7 
estuarine wetlands in the North Island and 9 freshwater and 2 estuarine wetlands in the South 
Island, as well as 1 on Stewart Island and 2 on the Chatham Islands were “recommended to 

Cabinet by the Ministry of Works and Development for inclusion in a Schedule of Protected 
Waters” (p46). 

4.7 An Inventory of Whitebaiting Rivers in the South Island 

Kelly (1988) completed a review of whitebaiting activity in the South Island to support fisheries 
research data about whitebait ecology. Kelly noted (p8)  

With the possible exception of the West Coast rivers, there is little knowledge 
about which South Island rivers support recreationally and/or commercially 
important whitebait fisheries. Recognising this and the impossibility of trying to 

obtain adequate use or catch information for important rivers, MAFFish decided to 
canvas the opinions of experienced Fisheries Management Officers of MAF, from 
9 regions of the South Island. The results are largely subjective, but they do cover 

the whole of the South Island. Since this project began, responsibility for 
managing and conserving the whitebait fishery has passed to the newly formed 
Department of Conservation (DOC). It is hoped that results of this survey will 

assist DOC with the management of this unique and important fishery. 

The following method was applied (pp8-9): 

Letters were sent to Fisheries Officers in 9 districts: Nelson, Blenheim, Kaikoura, 

Canterbury, South Canterbury, Otago, Southland, Haast, and the West Coast. 
Each officer was asked to "rank" the rivers and streams in his district which, in his 
judgement, supported a significant commercial or recreational whitebait fishery. 

Information was also sought from 3 Acclimatisation Society Field Officers. 

The information in this report is presented in 2 forms: 

1. Rivers have been grouped by district, starting from Nelson in the north and 

following a clockwise direction around the South Island to North Westland. The 
discussion of each district commences with a brief summary of the district's 
fishery as a whole, and it then describes each individual river and its whitebait 

fishery. 
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2. Rivers are presented in table form, grouped by district, and given a ranking in 

order of commercial or recreational importance. The key is as follows: 

Major commercial importance  = XXX 

Significant or average commercial importance  = XX 

Minor commercial importance  = X 

Major recreational importance  = XXX 

Significant or average recreational Importance  = XX 

Minor recreational importance  = X 

The ranking of a particular river is relative to that district only, so the rankings 
cannot be compared between districts. It is not difficult to identify the major 

recreational and commercial fisheries within a district. However, it is very difficult 
to rank rivers of lesser importance, because fishing pressure and catches are 
extremely variable. Therefore, the rankings of these less important rivers must be 

interpreted as a guide only, because they can change from season to season. 

4.8 Flow Guidelines for Instream Values 

The two-volume publication Flow Guidelines for Instream Values issued by the Ministry for the 
Environment in 1998 sought to (p1) “provide a long-overdue guide for resource managers on 
how to set minimum flows and other flow requirements in rivers.” Volume 1 provided some 

dialogue on assessing significance for rivers (p76)6: 

Measuring the "significance" of a waterway for recreation is problematic. There is 
no clear indicator which tells us whether a resource is highly significant or not. A 

commonly used method for assessing "significance" is in terms of locally, 
regionally, nationally or internationally significant: 

 An internationally significant river would offer some characteristic that 

attracted interest or use from outside the country (and may therefore be a 
valuable resource for tourism). There is often a feature that is unique, rare 
or unusual at an international level. 

 For assessing national significance, useful methods have been developed 
for Water Conservation Orders hearings. An approach to nationally 
significant could be based on the "disappointment factor". A well-informed 

recreational visitor to an "outstanding" waterway (see Water Conservation 
Orders for such waterways as the Kawarau and Buller) is very rarely 
"disappointed" (that is, they know what to expect, and the waterway 

consistently delivers). Thus, if a resource that consistently satisfies a set 
of expectations is changed in some way, then the level of disappointment 
is likely to be extreme. This differs from a resource which rarely meets 

expectations (that is, it is highly variable or seldom reaches a minimum 
standard). 

 A regionally/locally significant river may offer an opportunity that is 

common nationally, and use is generally only from the regional/local area. 
It should be noted, however, that a waterway in some relatively rare state 
(e.g. flooding) may offer several special recreation opportunities (such as 

                                                           
6 This text was penned by the author of this current report (not too badly in retrospect, almost 20 years on). 
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flood rafting or kayaking, or river surfing (using surfboards on standing 

waves), or it may only be raftable in flood conditions, for example). If an 
expectation exists that this opportunity may occur only occasionally, then 
the rare situation may also be very highly valued. 

Generally speaking, a river of high significance will have a reliable flow pattern. It 
may show a consistent flow all year, or highly predictable seasonal flow patterns. 
The Motu River, for example, has a moderately variable seasonal flow regime, but 

that variation is predictable and the river is considered nationally significant. 
Likewise, the Rakaia has a very variable flow regime, and yet it is a highly 
significant fishery, as the presence of fish is predictable at recognised times of the 

year…. 

4.9 The National Angler Surveys 

The national angler surveys (NAS) completed for Fish and Game New Zealand by NIWA are 
useful for comparing the level of recreational use of the various waterbodies in the proposal 
area (Unwin 2009, Unwin & Image 2003 and Unwin & Brown 1998). These studies are 

commonly referred to in WCO hearings. 

The NAS results are based on a national telephone survey of a sample of licensed anglers, 
relying on their recall over a two month period. The sample size (those phoned and 

interviewed) relative to the target population (licence holders) varies between a high level of 
coverage in regions with low levels of licence sales (30% in Northland in Unwin and Image 
2003) and a lower level of coverage in areas with higher numbers of sales (5% in the Central 

South Island). Regional Fish and Game staff manage the respondent interviewing process at 
the regional level. 

The survey process is complex and requires a number of assumptions to be used in sampling 

and analysis, all of which are necessary and inevitable in studies of this complexity. However, 
without calibration it is impossible to check whether the assumptions and survey technique 
are in fact offering accurate data. As calibration has not been completed (Martin Unwin, 

NIWA, pers. comm.), the NAS studies should be used only in a relative sense (comparing 
levels of use, rather than defining actual levels of use at specific sites) as any error is most 
likely to have been applied evenly across all data sets. This means that while the figure of 400 

(±190) angler days on the Mokihinui River for the 2001/02 period covered by the national 
angler survey might be unreliable, it is possible to more confidently state that the Karamea 
and Mokihinui Rivers are equally popular, and that Lake Brunner is more than 23 times as 

popular for angling as the Mokihinui River for the 2001/02 survey period. 

A level of angler of activity of more than 10,000 angler days, as reported in the NAS, has 
been applied as a threshold for identifying fishing areas of national significance (such as in 

MfE (2004) and Deans (2006), although in Deans (2005) he uses 5,000 angler days). 

The Greater Wellington Regional Council (2009) used a “river or lake used for trout fishing on 
100 or more angler days a year” as a marker of significance, in addition to (p4): 

The river or lake is used for an activity by people from throughout the region or 
beyond. 

The river or lake is regarded as especially valuable for a particular activity because 

of the quality of the opportunity and experience it affords. 
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4.10 Sustainable Water Programme of Action (MfE) 

As part of the Government's assessment of Water Bodies of National Importance, work was 
undertaken to identify water bodies of value for recreation and tourism. The recreation report, 
titled Potential Water Bodies of National Importance for Recreation Value (MfE, 2004), lists 

105 freshwater bodies including lakes, river and wetlands that are potentially important for 
recreation. The list was derived from an internet survey of recreationists, a telephone survey 
of the public, a literature review and discussion with selected representatives of recreational 

groups. The approach has many inconsistencies and the base research has significant 
weaknesses. 

Deans (2005) commented (pp2-3): 

Officials have had difficulty in dealing with the Waters of National Importance 
(WONI) issue. Early in the process, a consultancy was engaged by the MFE to 
review what information was available to assist in establishing what was known 

about ‘waters of national importance’ for recreational values, (Collins, 2004). 
Approaches were made to Fish and Game to assist in identifying what resources 
were known about ‘nationally important’ water resources. Several comments by 

Fish and Game managers were included in that report, particularly on the age of 
any nationally derived information and the general lack of national overview since 
about 1985. Most information is seriously out of date, little or none has been 

gathered in a consistent or comparable way to enable any kind of national 
evaluation. Regional councils, in particular, have never collaborated or agreed on 
nationally consistent ways of gathering any data and no central government 

agency has successfully encouraged them to achieve this. Probably the most 
consistent assessment of any freshwater resource undertaken on a national basis 
since 1985 has been the two national angler’s surveys undertaken by Fish and 

Game in 1994-95 and 2001-02….. 

When analysed critically, a number of the reports had reasonably obvious errors 
which damage their credibility. Grid references were incorrect, sometimes rivers 

were marked as flowing in the wrong direction; mistakes in translating information 
gave a wrong result. In some cases the results are barely credible. This may have 
been a result of the haste in preparation of the reports, but is as likely a result of 

the lack of comparable data. More importantly, the varying methods used and 
varying scope of the resulting reports mean that the outputs are difficult to 
compare. In addition, certain external effects were considered as part of the WONI 

process (such as hydro or irrigation) but others were not included, like diffuse 
sources of contamination to water resources. It is also very difficult to assess how 
to interpret the results of the reports when compared with one another. They 

appear far less robust than the previously national comparisons reported in the 
early 1980s. This is partly due to the government having little national expertise in 
freshwaters. 

Three studies commissioned by MfE are relevant for recreation: 

4.10.1 Potential waterbodies of national importance for recreation value (MfE) 

This MfE study was designed to be a catalyst for discussion rather than to provide a 
conclusive analysis and appears to be based on a weak methodology (discussed below), and 
its findings would be open to challenge. 

Six criteria were used to identify potentially national significant waterbodies: 
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 That the NAS results for the 2001/02 and/or 1994/96 showed at least 10,000 angler 

days for the waterbody. 

 Of a national telephone survey (Fink-Jensen et al 2004a) of just over 1000 ‘freshwater 
recreational users’ at least ten7 respondents had to report use of a waterbody. Lake 

Taupo topped the list with 250 references, followed by the Lake Rotorua with 55 and 
the Lake Wakatipu at 52. For most waterbodies this represents a very small sample 
from which to draw any conclusions. The response rate for the survey was 21.5%, and 

there is likely to be a high level of sample bias. 

 Selected recreation groups were requested to respond to an internet-based survey to 
identify significant waterbodies (Fink-Jensen et al 2004b). The threshold was a mention 

of a waterbody by more than ten people. Canoeists and kayakers were reported by MfE 
to be well-represented in the survey. This was a self-selected sample and is therefore 
not representative of the user population for waterbodies: replicating the survey would 

most likely lead to very different results due to a very high level of sample bias. 

 The presence of a water conservation order. 

 Priority listing as a ‘Wetland of national importance to fisheries’ in Davis (1987). 

 Reporting of significance for whitebaiting by a number of key informants. 

4.10.2 Waters of national importance for tourism (Ministry of Tourism) 

The Ministry of Tourism used the results of their International Visitor Survey (2002 data) and 
Domestic Travel Survey (2001 data) to describe how tourists use freshwater resources in 
New Zealand, and to locate their activities. The report used these data to develop a list of 

waterbodies considered to be of national importance for tourism (Ministry of Tourism 2004). 

For international tourists, the Ministry identified the top eight locations of importance for 
freshwater-based activities undertaken by international visitors, including those locations 

where more than 20,000 visitors participated in the activity in 2002. The regions in decreasing 
order of importance were: 

1. Queenstown 3. Rotorua 5. Te Anau 7. Hanmer Springs 

2. Waitomo 4. Taupo 6. Christchurch 8. Auckland 

The most popular activities for these visitors included jet boating, visiting glow worm caves 
and going on scenic cruises. 

The data from the Domestic Travel Survey (DTS) showed some parallels between 
international and domestic visitors and their preferred freshwater locations. The Ministry 
selected the top four locations from the DTS data, as these were the only statistically 

significant locations. The top locations for freshwater activity by domestic tourists were: 

1. Taupo 2. Hamilton/Waikato 3. Auckland 4. Rotorua 

The authors noted, in addition: 

There are also many iconic freshwater bodies in New Zealand, which are 
important for their scenic appeal to visitors. As indicated earlier, the data used 
from the international and domestic surveys do not take these types of uses into 

consideration when calculating locations of importance for water based activities. 
Examples include scenic flights, scenic road based trips, walks and tramps. These 

                                                           
7 The MfE report states ‘over 10 people’ as a measure in its text (p9), but uses ten (more than nine people) as the 

threshold in its summary table which presents the relevant rivers. 
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are passive activities that place a high importance on water bodies for amenity 

and aesthetic reasons. Water bodies not identified above, but which are seen as 
nationally important for tourism include: …. 

4.10.3 Sustainable Water Programme of Action: Potential water bodies of national 
importance. Technical Working Paper. July 2004 

This report summarises the findings of a variety of studies into the significance of the nation’s 
waterways, including the two studies listed above (although the technical report apparently 
pre-dates those). 

The technical report notes the following ‘assumptions and limitations’ in the method applied to 
identifying waterbodies of potential national significance for recreation: 

 Some of the initial list (survey, angling and whitebaiting information) is based on 

numbers of people using water bodies for recreational activities. This approach 
assumes there is a correlation between the number of people who visit a water 
body and its value for recreation. Under this approach the very special and remote 

places that are not highly visited may be under represented. 

 Some of the initial list is based on dated reports or unclear information. 

 Comparison across the different sources of information may not be a valid 

approach. 

4.11 Fish and Game Management Plans and Deans (2005) 

Each Fish and Game New Zealand regional office has prepared a Regional Sports Fish and 
Game Bird Management Plan (available from each regional office, and most are online). Each 
identifies waterbodies of local, regional or national significance for angling according to 

criteria identified in Deans (2005). These are: 

Local significance 

The majority of participants in this activity are from the immediate locality and/or 

fewer than 1000 user days occur each year. 

Regional significance 

The majority (over 50%) of participants in this activity are from the wider region or 

beyond rather than just the immediate locality and/or more than 1000 but fewer 
than 5000 user days occur each year. 

National significance 

At least 20% of the participants in this activity have come from areas outside the 
region specifically to participate in the activity in this location and/or more than 
5000 user days per annum. 

Dean’s (2005) national analysis of angling activity showed that (p8): 

One of the key issues is whether the definitions of significance used above give an 
appropriate threshold to distinguish between waters of significance. The results 

can be summarised below, in terms of the proportion of the 1117 water bodies for 
which we have reliable data regarded as of particular significance. It is notable 
that, while the thresholds between water bodies could be considered arbitrary, the 

national proportions of water bodies falling into the different categories appear 
approximately correct. Just over 10% are nationally important, slightly under 25% 
regionally important and the remainder are locally important. This proportion varies 
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around the country, with some regions having proportionally higher numbers of 

nationally important fisheries, such as Eastern, and others having fewer, such as 
Northland or Taranaki… 

Deans also completed a recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) analysis for significant 

waterways and found (p9): 

Of the 132 rivers and lakes considered nationally important, 61 (46%) are located 
in natural8 ROS environments; while 18 (14%) are in remote areas. In other words, 

a high proportion of nationally important fisheries are in natural environments. 
Thirty-nine (30%) of these are located in rural environments, with only 14 (11%) 
are in urban areas. Looked at in more detail using the Pivot Table facility of 

Microsoft Excel, 472/603 (78.2%) of rural water bodies used by anglers are 
reported as having water quantity effects on the fisheries. By contrast, only 3.7% 
of remote water bodies had any water quantity issues. Similarly, 58.9% of the rural 

water bodies had water quality issues. This shows that, given the overall 
importance of rural environments, Fish and Game is likely to retain its interest in 
how such areas are managed, with a view towards improvement of water 

management in many cases. Interestingly, current hydro issues were at a much 
lower level and more evenly distributed in proportion across different ROS 
categories, ranging from 9.7% of natural areas to 20% of a much smaller number 

of urban water bodies. 

4.12 Environment Canterbury Inventory of Values of the Rivers and Lakes in 
Canterbury 

Environment Canterbury prepared a series of reports and databases on the recreation values 

within the rivers and lakes of the Canterbury Region early this century. The purpose of the 
reports and databases was to bring together, into one place, information that was dispersed 
through published and unpublished literature, and files or knowledge held by individuals. 

Two reports are relevant: the Inventory of Recreational Values of the Rivers and Lakes in 
Canterbury (Sutherland-Downing and Elley 2004); and the Inventory of Instream Values of the 
Rivers and Lakes in Canterbury (Daly 2004). The latter present a synthesis of the former and 

also presents a range of data relating to many values of the waterbodies considered. 

Both reports and their underlying databases are stated to be the starting point for future 
surveys to be carried out by Environment Canterbury. As both are based on existing data and 

are essentially desktop studies, they come with a long disclaimer9. The Inventory of Instream 
Values takes its data for describing recreational and visual amenity values (wild and scenic) 
from the Inventory of Recreational Values. 

                                                           
8 For the Fish & Game ROS definitions – which differ from those applied by the Department of Conservation (eg, 
Taylor (1993) – see Deans (2005) 
9 “The inventory report and underlying databases have been compiled using existing sources of information. The 
accuracy of these sources has not been field checked. The information presented does not necessarily represent or 
reflect the views of Environment Canterbury. Information in this inventory report and underlying databases should not 
be relied on for statutory processes without either field checking or reference to the original reference documents 
cited in Section 5 and consideration of databases held by other parties which have not been represented. While 
Environment Canterbury has exercised all reasonable skill and care in assembling this information, Environment 
Canterbury accepts no liability in contract, tort or any other heading of liability for any loss including consequential, 
financial direct or indirect loss, damage to property or personal injury arising out of the provision of this inventory 
report and underlying databases. This includes any loss arising from the use of this information by any person who 
sources it from Environment Canterbury or any loss arising from the use of information that has been incorporated 
into a third party’s report or statement and whether or not the information is accompanied by any general terms and 
conditions as required by Environment Canterbury.”  
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The recreational use value assessment relies on a measurements of frequency and intensity 

of use (definitions for both are below). Both are subjective assessments considering the lack 
of empirical data. The use of the intensity measurement assumes a rating against the 
location’s social carrying capacity, which, considering the application of the assessment in 

other waterbodies where the implication is that the social carrying capacity has been met 
(where it clearly is not), is an unsound approach: 

Recreation use value (frequency and intensity of use for specified types of 

recreation use): 
Frequency of use 
The frequency or how often a river or lake is used for recreation contributes to the 

recreation value of the water body. 

(a) High - used for recreation continuously throughout the year. 

(b) Moderate - used during certain times of the year. 

(c) Low - few or infrequent visits; generally used when other preferred areas are 
not used. 

Intensity of use 

The intensity of use relates to the number of people who use the water-body or 
part water-body for a particular type of recreation. The term “maximum holding 
capacity” has been used to describe the number of people that can comfortably 

use the site for recreation, if the number of people at a site exceed the maximum 
holding capacity users satisfaction decreases, competition for resources increases 
and conflict between users may increase. The number of people a site can 

accommodate depends on the type of recreation, the variation and combination of 
recreation activities, and the physical setting of the water-body itself. 

(a) High - the maximum holding capacity of recreational users is often met (relative 

to water-body size). 

(b) Moderate - large numbers of recreational users (relative to water-body size). 

(c) Low - small numbers of recreational users (relative to water-body size). 

4.13 New Zealand Recreational River Use Study: specialisation, motivation and site 
preference 

Galloway (2008) reported on the findings of a survey of individuals who recreate on and 
around rivers in New Zealand (the New Zealand Recreational River Use Study). Individuals 

were invited to participate in an internet survey via direct contact at river recreation-related 
events and electronically via a range of related web sites, group membership, internet bulletin 
boards, magazines and newspapers. Just over 1300 respondents completed the survey 

which ran from October 2007 to March 2008. Although the survey results cannot be 
considered representative of the recreation population, as the sample was self-selected and 
not randomly generated, they give an impression of the opinions and preferences of what is 

probably the more active and aware end of the recreation participation spectrum. Several 
methodological weaknesses mean the data need to be considered carefully and as indicative 
only. 

Twenty-three activities were represented in the data. The dominant respondents were white 
water kayakers, anglers and multisport participants. Respondents were grouped into four 
broad activity groups: boating (non-motorised) (55.4%), fishing (21%), boating (motorised) 

(2.4%), and shore-based (21.2%). 
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The survey was designed to evaluate respondents' motivations and site preferences about 

their level of specialisation in their activity. It was not designed to ascribe values to defined 
reaches of rivers throughout New Zealand so, in that sense, its results must be treated 
conservatively. 

A list of 1043 rivers was compiled and respondents were asked to indicate up to ten rivers 
that they had last visited, and the next ten that they wished to visit. This provides a snapshot, 
rather than a complete picture of the respondents' experiences and views. A total of 4921 

rankings were provided for 513 rivers. Rivers ranked more than 100 times included the 
Waimakariri (227), Tongariro (191), Buller (154), Hurunui (128), Kaituna (118), Mohaka (116), 
and Clutha (113) Rivers. The Waitaha was rated by 15 respondents out of 1300 (Galloway 

2008: Table B1). Table B2 in Galloway (2008) identifies the recreation group of those 
respondents and, for the Waitaha, indicates: 7 were 'boating (non-motorised)', 2 were 'fishing', 
and 2 were 'shore-based'. There appears to be data missing in this analysis. 

Respondents were asked to rate their preferences for river grade.10 The majority of boaters 
preferred river sections graded 2 to 4 (67.8%) as opposed to the harder grades 5 to 6 (4.5%), 
or ungraded rivers11 (3.0%). Just over 50% selected grades 2 to 3. Grade 1 was preferred by 

6.1%, grade 2 by 27.3%, grade 3 by 23.6%, grade 4 by 16.9%, grade 5 by 4.2% and grade 6 
by 0.3%. The grade definitions are sufficiently similar to those used by Egarr (1995) and 
Charles (2006). 

For each visited river, respondents were asked to rate its scenic beauty, wilderness feeling, 
degree of challenge, and opportunity to develop Whanaungatanga / companionship, on a 9-
point Likert scale (a scale of response options ranging from full (9) to no (0) agreement, with 5 

a neutral response). The question was phrased generally, and therefore is not able to take 
into account the different values supported by different reaches of each river. At best, it 
provides a general, broad brush impression of the values ascribed to the whole river, 

compared to the general values ascribed to other rivers. 

Respondents were asked for their preference for the level of human development on or 
around rivers. A six point scale for development was described. These data can only be 

applied in a general sense, as they are not specific to any named river.  

Respondents were asked to indicate the importance of selected site values in general terms 
(not specific to any river). The highest rated items were 'clean and unpolluted river water', and 

'wilderness character' and 'scenic beauty'. The lowest rated items were the availability of a car 
shuttle service, and the presence of bathrooms, changing rooms, showers, etc. Large 
differences were reported for how important the four groups rated the importance of preferred 

site values. Wilderness values were highest rated among all activity use groups, and facility 
values lowest. The 'fishing' group placed significantly greater importance on wilderness 
values than the other three groups. The 'boating (non-motorised)' group placed greater 

importance on social-skill values than the other groups. 
                                                           
10 Charles (2006) defines the river grades: 1 – moving water with a few riffles and small waves. Few or no 

obstructions. 2 – easy rapids with waves up to one metre. Clear channels obvious without scouting. The ability to 
move your craft across the current is not necessary. 3 – rapids with high, irregular waves and narrow passages. 
The ability to spin and manoeuvre is necessary. 4 – difficult rapids requiring a series of controlled moves, cross-
current and spinning in confused water. Scouting often necessary and a reliable roll is mandatory. 5 – very difficult, 
long and violent rapids. Nearly always must be scouted. Definite risks in the event of a mishap. Requires a series of 
controlled, precise, ‘must make’ moves to navigate successfully. 6 – extreme, very dangerous and only for experts. 
Close inspection is mandatory and all possible safety precautions should be taken. Make my day – the top end of 
the grading scale to date. Rather like staring down the barrel of a gun as Clint Eastwood sneers ‘you have to ask 
yourself punk – do you feel lucky?’ 

11 This term is not defined in the report (Galloway 2008) and it does not appear as a response option in the 
questionnaire. Galloway (pers comm.) advises: "An ungraded river, in the sense I use the term, is one that hasn't 
been graded. I would interpret this as rivers that are very remote and/or difficult, rare at this point in time. 'Make my 
day' [Charles 2006] would fit too.” 
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Respondents were asked to rate their ability according to what grade of river they could 

paddle. The majority of 'boaters (non-motorised)' preferred river sections graded 2-4 (67.8%) 
as opposed to the harder grades 5-6 (4.5%) or ungraded rivers (3.0%). Just over 50% 
selected grades 2-3. 

4.14 A Significance Assessment Method for River Values 

Smith (2009) prepared an advisory report to Professor Ken Hughey of Lincoln University to 

assist in a ‘Significance assessment method for river values project’ (the culmination of which 
is RiVAS, discussed in the following section) and to identify whether there were any useful 
significance assessment methods available for rivers nationally and internationally. Smith 

found (pi): 

To date, the work associated with assessing river values is ad hoc, and much is 
based on subjective assessments. Work which attempts quantitative assessment 

tends to address one (or at most two) values; none appears to offer a satisfactory 
method which could be directly adopted by the Significance assessment method 
for river values project. 

Smith identified five international and national assessment reports (none specifically on 
recreation) from which useful methodological approaches could be drawn. 

4.15 River Values Assessment System (RiVAS) 

Hughey et al (2010) carried out a research programme funded by the Foundation for 
Research Science and Technology to develop a 'useable' system for regional councils to 

assess the significance of in- and out-of-stream river values in New Zealand. An assessment 
method – called the River Values Assessment System (RiVAS) – was developed and has 
been applied to several suites of recreation and natural river values within several regions, 

including: 

 Jet Boating in Canterbury 

 Whitebaiting (an exploratory review on three rivers) 

 Natural character in Northland 

 River swimming in Northland 

 Native fish in Northland 

 Native fish in Hawke’s Bay 

 Swimming in Hawke’s Bay 

 Salmonid angling in Hawke’s Bay 

 Natural character in Hawke’s Bay 

 Native Birdlife in Hawke’s Bay 

 Irrigation in Hawke’s Bay 

 Whitewater kayaking in Hawke’s Bay 

 Native fish in Gisborne 

 Irrigation in Gisborne 

 Natural character in Gisborne 

 River swimming in Gisborne 
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 Salmonid angling in Gisborne 

 Native birdlife in Gisborne 

 Whitewater recreation in the West Coast 

References are not supplied here for each, but most can be found on the Lincoln University 

Centre for Land, Environment and People website,12 or on the relevant regional council 
website. The RiVAS has also been applied in expert witness caucusing over the Wairau River 
TrustPower hydro resource consent hearing.13 

The RIVAS method relies on a panel of experts from a specific recreation activity to: identify 
the regional resources able to be used for their activity; the resource attributes which indicate 
their importance for recreation, including the level of use; and to score various indicators of 

value to give a relative assessment of significance. 

For the West Coast assessment (Booth et al 2009), a list of rivers was provided by the West 
Coast Regional Council, and an expert panel identified 41 rivers that were regularly kayaked, 

or had been recently kayaked and were expected to become popular within the following 
three years. Several rivers were divided into sections, giving 58 kayaking runs to assess. 
Measurable attributes which afforded those rivers value for kayaking, and which were able to 

be assessed, were identified: 

 Perception of scenic attractiveness. 

 Perception of wilderness character. 

 Density of high quality hydraulic features. 

 Flow reliability (percent of time river is kayakable). 

 Ease of access. 

 Number of users (kayaker days per annum). 

 User catchment (home district/region). 

 Scarcity of kayaking experience. 

There were little primary data available so expert opinion was relied on to generate the 
assessments. Of the 58 West Coast kayak runs assessed, 28 were identified as of 'high' 
value, 29 of 'medium' value and 1 of 'low' value. The use of the terms 'national', 'regional' and 

'local' were avoided in the assessment as the analysis was not completed at a national level. 
An assessment of 'high' value indicates a high level of importance at the regional level, and 
this is likely to imply significance at the national level – although a national-level assessment 

would be needed to confirm this. Later RiVAS assessments have been comfortable using the 
terms ‘national, regional and local’. 

The assessment also considered the 'scarcity' of the type of run at a national level. However, 

this score was given to 71% of the West Coast rivers reviewed, suggesting that most rivers on 
the Coast have been assessed as unique in some way. 

England (2011, p3), who participated in the West Coast RiVAS assessment, says of the 

method: 

                                                           
12 http://www.lincoln.ac.nz/Lincoln-Home/Research/Research-Centres/Centre-for-Land-Environment-and-
People/LEaP-Publications/ at early 2016 
13 Deans, Greenaway and Hovell in Decision No. (2010) NZEnvC 403, Joint statement of recreation witnesses dated 
17 July 2009 
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This method has the strength of being relatively easy to repeat by regional 

councils, for which it is aimed, and applicable across various river-based activities. 
In my opinion, the numerical base for the system offers a limited insight into a 
region's river activity, albeit useful and a vast improvement on the knowledge that 

usually exists in organisations such as regional councils. Where applied, it is also 
useful in that it is current and (if staff are involved directly) helps staff to increase 
their understanding of relevant issues for river users.  

and also (pp15-16): 

The West Coast report was the first, trial, application of this method to whitewater 
kayaking (it had previously been applied to salmonid angling). From my 

experience this year, I see the following issues: 

 The expert panel made a few mistakes (valuable sections omitted and at 
least one river, the Cascade, scored incorrectly) which could in part be 

due to trying to cover so many rivers in one day, a problem made worse 
by the West Coast region having so many rivers 

 There was no written descriptive overview for the region (this has since 

been amended in the method) 

 The headings were not all agreed upon and therefore may have been 
interpreted inconsistently (this has since been amended in the method) 

 The overall product, a set of numerically ranked rivers, is of limited depth 
and value on its own; it requires further examination to be used as a 
decision making tool but could be useful for a strategic planning tool 

The RiVAS method has been refined since those first applications (with some later versions 
being referred to as RiVAS+, which includes consideration of future values – see Booth et al 
2012 and Hughey 2012). The reductionist approach enables ready identification of the basis 

for each assessment, and while there may be disagreement about site-specific conclusions, 
RiVAS is a significant resource for identifying the scale of recreation options at a regional 
level, and the level of resource substitutability. Debate about absolute and relative values of 

river settings should not result in the RiVAS data being ignored. 

RiVAS is a recommended method by the New Zealand Conservation Authority (NZVA 2011) 
for assessing the values of rivers (p40): 

Rivers or river reaches with outstanding landscape, amenity, recreational, cultural 
and other values could be identified using the River Values Assessment System 
(RiVAS). It seeks to provide a standardised method for regional councils to assess 

the significance of both in-stream and out-of-stream river values. It can be used to 
generate lists of rivers graded by relative importance for different uses. 

A full review of the benefits and weaknesses of the RiVAS and RiVAS+ process is given in 

Hughey (2012). 

A 2015 RiVAS assessment for jet boating in Canterbury was accompanied by a more 
extensive review of activity, using a template intended for use by Jet Boating New Zealand at 

regional levels throughout New Zealand (Greenaway et al 2015). 
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4.16 Scoping study for assessing river and lake recreation in New Zealand 

This study (Booth & Farminer 2011) was carried out for Sport New Zealand. The authors 
found (pi): 

Very little information and data exist: most research is site or river catchment 
specific and much is out-of-date. An exception is angling, for which a national 
database has been developed by Fish and Game New Zealand. The total number 

of participants is not known for most activities at most scales (i.e. individual 
river/lake, local area, region, nation). SPARC’s Active New Zealand survey 
collects national participation figures for water-based activities but the survey does 

not differentiate between activities in freshwater and marine environments, with 
the exception of fishing (although the participation rate published for fishing 
combines these two activities). 

The recreational value of rivers was addressed in early national-scale research 
(e.g. Eggar and Eggar 1981) and more recently the River Values Assessment 
System (Hughey and Baker 2010) has evaluated selected recreational values for 

rivers in a few regions. No such management tools exist for lake recreational 
values. 

There has been a lack of significant progress in systematically building a 

knowledge base for river and lake recreation, with the exception of freshwater 
angling. Little research has been undertaken to understand the future needs, 
issues and demand for river and lake recreation.  

And (p11): 

A synopsis of the research literature about river and lake recreation … may be 
summarised as: 

1. Very few data exist (exceptions noted below). Most research is site or river 
catchment specific and much is out-of-date. 

2. The total number of participants is not known for most activities at most 

scales (i.e. individual river/lake, local area/district, region, nation). 
SPARC’s Active New Zealand survey collects national participation figures 
water-based activities but, with the exception of fishing, does not 

distinguish between freshwater and marine recreation activities. 

3. Substantial knowledge base available for angling activities (numbers, 
characteristics, distribution, impacts, etc) collected through the National 

Angling Surveys and other angling-focused studies. No similar knowledge 
base exists for other activities. 

4. The range of recreational activities undertaken is fairly well understood 

(e.g. from Active New Zealand data and Recreational River Use Study 
(Galloway 2008)) including identification of both on-water and shore-based 
activities. 

5. The recreational value of rivers was addressed in early national-scale 
research (Eggar and Eggar 1981) and, more recently, the RiVAS 
methodology (Hughey and Baker 2010) has evaluated selected 

recreational values for rivers in a few regions to date. No such 
management tools exist specific to lake recreational values. 
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6. Some of the impacts of river and lake recreation are understood (e.g. 

biological and social impacts) but these are based on a few disparate 
studies and no comprehensive knowledge of the wider impacts has been 
produced. 

7. The benefits of river and lake recreation are similarly poorly understood, 
and the few data that exist are largely subsumed within other, non-
-‐recreational, datasets. 

8. Little research has been undertaken to understand the future needs, 
issues and demand for river and lake recreation. 

9. There has been a lack of significant progress in systematically building a 

knowledge base for river and lake recreation, with the exception of 
freshwater angling. 

The scoping study recommends a national research strategy for recreation research for lakes 

and rivers, although not specifically for assessing significance – although the data gaps and 
methods identified would assist in this process. 

4.17 An Assessment of the Whitewater Recreational Values of West Coast Rivers – 
Whitewater Kayaking 

England (2011) compiled a data set describing the values and users of kayaking rivers on the 
West Coast relying on: direct experience of kayaking 31 West Coast rivers; a photographic 
record of 31 kayaking settings; an on-line survey of the international kayaking community with 

265 respondents; and a review of other West Coast kayak-related research, particularly 
RiVAS (see section 4.15). 

England describes the nature of the analysis (p2): 

This report is not an academic paper. It is based on a range of data that will be 
described openly and are open to scrutiny. The overall aim of this report is simply 
to provide the Department of Conservation – and anyone else who may need user 

data on West Coast rivers – with a set of current data about whitewater 
kayakers/canoeists. One particular challenge was to take subjective views and 
create an objective resource. I have not made recommendations as I see this data 

set's purpose as contributing to decision makers' tools. 

England (preface) reported, in summary: 

The research shows that, as a whole, the rivers of the West Coast region are the 

most highly valued in New Zealand and amongst the most highly valued in the 
world by whitewater kayakers. To whitewater kayakers around the world, the West 
Coast region is characterised by its rivers and its rivers are characterised by their 

high levels of challenge, scenery and wilderness. 

In comparison to other regions of NZ and the world, the West Coast region has a 
very high density of rivers that offer great whitewater challenge, inspiring river 

scenery and a strong wilderness feel. Added to this are such qualities as 
cleanliness and clarity of water, a range of access arrangements including 
helicopter access, geographic closeness of rivers meaning low travel times 

between rivers, and a wider regional experience that offers additional social 
attractions. 

That so many rivers of the West Coast are valued so highly does not belittle their 

assessment, but truly represents their remarkable qualities. It makes it impossible 
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to segregate a common set of top rivers, but a general trend is that northern 

Westland has the highest concentration of top rated rivers for whitewater 
challenge, with very high scores for scenery and wilderness; while northern Buller 
and South Westland have small concentrations of rivers top rated for wilderness 

and scenery with high ratings for whitewater challenge. 

The main whitewater kayak users of West Coast rivers are highly specialised and 
experienced, which reflects and is reflected by the high proportion of more 

challenging rivers, yet the region is also held in high regard as a destination to 
aspire to by users of lower ability. Of interest is the demographic profile of survey 
respondents, showing that most whitewater kayakers on the West Coast are male, 

of widespread ages, educated to bachelor's degree or beyond, professionally 
employed with incomes above national averages. 

Assessment criteria used by England included: 

 number of respondents having used a river 

 percent of international respondents having used a river 

 overall importance 

 whitewater challenge 

 scenery from river 

 wilderness feeling 

England (p85) notes that the survey results have a "definite bias towards harder rivers, 
reflecting the respondents' profile [more advanced kayakers generally]."  

4.18 Freshwater bodies of outstanding significant value in the Taranaki Region – 
2015 draft 

The Taranaki Regional Council (2015) used eight ‘attributes’ and 13 ‘values’ to identify the 
significance of waterbodies in the region to advise a review of the region’s Fresh Water Plan. 
The authors noted (p2): 

This study and the preparation of this report are based upon a desktop exercise. 

As part of this exercise, the Council has examined and built on previous work and 
evaluations identifying freshwater values, including those that contributed to the 

current Regional Freshwater Plan for Taranaki and the RPS. 

In the absence of national guidance on criteria for evaluating and determining 
'outstanding' attributes and values, the Council has, firstly, reviewed and built on 

existing case law and best practice methodologies for determining outstanding 
natural features and landscapes (i.e. section 6(b) RMA matters) (This involved 
having regard to New Zealand landscape assessment methodologies, case law, 

and studies and guidance notes given through the Quality Planning website, Land 
Environment and People, Lincoln University, and the Department of Conservation. 
Secondly, it has evaluated water bodies to identify attributes and values that are 

'outstanding' or 'signficance' (sic) that may require an added level of protection. 

‘Outstanding’ was described as “well accepted” to be (p13) “a comparative evaluative term 
meaning to be conspicuous, eminent, exceptional, remarkable, clearly superior to others in 

the same group or category.” 
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Recreation activities were considered under two attributes (of eight): ‘sensory’ and 

‘associative’ – and two values (of 13): ‘transient’ and ‘shared and recognised’. The scale of 
significance for each value was ‘judged’ based on a five point scale. Where a waterbody 
gained a 5 for all values it was considered a ‘candidate outstanding waterbody’ (pp16-17): 

Sensory attributes 

Transient values 

Presence of wildlife or other values at certain times of the day, season or year that 

contribute to the character of the feature or landscape. Includes ephemeral human 
activity such as recreation, mahinga kai, walking, fishing, boating, and swimming. 

1= Transient values for the feature or landscape not evident 

2= Transient values for the feature or landscape are rarely present and only of 
limited or localized significance 

3= Transient values for the feature or landscape are present and are of limited or 

localized significance that occurs in small localised pockets of the landscape or 
feature 

4= Transient values for the feature or landscape are present and are of regional 

significance but regularly occur only in localised pockets of the landscape or 
feature 

5= Transient values for the feature or landscape are nationally or regionally 

important, demonstrably present and regularly occur across much of the 
landscape or feature. 

Associative attributes 

Shared and recognised values 

Water body contributes to a sense of place or is recognised for its fishery, angling 
and recreational features, or scientific or educational features. 

1= Shared values for the feature or landscape not evident 

2= Shared values for the feature or landscape are not obvious or widely 
recognized and are only of limited or localized significance 

3= Shared values for the feature or landscape are present and are of limited or 
localized significance that occurs in small localised pockets of the landscape or 
feature 

4= Shared values for the feature or landscape are present and are of regional 
significance but occurs only in localised pockets of the landscape or feature 

5= Shared values for the feature or landscape are nationally or regionally 

important, demonstrably present, widespread, and widely known. 

The source of the assessment framework is not referenced. 
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Executive summary 
The purpose of this report is to inform parts A. and B. of the revised project plan for tools for identifying 
Outstanding Freshwater Bodies (OFWB) as per the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management.   

The contract scope was limited to three components of the international literature listed in the previous 
project plan.  Although several other guidelines were not listed in the contract they were reviewed at the 
suggestion of Ministry for the Environment staff. 

A greater focus was placed on Part B than Part A of the project scope in this report.  The findings, 
conclusions and recommendations arising from this literature review are to be incorporated into a broader 
review being undertaken by The Catalyst Group in Palmerston North.   

The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment was found to be not relevant to the identification of OFWB.  It is 
possibly more relevant to the protection of the significant values of OFWB. 

The literature on the US Wild and Scenic Rivers Act contained freshwater values, sub-values and 
features or characteristics of wild and scenic rivers.  While the preservation of ‘free-flowing’ condition is 
essentially a policy response, there is an implicit assumption that flows are valued as per Objective B4 of 
the NPSFM with respect to OFWB.   

Guidance was sought from twelve United States’ states on how the Clean Water Act is implemented.  In 
terms of the NPSFM, a freshwater body may be outstanding at the local, regional or national level.  A 
number of American states also classified surface water bodies as ‘outstanding’ at the regional and/or the 
national (Clean Water Act - Tier 3) levels.   

 

Key instrumental values and sub-values 

The review confirmed that the values contained in the NPSFM and those mentioned in the discussion on 
the definition of OFWB are universal.  These values can be outstanding in their own right. 

Two new (to the NPSFM) values were found: ‘scientific’ and ‘historic’.  Sub-values ‘fish and wildlife’ were 
ascribed to both ‘ecological’ and ‘recreation’ values as the literature provided no clear distinction.  
‘Scenic’ and ‘geologic’ sub-values are relevant to the value of ‘natural character’.  

Characteristics of values  

A wide range of characteristics were identified that could be used to support values.  Identifying and 
describing characteristics convey how values might be seen to be outstanding in a specific context.  

In many instances American states and/or international organisations were required to demonstrate that 
an OFWB had a number of characteristics/attributes/features relating to a specific value. 

Quantifying and comparing characteristics to develop thresholds 

Values per se cannot be measured as values are intangible.  However, characteristics of values can 
often be quantified or measured.  Examples were cited where species and geological features could be 
quantified.  This can then lead to the comparison of quantifiable measurements of features, particularly 
physical elements as well as chemical and biological.  The concept of ‘measurable dimensions’ can 
contribute towards assessments of natural features and phenomena when identifying OFWB and to 
assist in the process of developing thresholds. When comparing measurable dimensions, a feature can 
exhibit a superlative or outstanding characteristic or characteristics which imply that is has more of a 
particular quality than anything else of the same type. 

United Kingdom species of fish drawn from guidance by the Joint Nature Conservation Committee on the 
selection of sites of significant scientific interest were provided as an example of ‘characteristics’ of a 
potentially OFWB that could be measured in some way. 
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Examples of measurable dimensions were found that are used in terms of the US Clean Water Act and 
the Ramsar Wetland Convention.  The measurable dimensions were sometimes explicit thresholds, for 
example, invertebrate community index scores, narrative attribute states similar to Appendix 2 of the 
NPSFM, or may have been based on external legal reference documents.  

Table 3.2 sets out a values/characteristics/thresholds cascade for ‘ecological’,’ recreation’, and ‘natural 
character values derived from the literature review.  This is intended to demonstrate the steps to go 
through in the process of developing criteria with which to identify OFWB. 

International processes for identifying outstanding freshwater bodies and other natural 
phenomena 

The institutional arrangements of the jurisdictions reflected in this literature review differ to those in New 
Zealand.  However, the learnings have universal applicability and can be adopted directly into the 
Resource Management Act and NPSFM context. 

Some American states have adopted two tiers or levels of ‘outstanding’ waters.  This principle but not 
practice could be applied to identifying OFWB.  In the New Zealand context one criterion could be a water 
body per se or characteristics/attributes/features that are recognised at the national level, and one of 
recognition at the regional level. 

The approach used in the United States where anyone, or a state department, can nominate a surface 
water body as an Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW) under the Clean Water Act would not 
be appropriate to be adopted for the NPSFM for OFWB.  However, mana whenua and communities could 
nominate OFWB and support a regional plan change.  This would require national criteria being proposed 
by MfE potentially first. 

In the European Union proposed (Natura) Special Areas of Conservation lists are submitted to the 
European Commission and then considered by representatives of Member States and others through a 
process of biogeographical scientific seminars.  This approach would also not be appropriate for 
nomination of a freshwater body to ‘outstanding’ status with respect to the NPSFM.  However, it is 
recommended that a form appropriate to New Zealand’s natural environment (similar to the Standard 
Data Form used in the EU Natura process) be adopted as a template and a number of additional 
information sources be developed that are similar to the annexes associated with the EU Habitat 
Directive. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

When identifying and defining values, key natural features or combinations of features and natural 
processes need to be selected   They can then be used to support comparisons with other areas and in 
so doing, justify a water body or part, to be considered as an OFWB. 

The concept of ‘measurable dimensions’ and its connection to characteristics and thresholds needs to be 
explored further to determine its value across a range of values. 

A wide range of terms was found in the literature that compare and contrast with those used in the 
amplification of the definition for OFWB, e.g. feature, characteristic.  When identifying and characterising 
values it is essential that relevant terminology is defined in discrete and unambiguous terms.   

The literature focused almost exclusively on surface water quality and there was virtually no guidance on 
implementation of Objective B4 of the NPSFM re water quantity.  Only the US Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
recognised the need to maintain flows. 

There were rich sources of guidance in the literature which could not be accessed in the timeframe, for 
example, exceptional natural beauty and aesthetic importance’ (IUCN). 
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 
 
The Ministry for the Environment’s Community Environmental Fund is supporting a project on identifying 
Outstanding Freshwater Bodies (OFWB) as per Objectives A2a and B4 of the National Policy Statement 
for Freshwater Management (NPSFM).  The reoriented scope of the project is:  
  

“THE AIM OF THIS PROJECT, FUNDED BY MFE AND HBRC, IS TO IDENTIFY AND RECOMMEND AN APPROACH 

FOR DETERMINING OUTSTANDING WATERBODIES AND VALUES, THEREBY PROVIDING A TOOL TO ENABLE 

COUNCILS TO MEET ONE OF THEIR NPSFM OBLIGATIONS.  THIS PROJECT INVOLVES: 

A.      AN APPRAISAL OF EXISTING APPROACHES, VALUES, METHODS OF ASSESSMENT, AND THRESHOLDS 

WHICH HAVE BEEN USED IN THE PAST TO IDENTIFY OUTSTANDING AREAS. 

B.      IDENTIFICATION OF THE MOST PROMISING TECHNIQUES. THIS WILL SPECIFICALLY INCLUDE 

IDENTIFICATION OF: 

O   ALL KEY/INSTRUMENTAL VALUES WHICH CAN BE OUTSTANDING IN THEIR OWN RIGHT; AND 

O   ASSOCIATED SUB-VALUES, CHARACTERISTICS AND THRESHOLDS (NUMERIC AND/OR 

NARRATIVE DESCRIPTORS) THAT CAN BE USED TO ASSESS WHETHER A PARTICULAR VALUE IS 

OUTSTANDING FOR PURPOSES OF THE NPSFM. (NB: THIS WORK WILL FORM THE BASIS FOR 

DISCUSSION AT A PRACTITIONER WORKSHOP AND WILL LIKELY BE AMENDED/REFINED FOLLOWING 

WORKSHOP DISCUSSIONS). 

C.      EXPERT APPRAISAL AND SUPPORT FOR PREFERRED TECHNIQUES. 

D.      PREPARATION OF ‘THINK PIECE’ SETTING OUT THE PREFERRED TECHNIQUE(S) AND JUSTIFICATION”   

1.2 Purpose and scope 
 
The purpose of this report is to inform parts A. and B. of the project plan above (Riley, pers.com., 
28/6/16).   In doing so, the report identifies processes which could be adopted to operationalise the 
identification of outstanding freshwater bodies (OFWB). 
 
The scope was limited to three components of the international literature listed in the previous project plan 
(undated), that is: 
 

 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment - Synthesis; 
 Legal Information Institute, and  
 American Outstanding National Resource Waters. 

 
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment was an international study (see Appendix 1 below).   
 
The two Legal Information Institute references are based on the United States (US) Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (see Appendix 2 below).   
 
The American Outstanding National Resource Waters references relate to the US Clean Water Act. 
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Although the following guidelines were not listed in the contract with Hawkes Bay Regional Council for 
this report they were reviewed on the suggestion of Ministry for the Environment staff (S. Wegner, 
pers.com. 9/6/16): 
 

 Guidelines for the Selection of Biological SSSIs (Sites of Significant Scientific Interest) in the 
United Kingdom; 

 Natura 2000 – European Union Habitat Directive; 
 Study on the Application of Criterion (vii):  Considering superlative natural phenomena and 

exceptional natural beauty within the World Heritage Convention   and  
 Convention on Wetlands - Designating Ramsar Sites: Strategic Framework and guidelines for the 

future development of the List of Wetlands of International Importance. 

While the focus of these guidelines is not necessarily on freshwater bodies, they provide examples of 
methods used internationally for identifying and applying criteria that could be used for identifying and 
applying criteria to NPSFM OFWB.   

2. Methods 
 

A greater focus has been placed on Part B than Part A of the project scope in Section 1.1 above.  Part A 
has been interpreted as being more relevant to approaches, values, methods of assessment and 
thresholds used in New Zealand in the past.  

The findings, conclusions and recommendations arising from this literature review are to be incorporated 
into a broader review being undertaken by The Catalyst Group.  In order to facilitate that exercise within 
the timeframes available, a significant number of ‘direct quotes’ have been used with the primary 
intention of demonstrating the breadth of evidence available.  This is not a desirable approach but has 
enabled more robust findings, conclusions and recommendations.   

3. Findings 
 

The findings are presented in two blocks; the first is a brief summary of the literature sourced, and the 
second is the findings in terms of Part B of the project scope in Section 1.1 above. 

3.1   Literature sources 
3.1.1 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 

 
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment focuses on what are termed ‘ecosystem services’ (Millennium 
Assessment Board, 2016) (refer Appendix 1 below).  While ecosystem services benefits enable the 
realization of the national freshwater values set out in Appendix 1 of the NPSFM, the findings in the 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment synthesis do not assist in meeting the requirements of the project 
plan of this project on ‘outstanding freshwater bodies’ as per the NPSFM. 

 
While ecosystem services benefits enable the realization of the national freshwater values set out in 
Appendix 1 of the NPSFM, the findings in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment synthesis do not assist 
in meeting the requirements of the project plan of this project on ‘outstanding freshwater bodies’ as per 
the NPSFM. 
 

3.1.2 US Legal Information Institute and American Outstanding National Resource 
Waters 
 

As noted above, the two references re the Legal Information Institute relate to the US Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act.   
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Most states in the United States have values, definitions, descriptions, etc. of ‘outstanding’ waters under 
the US Clean Water Act (see Appendix 2 below) that are consistent with the NPSFM interpretation of 
‘outstanding freshwater bodies’.  These surface waters are referred to as Tier 3 Outstanding National 
Resource Waters (ONRW).   

3.1.3 Guidelines for the Selection of Biological SSSIs (Sites of Significant Scientific 
Interest) 
 
The Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) is the public body that advises the United Kingdom 
(UK) Government and devolved administrations on UK-wide and international nature conservation.  It 
provides guidance by way of guidelines, and the Guidelines for the Selection of Biological SSSIs include 
habitats and species groups.  They are potentially relevant to this project on Outstanding Freshwater 
Bodies as they provide generic examples of factors and criteria that could be used for identifying 
scientifically significant ecological values.    
 

3.1.4 Natura 2000 – European Union Habitats Directive 
 
The European Union (EU) issues many directives to EU member states.  The Habitats Directive is 
implemented by way of site designation within the Natura 2000 process.  Natura 2000 is a network of 
sites selected to ensure the long-term survival of Europe's most valuable and threatened species and 
habitats.  

Member States of the EU choose sites for Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) according to precise, 
scientific criteria to warrant the creation of a particular site.  States designate (SACs) to ensure the 
favourable conservation status of each habitat type and species throughout their range in the EU 
(European Commission, 2016).  While the Habitats Directive is focussed on biodiversity conservation of 
valued and threatened species and habitat, it is relevant to the identification of OFWBs under the NPSFM 
because of the processes by which sites are chosen.  

 

3.1.5 Considering superlative natural phenomena and exceptional natural beauty within 
the World Heritage Convention - IUCN 

 
In the context of the Study on the Application of Criterion (vii):  Considering superlative natural 
phenomena and exceptional natural beauty within the World Heritage Convention, the World Heritage 
Committee considers a property as having Outstanding Universal Value if the property meets one or 
more of ten defined criteria.  One of the criteria, vii, is defined as containing ‘superlative natural 
phenomena’ or ‘areas of exceptional natural beauty and aesthetic importance’.  The need for the study 
was identified during discussions on World Heritage nominations based on natural criteria (Mitchell et al, 
2013, p.1).  Natural properties proposed for inscription need to be considered to have Outstanding 
Universal Value from the point of view of science, conservation or natural beauty” (ibid., p.30). 

The commentary following the definition of an OFWB in the NPSFM suggests that “(a)n outstanding 
freshwater body is one that is exceptional in some way (Ministry for the Environment, 2015, p.23).  The 
terms of interest used in this study, ‘superlative natural phenomena’ and ‘exceptional natural beauty’ are 
or reflect ‘exceptional’. 

3.1.6 Convention on Wetlands - Designating Ramsar Sites: 
 

The focus of this study is the Convention on Wetlands - Designating Ramsar Sites: Strategic Framework 
and guidelines for the future development of the List of Wetlands of International Importance 

“The Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar, Iran, 1971) is an intergovernmental treaty whose mission is “the 
conservation and wise use of all wetlands through local, regional and national actions and international 
cooperation, as a contribution towards achieving sustainable development throughout the world” (Ramsar 
Convention Secretariat, 2010 (inside front cover). 
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“Wetlands should be selected for the List on account of their international significance in terms of 
ecology, botany, zoology, limnology or hydrology. In the first instance wetlands of international 
importance to waterfowl at any season should be included” (Ramsar Convention Secretariat, 2010, p.8). 

The relevance of the study to this report on OFWBs is the section on criteria for identifying wetlands of 
international importance1 and guidelines for their application, and for guidance on identifying and 
designating specific wetland types.  While the focus is on wetlands, the approach is of value in a generic 
freshwater body sense. 

 

3.2  Values 
The National Objectives Framework (NOF) in the NPSFM lists national values and uses of freshwater.  
The definition of OFWB refers to a sub-set which includes ecological, landscape, recreational and 
spiritual values.   

3.2.1 Key instrumental values and sub-values 
 

While this sub-section of the report identifies only a few examples of explicit freshwater values; the 
following sub-sections also highlight the same or additional values.  

The US Wild and Scenic Rivers Act declares that “certain selected rivers of the Nation which, with their 
immediate environments, possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and 
wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and that 
they and their immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present and 
future generations” (Legal Information Institute, 2016a). 

‘Scenic’ could be seen to be analogous with ‘natural form and character’ in the NPSFM.  ‘Geologic’ is 
also a sub-set of ‘natural character’ values. ‘Fish and wildlife’ can be considered under the ‘ecosystem 
health’ and ‘recreation’ values.  ‘Historic’ is new to the OFWB project. 

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (2016) recognises two classes of ‘outstanding waters’, that 
is, outstanding state waters and Tier 3 (US Clean Water Act) outstanding national resource waters 
(ONRW).  These are defined as:  

 Outstanding state waters:  exceptional ecological values or exceptional recreational values 
 Outstanding national resource waters: national ecological or recreational significance. 

In North Dakota, the highest classification of state waters is ‘Outstanding State Resource Waters’ 
(OSRW) – it has not attempted to classify its waters as Tier 3 Outstanding National Resource Waters 
(ONRW) as per the Clean Water Act.  OSRWs may only be designated the highest protection after they 
have been determined to have:  

 exceptional value for present or prospective future use for: 
 

o public water supplies, propagation of fish or aquatic life, wildlife, recreational purposes or 
agricultural, industrial, or other legitimate beneficial uses’.   

However, North Dakota has not yet designated any state waters as an Outstanding State Resource 
Water” (Bird and King, 2011, pp. 35-37). 

No values, criteria or process for identifying ONRW have/has been established in Alaska (Department of 
Environmental Conservation, 2016b).   

The Ramsar Wetlands process recognizes that values of wetlands can include:  

                                                 
1 New Zealand has six sites. 
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 fisheries production, forestry, religious importance, archaeological sites, social relations with the 
wetland, etc.  (Ramsar Convention Secretariat, 2010, p.64).   

These values may be more relevant to the significant values of wetlands objectives of the NPSFM. 

Note:  All of the literature sources reviewed related to rivers or wetlands; there were no references to 
lakes or groundwater.  

 

3.2.2 Use of descriptions to identify and characterise values 
 

Several terms appear in both the elaboration of the NPSFM definition of OFWB (e.g. feature) and in 
recommendations as to how Objectives A2 and B4 could be given effect to (e.g. characteristics, criteria) 
(Ministry for the Environment, 2015, pp. 23 and 31).   The term ‘characteristic’ is used in the definition of 
‘attribute’ in the NPSFM.   

A range of terms is also used in the international literature.  Examples include:  attribute, characteristic, 
condition, criterion/criteria, factor, feature, and parameter.  Where these terms are used in the literature 
they are shown in italics in this report.   No attempt has been made to define or rationalise them; however 
the term ‘characteristic’ is used in the commentary of this report as per the project plan  

Mitchell (2013, p.30) refers to “the notion of attributes2 in relation to values. Attributes include the physical 
elements of the property, and may include the relationships between physical elements, essence, 
meaning and, at times, related processes, that convey the values of a property.  Drawing on a UNESCO 
report, Mitchell notes that “………… they can be specific  

 landscape features, areas of habitat, aspects relating to environmental quality (such as 
intactness, high / pristine environmental quality), scale and naturalness of habitats, and size and 
viability of wildlife populations” (UNESCO 2011b)”.  

“(T)he identification and definition of values ……… involves selection of key natural features or 
combinations of features and natural processes as attributes that convey values. These attributes are 
then used to support comparisons with other areas and, through a series of descriptions, to elaborate 
justifications for the property meeting (or not meeting) this criterion” (Mitchell, 2013, p.33). 

In the IUCN process of considering ‘superlative natural phenomena’ and ‘exceptional natural beauty’ it 
was proposed that “(t)he identification of attributes and development of descriptions on how they convey 
the values identified are foundational to the justification that the property has Outstanding Universal 
Value.  ….. While the identification of attributes is an important process, it is not an end in itself but rather 
a means to an end: that of defining the values of the property. Thus it is important that descriptions of 
attributes are used to clearly support the justifications of the values that those attributes convey. (Mitchell, 
2013, p.34).   

 

The remainder of this sub-section reports on examples and the use of descriptions for natural features. 

Examples of the characteristics of wild, scenic and recreational areas of free-flowing rivers by which such 
waters are classified under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are: 

 Wild river areas:  free of impoundments, generally inaccessible except by trail, watersheds or 
shorelines essentially primitive, waters unpolluted, representing vestiges of primitive America. 
 

                                                 
2 The use of the term ‘attributes’ here differs from how it is used in the NPSFM.  ‘Attribute’ is defined as “a 
measurable characteristic of fresh water, including physical, chemical and biological properties, which 
supports particular values” (Ministry for the Environment, 2015, p.17). 
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 Scenic river area:  free of impoundments, shorelines or watersheds still largely primitive, 
shorelines largely undeveloped, accessible in places by roads. 
 

 Recreational river areas: readily accessible by road or railroad, some development along their 
shorelines, may have undergone some impoundment or diversion in the past. 

These classifications describe in a generic sense how these river values could be characterised or 
described (Legal Information Institute, 2016b).  However, they provide no guidance to enable water body-
specific identification of these characteristics.  

The next group of examples relate to the US Clean Water Act. 

Arizona (Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 2016, p.9) does not identify or classify any Tier 3 
ONRW.  Instead it classifies Outstanding Arizona Waters (OAW) based upon the following criteria:  

 perennial or intermittent;  
 

 does not have an impoundment, diversion, channelization, rip-rapping or other bank armor, or 
another hydrological modification;  
 

 good water quality, and  
 

 meets one or both of the following conditions:  
 
 exceptional recreational or ecological significance  

o unique attributes: geology, flora and fauna, water quality, aesthetic value, or 
wilderness characteristic;  

 endangered or threatened species  
o water quality is essential to the species’ maintenance and propagation, critical 

habitat. 
 

Criteria for ONRW designations in New Mexico are: 
  

 significant attribute of special trout waters, national or state park, national or state 
monument, national or state wildlife refuge or designated wilderness area, or is part 
of a designated wild river under the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; or 

 
 exceptional recreational or ecological significance; or 

 
 existing water quality is equal to or better than the numeric criteria for protection of 

aquatic life uses, recreational uses, and human health uses,  
 

 water has not been significantly modified by human activities in a manner that 
substantially detracts from its value as a natural resource” (New Mexico Environment 
Department, 2016). 
 

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region VIII, which includes Montana and 
Wyoming, provides some guidance for designating ONRWs. “zThe written request should 
explain why ONRW designation is warranted based on one or more of the following factors:  

(a) Location: Is the water body on federal land such as a national park, national 
wilderness area, or national wildlife refuge?  

(b) Previous Special Designations: Is the water body currently classified as a wild 
and scenic river?  
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(c) Existing Water Quality: Is the current quality of the water pristine or naturally-
occurring?  

(d) Ecological Value: Are any threatened, endangered, or sensitive species 
present?  

(e) Recreational or Aesthetic Value: Is a special recreational use present such as 
an outstanding fishery or exceptional rafting or boating?  

(f) Other Factors that Indicate Outstanding Ecological or Recreational Resource 
Value: Are rare or valuable wildlife habitats present?" (Brawer, 2016, p.21).  

To be eligible for designation as an ‘outstanding national resource water’ in Washington 
State, one or more of the following must apply:  

“(a) The water is in a relatively pristine condition (largely absent human sources of 

degradation) or possesses exceptional water quality, and also occurs in federal and 

state parks, monuments, preserves, wildlife refuges, wilderness areas, marine 

sanctuaries, estuarine research reserves, or wild and scenic rivers; 

(b) The water has unique aquatic habitat types (for example, peat bogs) that by 

conventional water quality parameters (such as dissolved oxygen, temperature, or 

sediment) are not considered high quality, but that are unique and regionally rare 

examples of their kind; 

(c) The water has both high water quality and regionally unique recreational value; 

(d) The water is of exceptional statewide ecological significance; or 

(e) The water has cold water thermal refuges critical to the long-term protection of 

aquatic species” (Department of Ecology State of Washington, 2016b).  

In the State of Virginia, in order to demonstrate that a water body nominated for 
Exceptional State Waters status exhibits exceptional recreational opportunities, the water 
must support  

 recreational activities which do not require modification of the existing natural 
setting such as: fishing, canoeing, rafting, kayaking, tubing, birding, hiking, 
backpacking with Primitive camping, or the like” (Gilinsky, E., 2016). 

Descriptions that apply to Tier III ONRW designations in the State of Maryland require 
consideration of more than one characteristic/attribute/factor’: 

 Exceptional biological resources" means ecologically significant aquatic or 
wetland habitat: 

o unique or very rare combination of natural species and communities; 
and 

o dependent on maintaining high or pristine water quality or special 
conditions of existing water quality, such as a bog”  

 (Maryland Government, 2016). 

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency recognises two classes of ‘outstanding waters’, 
that is, outstanding state waters and Tier 3 (Clean Water Act) outstanding national resource 
waters (ONRW).   

(d) “Outstanding national resource waters” are surface waters that have a national 
ecological or recreational significance ……. National ecological significance may 
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include providing habitat for populations of federal endangered or threatened 
species or displaying some unique combination of biological characteristics in 
addition to those factors listed in ………….. National recreational significance may 
include designation in the national wild and scenic river system” (Ohio Protection 
Agency, 2016).    

In order to qualify as an Exceptional Value Water in Pennsylvania, a surface water body 
needs to meet one or more of the following conditions: 

   “(1) The water meets the requirements of subsection (a) and one or more of the 
following: 

     (i)   The water is located in a National wildlife refuge or a State game 
propagation and protection area. 

     (ii)   The water is located in a designated State park natural area or State forest 
natural area, National natural landmark, Federal or State wild river, Federal 
wilderness area or National recreational area. 

     (iii)   The water is an outstanding National, State, regional or local resource 
water. 

     (iv)   The water is a surface water of exceptional recreational significance. 

     (v)   The water achieves a score of at least 92% (or its equivalent) using the 
methods and procedures described in subsection (a)(2)(i)(A) or (B). 

     (vi)   The water is designated as a ‘‘wilderness trout stream’’ by the Fish and 
Boat Commission following public notice and comment. 

   (2)  The water is a surface water of exceptional ecological significance” 
(Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 2016). 

Subsection (a) referred to in (1) and (1)(v) above, and condition (v) are discussed further in 
Section 3.2.3.2 below. 

The Virginia State Water Control Board established an Exceptional State Waters category 
so that waters equivalent to the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA's) Tier 3 
Outstanding National Resource Waters (ONRW) could be listed for protection and 
maintenance of their current exceptional status. The EPA approved Virginia’s Exceptional 
State Waters as being equivalent to ONRWs. 

“The following factors are to be considered in determining whether a nominated water body 
meets the eligibility decision criteria.  

5.1 Exceptional Environmental Settings  

The purpose of this category is to list those features which singly or in combination 
make a water body physically attractive. In order to meet the mandatory 
requirement that a water body nominated for Exceptional State Waters status 
provide an exceptional environmental setting, one or more of the following factors 
must apply:  

1) the water possesses outstanding scenic beauty resulting from the natural 
features of the basin such as its topography, geology, ecology or 
physiography, or  
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2) the water has already received designation as a national wild and scenic 
river, or  

3) the water represents an important component of a state or national park, 
forest, or wildlife refuge, or  

4) the water includes remote, primitive or relatively undeveloped areas with 
public access by motorized vehicle restricted or unavailable.  

In addition to providing an exceptional environmental setting, the candidate water 
body must either contain exceptional aquatic communities or exhibit exceptional 
recreational opportunities” (Gilinsky, E., 2016) (see Section 3.2.3.2 below). 

Table 3.1 sets out the criteria proposed by the Ramsar Convention for designating 
wetlands of international importance: 

Table 3.1:  Criteria for the designation of Wetlands of International Importance 

Group A of the  
criteria 
Sites containing  
representative, rare  
or unique wetland  
types 

 Criterion 1: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it contains a  
representative, rare, or unique example of a  
natural or near-natural wetland type found  
within the appropriate biogeographic region. 

Group B of the  
criteria 
Sites of international  
importance  
for conserving  
biodiversity 

 
 
 
 
Criteria based 
on  
species and 
ecological  
communities 

Criterion 2: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it supports  
vulnerable, endangered, or critically  
endangered species or threatened ecological  
communities. 

  Criterion 3: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it supports  
populations of plant and/or animal species  
important for maintaining the biological  
diversity of a particular biogeographic region. 
 

  Criterion 4: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it supports plant  
and/or animal species at a critical stage in their  
life cycles, or provides refuge during adverse  
conditions. 

  
Specific criteria 
based  
on waterbirds 

Criterion 5: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it regularly  
supports 20,000 or more waterbirds. 
 

  Criterion 6: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it regularly  
supports 1% of the individuals in a population  
of one species or subspecies of waterbird. 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Criterion 7: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it supports a  
significant proportion of indigenous fish  
subspecies, species or families, life-history  
stages, species interactions and/or populations  
that are representative of wetland benefits and/ 
or values and thereby contributes to global  
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Specific criteria 
based  
on fish 

biological diversity. 
 

  Criterion 8: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it is an important  
source of food for fishes, spawning ground,  
nursery and/or migration path on which fish  
stocks, either within the wetland or elsewhere,  
depend. 
 

  
Specific criteria 
based  
on other taxa 
 

Criterion 9: A wetland should be considered  
internationally important if it regularly  
supports 1% of the individuals in a population  
of one species or subspecies of wetland 
dependent non-avian animal species. 
 

Source:  Ramsar Convention Secretariat, 2010., p.29. 

Guidelines for applying each criterion are provided in the report and can be provided for the 
OFWB project if required. 

Most of the criteria represent internationally important examples of characteristics.   

Within Group A of the Criteria: Sites containing representative, rare or unique wetland 
types, an example of attributes is provided for when wetlands are being selected for their 
hydrological importance.  They may: 

“i)   play a major role in the natural control, amelioration or prevention of flooding3; 

ii)   be important for seasonal water retention for wetlands or other areas of 
conservation importance downstream; 

iii)   be important for the recharge of aquifers; 

iv)   form part of karst or underground hydrological or spring systems that supply 
major surface wetlands; 

v)   be major natural floodplain systems4; 

vi)   have a major hydrological influence in the context of at least regional climate 
regulation or stability (e.g., certain areas of cloudforest or rainforest, wetlands or 
wetland complexes in semi-arid, arid or desert areas, tundra or peatland systems 
acting as sinks for carbon, etc.);  

vii)  have a major role in maintaining high water quality standards” (Ramsar 
Convention Secretariat, 2010, p.30).5 

The section of the guideline developed under the auspices of the Joint Nature 
Conservation Committee on the selection of sites of significant scientific interest (SSSI) for 
Freshwater and Estuarine Fish proposes criteria for site selection on the grounds of:  
 

 isolated populations or rare species: 
o ecotypic or genetically distinctive fish populations 

                                                 
3 Note that flooding is not an issue addressed within the context of the NPSFM. 
4 Ditto. 
5 Guidelines are also provided for identifying and designating: specific wetland types: karst and other 
subterranean hydrological systems; peatlands; wet grasslands; mangroves; coral reefs; temporary pools; 
artificial wetlands (Ramsar Convention Secretariat, 2010, pp. 40-60). 
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o breeding sites for nationally rare species  
o some breeding sites of nationally uncommon species (Joint Nature 

Conservation Committee, 2016) (see Section 3.2.3.1 below for specific 
species). 

 

The discussion included in the NPSFM definition suggests that “(a)n outstanding freshwater 
body is one that is exceptional in some way. It may be exceptional in relation to one 
particular feature, or it may have a number of outstanding features” (Ministry for the 
Environment, 2015, p.23).   Examples above demonstrate that OFWB are likely to have 
more than one outstanding feature that supports a value.  Consistent with those examples, 
the IUCN study considering superlative natural phenomena and exceptional natural beauty 
noted that “(i)n recent years, emphasis is towards simultaneous presence of various natural 
features of the physical landscape or individual features because of high number and 
density especially over relatively limited areas” (Mitchell, 2013, p.32). 

 

3.2.3 Quantifying and comparing characteristics to develop thresholds 
The previous section reported on the kinds of features that can be considered when 
attempting to describe values and how features can be characterised.  However, 
characteristics of values ideally need to be quantified in some way to enable the 
development of thresholds.  “Comparison of quantifiable measurements of attributes and, in 
particular physical elements, is possible but a quantifiable measurement of values is not as 
values are intangible”.   The assessment of natural phenomena ……  can sometimes be 
based on measurable dimensions … (Mitchell, 2013, pp. 29 - 30).   

Mitchell provides guidance on comparing measurable dimensions.  One of the foci of the 
IUCN report relating to the World Heritage Convention involved consideration of ‘superlative 
natural phenomena’.  Decisions need to be made as to which natural phenomena are to be 
included as a basis for the selection of Outstanding Universal Value, and then how to 
measure and assess whether they are superlative or not.   

‘Superlative’ can mean that ‘the thing or person being described has more of the particular 
quality than anything or anyone else of the same type’.  Second, this thing or person is ‘of 
the highest quality, the best’. The first explanation implies that ‘superlative natural 
phenomena’ can be objectively measured and assessed, if interpreted as having more of a 
particular quality than anything else of the same type. The word ‘measured’ therefore 
should not be restrictively interpreted as in terms of numbers only. In addition, this 
explanation is important as it refers to more of a particular quality in relation to anything else 
of the same type. ….. Measurable dimensions, particularly in relation to comparisons with 
similar areas, can be used to support the justification of the application of criteria … but are 
not the sole element in the assessment of values. This assessment needs to be based on 
the ‘quality’ or value identified” (ibid,). 

The number of species may be an important measurable dimension, or the most important 
and significant natural habitats for in-situ conservation of biological diversity, including those 
containing threatened species of outstanding universal value from the point of view of 
science or conservation (ibid., p.36). 

“Measurable dimensions of an outstanding lake, for example, “are the permanent volume of 
freshwater and depth of the lake but the natural phenomenon is that the lake maintains 
permanent freshwater due to the underwater hydrological system, despite high evaporation 
(ibid., p.37). 

3.2.3.1 Examples of measurable or quantifiable characteristics  
 
The following list of (United Kingdom) species provides examples of explicit characteristics 
that could be measured or quantified as part of the process of determining thresholds.   



15 

  
The section of the guideline developed under the auspices of the Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee (2016) on the selection of sites of significant scientific interest (SSSI) for 
Freshwater and Estuarine Fish proposes criteria for site selection on the grounds of isolated 
populations or rare species (see Section 3.2.2 above) [underlining added]: 

 “Examples of ecotypic or genetically distinctive fish populations worthy of 

conservation are:  

o populations of charr in North Wales, the Lake District and southern 

Scotland, and also certain genetically distinct 'races' elsewhere in Scotland;  

o possible post-glacial relict races of brown trout in northern Scotland;  

o spine-deficient three-spined stickleback (an aberrant form which may be a 

genotype or an ecotype) in the Outer Hebrides.  

The site with the largest population of any such fish in an AOS may be 

selected.  

 Nationally rare species for which all breeding sites qualify for selection are:  

o vendace Coregonus albula, probably now only present in the English Lake 

District; listed in Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981;  

o whitefish Coregonus lavaretus - the gwyniad of North Wales, the schelly of 

the Lake District and the powan of south-west Scotland; listed in Schedule 5;  

o allis shad Alosa alosa, an anadromous species which probably still spawns in 

the lower reaches of a few rivers;  

o twaite shad Alosa fallax, an anadromous species which breeds in the lower 

reaches of a few rivers;  

o burbot Lota Iota, which is almost certainly extinct in Great Britain; listed in 

Schedule 5.  

 A nationally uncommon species for which some breeding sites qualify for 

selection is:  

o smelt Osmerus eperlanus, an anadromous species which breeds in a number 

of English rivers but is rare in Scotland and Wales. The spawning areas of 

the smelt in Scotland and Wales, but not those in England, may be selected”.  
 

3.2.3.2 Examples of thresholds     
 
This sub-section sets out examples (underlined) of thresholds or measurable dimensions 
(or cross-references to documents that contain them) that are used under the US Clean 
Water Act and the Ramsar Wetland Convention.   

Table 3.1 in Section 3.2.2 above sets out criteria used in the identification of (Ramsar) 
Wetlands of International Importance.  Criteria 5, 6 and 9 provide explicit examples of 
measurable dimensions.  

Ohio’s ‘outstanding state waters’ must meet the exceptional ecological qualifications for 
superior high quality waters which are defined as: 
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“(b) "Superior high quality waters" are surface waters that possess exceptional 
ecological values:  combination of the presence of threatened or endangered 
species and a high level of biological integrity. The following factors shall be 
considered in determining exceptional ecological value:  providing habitat for Ohio 
or federal endangered species; providing habitat for Ohio threatened species; 
harboring stable populations of a declining fish species that coincide with the 
presence of suitable habitat for that species, or that coincide with an essential 
migration path between areas of suitable habitat for that species; and displaying a 
level of biological integrity equivalent to the exceptional warm water habitat index of 
biotic integrity or invertebrate community index criteria values listed in rule 3745-1-
07 of the Administrative Code. 

Water bodies that exhibit a pattern of biological integrity equivalent to index of biotic 
integrity and, where applicable, invertebrate community index scores of fifty-six or 
greater at most sites are characteristic of a near-pristine aquatic habitat. Such 
waters, as well as other ecologically unique water bodies that have essentially 
undisturbed native faunas, but for which the biological criteria in rule 3745-1-07 of 
the Administrative Code do not apply, may be considered as possessing 
exceptional ecological values without the presence of threatened or endangered 
species” [underlining added] (Ohio Protection Agency, 2016). 

In order to quality as an Exceptional Value Water in Pennsylvania, a surface water body 
needs to meet one or more of several conditions (see Section 3.2.2 above) including: 

 “(a)  Qualifying as a High Quality Water. A surface water that meets one or more of 
the following conditions is a High Quality Water. 

   (1)  Chemistry. 

     (i)   The water has long-term water quality, based on at least 1 year of data 
which exceeds levels necessary to support the propagation of fish, shellfish and 
wildlife and recreation in and on the water by being better than the water quality 
criteria in §  93.7, Table 3 (relating to specific water quality criteria) or otherwise 
authorized by §  93.8a(b) (relating to toxic substances), at least 99% of the time for 
the following parameters:  

dissolved oxygen aluminum 

iron dissolved nickel 

dissolved copper dissolved cadmium

temperature pH 

dissolved arsenic ammonia nitrogen 

dissolved lead dissolved zinc 

     (ii)   The Department may consider additional chemical and toxicity information, 
which characterizes or indicates the quality of a water, in making its determination. 

   (2)  Biology. One or more of the following shall exist: 

     (i)   Biological assessment qualifier. 
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       (A)   The surface water supports a high quality aquatic community based upon 
information gathered using peer-reviewed biological assessment procedures that 
consider physical habitat, benthic macroinvertebrates or fishes based on Rapid 
Bioassessment Protocols for Use in Streams and Rivers: Benthic 
Macroinvertebrates and Fish, Plafkin, et al., (EPA/444/4-89-001), as updated and 
amended. The surface water is compared to a reference stream or watershed, and 
an integrated benthic macroinvertebrate score of at least 83% shall be attained by 
the referenced stream or watershed. 

       (B)   The surface water supports a high quality aquatic community based upon 
information gathered using other widely accepted and published peer-reviewed 
biological assessment procedures that the Department may approve to determine 
the condition of the aquatic community of a surface water. 

       (C)   The Department may consider additional biological information which 
characterizes or indicates the quality of a water in making its determination. 

     (ii)   Class A wild trout stream qualifier. The surface water has been designated a 
Class A wild trout stream by the Fish and Boat Commission following public notice 
and comment” [underlining added] (Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (2016). 

In order to demonstrate that a water body nominated for Exceptional State Waters status (in 
Virginia) contains an exceptional aquatic community, one or more of the following factors 
must apply:  

“1) the water supports an exceptional wild or natural fishery, or  

2) the waters are designated as Class I or Class II wild natural trout 
streams according to the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
classification system …………, or  

3) the water contains an exceptional high diversity of aquatic species (fish 
or benthic macroinvertebrate) as categorized by the appropriate protocol for 
that water body type and species, such as the 95th percentile of the EPA’s 
Rapid Bioassessment Protocol II method for measuring macroinvertebrate 
diversity in streams …… or the 95th percentile of biological metrics 
provided in more recent EPA bioassessment technical support guidance 
documents for wadeable streams and rivers …. , lakes and reservoirs ……, 
and estuarine and coastal marine waters …... “ [underlining added] 
(Gilinsky, E., 2016). 

Note that in the Pennsylvania example, ‘parameters’ are referred to which can be seen as 
attributes and narrative attribute states similar to the attribute tables in Appendix 2 of the 
NPSFM.  The example also refers to methods of measurement which would need to reflect 
those used in New Zealand.  

Table 3.2 (following Sections 3.3 and 3.4 below) summarises values, sub-values, 
characteristics and examples of thresholds (measurable dimensions) relating to ‘natural 
character’, ‘recreation’, and ‘ecological’ values found in this review of the international 
literature.  It provides an example of how these aspects cascade from the general to the 
specific. 
 
As guidance on the NPSFM advises that freshwater bodies can be outstanding at the 
national, regional, or local level (Ministry for the Environment, 2015, p.23) Table 3.2a lists 
examples of characteristics used at the international level for wetlands, and at the national 
level for rivers.  These could be used for identifying OFWB at the national level with respect 
to the NPSFM.  Other characteristics are generic across values or values were not 
specified.  The remainder relate to specific values (ecological, recreation, and natural 
character) and could be used at the national, regional and/or local level. 
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3.3 International processes for identifying outstanding freshwater 
bodies and other natural phenomena  

 

The international literature review has drawn on practice associated with two United States 
statues (Wild and Scenic Rivers, and the Clean Water Act), identifying Sites of Significant 
Scientific Interest (SSSI) in the United Kingdom, the European Union Habitat Directive, 
considering superlative natural phenomena and exceptional natural beauty as applied under 
the World Heritage Convention, and designating Ramsar sites under the Convention on 
Wetlands. 

Processes for identifying these sites or phenomena differ.  In Washington state, for 
example, “requests for designation of Tier III (Outstanding National Resource Water) may 
be made by the Washington Department of Ecology (department) or requested through 
public nominations that are submitted to the department in writing. Public nominations must 
include sufficient information to show how the water body meets the appropriate conditions 
of an outstanding resource water. If the information proposed demonstrates that the 
waterbody meets the eligibility requirements, the department will schedule a review of the 
nominated water for designation. The review will include a public process and consultation 
with recognized tribes in the geographic vicinity of the water” (Department of Ecology State 
of Washington, 2016a).   

Sites of significant scientific interest (SSSI) are areas of conservation, consisting of 
protected areas, recognised for their biological or geological significance in the United 
Kingdom.  The sites are nominated by Natural England, a non-departmental public body of 
the UK government. 

The situation is different in the European Union.  “Member States first carry out 
comprehensive assessments of each of the habitat types and species present on their 
territory. They then submit lists of proposed Sites of Community Importance (pSCIs). 
Site specific data are transmitted to the Commission using Standard Data Forms and must 
include information such as the size and location of the site as well as the types of species 
and/or habitat6 found on this site and warranting its selection. 

Based on the proposals provided by the Member States, scientific seminars are convened 
for each biogeographical region.  With the support of the European Environment Agency, 
these expert biogeographical seminars aim to determine whether sufficient high-quality sites 
have been proposed by each Member State” (European Commission, 2016).   
 

4 Conclusions and recommendations 
 

The review of international literature confirmed that the values contained in the NPSFM and 
those mentioned in the discussion on the definition of OFWB are universal.   

The two new (to the NPSFM) values, ‘scientific’ and ‘historic’, would need to be 
characterised in the same way that key instrumental values were in the literature review 
although no guidance was found for either of these. 
 
Some American states have adopted two tiers or levels of ‘outstanding’ waters.  This 
principle but not practice could be applied to identifying OFWB.  One criterion could be 

                                                 
6 Habitats appearing on the list of Annex 1 of the Habitat Directive. 
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characteristics that are recognised at the national level, and one of recognition at the 
regional level. 

When identifying and defining values, key natural features or combinations of features and 
natural processes need to be selected   They can then be used to support comparisons with 
other areas and in so doing, justify a water body or part, to be considered as an OFWB. 

A wide range of terms was found in the literature that compare and contrast with those used 
in the amplification of the definition for OFWB, e.g. feature, characteristic.  When identifying 
and characterising values it is essential that relevant terminology is defined in discrete and 
unambiguous terms.   

A wide range of characteristics were identified that could be used to describe ecological 
values in particular as well as recreation and natural character values.  These need to be 
distinguished and listed for the relevant values in processes associated with identifying 
OFWB.   

The concept of describing measurable dimensions to quantify characteristics is a useful 
step in the process of determining thresholds.  It also recognises the need to compare 
characteristics of features and to attempt to identify the best (superlative).  Although the 
actual examples of measurable characteristics and thresholds were not relevant to New 
Zealand’s natural environment they provide examples which can be developed for the 
NPSFM context.   

The institutional arrangements of the jurisdictions reflected in this literature review differ to 
those in New Zealand.  However, the learnings have universal applicability and can be 
adopted directly into the Resource Management Act and NPSFM context. 
 
The approach used in the United States where anyone, or a state department, can 
nominate a surface water body as an Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW) under 
the Clean Water Act would not be appropriate to be adopted for the NPSFM for OFWB in 
general.  However, mana whenua and communities could nominate OFWB and support a 
regional plan change.   
 
The approach used in the European Union to propose (Natura) Special Areas of 
Conservation lists would also not be appropriate for nomination of a freshwater body.  
However, a form appropriate to New Zealand’s natural environment (similar to the Standard 
Data Form used in the European Union’s Natura process – see Appendix 3 below) could be 
adopted as a template and used by mana whenua and communities to nominate OFWB 
and support a regional plan change.  This would require national criteria being proposed by 
MfE potentially first and a number of additional information sources such similar to the 
annexes associated with the EU Habitat Directive. 
 
The literature focused almost exclusively surface water quality and there was virtually no 
guidance on implementation of Objective B4 of the NPSFM re water quantity.  Only the US 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act recognised the need to maintain flows while the RAMSAR 
guidance identified hydrological characteristics for maintaining the values of wetlands. 
 
There were rich sources of guidance in the literature which could not be accessed in the 
timeframe, for example, exceptional natural beauty and aesthetic importance’ (IUCN). 
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Table 3:2:  Examples of values, characteristics, and thresholds  
 
Table 3.2a:  Nationally important characteristics 
 

International importance:  Wetlands - representative, rare or unique example of natural or near-natural wetland type within appropriate region; supports 
vulnerable, endangered or critically endangered species or threatened ecological communities; supports populations of plant and/or animal species 
important for maintaining biodiversity of a biogeographic region;  supports plant and/or animal species at critical stage in their life cycles;  regularly supports 
20,000 or more waterbirds; regularly supports 1% of individuals in a population of one species or subspecies of waterbird; supports significant proportion of 
indigenous fish subspecies, species or families, life-history stages, species interactions and/or populations representative of wetlands benefits and/or 
values;  important source of food for fishes, spawning ground, nursery and/or migration path on which fish stocks, either within the wetland or elsewhere, 
depend;  regularly supports !% of individuals in a population of one species or subspecies of wetland dependent non-avian animal species 7 (RAMSAR)8 
 
National/Federal location:   National/Federal park, monument, wildlife refuge or wilderness area (NM. M&W, P, V); marine sanctuaries, estuarine 
research reserves (W, O); habitat for populations of federal endangered or threatened species (O); breeding sites for nationally rare (fish) species; some 
breeding sites of nationally uncommon species (JNCC). 
 
Previous designation: Designated under the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act (M&W, W, O, P, V).  
 
State: park, monument, wildlife refuge or wilderness area (NM, P, V). game propagation and protection area, state forest natural area (P), 
 

 

Note that thresholds listed in the characteristics of ‘international importance’ have been repeated in Table 3.2e below. 

Characteristics falling under the category of ‘previous designation’ could correspond to Water Conservation Orders under the Resource Management Act, or 
to the Reserves or Conservation Acts in New Zealand, for example. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
7 New Zealand’s RAMSAR listed wetlands:  Whangamarino, Waikato; Kopuatai Peat Dome, Waikato; Firth of Thames, Waikato; Manawatu River Estuary, Manawatu; 
Farewell Spit, Nelson; Awarua Wetland/Waituna Lagoon, Southland are listed as Wetlands of International Importance (New Zealand RAMSAR sites). 
 
8 Letters in brackets indicate source (international organisation or US state) 
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Table 3.2.b:  Generic characteristics or specific to water body type 

 
Generic across all values/values not specified: intactness, high/pristine quality (IUCN), water quality not significantly modified by human activities (NM, 
W); water quality pristine, naturally occurring (M&W); perennial or intermittent, no impoundments or other hydrological modification (A), unique9 attributes 
(W);  remote, primitive, relatively undeveloped, public access by motorized vehicle restricted or unavailable (V), 
 
Specific water body type:  Wetland (hydrological importance relevant to NPSFM): important for seasonal water retention downstream; important for 
recharge of aquifers; form part of underground or spring systems that supply major surface wetlands; major hydrological influence in context of at least 
regional climate regulation or stability; major role in maintaining high water quality standards (RAMSAR) 

 
 
  

                                                 
9 Unique can be defined as ‘only one of its kind, unlike anything else’. 
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Table 3.2c:  Characteristics specific to ecological, recreation and natural character values 
 

Values 
 

Ecological Recreation Natural Character 

Sub-values 
 

Fish & wildlife Fish & wildlife Scenic; geologic (W&SRA) 

    
Characteristics Scale & naturalness of habitats 

(IUCN) 
 

Propagation of fish or aquatic life or 
wildlife (ND) 

Free of impoundments 

 Size & viability of wildlife populations 
(IUCN) 

Special trout waters (NM, P) Wild - generally inaccessible except 
by trail; watershed (catchment) 
primitive, largely undeveloped, water 
unpolluted (W&SRA) 
 

   Scenic – accessible in places 
 

 Threatened, endangered or sensitive 
species (M&W, A); 

Outstanding fishery or exceptional 
rafting or boating (M&W) 

Outstanding scenic beauty from 
natural features – topography, 
geology, ecology or physiography 
(V) 

 Rare or valuable wildlife habitat/s 
(M&W); unique aquatic habitat types 
(W, M), unique or very rare 
combination of natural species & 
communities (M), 
 

Accessible by road, some 
development; possibly past 
hydrological impoundment/diversion 
(W&SRA) 
 

 

 Isolated populations or rare species, 
eg.  
 Ecotypic or genetically distinctive 

fish popns; (JNCC) 
 

 Nationally rare species – all 
breeding sites (JNCC) 

 

Activities not requiring modification 
of natural setting (V) 

 

  Some breeding sites of nationally 
uncommon species (JNCC) 

Class A wild trout stream designated 
by Fish & Boat Commission (P) 
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Table 3.2d:  Example of measurable or quantifiable characteristics  
 

Values 
 

Ecological Recreation Natural Character 

Characteristics Ecotypic or genetically distinctive 
fish populations10 

  

    
  Charr in Nth Wales & Sthn 

Scotland (JNCC) 
  

  Post-glacial relict races of brown 
trout in northern Scotland (JNCC) 

  

  Spine-deficient three-spined 
stickleback in Outer Hebrides 
(JNCC) 

  

    
Characteristics Nationally rare species – all 

breeding sites 
  

  Vendace Coregonus albula in 
English Lake District 

  

  Allis shad Alosa alosa (JNCC)   
     
Characteristics Nationally uncommon species – 

some breeding sites 
  

  Smelt Osmerus eperlanus – 
spawning areas in Scotland & 
Wales (JNCC) 

  

    
    

 

  

                                                 
10 These are UK examples – the same approach would be used for NZ fish populations with particular characteristics/attributes/features 
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Table 3.2e:  Examples of thresholds (measurable dimensions) 

Values 
 

Ecological Recreation Natural Character 

    
Threshold/measurable dimension  Exhibit a pattern of biological 

integrity equivalent to [named] 
index of biotic integrity (O) 

 

 Wetland regularly supports 1% of 
individuals in a population of one 
species or subspecies of 
waterbird (RAMSAR) 

 

 

  Invertebrate community [named] 
index scores of XX or greater (O) 

 Wetland regularly supports 
20,000 or more waterbirds 
(RAMSAR) 
 

 

  Water quality – min. 1 yr data 
exceeds specified levels at least 
99% of time for specific chemical 
parameters (P) 
 

 Wetland regularly supports !% of 
individuals in a population of one 
species or subspecies of wetland 
dependent non-avian animal 
species (RAMSAR) 
 

 

  High quality aquatic community 
assessed using specified 
protocols and other approved 
procedures, comparison with 
reference stream, with integrated 
benthic MCI score at least 83% 
(P) 
 

  

  Exceptional high diversity of 
aquatic species categorised by 
EPA protocols such as the 95th 
percentile of a method for 
measuring macroinvertebrate 
diversity or of biological metrics 
(V) 
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APPENDIX 1:  Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 
 

“The assessment focuses on the linkages between ecosystems and human well-being and, in 
particular, on “ecosystem services.” An ecosystem is a dynamic complex of plant, animal, and 
microorganism communities and the nonliving environment interacting as a functional unit. The 
MA deals with the full range of ecosystems—from those relatively undisturbed, such as natural 
forests, to landscapes with mixed patterns of human use, to ecosystems intensively managed 
and modified by humans, such as agricultural land and urban areas. Ecosystem services are the 
benefits people obtain from ecosystems. These include provisioning services such as food, 
water, timber, and fiber; regulating services that affect climate, floods, disease, wastes, and water 
quality; cultural services that provide recreational, aesthetic, and spiritual benefits; and supporting 
services such as soil formation, photosynthesis, and nutrient cycling” [underlining added] 
(Millennium Assessment Board, 2016, p.v). 

 

APPENDIX 2:  US Clean Water Act 
 

The United States’ Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to adopt water quality standards within their 
individual states.  ‘Antidegradation’ is a tool used by states to meet the objective of the CWA to “restore 
and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity” of the nation’s waters. EPA’s regulation 
requires that states adopt antidegradation policies and identify implementation methods to provide three 
levels (tiers) of water quality protection to maintain and protect 1) existing water uses and the level of 
water quality (WQ) to protect those uses (Tier 1), 2) high quality waters (Tier 2), and 3) outstanding 
national resource waters (ONRW; Tier 3)” (Department of Environmental Conservation Alaska, 2016a, 
2016). 
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APPENDIX 3:  EU Habitat Directive ‐ Standard Data Form  
 

For Special Protection Areas (SPA), proposed Sites of Community Importance (pSCI), Sites of 
Community Importance (SCI) and for Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) 

ANNEX  

NATURA 2000  

STANDARD DATA FORM  

Council Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds and Council 
Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats 
and of wild flora and fauna 

 

STANDARD DATA FORM  

For Special Protection Areas (SPA), proposed Sites of Community Importance 
(pSCI), Sites of Community  

Importance (SCI) and for Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)  
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1. SITE IDENTIFICATION 
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2. SITE LOCATION 
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4. SITE DESCRIPTION 
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5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS 
(OPTIONAL) 
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6. SITE MANAGEMENT  

 

7. MAP OF THE SITE 

 
  



39 

 
STANDARD DATA FORM  

EXPLANATORY NOTES  

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

INTRODUCTION  
1. SITE IDENTIFICATION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53  

1.1. Site type . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53  

1.2. Site code . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54  

1.3. Site name . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54  

1.4. First compilation date  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54  

1.5. Update date . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54  

1.6. Respondent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54  

1.7. Site indication and designation/classification dates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55  

2. SITE LOCATION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55  

2.1. Site centre location . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55  

2.2. Site surface area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55  

2.3. Percentage of marine area in the site . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55  

2.4. Site length (optional) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56  

2.5. Administrative region code and name . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56  

2.6. Biogeographical region(s) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56  

3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56  

3.1. Habitat types present on the site and site evaluation for them . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56  

3.2. Species referred to in Article 4 of Directive 2009/147/EC and species listed in Annex II to Directive  

  92/43/EEC and site evaluation for them . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
 60  

3.3. Other important species of flora and fauna (optional) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  64  

4. SITE DESCRIPTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65  

4.1. General site character . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65  

4.2. Quality and importance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65  

4.3. Threats, pressures and activities with impact on the site . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  65  

4.4. Ownership (optional) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  66  

4.5. Documentation (optional) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  66  

5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS (OPTIONAL)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
 67  

5.1. Protection status at national and regional level . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  67 

5.2. Relation of the described site with other sites (neighbouring sites and sites belonging to different  

designation types). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  67  

5.3. Site designation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68  



40 

6. SITE MANAGEMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68  

6.1. Body responsible for the site management . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68  

6.2. Management plan  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68  

6.3. Conservation measures (optional) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68  

7. MAP OF THE SITE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68  

Appendix . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69  

List of abbreviations:  

  EC  European Communities  

  EEC European Economic Community  

  GIS Geographical Information System  

INSPIRE  Infrastructure for 

Spatial Information in Europe 

pSCI  proposed Site of 

Community Importance  

SCI  Sites of 

Community 

Importance SAC 

 Special Area of 

Conservation  

  SDF Standard Data Form  

  SPA Special Protection Area  



41 

INTRODUCTION  

NATURA 2000 is the ecological network for the conservation of wild 
animal and plant species and natural habitats of Community importance 
within the Union. It consists of the sites classified under the Birds 
Directive first adopted in 1979 (Directive 2009/147/EC) and the Habitats 
Directive adopted in 1992 (Directive 92/43/EEC).  

Central to the success of NATURA 2000 is the level of information on 
habitats and species of Community interest. Hence data and information 
are needed in a structured and comparable format.  

The legal basis for providing the data to implement this phase of 
NATURA 2000 is outlined in Article 4 paragraph 1 of the Habitats 
Directive which defines that ‘information shall include a map of the site, 
its name, location, extent and the data resulting from application of the 
criteria specified in Annex III (Stage 1) provided in a format established 
by the Commission in accordance with the procedure laid down in Article 
21’. Under Article 4 paragraph 3 of the Birds Directive Member States are 
already required to ‘send the Commission all relevant information so that 
it may take appropriate initiatives with a view to the coordination 
necessary to ensure that the areas provided for in paragraph 1 and 2 (of 
Article 4) form a coherent whole which meets the protection requirements 
of these species in the geographical sea and land area where this 
Directive applies’.  

The purpose and use of the Standard Data Form  

The main objectives of the NATURA 2000 Standard Data Form (SDF) 
and the resulting database are:  

(1) to provide the necessary information to enable the Commission, in 
partnership with the Member States, to coordinate measures to create 
and maintain a coherent NATURA 2000 network and to evaluate its 
effectiveness for the conservation of Annex I habitats and for the 
habitats of species listed in Annex II to Directive 92/43/EEC as well as 
the habitats of Annex I bird species and other migratory bird species 
covered by Directive 2009/147/EC;  

(2) to update the Union Lists of SCIs/SACs under the Habitats Directive;  

(3) to provide information which will assist the Commission in other decision 
making capacities to ensure that the NATURA 2000 network is fully 
considered in other policy areas and sectors of the Commission’s 
activities in particular regional, agricultural, energy, transport and 
tourism policies;  

(4) to assist the Commission and the relevant committees in choosing 
actions for funding under LIFE+ and other financial instruments where 
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data relevant to the conservation of sites are likely to facilitate the 
decision making process;  

(5) to provide a consistent and useful format for the exchange and 
communication of information on Natura 2000 sites, in accordance with 
the provisions of the INSPIRE regulation and other Commission 
legislation and agreements on access to information (e.g. Aarhus 
Convention);  

(6) for the use in research, planning and for other purposes in support of 
conservation policy;  

(7) to provide a reliable reference and information source for the 
assessment of specific problems in case of potential infringements of 
union law.  

The SDFs, being the documentation of the NATURA 2000 network on 
Union level, are considered an important information source for all these 
purposes. This documentation should therefore be kept reasonably up-to-
date in order to fulfil its various purposes well. Thus regular updating by 
Member States based on the best information available is strongly 
recommended. For example results of monitoring under Article 11, 
management planning, impact assessments, etc. could be the source of 
new information which should be reflected in updated SDFs. However 
detailed monitoring of each site separate from the monitoring under 
Article 11 of the Habitats Directive is not explicitly required by that 
Directive.  

While some changes made by Member States in the SDF might have 
legal consequences (e.g. changes being introduced in the Union Lists by 
Commission Decision), revised entries in the SDFs as such are not 
considered to have automatic legal effects by itself: for example the 
disappearance of a species from a site would not necessarily be 
interpreted to be the result of inadequate management and would 
therefore not automatically trigger legal actions. Nor does the information 
given in the SDF on threats and pressures with negative impacts on a 
site necessarily mean that a Member State is failing its obligations as all 
this information needs to be seen in context. 

  

The revised Standard Data Form  

The first ‘Standard Data Form’ (SDF) was adopted in 1997 (Decision 
97/266/EC). In 2008 Member States and the Commission expressed the 
need to improve, streamline and modernise the dataflow under both 
Directives and within this frame a revision of the SDF was started. This 
was done in close collaboration with Member States within a technical 
working group (Expert Group on Reporting).  
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The SDF was revised with a view to improving the availability and quality 
of data that are implicitly needed for the NATURA 2000 network. Thereby 
certain parts of the old form were removed as they had become 
redundant; here in particular the improved availability of digital spatial 
data within the infrastructures for spatial information is taken into 
account. Additionally, certain important gaps were filled (e.g. information 
on the percentage of marine area within the sites) and necessary 
improvements were made to the structure of the data on ecological 
information.  

Another reason for revision was the fast development of information 
technology for data management (e.g. automatic quality checks or the 
exact tracking of changes between deliveries) as well as the increasing 
availability of digital geographical information and analysis tools. 
Therefore no paper maps or forms are required any longer and data 
needs to be provided in electronic format only.  

This document provides information about the different data fields of the 
SDF as well as on the geographical information needed and it illustrates 
how they should be completed.  

Reference Portal for NATURA 2000  

However some elements will be subject to change over time and subject 
to changes due to technical developments. Those elements shall be 
found in a ‘Reference Portal for NATURA 2000’, where they will be kept 
up-to-date and available for consultation. These elements concern: 
reference documents (e.g. the coding of species), technical support 
material (e.g. data-model, applications) as well as guidelines to ensure a 
consistent use of the SDF by all Member States and to outline the 
technical and administrative procedures on how to submit data to the 
Commission. As the Reference Portal is an important part of the SDF 
documentation, any adaptation or change to those documents in the 
portal, which are under the management of DG Environment and the 
Habitats Committee (see Annex for this distinction) should find the prior 
approval of the Habitats Committee ( 

1 ). The reference portal can be 
found on the website of the Commission, DG Environment. The 
reference documents of this portal are listed in the Annex.  

Natura 2000 Standard Data Form and its database  

Each site proposed, designated or classified must have a completed 
Standard Data Form. There may be cases where a relationship exists 
between two or more Natura 2000 sites. Figure 1 outlines the three 
relevant relationships that can exist between two Natura 2000 sites. In 
cases where an overlap exists between two sites (but where they are not 
identical) or where one of them is within the other, two separate forms 
are to be completed.  
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All fields of the SDF are obligatory unless specifically mentioned 
otherwise.  

1. SITE IDENTIFICATION  

1.1. Site type  

This one-character code indicates whether the site is a Site under the 
Habitats Directive (pSCI, SCI or SAC) or a classified Special Protection 
Site (SPA) or both. In cases where SCI and SPA overlap, but are not 
identical the sites are treated as separate objects.  

Figure 1  

 
( 

1)  With the exception of minor corrections in the webpage like misspellings and adaptations to latest technical standards. 

  

 B  
pSCI, SCI or SAC  

One form for the pSCI/SCI/SAC to be completed 

 C  

Area of pSCI/SCI/SAC is the same as 
designated SPA  

One form for both (pSCI/SCI/SAC) and SPA to 
be completed  

 

 

In case that SCI and SPA overlap, but are not 
identical, the sites are treated as separate. One 
form has to be completed for each of them. 
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1.2. Site code  

Each site is recognised by a unique code that comprises nine characters 
and consists of two components:  

1. The first two characters form the country code. Apply the Union rule of 
the use of the 2-letter ISO 3166 country code (see reference portal) ( 

1).   

2. The remaining seven characters, which serve to create a unique 
alphanumeric code for each site, are to be given following a logical and 
coherent system defined by the responsible national authority. As the 
codes are the identifying element of the sites they should be stable over 
time.  

1.3. Site name  

Sites names are entered in their local language. In this way, difficult 
translation is avoided and integration of existing data on the national or 
local level is straightforward. In the case of different characters (e.g. 
Greek and Cyrillic), names are transliterated into the Latin alphabet. Do 
not give site names in upper case text (e.g. ‘Gave de Pau’ NOT ‘GAVE 
DE PAU’).  

1.4. First compilation date  

Enter the date you wish to see as the ‘first compilation date’ for the 
information recorded in the SDF. The data field takes the form of the year 
(four digits) followed by the month in numeric form (two digits).  

Example: 199305: data first compiled in May 1993.  

In case of an enlargement of the site leave the ‘first compilation date’ 
unchanged, as this date is used for the first submission of the site only. 
Instead enter the date when the enlargement took place in the field 
‘update date’ (see 1.5).  

1.5. Update date  

Enter the date when the information reported for the site was last 
changed, using the same format as for date in the example given for 1.4. 
In the case of a record of a new site leave the ‘update’ field empty. Where 
the information has been updated several times this field contains the 
date of the most recent change of information.  

1.6. Respondent  

Enter here the official contact information of the organisation (e.g. the 
competent administrative authority) that compiled the information 
contained in the record. The respondent should be the contact point in 
case of technical questions; the respondent can be a ‘role’ within the 
organisation (e.g. position within a unit). 

 
( 

1)  Exception: UK is used instead of GB in order to keep the existing coding for site identifiers. 
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1.7. Site indication and designation/classification dates  

Three obligatory dates can be involved: the date a site is classified as 
SPA; the date the site is proposed as SCI, and the date the site was 
designated nationally as SAC. Sub-fields will indicate the year and month 
of these dates. Where a site has been designated and subsequently 
enlarged, the year of the initial listing should be kept and the most recent 
total area should be given.  

The date ‘confirmed as SCI’ is optional for Member States to fill in; the 
date of confirmation/adoption of relevant union list are documented by DG 
Environment.  

Enter the National legal reference of the SAC/SPA designation in the 
relevant free text field. Additional explanations can be given in the 
optional free text field ‘Explanations’, e.g. for classification or designation 
dates of sites that are composed of originally separate SPAs and/or 
SCIs.  

2. SITE LOCATION  

2.1. Site centre location  

The geographical coordinates (longitude and latitude) of the centre of the 
site must be entered in Decimal Degrees. Longitudinal values west of the 
Greenwich Prime Meridian are given negative values while those to the 
east are given positive values (this can be confirmed with a + sign or 
taken as understood if there is no sign provided).  

Where sites are composed of several distinct areas the coordinate of the 
most important sub-area should be entered (for practical purposes we 
suggest using the largest area). The coordinates entered for the site 
must be within the site. Care is needed in generating the centre 
coordinates automatically; in the following example a site consists of 
several polygons, the first image (a) shows where coordinates have been 
automatically created but note that the coordinate of the largest polygon 
is outside the polygon; in the second image (b) a single coordinate is 
generated for the largest site though it lies outside the site; in the third 
image (c) a coordinate is created for the largest site and the coordinate 
lies inside the polygon. Only the last example (c) is correct ( 

1 ).  
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Conversion from Degrees, Minutes, and Seconds (DMS) is 
straightforward. A DMS value is converted to decimal degrees using the 
formula (D + M/60 + S/3600) e.g. Longitude 9° 15′ 30″ WEST, Latitude 
54° 36′ 30″ becomes Longitude – 9,2583, Latitude 54,6083.  

2.2. Site surface area  

Enter the most accurate total surface area available in hectares; decimal 

places can be used. In case that surface area is not feasible enter the 

length of site in field 2.4 (site length) and in this case only leave the field 

site surface area empty. Caves: Member States are encouraged to enter 

projected surface area for caves wherever possible otherwise use field 

2.4.  

Where the area of the site has changed over time, the most recent total 
area is entered.  

2.3. Percentage of marine area in the site  

The percentage of the marine area in the site has to be given. The 
definition of the coastline used to define the marine boundary should 
follow international (e.g. UN Convention on the Law of the Sea — 
UNCLOS) or national legislation. Each Member State shall provide the 
description of the boundary used to the Commission; it will then be made 
available in the reference portal (e.g. ‘the area below the spring low tide 
limit’).  

Use estimation, when exact data are not available. Where the percentage 
of marine area in the site has changed over time, the most recent 
percentage should be entered. 

 
( 

1)  The majority of GIS software provides a function to calculate the centre coordinate within the largest feature of the site 
automatically. 

  

2.4. Site length (optional)  
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Fill in this field if length is relevant (e.g. cliffs). Site length is entered in 
kilometres.  

In case that the surface area is not given in field 2.2 the estimated site 
length must be entered here.  

Where the length of the site has changed over time, the most recent total 
length is entered.  

2.5. Administrative region code and name  

Eurostat has developed a standard hierarchical coding system for the 
regions of the Union to reference statistical data. This coding system 
must be applied to all regional coding applications in the Commission 
(see Regulation (EC) No 1059/2003 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council ( 

1 )). A full description can also be found at the homepage of 
Eurostat.  

The NUTS-codes level 2 are entered for each site, one code is obligatory. 
Where a site is split between two or more regions, as many codes as 
regions which are involved are entered in the database. The region name 
is required for cross- checking. Where a site is not covered by a NUTS 
region, enter the NUTS code for ‘extra region’ (e.g. an extra region in 
Belgium at level 2 would be correctly coded as: ‘BEZZ’ and incorrectly as: 
‘BE0’). The codings can be found in the reference portal.  

2.6. Biogeographical region(s)  

With reference to the map of the biogeographical regions (see reference 
portal) indicate in which of these biogeographical region(s) the site occurs 
by marking the appropriate boxes; this does also apply for marine sites.  

In case that a site is located in more than one region, the percentage of 
the coverage per region should be entered (optional).  

Additional information on marine regions: The indication of the marine 
regions in the SDF is due to practical/technical reasons and concerns 
Member States in which one terrestrial biogeographic region is bordering 
two marine regions; it has no other implications. The most recent 
boundaries of the biogeographical regions and marine regions as well as 
the coding can be downloaded from the reference portal.  

3. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION  

For sites classified as SPA under the Birds Directive Member States 
provide:  

— all the relevant information on species covered by Article 4 of the Birds 
Directive, i.e. Annex I species and regularly occurring migratory 
species not included in Annex I (Section 3.2)(obligatory),  

— information concerning the habitats of Annex I to the Habitats Directive 
(Section 3.1) and the species of fauna and flora of Annex II (Section 
3.2) for all or that part of the site if it is also recognised as of 
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Community importance pursuant to Directive 92/43/EEC or 
simultaneously designated as pSCI/SCI/SAC (optional),  

— other relevant information on important species of fauna and flora 
(Section 3.3) is desirable (optional),  

— in the case of a site being classified as a SPA, and not being 
recognised in total or in part as being of Community importance under 
Directive 92/43/EEC, but yet for which certain information on natural 
habitats or on species of fauna and flora is relevant for the 
conservation of the bird species for which the SPA was classified this 
information is desirable (optional).  

For sites under the Habitats Directive (pSCI/SCI/SAC) Member States 
provide:  

— all relevant information concerning the types of habitats of Annex I 
(Section 3.1) and the species of fauna and flora of Annex II (Section 
3.2) (obligatory),  

— all relevant information concerning bird species of Annex I and 
migratory species pursuant to Directive 2009/147/EC  

(Section 3.2) for all or that part of the site which is simultaneously 
classified as a SPA (optional),  

— other relevant information on important species of fauna and flora 
(Section 3.3) is desirable (optional).  

3.1. Habitat types present on the site and site evaluation for them  

(i) Codes and cover of Annex I habitat types within the site  

Code: Enter here the four character code of the habitat types of Annex I 
to Directive 92/43/EEC. Only codes appearing in the currently valid 
Annex I to the Habitats Directive should be used, codes for subtypes 
given in earlier versions of the Interpretation Manual should not be used. 

 
( 

1)  OJ L 154, 21.6.2003, p. 1. 

Priority Forms (PF): Attention: If the priority forms of habitats 6210, 7130 
and 9430 are present on the site (depending on their character these 
habitats types can be both — priority form or not), please indicate the 
priority form by entering ‘x’ in the column ‘PF’ (see example below). Due 
to technical reasons, the ‘*’ used as part of the code in the Annex I is 
replaced by ‘x’ in this additional column. (Where both priority and non-
priority forms occur within the site, entries should be made separately for 
each of the forms.)  

Non-presence (NP)(optional): In cases where an Annex I habitat type for 
which the site was originally designated (i.e. which was formerly present) 
no longer exists on the site, it is strongly recommended to indicate this by 
entering ‘x’ in the column NP (alternative to the deletion of the 
information for this habitat type from the SDF).  
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Cover: All Annex I habitats occurring in the specific site must be noted, 
with the cover in hectare (see Figure 2). Decimal values can be entered.  

There are situations where Annex I habitats can overlap (e.g. sand banks 
occurring within an estuary). In this case enter the area of each of the 
habitats (e.g. enter the area of the estuary and the size of the sand 
banks), in such cases, the total area of Annex I habitats may be greater 
than the site area. If this is not considered possible subtract the area of 
the smaller habitat form the area of the larger habitat.  

Please note: In cases where it should be indicated that a habitat is 
considered as a candidate for introduction on the site, enter ‘-1’ in the field 
‘size’.  

Caves: For caves (8310, 8330) the number of caves can be entered if 
estimated surface area is not available.  

Data Quality: Indicate the quality of the measurement in the field data 
quality. Indicate the data quality as far as possible: G = ‘Good’ (e.g. 
based on surveys); M = ‘Moderate’ (e.g. based on partial data with some 
extrapolation); P = ‘Poor’ (e.g. rough estimation).  

(ii) Site assessment criteria for a given natural habitat type in Annex I (in 

accordance with Section A of Annex III) — REPRESENTATIVITY: = 

A(a) of Annex III: degree of representativity of the habitat type on 

the site.  

Criterion A(a) of Annex III should be linked to the interpretation manual of 
Annex I habitat types since this manual provides a definition, an 
indication of characteristic species and other relevant elements. The 
degree of representativity gives a measure of ‘how typical’ a habitat type 
is. If need be, this assessment should likewise take into account the 
representativity of the habitat type concerned on the site in question, 
either for a group of habitat types or for a particular combination of 
different habitat types.  

If the field data, namely quantitative data, for the comparison do not exist 
or if measurement of the criterion is not feasible, the ‘best expert 
judgment’ may be used to rank the habitat type.  

The following ranking system should be used:  

A: excellent representativity,  

B: good representativity,  

C: significant representativity.  

Furthermore, all cases where a habitat type is present on the site in 
question in a non-significant manner must be indicated in a fourth 
category:  

D: non-significant presence.  
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Where only forms of an Annex I habitat which are of little conservation 
value are present please indicate ‘D’ (non- significant presence). For 
example a very degraded occurrence of a woodland with many of the 
usual species absent would be reported as ‘D’.  

In cases where the site representativity for the habitat type concerned is 
classed ‘D: non-significant’, no other indication is required for the other 
evaluation criteria concerning this habitat type on the site in question. In 
these cases the criteria ‘Relative surface’, ‘Conservation status’ and 
‘Global evaluation’ should not be marked. 

— RELATIVE SURFACE: = A(b) of Annex III: Area of the site covered by 
the natural habitat type in relation to the total area covered by that 
natural habitat type within the national territory.  

Theoretically, to assess criterion A(b) one needs to measure the surface 
covered by the habitat type in the site, and the total surface of the 
national territory that is covered by the same habitat type. Although this is 
evident, it can be extremely difficult to make these measurements, 
especially those concerning the reference national surface.  

This criterion should be expressed as a percentage ‘p’. Whether the two 

measures exist or can be obtained (and the percentage can therefore be 

calculated), or that the result arises from estimation according to the best 

judgement (which is the more likely situation) an evaluation of ‘p’ in class 

intervals should be made using the following progressive model. A: 100 ≥ 

p > 15 %  

  B: 15 ≥ p > 2 %  

  C:  2 ≥ p > 0 %  

— DEGREE OF CONSERVATION: = A(c) of Annex III: Degree of 
conservation of the structure and functions of the natural habitat type, 
concerned and restoration possibilities.  

This criterion comprises three sub-criteria:  

(i) degree of 

conservation of the 

structure, (ii) degree 

of conservation of the 

functions,  

(iii) restoration possibility.  
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Although the above sub-criteria could be evaluated separately, they 
should nonetheless be combined for the requirements of selection of 
sites proposed on the national list as they have a complex and 
interdependent influence on the process.  

(i) D e g r e e o f c o n s e r v a t i o n o f s t r u c t u r e  

This sub-criterion should be linked to the interpretation manual on Annex 
I habitats since this manual provides a definition, a list of characteristic 
species and other relevant elements.  

Comparing the structure of a given habitat type present in the site with 
the data of the interpretation manual (and other relevant scientific 
information), and even with the same habitat type in other sites, it should 
be possible to establish a ranking system as follows, using the ‘best 
expert judgment’:  

I: excellent structure,  

II: structure well conserved,  

III: average or partially degraded structure.  

In cases where the sub-class ‘excellent structure’ is given, the criterion 
A(c) should in its totality be classed as ‘A: excellent conservation’, 
independently of the grading of the other two sub-criteria.  

In cases where the habitat type concerned on the site in question does 
not possess an excellent structure, it is still necessary to evaluate the 
other two sub-criteria.  

(ii) D e g r e e o f c o n s e r v a t i o n o f f u n c t i o n s  

It can be difficult to define and measure the functions of a particular 
habitat type on the defined site and their conservation, and to do this 
independently of other habitat types. For this reason it is useful to 
paraphrase ‘the conservation of functions’ by the prospects (capacity and 
probability) of the habitat type concerned on the site in question to 
maintain its structure for the future, given on the one hand the possible 
unfavourable influences and on the other hand all the reasonable 
conservation effort which is possible.  

I: excellent prospects,  

II: good prospects,  

III: average or unfavourable prospects. 
In cases where the sub-class ‘I: excellent prospects’ or ‘II: good 
prospects’ are combined with the grading ‘II: structure well conserved’ of 
the first sub-criterion, the criterion A(c) should in its totality by classed ‘A: 
excellent conservation’ or ‘B: good conservation’ respectively, 
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independently of the grading of the third sub-criterion which should not 
further be considered.  

In cases where the sub-class ‘III: average or unfavourable prospects’ is 
combined with the grading ‘III: average or partially degraded structure’ of 
the first sub-criterion, the criterion A(c) in its entirety should be classed as 
‘C: average or reduced conservation’ independently of the grading of the 
third sub-criterion which should not further be considered.  

(iii) R e s t o r a t i o n p o s s i b i l i t i e s  

This sub-criterion is used to evaluate to what extent the restoration of a 
habitat type concerned on the site in question could be possible.  

The first thing to evaluate is its feasibility from a scientific point of view: 
does the current state of knowledge provide an answer to the ‘what to do 
and how to do it’ questions? This implies a full knowledge of the structure 
and functions of the habitat type and of the concrete management plans 
and prescriptions needed to restore it, that’s to say, to stabilise or 
increase the percentage of area covered by that habitat type, to re-
establish the specific structure and functions which are necessary for its 
long-term maintenance and to maintain or restore a favourable 
conservation status for its typical species.  

The second question that may be asked is the whether it is cost-effective 
from a nature conservation point of view? This assessment must take into 
consideration the degree of threat and rarity of the habitat type.  

The ranking system should be the following, using ‘best expert judgement’:  

I: restoration easy,  

II: restoration possible with an average effort,  

III: restoration difficult or impossible.  

Synthesis: applying to the overall grading of the three sub-criteria  

A: excellent conservation  

= excellent structure, independent of the grading of the other two sub-
criteria,  

= structure well conserved and excellent prospects independent of the 
grading of the third criterion.  

B: good conservation  

= structure well conserved and good prospects independent of the grading 
of the third sub-criterion,  
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= structure well conserved and average/maybe unfavourable prospects 
and restoration easy or possible with average effort,  

= average structure/partially degraded, excellent prospects and restoration 
easy or possible with average effort,  

= average structure/partially degraded, good prospects and easy 
restoration.  

C: average or reduced conservation  

= all other combinations.  

— GLOBAL ASSESSMENT = A(d) of Annex III: Global assessment of the 
value of the site for conservation of the natural habitat type concerned.  

This criterion refers to the global assessment of the value of the site for 
the conservation of the habitat type concerned. This criterion should be 
used to assess the previous criteria in an integrated way and taking into 
consideration the different weights they may have for the habitat under 
consideration. Other aspects may be considered regarding the evaluation 
of the most relevant elements in order to globally assess their positive or 
negative influence on the conservation of the habitat type. The ‘most 
relevant’ elements may vary from habitat type to habitat type; they may 
include the human activities, both in the site or in its neighbouring areas, 
that are likely to influence the conservation status of the habitat type, the 
ownership of the land, the existing legal status of the site, the ecological 
relations between the different habitat types and species, etc. 
The ‘best expert judgment’ may be used to assess this global value, and 
the ranking system used to express it should be as follows:  

A: excellent value,  

B: good value,  

C: significant value.  

It should be noted that the Standard Data Form is for assessments of the 
conservation of a habitat or species on a particular site whereas the 
assessments for Article 17 concerns the status across all of a 
biogeographical region within a Member State. The term ‘conservation 
status’ is defined in Article 1(e) and (i) of the Habitats Directive as a term 
describing the overall status for a habitat type or species in a 
biogeographical region. This conservation status is now regularly 
assessed in the frame of the 6-yearly progress reports according to 
Article 17 of the Habitats Directive. The assessment of sites according to 
criteria in Annex III to the Habitats Directive includes an assessment of 
the ‘degree of conservation’ of a habitat type or species in a specific site.  

Figure 2  
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Example of data on habitat types present on the site and site evaluation for them (3.1)  

  Annex I Habitat types   Site assessment   

Code  PF  NP  Cover (ha)  Caves Data quality 

A|B|C|D A|B|C   

Representativity Relative 
Surface 

Conservation  Global

7130 x  
 2 

212,70  
 

G  B  B  B  B  

8310   0  3  P  C  C  C  C  

3150   921   G  A  C  B  C  

1110   1 700   P  C  A  A  B  

Figure 3  

Example of data on species as referred to in Article 4 of the Birds Directive or 
listed in Annex II to the Habitats Directive and site 
evaluation for them (3.2)  

 Species    Population on the site Site 
assessment   

Group Code Name  S  NP Type 

Size Unit Cat. Data 
quality  

A|B|C|D A|B|C  

Min Max  C|R|V|P G|M|P|DD  Pop.  Cons  Isol. Glob

B  A038 Cygnus 
cygnus  

  w 800 1 
000 

I  M  B  B  C B 

B  A038 Cygnus 
cygnus  

  c 1 
500 

1 
500 

I  P  A  B  A B 

P  1903 Liparis 
loeselii  

  p 20 30 I  G  C  A  C A 

I  1014 Vertigo 
angustior 

  p    R  DD  C  B  B B 

3.2. Species referred to in Article 4 of Directive 2009/147/EC and species listed 
in Annex II to Directive 92/43/EEC and site evaluation for them  

(i) Code, name and population data on species  

For sites as appropriate enter the Group, Code and Scientific Name of all 
bird species relevant for Article 4(1) and (2) of Directive 2009/147/EC, 
and of all fauna and flora species listed on Annex II to Directive 
92/43/EEC that occur at the site with an indication of their population 
within the site (see below). 

Group: A = Amphibians, B = Birds, F = Fish, I = Invertebrates, M = 
Mammals, P = Plants, R = Reptiles.  

Code: The four character sequential code for each species can be found 
in the reference portal.  
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Sensitivity (S): Indicate in this field whether the public availability of the 
information given for a certain species could be detrimental to its 
conservation, for example because it is subject to illegal collecting and 
the public availability of the information held by the SDF would genuinely 
increase that threat. If this is the case enter ‘yes’ in this field. If a species 
is marked as sensitive, the presence of the species on the site will not be 
disclosed to the public by the Commission on its own motion (for 
instance, by means of posting this information on a publicly available 
database or Internet-based site). If the information on the presence of 
this species in a certain area is already available to the public, e.g. online 
information, a marking of the species as sensitive cannot be considered 
justified.  

Non-presence (NP) (optional): In cases where a species for which the 
site was originally designated for (e.g. which was formerly present in the 
site) is no longer present in the site, it is strongly recommended to 
indicate this by entering ‘x’ in the column NP (alternative to the deletion 
of the information for this species from the SDF). Species which have not 
been present on the site since the Directive came into force as well as 
‘historic occurrences’ should not be noted.  

Please note: Species are considered as no longer present in the site e.g. 
if they have not been observed in the site for a long time. The time period 
will vary between species, absence for a few years for an easy-to-
observe species probably indicates disappearance whereas for difficult to 
observe species such as bryophytes or some insects, absence of 
observations for many years does not necessarily indicate absence if the 
habitat has not changed.  

Type: Use the following categories:  

Permanent (p):  to be found throughout the year on the site (non-
migratory species or plant, resident population of migratory 
species).  

  Reproducing (r): uses the site to raise young (e.g. breeding, nesting).  

Concentration (c): site used for staging or roosting or migration stop/over 
or for moulting outside the breeding grounds and excluding 
wintering.  

  Wintering (w): uses the site during the winter.  

Where a non-resident population is present on a site in more than one 
season entries should be made separate for these ‘population types’ (see 
example in Figure 3) e.g. as a number of fauna species, in particular 
many bird species, are migratory the site may be important for different 
aspects of the life cycle of species.  

In case that it is not possible to enter data for different seasons, enter data 
for the most important (either wintering or concentration).  

Size: As regards abundance, enter known population data if available. If 
the population size is known fill in both fields (min and max) with the 
same value. Where it is more appropriate to give a population interval, fill 



57 

in the estimated values for the lower boundary (min) and the upper 
boundary (max) of this interval. Where a population interval is not known 
but information exists on either minimum or maximum population size, 
estimate the missing value for the interval. Please note that the min and 
max values should be an average over several years rather than extreme 
values.  

Where even a rough estimation of the population size cannot be made, 
enter the population type (e.g. permanent) and enter in the ‘data quality’ 
field the value DD (data deficient). In this case the values for population 
size can be left empty and the field for abundance categories can be 
used instead (common (C), rare (R), very rare (V), or present (P)). The 
character of the population in the site can be further described in the text 
field ‘Quality and Importance’ (4.2) outlining the nature of the population 
(e.g. dense, dispersed or isolated). The abundance categories may be 
used in addition to the population size.  

Please note: In cases where it should be indicated that a species is 
considered as a candidate for introduction on the site, enter ‘-1’ in the field 
‘size’.  

Unit: Indicate the unit of the population value in the corresponding field. 
Recommended units are individuals (= i) or pairs (= p) wherever possible, 
otherwise please use the most precise units available following the 
standardised list of population units and codes as developed under 
Articles 12 and 17 reporting (see reference portal). 

Abundance category (Cat.): see explanation above under ‘size’ — C = 
common, R = rare, V = very rare, P = present — this field should be filled 
in if the data are deficient (DD) and no population size estimation can be 
given or in addition to quantitative estimations of population size.  

Data quality: Indicate the data quality using following code: G = ‘Good’ 
(e.g. based on surveys); M = ‘Moderate’ e.g. based on partial data with 
some extrapolation; P = ‘Poor’ e.g. rough estimation; DD = ‘Data 
deficient’ (recommended to use this entry, if not even an estimation of the 
population size can be made).  

(ii) Site assessment criteria for a given species referred to in Article 4 of Directive 
2009/147/EC and species listed in Annex II to Directive 92/43/EEC (in accordance 
with Section B of Annex III)  

— POPULATION: = B(a) of Annex III: Size and density of the population 
of the species present on the site in relation to the populations present 
within national territory.  

This criterion exists to evaluate the relative size and density of the 
population in the site with that of the national population.  

This last aspect is in general quite difficult to evaluate. The optimal 
measure would be a percentage, resulting from the ratio of the population 
in the site/population in the national territory. As proposed for criterion 
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A(b) an estimate or a class interval should be used according to the 
following progressive model:  

A: 100 % ≥ p > 15 %,  

  B: 15 % ≥ p > 2 %,  

  C:  2 % ≥ p > 0 %.  

Furthermore, all cases where a population of the species concerned is 
present on the site in question in a non-significant manner must be 
indicated in a fourth category.  

D: non-significant population.  

Where a species is rarely observed on a site, for example only a vagrant, 
this is not considered to be a significant population and should be 
recorded as ‘D’.  

In cases where the site representativity for the population concerned is 
classed as ‘D: non-significant’, no other indication is required for the other 
evaluation criteria concerning this habitat type on the site in question. In 
these cases the criteria ‘Conservation’, ‘Isolation’ and ‘Global evaluation’ 
should not be marked.  

— DEGREE OF CONSERVATION: = B(b) of Annex III: Degree of 
conservation of the features of the habitat which are important for the 
species concerned and possibilities for restoration.  

This criterion comprises two sub-criteria:  

(i) degree of conservation of the features of the habitat important for the 
species;  

(ii) restoration possibilities.  

(i) D e g r e e o f c o n s e r v a t i o n o f t h e f e a t u r e s o f t h e h a b i t 
a t i m p o r t a n t f o r t h e s p e c i e s  

Criterion (i) requires a global evaluation of the features of the habitat 
regarding the biological requirements of a given species. The features 
relating to population dynamics are among the most appropriate for both 
animal and plant species. The structure of the habitat and some abiotic 
features should be assessed.  

The ‘best expert judgment’ should be used to rank this criterion:  

I: elements in excellent condition,  

II: elements well conserved,  
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III: elements in average or partially degraded condition.  

In cases where the sub-class ‘I: elements in excellent condition’ or ‘II: 
elements well conserved’ is given the criterion B(b) should in its totality 
be classed ‘A: excellent conservation’ or ‘B: good conservation’ 
respectively independently of the grading of the other sub-criteria. 

(ii) R e s t o r a t i o n p o s s i b i l i t i e s  

For this sub-criterion, which only needs to be taken into account when 
the elements are in an average or partially degraded condition, an 
approach analogous to that of criterion A(c)(iii), should be used, adding 
an evaluation of the viability of the population under consideration. This 
should result in the system of grading as follows:  

I: restoration easy,  

II: restoration possible with average effort,  

III: restoration difficult or impossible.  

S y n t h e s i s a p p l y i n g t o c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f t h e t w o s u b - 
c r i t e r i a  

A: conservation excellent  

= elements in an excellent condition, independent of the grading of the 
possibility of restoration.  

B: good conservation  

= elements well conserved independent of the grading of the possibility of 
restoration,  

= elements in average or partially degraded condition and easy to restore.  

C: average or reduced conservation  

= all other combinations.  

— ISOLATION: = B(c) of Annex III: Degree of isolation of the population 
present on the site in relation to the natural range of the species.  

This criterion may be interpreted as an approximate measure of the 
contribution of a given population to the genetic diversity of the species 
on the one hand and of the fragility of this specific population on the other 
hand. Using a simplistic approach one may say that the more a 
population is isolated (in relation to its natural range), the greater is its 
contribution to the genetic diversity of the species. Consequently the term 
‘isolation’ should be considered in a wider context, applying equally to 
strict endemics, to sub-species/varieties/races as well as sub-populations 
of a meta-population. In this context the following grading should be 
used:  
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A: population (almost) isolated,  

B: population not-isolated, but on margins of area of distribution,  

C: population not-isolated within extended distribution range.  

— GLOBAL = B(d) of Annex III: Global assessment of the value of the site 
for conservation of the species concerned.  

This criterion refers to the global assessment of the value of the site for 
the conservation of the species concerned. It may be used to sum up the 
previous criteria and also to assess other features of the site thought to 
be relevant for a given species. These features may vary from one 
species to another and might include human activities on the site or in 
nearby areas which are capable of influencing the conservation status of 
the species, land management, the statutory protection of the site, 
ecological relations between the different types of habitats and species, 
etc.  

A ‘best expert judgment’ may be used for this global evaluation, using the 
following ranking system:  

A: excellent value,  

B: good value,  

C: significant value.  

It should be noted that the Standard Data Form is for assessments of the 
conservation of a habitat or species on a particular site whereas the 
assessments for Article 17 concerns the status across all of a 
biogeographical region within a Member State. The term ‘conservation 
status’ is defined in Article 1(e) and 1(i) of the Habitats Directive as a 
term describing the overall status for a habitat type or species in a 
biogeographical region. This conservation status is now regularly 
assessed in the frame of the 6-yearly progress reports according to 
Article 17 of the Habitats Directive. The assessment of sites according to 
criteria in Annex III to the Habitats Directive includes an assessment of 
the ‘degree of conservation’ of a habitat type or species in a specific site. 
3.3. Other important species of flora and fauna (optional)  

All other important species of flora and fauna may be subsequently 
entered, where they are relevant to the conservation and management of 
the site, according to the following procedure:  

— Group: Enter the code of the relevant species group (A = Amphibians, 
B = Birds, F = Fish, Fu = Fungi, I = Invertebrates, L = Lichens, M = 
Mammals, P = Plants, R = Reptiles),  

— Name and code: Provide the scientific name of the species; for Birds, 
Annex IV and V species the code as provided in the reference portal 
should be used in addition to the scientific name,  
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— Sensitivity (S): Indicate in this field whether the public availability of the 
information given for a certain species could be detrimental to its 
conservation, for example because it is subject to illegal collecting and 
the public availability of the information held by the SDF would 
genuinely increase that threat. If this is the case enter ‘yes’ in this field. 
If a species is marked as sensitive, the presence of the species on the 
site will not be disclosed to the public by the Commission on its own 
motion (for instance, by means of posting this information on a publicly 
available database or Internet-based site). If the information on the 
presence of this species in a certain area is already available to the 
public, e.g. through publications or online information, a marking of the 
species as sensitive cannot be considered  
justified,  

— Non-presence (NP) (optional): In cases where a species formerly 
present in the site is no longer present this can be indicated by 
entering ‘x’ in the column NP (alternative to the deletion of the 
information for this species from the SDF).  

Please Note: Species are considered as no longer present in the site e.g. 
if they have not been observed in the site for a long time. The time period 
will vary between species, absence for a few years for an easy-to-
observe species probably indicates disappearance whereas for difficult to 
observe species such as bryophytes or some insects, absence of 
observations for many years does not necessarily indicate absence if the 
habitat has not changed,  

— Size: Provide information on population size. Where an exact number 
is not known give a population interval if possible, fill in the values for 
the lower boundary (min) and the upper boundary (max) of this 
interval. Where a population interval is not known but information 
exists on minimum or maximum population size, estimate the missing 
value for the interval. Indicate the unit of the population value in the 
according field. Units should be pairs (= p) or individuals (= i) wherever 
possible, otherwise please follow the standard list of population units 
and codes as developed under Article 17 reporting (see reference 
portal). If necessary units other than those used for Article 17 reporting 
can be entered,  

— Category: Where quantitative data do not exist indicate whether the 
species is common (C), rare (R), or very rare (V). In the absence of 
any population data indicate it as being present (P) (see Figure 4 for 
an example).  

Please indicate the motivation for listing each species using the following 
categories:  

— IV Species of Annex IV (Habitats Directive),  

— V Species of Annex V (Habitats Directive),  

— A. National Red List Data,  

— B. Endemics,  



62 

— C. International Conventions (including 

Berne, Bonn and Biodiversity), — D. Other 

reasons.  

Multiple entries of categories are possible. Further details on the 
motivations for listing individual species, especially regarding D, can be 
given in Section 4.2 which is the free text field for describing the quality 
and importance of the site.  

The codes of Species names of Birds, Annex IV and V species should be 
used (see reference portal). There is not any site assessment for the 
species. 

Figure 4  

Example of data on other species (3.3)  

  Species    Population in the site  Motivation 

Group Code  Name  S NP 

Size  Unit Cat.  
Species 
Annex  Other Categories 

Min Max  C|R|V|P  IV  V  A  B C D

P   Acer heldreichii   51 100 I      x   

P   Accipter nisus    2 4 I        x 

M  
 Eptesicus 

serotinus  
  

150 200 I  
 

x  
 

x  
   

I  
 Ectemnius 

massiliensis  
     

R  
     

x 

R  
 Elaphe 

longissima  
     

C  x  
   

x 
 

P  
 Campanula 

morettiana  
     

C  x  
 

x  
   

4. SITE DESCRIPTION  

4.1. General site character  

This field should provide an overall ‘picture’ of the site. Summarise the 
broad characteristics of the site starting with an indication of the site’s 
division into broad habitat classes using best expert judgment to estimate 
their percentage cover (these habitat classes are listed together with their 
codings in the reference portal). The total cover of habitat classes should 
be 100 % and correspond to the total surface area of the site. It is 
expected that information under this section will not always be in line with 
information given under Section 3.1 (Annex I habitat types) due to the 
use of different data sources.  
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‘Other site characteristics’: The main geological, geomorphological and 
landscape features of importance should be described in the free text 
field of 4.1. Where relevant indicate the dominant vegetation types. Also 
mention other non-Annex I habitats or non-Annex target species 
important for the conservation of the site. Where further detailed 
breakdown of the information on habitat classes is important for the 
conservation of the site (e.g. whether dehesas or vineyards) this should 
be given in this free text section. Information on small linear and mosaic-
type wooded areas (e.g. hedges, boscage, tree lines) should also be 
provided under this general text.  

4.2. Quality and importance  

Enter the overall indication of the quality and importance of the site, in 
view of the conservation objectives of the directives.  

For internationally important wetlands that regularly hold more than 20 000 
waterfowl this fact should be entered here.  

Where a species is listed in Section 3.3 with motivation D, outline the 
basis for its inclusion.  

4.3. Threats, pressures and activities with impact on the site  

Impacts relate to all human activities and natural processes that may 
have an influence, either positive or negative, on the conservation and 
management of the site. It is recognised that an impact can be negative 
for one habitat or species in the site while it is positive for another. 
Nevertheless it is the purpose of this field to collect information on the 
most important threats, pressures and activities for the site in general 
rather than to report on everything. Please also take into account threats, 
pressures and activities in the surroundings of the site, if they affect the 
integrity of the site. Whether this is the case will depend among other 
factors such as on local topography, the size and nature of the site and 
on the type of human activities. The information should reflect the most 
recent situation. It is understood that threats, pressures and activities 
with negative impacts may be counteracted by the management 
measures. Therefore information on these should be read and 
understood in conjunction with e.g. management plans for the site.  

You will find the valid Reference list of Threats, Pressures and Activities 
in the reference portal. Considering the most relevant threats, pressures 
and activities with impact on the site as such, enter the appropriate code 
of level 3 categories; in case that the level 3 categories are not 
applicable, level 2 can be used. The code list is the same as used for the 
reporting of impacts and activities under Article 17 of the Habitats 
Directive. 

The relative importance of a threat, pressure or activity must be ranked in 
three categories:  

  H: High importance/impact: Great direct or immediate influence and/or acting over large 
areas.  
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M: Medium importance/impact: Medium direct or immediate influence, 
mainly indirect influence and/or acting over 
moderate part of the area/regionally only.  

L: Low importance/impact: Low direct or immediate influence, indirect 
influence and/or acting over small part of the 
area/locally only.  

The data entries for the highest rank are limited to a maximum of five 
negative and five positive impacts. The minimum obligatory number of 
data entries for each table is one impact. If there are no impacts and to 
be reported, enter ‘x’. Within a category (H or M or L), there is no ranking. 
Data entries for impacts and activities with medium or low importance can 
be listed up to a limit of 20 entries. However, it is recommended to focus 
on the most relevant impacts and activities for the site.  

P o l l u t i o n q u a l i f i e r ( o p t i o n a l )  

As pollution can have quite different effects according to the substances 
involved and have quite different sources, for example the question of nitrogen 
or phosphate input in aquatic ecosystems or atmospheric nitrogen input in 
terrestrial oligotrophic habitats, an additional qualifier for the specific kind of 
pollutants can be applied.  

The following qualifiers can be used:  

  N: Nitrogen input  T: toxic inorganic chemicals  

P: Phosphor/Phosphate input O: 

toxic organic chemicals A: Acid 

input/acidification X: Mixed 

pollutions  

Inside/outside qualifier  

Indicate whether the threat, pressure or activity occurs/acts inside or 
outside the site or both as well.  

4.4. Ownership (optional)  

Enter a general description of the site ownership by using the given 
ownership classes. Include an estimate of the proportion of the site area 
in each ownership class. Use the ownership classes which are analogous 
to those used within the World Database on Protected Areas.  

Public:  
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— National/Federal: Land belongs to all citizens, held by the 
national/federal government,  

— State/Province: Land belongs to all citizens, held by 

the state/provincial Public government, — 

Local/Municipal: Land belongs to all citizens, held by the 

local/municipal government.  

Joint or Co-Ownership: Joint/Co-Ownership by two or more entities (e.g. 
public and private).  

Private: Land not under public ownership e.g. NGO, individuals, 
corporations.  

4.5. Documentation (optional)  

If available, for each site reference is made to relevant publications 
and/or scientific data concerning the site. Information entering should be 
made according to standard convention for scientific references. 
Unpublished papers or communications, referring to the information given 
in the recording form, should be included wherever useful. For links to 
online resources take into account that in general URLs often change and 
therefore avoid entering unstable URLs. The field can also be used for 
other information important for the documentation of the site. 

5. SITE PROTECTION STATUS (OPTIONAL)  

5.1. Protection status at national and regional level  

For each Member State, a sequential list of the relevant nature 
conservation designation types, which have statutory protection and their 
definition on the national/regional level is maintained by the European 
Environmental Agency and can be found in the reference portal. Three 
lists of protection types cover the following three categories:  

A. Designation types used with the intention to protect fauna, flora, habitats 
and landscapes (the latter as far as relevant for fauna, flora and for habitat 
protection);  

B. Statutes under sectorial, particularly forestry, legislative and 
administrative acts providing an adequate protection relevant for fauna, 
flora and habitat conservation;  

C. Private statutes providing durable protection for fauna, flora or habitats.  
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Protection types are ranked by strictness of protection starting the strictest 
statutes.  

Where there is no protection status for the site it is important to indicate 
this by using the national code corresponding to ‘No protection status’.  

For each site the codes of the appropriate designation types are to be 
entered, together with the % cover within the site for each designation 
type. The information stored in this field is on the level of the different 
designation types. If for example several nature reserves of the same 
type are included in the recorded site, the percentage of the total area 
covered by these reserves is to be entered.  

The relation of individual designated areas with the site is recorded 
separately (see 5.2).  

5.2. Relation of the described site with other sites (neighbouring sites and sites 
belonging to different designation types)  

This part of the recording form allows neighbouring sites or sites 
belonging to different designation types which overlap or neighbour each 
other to be indicated. The interrelationship between the different types is 
also established by cross- referencing them. All possible relationships 
are coded using one of the following:  

— sites are coincident (use code =),  

— the described site includes another 

site completely (use code +), — the 

other site includes the described site 

completely (use code –), — the two 

sites partially overlap (use code *).  

In addition to entering these codes, the percentage of the described site 
that is overlapping with the other site should be entered.  

— Neighbouring sites are indicated with a ‘/’.  
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In addition, the form provides for possible designation types on the international 
level: Ramsar site, Biogenetic reserve, European Diploma area, Barcelona 
Convention site, Biosphere reserves, World Heritage site, OSPAR site, 
HELCOM site, Bucharest Convention site, Protected Marine Area or other.  

Please enter national designations with the name of the site together with 
the type of relation (see above) and % overlap with reference to the 
described site. 

5.3. Site designation  

Enter as free text any aspect of the site designation that is not adequately 
covered by the codes used in the site designation code fields of Section 
5.1 or 5.2.  

6. SITE MANAGEMENT  

6.1. Body responsible for the site management  

Provide information on the body(ies) responsible for the management of 
the site.  

Enter the full reference including name, address, phone/fax, e-mail of the 
authority and/or individual responsible for the management of the site.  

It is possible to enter a full reference for more than one body.  

6.2. Management plan  

Indicate whether or not a specific and actual management plan exists for 
the site or whether one is in preparation. While it is acknowledged that 
management plans are not a requirement under the Directive, this 
information is of special interest in order to understand the instruments 
Member States use to manage their network and also to find more 
specific information if need be.  

If there is an actual management plan, please give its name and give a 
link to relevant online resources (e.g. link to the webpage of a national 
information system). Take into account that in general URLs frequently 
change and therefore avoid entering unstable URLs.  

6.3. Conservation measures (optional)  

Information on conservation measures taken or necessary for the site can 
be provided in the free text field.  

7. MAP OF THE SITE  

A precondition for this revised version of the Standard Data Form is the 
availability of georeferenced, digital boundaries of the sites. Relevant 
information for e.g. statistical purposes will be taken from the combination 
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with other digital spatial data (GIS data). Therefore the submission of 
georeferenced, digital boundaries of the sites are crucial.  

The boundaries of the sites should be taken from published topographic 
maps or datasets in a scale of 50 000 or finer. The spatial cartographical 
accuracy may not be less than 1,0 mm at 1:50 000 which is equivalent to 
50 m on the ground when compared to the original. The GIS data must 
include metadata according to the INSPIRE Metadata Regulation in its 
latest approved version.  

The INSPIRE ID: This ID is an external unique object identifier of a 
protected site, which is published by the responsible body. This identifier 
is used by external applications to reference the spatial object. The 
INSPIRE ID is obligatory as soon as the relevant INSPIRE implementing 
regulation comes into force.  

PDF: A Member State can provide in addition to the electronic 
boundaries an electronic map that follows ISO 19005-1: Document 
Management — Electronic document file format for long-term 
preservation. The Identifier of the sites (site code) and the creation date 
of the map must be included within the pdf in a way, that the document 
can be retrieved electronically by site code and creation date (optional).  

Reference(s)(optional): enter here the national references to the original 
map used for the digitisation of the electronic boundaries. The reference 
can e.g. be the official identification number(s) and name(s) of the 
topographic map(s). 

 
Appendix  

Table of contents of the Natura 2000 reference portal  

1. Title: ISO 3166 country code  

Maintained by: International Organization for Standardization (ISO)  

SDF field: 1.2  

2. Title: List of SCIs per biogeographic region  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF field: 1.7  

3. Title: Overview on the definition of marine boundaries used by Member 
States  
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Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF fields: 2.3  

4. Title: NUTS regions, level 2  

Maintained by: Eurostat  

SDF field: 2.5  

5. Title: Biogeographical regions in Europe  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF field: 2.6  

6. Title: Codelist of Annex I habitats under Directive 92/43/EEC  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF field: 3.1  

7. Title: Codes of relevant species groups, data quality, abundance 
categories, motivation category  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF fields: 3.2, 3.3  

8. Title: Codelist for bird species under Directive 2009/147/EC  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF field: 3.2, 3.3 

9. Title: Codelist for species under Directive 92/43/EEC (Annex II, IV, V)  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF fields: 3.2, 3.3  

10. Title: List of population units and codes (in accordance with Article 17)  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF fields: 3.2, 3.3  
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11. Title: Habitat Classes for General site character  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF field: 4.1  

12. Title: Reference list on Threats, Pressures and Activities (in accordance 
with Article 17)  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

SDF field: 4.3  

13. Title: List of the relevant nature conservation designation types which 
have statutory protection  

Maintained by: European Environment Agency (EEA)  

SDF field: 5.1  

14. Title: INSPIRE ID  

Maintained by: Member States according to the INSPIRE 
implementing regulation  

SDF field: 7  

15. Title: Technical and administrative guidelines for submitting Natura 
2000 data to the Commission  

Maintained by: DG Environment & European Environment Agency 
(EEA) (*)  

 
(*) Reference managed by DG Environment and the Habitats Committee. 
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The Catalyst Group 

 

The Catalyst Group is a multi-disciplinary Environmental Management practice, based in the Manawatu 

region of the North Island.  The consultancy includes senior practitioners in the planning, terrestrial and 

aquatic biodiversity, freshwater and farm systems space.  We pride ourselves in addressing sticky issues 

for our public agency and private clients, and have a strong track record of delivering natural resources 

solutions. 

 

 

The Authors 

 

The report authors, Alistair Beveridge and Greg Carlyon, are directors of The Catalyst Group 

www.thecatalystgroup.co.nz.  Greg has more than 25 years in the resource management space.  This 

includes 10 years of representing government interests into large scale resource consent renewals for 

hydroelectric power schemes, extensive representation of private party and iwi interests into resource 

consenting and national policy development.  Greg is the author of the current management plan for 

Tongariro National Park World Heritage Area, architect of the One Plan (New Zealand’s first fully 

integrated second generation regional policy statement and regional plan), and is currently the project 

manager for New Zealand’s 16th Water Conservation Order application, for the Ngaruroro River in 

Hawke’s Bay.  Greg is an accredited Hearing Commissioner/Chair, works as a project facilitator, and is 

increasingly leading organisational reviews to ensure delivery of environmental outcomes.  He sits on 

several trusts and groups focussed on river management and restoration initiatives. 

 

Alistair has more than 20 years’ resource management experience which has included significant 

involvement in the development of second generation plans under the Resource Management Act 1991.  

He has a particular talent for getting to the nub of issues for clients.  This has included reviews of key 

ecological and species management programmes for the Department of Conservation and preparation 

of management plans for internationally significant RAMSAR sites.  Alistair was the author of the 

Manawatu River Accord, has led teams to two Green Ribbon Awards from the Ministry for the 

Environment, and alongside Greg, won the Institute of Public Administration award for the development 

and operation of New Zealand’s largest public/private biodiversity restoration programme – Kia 

Wharite.  Alistair currently project manages a major headwaters restoration initiative for the Whanganui 

River Enhancement Trust.   

 

Greg and Alistair are keen trampers, whitewater kayakers and anglers, and have spent considerable time 

in and on our special waterways and back country areas. 

 

The contract with the project owners to prepare this think piece specifically acknowledges the project 

management role being undertaken by The Catalyst Group with respect to the Ngaruroro/Clive river 

Water Conservation Order application.   

 

In addition, The Catalyst Group has been recently engaged by the following clients in respect of water 

management issues: 

 Ministry for Primary Industries 

 Department of Conservation 

 Genesis Energy 

http://www.thecatalystgroup.co.nz/
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Executive Summary 

 

This work is part of the Community Environment Fund1 ‘Outstanding Waterbodies Project’ being 

undertaken by Hawke’s Bay Regional Council, Auckland Council, and the Ministry for the Environment.  

The overall aim of this project was to develop clear and consistent criteria for assessing and identifying 

freshwater outstanding water bodies, to assist with the implementation of the National Policy 

Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (NPS-FM). 

 

The Catalyst Group were engaged by Hawke’s Bay Regional Council to undertake an appraisal of existing 

approaches, values, methods of assessment, and thresholds to identify outstanding freshwater values 

and waterbodies, assess the pros and cons of each, and prepare a think piece recommending a list of 

criteria, thresholds, and preferred techniques to enable Counci’s to identify outstanding freshwater 

bodies (OFWB). 

 

The project goals shifted with time (with the agreement of the clients) in response to the results of our 

investigations and feedback received from people interviewed as part of this project.  The emphasis 

shifted away from identifying and recommending values/criteria/thresholds/methods, towards a 

critique of the NPS-FM OFWB provisions and suggesting solutions on how councils could move forward 

on their OFWB responsibilities.  

 

Our study determined: 

 Currently available values, criteria, thresholds and methods for determining outstanding 

freshwater values and waterbodies lack the precision and rigour to enable councils to create 

comprehensive OFWB lists at a national/regional scale for a variety of reasons; 

 The NPS-FM wording in relation of OFWB is confusing, and provides poor guidance to councils 

on how to undertake the OFWB identification process, or what to do with OFWB when 

identified. 

 

We believe the above matters put councils in the unenviable position of having to give effect to an 

unworkable NPS-FM.  Despite this, there is a real appetite amongst people spoken to as part of this 

project, to resolve the above issues and ensure our most special waterways are protected. 

 

Three proposals are suggested to overcome the above issues.  These proposals range from a quick fix 

solution, through to a more radical longer-term approach: 

 Proposal 1 – MfE generates a ‘no brainer’ national OFWB list using existing data sets and 

methodologies, which would allow councils to make some progress, and provide the time 

necessary to revise the NPS-FM and develop a nationally agreed set of values, criteria, 

thresholds and methods. 

 Proposal 2 – the NPS-FM is revised so that the need to identify OFWB is dropped in favour of 

councils listing and protecting outstanding values.  Champions for particular values (e.g. DOC for 

aquatic biodiversity, and Fish & Game for trout) are given responsibility for identifying where 

values are outstanding.  

                                                           
1
 Community Environment Fund Round 6 – administered by the Ministry for the Environment 
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 Proposal 3 – the NPS-FM is revised to remove the OFWB provisions altogether, in favour of 

(strengthened) WCO provisions in the RMA.  

 

 

Irrespective of what option, or combination of options, is chosen further work is required in this space 

before councils can give effect to the OFWB provisions of the NPS-FM, and protect our most special 

waterbodies as envisioned.  The authors do not feel this extra work is overly difficult or expensive, but it 

will require the involvement of the right people, from the right organisations, and the 

willingness/commitment of those people to make some tough decisions.  Otherwise the likelihood of 

meaningful resolution of this issue is low. 
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1 Introduction 

 

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (NPS-FM) directs regional councils and 

unitary authorities to manage fresh water quality and quantity to achieve certain objectives and 

outcomes.  One requirement is that councils must identify outstanding freshwater bodies (OFWB), so 

that their significant values may be protected. 

 

However, there is a lack of guidance around the process to be followed or thresholds to be used for 

determining outstandingness of freshwater values or OFWB.  As such, councils have been left to tackle 

this problem on their own, raising the prospect of different methods and approaches being adopted 

across the country. 

 

In 2014, the Ministry for the Environment (via Community Environment Fund – Round 6), Hawke’s Bay 

Regional Council, and Auckland Council agreed to jointly fund a project to develop clear and consistent 

criteria and methodology for assessing and identifying outstanding freshwater bodies, to assist with 

implementation of the NPS-FM.  

 

The results and findings from earlier milestones in this project are not repeated here.  Instead readers 

are directed to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council and Ministry for the Environment websites.   

 

In June 2016, The Catalyst Group was engaged to undertake an appraisal of approaches that have been 

used previously to identify outstanding values and prepare a think piece setting out recommendations 

for criteria and preferred techniques to enable the identification of OFWB for the purposes of the NPS-

FM.  Our think piece comprises two key components: 

1 A review of previous methods, criteria and thresholds employed to determine outstandingness 

across a range of values2, and for identifying OFWB, in New Zealand and overseas, and 

2 A critical appraisal of the NPS-FM OFWB provisions and associated guidance documentation 

and identified wording and workability issues and suggests possible improvements. 

 

This paper summarises the results of our analysis.  The key findings were: 

 identification of outstanding values and OFWB is a significantly more complex exercise than it 

initially appears, 

 there are a number of issues with the wording and intent of the NPS-FM as it currently relates to 

outstanding values and OFWB e.g. circular arguments, which complicates matters, and 

 the disconnect between the NPS-FM OFWB provisions and Water Conservation Orders (WCO), 

despite the use of the same (but differently defined) fundamental terminology is confusing. 

 

                                                           
2
 Potential values not included within the scope of The Catalyst Group think piece were: 

 Wetlands because they are treated separately, but similarly to OFWB, under the NPS-FM.   
 Groundwater because it was subsequently identified that an outstandingness analysis of groundwater 

had not been attempted to any meaningful extent previously in New Zealand or overseas 
 Maori values associated with water because of the inappropriateness of attempting to anticipate the 

outcomes of several national-level studies underway in this space.  This is a rapidly evolving area of 
study 
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The paper concludes by proposing: 

 an approach for MfE and councils to give partial effect to the NPS-FM OFWB provisions in its 

current state, 

 alternate approaches for contemplating outstanding freshwater values and OFWB within 

regional planning documents, 

 an approach for filling information gaps on freshwater values, and 

 areas of future work. 

 

This paper aims to be challenging, and in doing so provoke debate around the OWFB provisions of the 

NPS-FM.  In preparing this paper we have drawn upon: 

 the extensive body of work already completed in the outstanding waterbody space over the last 

four decades, 

 our combined 40+ years of natural resources management experience 

 our recent experience in preparing the Ngaruroro/Clive river Water Conservation Order 

application, 

 the opinion and feedback of experts in the outstanding waterbodies field, 

 review of the material prepared by Golders and the technical advisory group during phase 1 of 

the overall CEF project, and 

 a series of workshops with Hawke’s Bag Regional Council, Auckland Council, and the Ministry for 

the Environment and a workshop with the national policy manager’s special interest group for 

regional councils. 

 

We acknowledge there are differences in opinion between ourselves and the project sponsors regarding 

the definition and application of outstandingness, particularly at national versus regional/local level, and 

the wording and intent of the OFWB provisions in the NPS-FM.  Such differences in opinion are normal 

and to be encouraged when exploring complex matters.  The project framework provides for resolution 

of these differences in the usual considered manner.   
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2 But first a bit of Background 

 

When first asked to take this project on, we thought “how hard can it be to identify outstanding values 

and OFWBs?”  How naive and wrong we were!  At the time, we were not fully aware of the extensive 

body of work that already existed in this space, or the great many individuals and organisations that had 

devoted considerable time, resource and brain power to tackling this subject over the past 40 years. 

 

Our initial thinking around OFWB was probably no different to many others working in the water space.  

That is, OFWB are our pristine (or at least highly unmodified) waterways, made up of those appearing in 

the Lord of the Rings trilogy, or promoted overseas as part of the 100% Pure marketing campaign.  Logic 

suggests there are few such waterways in this country.  Our thinking was to change significantly over the 

course of this project as we delved into the previous work completed on this subject.  And there has 

been an enormous amount of work done on this topic both here and overseas! 

 

This section summarises what we have learnt from this previous work, and provides commentary on the 

methods employed, advances made, and any shortcomings identified. 

 

 

2.1 Wild and Scenic Rivers Amendment 

 

The first major body of work was around wild and scenic rivers.  In 1981 the government passed the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers amendment to the Water and Soils Conservation Act 1967 (W&SCA), to ensure 

the outstanding wild, scenic and other natural characteristics of rivers were conserved.  The amendment 

contemplated two levels of protection - National Water Conservation Orders (WCO) for waterbodies 

that were nationally outstanding, and Local Water Conservation Notices (LWCN), for those waterbodies 

that were regionally significant.  Only the WCO provisions were retained when the W&SCA was 

superseded by the Resource Management Act (RMA) in 1991, with LWCN being incorporated into 

regional plans. 

 

Between 1982 and 1986 efforts were made to develop a national inventory of representative water 

bodies according to certain values that should be protected by law.  This schedule was not to include 

rivers in national parks, which already enjoyed protection by virtue of the surrounding land.  It was 

intended to protect important rivers until water conservation orders were applied for them.  Water 

bodies were classified for important wild, scenic, recreational, fisheries, wildlife, flora, scientific, 

educational, and cultural values.  Many rivers were determined worthy of protection3 4, but no schedule 

of protected waters was passed into law. 

 

Although the term ‘outstanding’ was never attributed to waterbodies listed in the schedule, the process 

did identify the exemplar waterbodies containing the values of interest, on the basis of the presence of 

a single value, or a combination of values.  As such, this exercise generated the first comprehensive 

methodology for assessing values for outstandingness and for identifying OFWB.  

 

                                                           
3
 Grindell D S and Grant P A (eds) 1986. A list of rivers and lakes deserving inclusion in a Schedule of Protected 

Waters: Report of the Protected Waters Assessment Committee. National Water and Soil Conservation Authority 
4
 Sadly, a number of the identified waterways would not make a modern list if a similar exercise was conducted 

today. 
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However, the shortcomings of this methodology were its reliance on narrative thresholds and a 

restricted range of potential values, reflecting data limitations of the time, leading to subjective 

application of criteria.  Further, the lists generated didn’t have a logical home to give effect to (i.e. 

protect) the identified waterways, irrespective of whether they had a WCO or LWCN sitting over them.  

It wasn’t until the Resource Management Act (1991) that a mechanism was created to give meaningful 

effect to WCO (i.e. regional policy statements and plans).  

 

 

2.2 Water Conservation Orders 

 

Eleven river and two lake WCO were applied for under the Water and Soil Conservation Act between 

1982 and 1990, with a number of these completing their process during the 1990s under the RMA.  A 

further two river WCO have been gazetted since the RMA was introduced.  As such, these 15 

waterbodies are the only ones within New Zealand that have been through legal processes to recognise 

their outstanding values and/or features. 

 

WCO processes have been retained in Part 9 of the RMA, which is not subject to the sustainable 

management (Part 2) requirements of the rest of the Act, except to the extent that these are consistent 

with the imperative to preserve or protect outstanding waters.  The process to create WCO involves 

special tribunal hearings, requiring the applicant(s) to present legal, planning and technical evidence on 

whether individual values, and the overall water body, are outstanding.  WCO proceedings are limited to 

the consideration of amenity and intrinsic values only5, specifically: 

 habitat for terrestrial or aquatic organisms, 

 fisheries, 

 wild, scenic, or other natural characteristics, 

 scientific and ecological values, 

 recreational, historical, spiritual, or cultural purposes, and 

 characteristics that are considered to be of outstanding significance in accordance with tikanga 

Maori. 

 

The quality and quantity of evidence presented by applicants has improved over time, to match the 

rigour to which the evidence is exposed through each subsequent special tribunal process (and 

associated Environment Court appeals).  While the values and generally the attributes considered by 

special tribunals have remained unchanged, the methods of measurement, and thresholds used to 

determine outstandingness have evolved.  All values have been considered in a national context.  Of 

particular note is that the WCO process has confirmed outstanding freshwater values can exist in even 

quite degraded waterbodies e.g. lakes Ellesmere/Te Waihora and Wairarapa.  This challenges the 

author’s original thinking that only pristine and highly unmodified waterbodies can be OFWB. 

 

A key point about the WCO process is the rigorous testing through judicial enquiry of the evidence.  

There has been considerable case law on WCO which is of interest to this project.  For instance, the 

Buller WCO determined that each value and necessary protection requirements had to be defined for 

                                                           
5
 s199 RMA 
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each part of a river catchment, rather than at a catchment scale.  Furthermore, over time different WCO 

processes defined thresholds to determine outstanding values, such as number of angling days, number 

of threatened species, or numbers of whio pairs.  

 

Despite this, WCO are not without their shortcomings: 

• The special tribunal process is complex, expensive (typically greater than $1M6 for each 

application), time-consuming (can span multiple years), contentious, and litigious; 

• Have concentrated on the values advanced by applicants, rather than the full range of 

potential values set out in s199 of the RMA; 

• Have been motivated by the threats of the day (i.e. damming), and have proven inadequate to 

protect against more recent threats (e.g. land use intensification impacts on water quality); 

and 

• Due to a variety of reasons (including a lack of guidance, political will, and resourcing) WCO 

have been inconsistently incorporated into, and administered through, regional plans.  As a 

consequence, some WCO waterways have degraded significantly e.g. upper reaches of the 

Mohaka River in Hawkes Bay. 

 

 

2.3 Waters of National Importance 

 

In 2004, a number of departments led by the Ministry for the Environment established the Water Bodies 

of National Importance (WONI) programme.  The various departments were tasked with developing 

criteria and methods for identifying water bodies of national importance for each of seven values7, and 

generated draft lists of waterbodies meeting the criteria8.  In excess of 300 waterbodies were 

considered nationally important. 

 

Different methods were required to assess each value recognising the differences in available 

information, creating marked differences in the spatial resolution of, and confidence in, the results 

produced.  Greater knowledge about a particular value supported more sophisticated analysis, and 

resulted in longer lists being generated. 

 

Of note, the programme was advised it was inappropriate for individual water bodies to be identified as 

nationally important for Maori cultural values because it is inconsistent with the view that all water 

bodies are important to Maori for spiritual, physical and customary reasons.  Further, that consideration 

of such matters at a ‘national level’, was at odds with the more rohe-centric iwi perspective.  Despite 

this, a coarse methodology for determining water bodies of cultural and historic heritage value was 

developed, but a list of water bodies was not produced. 

 

  

                                                           
6
 Total cost including special tribunal, applicant, submitter, and appeal costs 

7
 Values assessed were:  natural heritage and geodiversity, recreation, tourism, energy generation, industrial and 

domestic use, irrigation, and culture and heritage 
8
 Ministry for the Environment (2004) Water Programme of Action: Potential Water Bodies of National Importance.  

Technical Working Paper 
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The WONI programme came to an end in 2008.  No final water body lists, either at the value or 

consolidated level, were produced.  The Department of Conservation has continued to refine methods 

conceived under the WONI programme for assessing the natural heritage and geodiversity value9 10. 

 

The term ‘outstanding’ was not used in the WONI programme, but listed waterways were the best or 

most important examples of those sharing a particular value.  In doing so WONI was successful in 

identifying those waterways that were clearly outstanding at a national scale, and those that clearly 

were not, but was less helpful at resolving the difficulty associated with classifying those in the 

‘undecided’ category between the two ends on this continuum.  

 

From our experience we believe the WONI programme ultimately failed to deliver improved waterbody 

management because the critical conversation with councils around what the lists meant and how they 

could be integrated into regional plans to ensure the protection/management of identified values did 

not happen.  

 

 

2.4 Current OFWB Project 

 

During the first stages of the overall CEF project, the experts engaged to review the existing body of 

work in this space, were unwilling to recommend a set of methods, or numerical criteria or thresholds 

for determining outstandingness of ecological, economic, landscape (sensory/visual), mana whenua or 

recreation values.  Data limitations and a lack of suitable assessment tools were cited as reasons for this 

outcome.  This is in spite of considerable advances in data collection and methodology development 

around some value sets (e.g. ecological values). 

 

However, the principal constraint identified was that the concept of ‘outstanding’ or ‘outstandingness’ 

remains largely undefined in the NPS-FM, and differs from that applied to WCO11, which further 

confuses the issue.  There are very few examples either in New Zealand or overseas where numerical 

thresholds have been applied to the determination of whether a particular value or feature, let alone an 

entire waterbody, is outstanding.  It is far more common for such assessments to be based upon 

subjective criteria and thresholds. 

 

Further, the literature is replete with examples of confused and tautological thinking.  It is not 

uncommon for a value or feature to be deemed outstanding on the basis it is exceptional which is in 

turn based upon it being rare, excellent, extraordinary, incomparable, stupendous, spectacular, 

superlative, and yes, even outstanding! 

 

Experts involved in the earlier stages of the overall CEF project had recommended the use of expert 
panels to determine the outstandingness of values and identify OFWB, at a regional scale, using tools 

                                                           
9
 Davis, M.; Head, N.J.; Myers, S.C.; Moore, S.H. 2015: Department of Conservation guidelines for assessing and 

identifying significant ecological values. Department of Conservation, Christchurch. 71 p. 
10

 Leathwick, J.R.; Collier, K.; Chadderton, L. 2007: Identifying freshwater ecosystems with nationally important 
natural heritage values: development of a biogeographic framework. Science for Conservation 274. Department of 
Conservation, Wellington. 30 p. 
11 The WCO process applies a rigorous outstandingness test which requires a feature or characteristic to be ‘quite 

out of the ordinary on a national basis’.  Rangitata South Irrigation Limited v New Zealand and Central South Island 
Fish and Game Council decision number C109/2004. 
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such as RiVAS12.   
 

The key advantage of RiVAS is it provides a framework in which waterways within a region can be 

ranked on the basis of a particular value in the absence of a robust data set, as greater emphasis can be 

placed upon expert/user opinion.  This overcomes a major hurdle with more objective techniques that 

involve criteria and thresholds. 

 

The disadvantages of approaches such as RiVAS is that it relies upon rankings of waterbodies rather than 

defined thresholds13, can require a number of RiVAS assessments per river (i.e. different sections of river 

often need a separate RiVAS assessment), has never been applied to lakes or aquifers, and is untested at 

a national level.  In addition, RiVAS is only available for use on a limited range of sub-values currently, 

and hasn’t been applied to the broader overarching key values i.e. instead of looking at the broader 

‘recreation’ or ‘economic’ values, it assesses kayaking or irrigation.  This means, different expert panels 

would need to be convened for each sub-value.  This could be undertaken at a regional scale (where 

each council would need to go through its own process with its own set of values) or alternatively as a 

nationwide assessment akin to the WONI initiative.  Either way, this represents a considerable cost and 

time commitment.  

 

 

2.5 Summary 

 

Research and investigations on OFWB and values within New Zealand over the last 40 years have: 

 Involved multiple agencies, 

 With few exceptions, largely relied upon expert panels and subjective assessments, 

 Been resource hungry and time consuming, 

 Been hampered by widely differing data limitations, 

 Not had a natural home for any of the generated lists to ensures protection/management of the 

identified waterbodies (this changed with introduction of the RMA and the requirement to 

produce regional policy statements and the emergence of regional plans for managing land and 

water resources), 

 Failed to establish a nationally accepted set of values, criteria for assessing those values, or 

thresholds against which outstandingness can be determined (particularly for those waterbodies 

sitting at the threshold between outstanding/not outstanding, and 

 Ultimately, with the exception of the 15 WCO, been unsuccessful in generating an agreed list of 

OFWB that has been incorporated into public law or policy. 

                                                           
12

 The River Values Assessment System (RiVAS), is a tool for ranking the rivers in a region for a given use or value.  
RiVAS applications are now available for nine values (salmonid angling, irrigation, native birdlife, white-water 
kayaking, swimming, natural character, tangata whenua, hydropower, and native fisheries). Jetboating, 
hydropower and whitebaiting tools are in development. 
13

 The reliance upon rankings could generate significant inconsistencies across the country.  For example a region 
with many unmodified waterways (e.g. West Coast) may end up excluding a waterway that would be considered 
outstanding if located in any other region.  Similarly, a region with mostly modified waterways may end up 
identifying a waterway as outstanding that would not be considered as such if it was located elsewhere in the 
country.  
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This work has however, confirmed/reconfirmed: 

 An OFWB can be defined on the basis of a single outstanding value, but WCO have typically 

involved multiple values; 

 Outstanding values can exist in degraded waterbodies; 

 Values can exist at a single discrete site, or occupy a large proportion of a catchment; 

 Mostly it is components (attributes) of a value that are assessed as part of the outstandingness 

test, not the values themselves.  This is analogous to water quality being assessed using nutrient 

concentration and various physio-chemical parameters; 

 There are likely to be more OFWB in New Zealand than originally thought if the single value test is 

applied; and 

 The concept of ranking waterbodies is inconsistent with the Maori world view that all water 

bodies are important to Maori for spiritual, physical and customary reasons, and that 

contemplation of outstandingness at a ‘national scale’ is at odds with a more rohe-centric iwi 

perspective. 

 

The above highlights the enormity of the challenge ahead for councils seeking to implement the OFWB 

provisions of the NPS-FM in coming years. 
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3 NPS-FM (2014) 

 

The NPS-FM directs regional councils to give effect to the following objectives relevant to OFWB 

(amongst others): 

 

Objective A2 – Water Quality 

The overall quality of fresh water within a region is maintained or improved while: 

a) protecting the significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies; 

 

Objective B4 – Water Quantity 

 To protect significant values of wetlands and of outstanding freshwater bodies. 

 

Where:  

Outstanding freshwater bodies are those water bodies identified in a regional policy statement or 

regional plan as having outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, recreational and spiritual 

values. 

 

And: 

An outstanding freshwater body is one that is exceptional in some way.  It may be exceptional in 

relation to one particular feature, or it may have a number of outstanding features.  It would 

generally be through a process of identifying a set of relevant values for each FMU, set out in Policy 

CA2(a-b), that regional councils will identify (or confirm) those outstanding values that contribute to 

making a water body outstanding.  A freshwater body may be outstanding at the local, regional or 

national level.14 

 

Although the NPS-FM (2014) and associated documentation is silent on the process(es) Councils might 

follow for identifying OFWB, it is assumed the process would involve the following key steps: 

1 Agree the list of values to be assessed 

2 Determine whether these values meet the outstanding test (requires agreed criteria, thresholds, 

and methods) 

3 Identify OFWB (if any) 

4 Incorporate OFWB list into Regional Policy Statement/Regional Plan 

5 Develop objectives, policies and methods to provide protection for significant (outstanding) 

values of listed OFWB.  

 

Our review of the NPS-FM and related support documentation highlighted a number of concerns at each 

step in the process, which we believe have implications for how councils interpret and then implement 

the NPS-FM directives regarding OFWB.  These concerns are presented below. 

 

 

                                                           
14

 NPS-FM guidance document pg 23 
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3.1 List of values 

 

 The set of values appearing in the OFWB provisions of the NPS-FM are higher level (essentially 

groupings of values) than those appearing in the National Objectives Framework (Appendix 1 of 

the NPS-FM), potentially confusing policy makers and the wider community. 

 The NPS-FM defines OFWB as containing outstanding values, including ecological, landscape, 

recreational and spiritual values.  The word ‘including’ suggests the list of potential values is not 

limited to those contained within the definition, and could conceivably include other values such 

as consumptive or economic uses (e.g. irrigation or hydroelectric power generation).  This in 

itself is not challenging, however the inclusion of such values could introduce conflict with the 

objectives of the NPS-FM e.g. a waterway’s existing specified minimum flow cannot be raised 

because doing so will threaten the protection of an outstanding consumptive or economic value. 

 

 

3.2 Outstandingness 

 

 The NPS-FM provides no guidance to councils on how to determine what constitutes an 

outstanding feature or value.  This might be acceptable, except for the fact there is no agreed set 

of methods, criteria or thresholds within New Zealand to undertake such an assessment, leaving 

councils in an unenviable situation.   

 Further compounding matters, even if a set of criteria and thresholds for determining 

outstandingness did exist, the data simply doesn’t exist, or is of insufficient quality, to apply the 

criteria across a wide range of values within most regions 

 Page 67 of the NPS-FM guidance document states “a council may identify specific values that are 

sufficiently outstanding to warrant the FMU being designated an outstanding freshwater body” 

(emphasis added), implying there are degrees of outstandingness.  This is inappropriate - a value 

is either outstanding or it is not – there should be no gradations or shades of outstandingness. 

 Similarly, the idea that a value or feature can be outstanding at a local, regional or national scale 

introduces further gradations of outstandingness.  An outstanding value or waterbody should be 

determined as such, irrespective of the region in which the analysis is undertaken, otherwise it 

raises the potential for vastly different results to be generated in different regions, which in our 

opinion undermines the purpose of a NPS.  

 

 

3.3 OFWB 

 

 A single outstanding value can trigger OFWB status, so theoretically an entire 

catchment/FMU/waterbody could be considered an OFWB on the basis of a single discrete site 

i.e. the location of a rare or threatened fish species.  This has the potential to identify a large 

number of OFWB, and runs the risk of undermining the integrity of the OFWB identification 

process from a community viewpoint.   

  



 

 Outstanding Freshwater Bodies and the NPS-FM 
page 13 Challenges and Possible Solutions 

 Certain values triggering OFWB status will be independent of, or significantly independent of, 

the effects of water quality and quantity management e.g. landscape values.  Assessment of 

such values creates unnecessary costs, and sets up unrealistic community expectations about 

what will be achieved via regional planning documents across the full range of values, given the 

current limited influence of the NPS-FM15 

 At page 23 the guidance document is guilty of the same tautology that plagued previous 

attempts at defining ‘outstanding’, by stating “an outstanding freshwater body is one that is 

exceptional in some way”.  As a statement, this is not particularly helpful. 

 
 
3.4 Regional Policy Statement/Regional Plan 

 Once an OFWB list is inserted into a RPS/RP, councils are required to protect their significant 

values.  Not the OFWB, not its outstanding values, but its significant values!  Does this mean 

councils also have to determine significant values, or do significant and outstanding mean the 

same thing (even if in our view they don’t)? 

 Given the focus in RPS/RP is on protecting values, why make the effort to generate an OFWB list 

at all?  Would it not be simpler to determine, list, then protect outstanding values, leaving out 

the OFWB bit altogether? 

 Given the preceding point an OFWB list appears to have little utility, yet is likely to attract 

considerable community interest, driven by concerns about too few or too many waterbodies on 

the list and what it might mean for future management of those waterbodies.  This will be the 

most emotionally charged and contentious part of the entire OFWB process. 

• The NPS-FM currently only requires councils to protect the water quality and quantity aspects of 

values, admittedly within an ‘integrated management’ construct.  However, the ongoing health 

of a number of values will require protection of more than just water quality and quantity e.g. 

native fish also have physical habitat and migration requirements, which are currently beyond 

the reach of the NPS-FM.   

 ‘Protection’ is within a sustainable management context within the NPS-FM.  This differs from 

the ‘protect and or preserve’ intent of WCO. 

 If the intent of the OFWB provisions is protection of outstanding values within a sustainable 

management context, how is this different to the ‘maintain or improve’ goals of the NPS-FM?  

What additional protection do outstanding values receive under the OFWB provisions, from all 

other values under the NPS-FM?16  

 

  

                                                           
15

 Policies C1 and C2 of the NPS-FM direct councils to adopt an integrated approach to the management of 
waterways.  However, the current NPS-FM provides limited guidance on what this means or looks like, or how it is 
to be achieved.  There are signals these matters might be addressed in future NPS-FM reviews pers. comm. Neil 
Deans. 
16

 The author’s opinion on this point differs from the analysis completed in the first part of this project which  
concluded “Despite some substantial changes to the NPS-FM OFWB provisions over the last seven years, the intent 
to protect OFWBs over other freshwater bodies has remained the same since 2008”.  While this may be the intent, 
the authors do not believe the current wording of the NPS-FM supports this conclusion.  
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3.5 Other matters 

 From our perspective there are a further three omissions from the NPS-FM and associated 

guidance documentation that impact on a council’s ability to implement the OFWB provisions: 

(1) how to integrate current WCO and future WCO waterways, (2) how the OFWB provisions sits 

alongside the WCO process (given the WCO process is the only one to have identified 

outstanding values and OFWB within New Zealand to date), and (3) how to reconcile and 

integrate the Maori world view of water and waterbodies. 

 

 

3.6 Summary 

Given the above it appears poor wording and construction of the OFWB provisions in the NPS-FM has 

turned what was always going to be a difficult task for councils, into one that will be expensive, highly 

contentious, virtually impossible to accomplish, and perhaps most importantly may provide very little in 

the way of additional meaningful protection to waterways. 

 

In response, several councils have already signalled they will be taking a pragmatic approach to their 

OFWB obligations.  For example, some have indicated the only waterways they will consider for 

inclusion on an OFWB list for their region are those with WCO already in place, potentially excluding 

worthy candidate waterways because of the time and cost implications associated with undertaking a 

more thorough investigation.  Another council we are aware of has decided no waterways are worthy of 

OFWB status within their region, despite having done no analysis.  Such responses undermine the intent 

of the NPSFM OFWB provisions. 
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4 Where to from here? 

 

The above summary may seem rather discouraging and that this matter is too complex to resolve.  In 

response, we considered a range of options for addressing the short-comings in the current approach, 

and propose three ways to move forward.  The first involves an approach that gives partial effect to the 

current OFWB provisions, the second involves a tweak to the current OFWB process, while the third is a 

more radical proposition.  The latter two proposals will necessitate changes to the NPS-FM.  It is 

recognised that amending the NPS-FM is neither a simple nor quick proposition. 

 

 

4.1 Proposal 1 

 

This proposal sets out how regional councils could give partial effect to the current OFWB provisions.  

Under this proposal MfE generates and then promulgates a national OFWB list for regional councils to 

adopt into their regional plans.  MfE generates this list in consultation with experts and/or interest 

groups.  This would require the development of national criteria, thresholds and methods. 

 

Any list generated would come with a number of important conditions, namely: 

• It should be generated using previous work as the basis for decision making e.g. WONI, Wild and 

Scenic rivers, WCO, 

• Modern methods of analysis are employed e.g. RiVAS, 

• Would need to provide justification for inclusion for each waterbody (i.e. the values identified), 

and any spatial limits, 

• The focus should be on identifying ‘no-brainer’ waterbodies – those waterbodies whose 

inclusion on an OFWB list is beyond debate17. 

• The list of values assessed would be limited to those analysed in previous work i.e. no Maori 

values, no groundwater values. 

• A council could add to the OFWB list for their region following their own analysis, or as a result 

of community consultation. 

• The list would be incorporated into, and given effect to, via regional plans as intended in the 

NPS-FM. 

 

The generation of an OFWB list, albeit an incomplete one, achieves several aims: 

• Provides guidance to regional councils; 

• Allows regional councils to give partial effect to the OFWB provisions of the NPS-FM; 

• Ensures a nationally agreed set of waterbodies, and consistently applied criteria, are adopted for 

the values assessed, and 

                                                           
17

 The existing data and previously used methods are sufficiently robust to identify obviously outstanding 
waterbodies.  They are not robust enough to make determinations on those sitting on the threshold between 
outstanding/not outstanding.  The challenge has been, and remains to this day, the development of values, 
criteria, thresholds, and methods that allow decisions to be made about those waterbodies on the cusp, so that 
council’s can prepare robust and defensible regional plans.   
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• Reduced litigation of nationally agreed OFWB and their respective outstanding values/features. 

 

But perhaps more importantly, it provides MfE the time required to: 

• Address the shortcomings identified in the OFWB provisions of the NPS-FM, and 

• Either develop: (1) a robust set of values, criteria and methods for regional councils to adopt for 

their own regional planning processes, or (2) a more comprehensive OWFB list for councils to 

adopt (the preferred option). 

 

 

4.2 Proposal 2 

 

Under the second proposal: 

 Generation of an OFWB list is dropped in favour of an obligation on councils via their regional 

plans to concentrate on the identification and subsequent protection of outstanding values in 

their waterbodies. 

 Significant and outstanding are considered synonymous and/or delete reference to significant in 

an OFWB context. 

 The outstanding status of values and waterbodies is determined via a nationally consistent 

process. 

 Consumptive and economic values are not considered as part of the outstanding evaluation.  

Including consumptive/economic values in the OFWB process gives such values double weight – 

firstly as part of the outstandingness test and then again when such values are protected within a 

sustainable management context. 

 Groundwater per se is not included within an outstandingness evaluation given the uncertainty 

that exists for this water body type i.e. lack of evaluation tools. 

 

This approach does not address the two major problems hampering earlier similar exercises i.e. a lack of 

agreed methods, criteria and thresholds for determining outstandingness, and a general lack of 

information about many of the potential values or their component parts.  Our suggestion for 

overcoming these problems is to challenge the ‘owners/champions’ of the various values to do this work 

at a national level and promulgate the results.  Obvious candidates for undertaking this work include 

DOC for biodiversity and geodiversity, Fish and Game for trout and salmon, Whitewater New Zealand for 

rafting and kayaking etc.  This suggestion found favour with NGOs approached during the development 

of this paper. 

 

Each group could adopt the method they think is most appropriate to assess what is outstanding for the 

value(s) they have responsibility for (e.g. RiVAS), or simply rely upon previous work in the space of 

interest (i.e. a more subjective approach).  Critically, the parties would need to define what outstanding 

means for each value, state the data sources used, the methods/criteria/thresholds employed, and then 

present the information in a mapped form.  These values would then be incorporated into regional plans 

by councils, with appropriate corresponding policies/methods. 
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Fortunately quite a lot of this thinking has been done across a wide range of values, but just hasn’t been 

put into a form that could be readily adopted into RPS/RP e.g. the biodiversity and geodiversity material 

from WONI.  The onus would be on the parties to ensure the methodologies used were robust, and the 

results accurate, or they run the risk of having any material generated discredited by policy makers and 

the wider community, e.g. if these parties generated lists containing large numbers of waterbodies. 

 

Such an approach was successfully employed to assess the trout fishing value for inclusion within the 

One Plan in the Manawatu-Whanganui region.  In this case, the trout fishing value was divided into 

outstanding (as per the Rangitikei WCO), regionally important and locally important fisheries, with each 

plotted on a map of the region.  Different water quality and quantity limits were then applied to each 

fishery category. 

 

Under proposal 2, the WCO process would be used to identify and designate OFWB into the future, not 

the NPS-FM.  WCO applications could be made for waterbodies containing a large number of 

outstanding values.  Applications would follow the rationale and process set out in Part 9 of the RMA.  

Gazetted WCO, and their associated outstanding values, would then be provided for through RPS/RP.  

WCO applicants could include the usual non-government organisations, MfE, or even regional councils.  

However, to be truly effective, legislation would need to be amended to ensure regional plans give 

effect to WCO, rather than merely being “not inconsistent with”.  This would protect WCO from 

political/community interference, and council apathy/resistance, thereby providing a much higher level 

of protection to WCO waterbodies than they currently receive. 

 

This approach does not adequately address how to incorporate the Maori world view into an 

assessment of outstanding values.  

 

 

4.3 Proposal 3 

 

The more radical of our proposed solutions is to remove the OFWB provisions from the NPS-FM 

altogether.  As described above, there are many issues with the OFWB process, but perhaps the most 

concerning is that in our opinion the process confers no greater protection to waterbodies and their 

associated values than is achieved through the remainder of the NPS-FM. 

 

Obviously, this is a bold suggestion, and one that may cause consternation amongst policy makers and 

the wider community, given the illusion of higher protection levels will be removed.  However, such 

concerns are ignorant of the size of the challenge facing councils as they attempt to implement the 

current OFWB provisions.  Why persist with a process that some Councils are already struggling with. 
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Wider community concerns about such a move could be addressed through the implementation of a 

government-supported programme to apply for new, and to manage existing, WCO more consistently 

and objectively across the country18.  Under such a scenario, MfE would advance applications for new 

WCO, targeting the obviously outstanding waterbodies identified in Proposal 1 in the first instance.  Our 

investigations suggest a high level of support for a programme of this type to increase the profile and 

status of these special waterbodies, and reduce the financial and workload burden on non-government 

agencies19, albeit shifting this burden onto MfE (and the taxpayer).  To be truly effective, this approach 

would require an amendment to the RMA to require councils to ‘give effect to’ WCO. 

 

This approach avoids the need to incorporate the Maori world view within an assessment of outstanding 

values.  It does not, however, remove the need to consider the Maori world view within the wider NPS-

FM. 

 

  

                                                           
18

 By way of context, a 10-year programme, with a budget of $20M could secure up to a further 10 WCO, and provide 
significant financial support for the maintenance and protection of the outstanding values of the existing 15 WCO.  
Focussing on obtaining WCO protection for our obviously outstanding (pristine/least modified) catchments would 
align such a programme with the wider community’s perception of OFWB. 
19

 DOC, Fish & Game, Jet Boating New Zealand, Whitewater New Zealand 
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5 Summary and Recommendations 

 

The Catalyst Group were engaged by Hawke’s Bay Regional Council to undertake an appraisal of existing 

approaches, values, methods of assessment, and thresholds to identify outstanding freshwater values 

and waterbodies, assess the pros and cons of each, and prepare a think piece recommending a list of 

criteria, thresholds, and preferred techniques to enable Councils to identify outstanding freshwater 

bodies (OFWB). 

 

This work was part of the Community Environment Fund20 ‘Outstanding Waterbodies Project’ being 

undertaken by Hawke’s Bay Regional Council, Auckland Council, and the Ministry for the Environment.  

The overall aim of this project was to develop clear and consistent criteria for assessing and identifying 

freshwater outstanding water bodies, to assist with the implementation of the National Policy 

Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (NPS-FM). 

 

The project goals shifted with time (with the agreement of the clients) in response to the results of our 

investigations and feedback received people interviewed as part of this project.  The emphasis shifted 

away from identifying and recommending values/criteria/thresholds/methods, towards a critique of the 

NPS-FM OFWB provisions and suggesting solutions on how councils could move forward on their OFWB 

responsibilities.  

 

Our study determined: 

 Available values, criteria, thresholds and methods for determining outstanding freshwater 

values and waterbodies lack the precision and rigour to presently enable councils to create 

comprehensive OFWB lists at a national/regional scale.  Several factors contribute to this 

situation including data limitations, lack of a methodology for a range of values and water 

resources (e.g. groundwater), a heavy reliance upon expert opinion, and the inconsistency of 

outstandingness with the Maori world view of water.  In a practical sense, the available 

methodological framework makes it possible to classify a large proportion of New Zealand’s 

waterbodies as either outstanding or not outstanding, but a lack of precision leaves a sizeable 

number of waterbodies in the ‘unsure’ category.  These ‘unsure’ waterbodies will likely be the 

focus of considerable community conflict between non-consumptive/consumptive uses and 

users in regional plan development processes.  As such, a potentially significant issue is created 

for which there are currently no tools available to enable councils to generate a solution. 

 The wording in the NPS-FM is confusing, and provides poor guidance to councils on how to 

undertake the OFWB identification process, and what to do with OFWB when identified.  Whilst 

it is not the intent, in our view the current wording in the NPS-FM does not confer any greater 

status or protection to OFWB than any other waterbody. 

 

We believe the above matters put council’s in the unenviable position of having to give effect to an 

unworkable NPS-FM.  It is not surprising therefore that some councils have indicated they will be taking 

a rather pragmatic approach to implement the OFWB provisions of NPS-FM, while others have indicated 

they are unwilling to move on this matter until better guidance is provided.   

 

                                                           
20

 Community Environment Fund Round 6 – administered by the Ministry for the Environment 
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Despite this response, there is a real appetite amongst some councils and NGOs spoken to as part of this 

project, to resolve the above issues and ensure our most special waterways are protected. 

 

We have suggested three proposals in this think piece to overcome the above issues.  Our proposals 

range from a quick fix solution, through to a more radical longer-term approach: 

 Proposal 1 – MfE generates an OFWB list using existing data sets and methodologies, which 

would allow councils to make some progress, and provide the time necessary to revise the NPS-

FM and develop a nationally agreed set of values, criteria, thresholds and methods. 

 Proposal 2 – the NPS-FM is revised so that the need to identify OFWB is dropped in favour of 

councils listing and protecting outstanding values.  Champions for particular values (e.g. DOC for 

aquatic biodiversity, and Fish & Game for trout) are given the responsibility of identifying where 

these values are outstanding.  

 Proposal 3 – the NPS-FM is revised to remove the OFWB provisions altogether, in favour of 

greater reliance on the WCO provisions in the RMA.  

 

 

Irrespective of what option, or combination of options, is chosen further work is required in this space 

before councils can give effect to the OFWB provisions in the NPS-FM, and protect our most special 

waterbodies as envisioned.  The authors do not feel this extra work is difficult, expensive, or time-

consuming, but it will require the involvement of the right people/organisations, and the 

willingness/commitment of those people to make some tough decisions.  Otherwise the likelihood of 

meaningful resolution of this issue is low. 
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1. Introduction 

 

 

1.1 PURPOSE  
The purpose of this report is to inform the review 

of the Regional Freshwater Plan for Taranaki (2001) 

by assessing, evaluating and identifying 

freshwater bodies determined to be 

‘outstanding’.  

 

The report also identifies freshwater bodies not 

otherwise identified as ‘outstanding’ but still 

considered to be ‘regionally significant’ for their 

natural character, features, and/or amenity, 

recreational, fishery, ecological, cultural or 

historical associations. 

 

1.2 BACKGROUND 
This report has been prepared by the Taranaki 

Regional Council (the Council) to identify water 

bodies that contain outstanding or regionally 

significant instream values.  

 

An outstanding freshwater body is one that is 

exceptional in some way.  That is, in accordance 

with Section 6(b) of the Resource Management 

Act 1991 (RMA) and in light of the National Policy 

Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 

(NPSFM), the water body has attributes and 

values that are more than significant at a local or 

regional scale. 

 

The NPSFM defines outstanding freshwater 

bodies as those: 
 

“…identified in a regional policy statement or plan 

as having outstanding values – including ecological, 

landscape, recreational and spiritual values.” 

 

The NPSFM does not provide guidance on how 

those values should be assessed. However, 

through case law1, the Courts have provided the 

following meaning: 
 

                                                           
1 Wakatipu Environmental Society and others v 
Queenstown-Lakes District Council [2000] C180/99. 

“‘Outstanding’ means conspicuous, eminent, 

especially because of excellence and remarkable in.”   

 

The NPSFM contains objectives and policies 

requiring the significant values of those bodies to 

be protected.  Protecting outstanding water 

bodies means meeting a high threshold, and 

there is only likely to be a small number of 

outstanding water bodies identified by regional 

councils across the country. Outstanding 

freshwater bodies are eligible for special 

protections to sustain and manage these features.   

 

Previous studies and public processes associated 

with the development of the current Freshwater 

Plan and the review of the Regional Policy 

Statement for Taranaki (RPS) already identify 

water bodies of high quality or high value for 

their natural, ecological and amenity values. 

Therefore as part of the review of the Freshwater 

Plan, and for the purposes of aligning and giving 

effect to the NPSFM, the Council has re-

evaluated those water bodies in relation to their 

characteristics and features that display a 

combination of natural elements, patterns and 

processes that are clearly superior to others in 

their extent, intactness, integrity and lack of built 

structures and other modifications. There is 

consensus in reviewed literature that there will 

only be a small number of outstanding 

freshwater bodies throughout New Zealand as a 

result of the NPSFM.2 

 

Water bodies not otherwise identified as 

‘outstanding’ may still be identified as significant 

for which adverse effects resulting from activities 

must be avoided, remedied or mitigated via Plan 

policies, rules and the resource consents process.

                                                           
2 Ministry for the Environment, December 2015. 
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“The NPSFM defines outstanding freshwater 

bodies as those“…identified in a regional policy 

statement or plan as having outstanding values – 

including ecological, landscape, recreational and 

spiritual values.” 
 

 

1.3 STUDY METHODOLOGY  
This report summarises the findings of an 

assessment study and targeted consultation to 

identify water bodies considered to have 

outstanding or regionally significant freshwater 

values in the Taranaki region.  

 

As part of this exercise, the Council initially 

undertook a desktop exercise to examine and 

build on previous work and evaluations 

identifying natural character and other 

freshwater values, including those that 

contributed to the current Regional Freshwater 

Plan for Taranaki and the RPS (refer sections 2.2.4 

and 2.2.5). 

 

In the absence of national guidance on criteria for 

evaluating and determining ‘outstanding’ 

attributes and values, the Council has, firstly, 

reviewed existing case law and best practice 

methodologies for determining outstanding 

natural features and landscapes (i.e. section 6(b) 

RMA matters), and other relevant studies and 

guidance notes (e.g. Quality Planning website, 

Lincoln University, and the Department of 

Conservation. Secondly, it has evaluated water 

bodies to identify attributes and values that are 

‘outstanding’ or ‘significance’ that may require 

an added level of protection.  

 

The assessment of outstanding or significant 

water bodies involved the following steps: 

1. Research selected water bodies identified as 

outstanding in the current Freshwater Plan, 

RPS, and other public review processes, 

including previous landscape assessments 

(district and regional level). 

2. Collate relevant GIS data and technical 

information, including topo maps, aerial 

imagery of candidate freshwater bodies, 

geology, land cover, recorded natural areas, 

consents database. 

3. Develop assessment criteria for natural 

character and other freshwater values (refer 

to section 3.4, Table 1). 

4. Evaluate values of candidate freshwater 

bodies through the assessment criteria to:  

 Identify key attributes and values for 

water bodies with outstanding natural 

character, landscapes and features, and 

associative values; or 

 Identify water bodies not otherwise 

identified as ‘outstanding’ but 
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nevertheless having regionally 

significant freshwater values. 

5. Prepare draft report summarizing the above 

for targeted consultation. 

6. Include input from targeted consultation 

into a revised report to inform section 32 

analysis and Proposed Plan.  

 

Initial information and preliminary finding of the 

desktop study were also informed by 

stakeholder feedback on a draft Freshwater and 

Land Management Plan for Taranaki. A draft report 

was prepared and forwarded to 24 key 

organisations with a broad range of interest and 

expertise in freshwater values for their input and 

feedback. These being: 

Department of Conservation 

Fish and Game New Zealand 

North Taranaki Branch of Royal Forest and 

Bird 

South Taranaki Branch of Royal Forest and 

Bird 

Rotokare Scenic Reserve Trust 

Methanex 

Ngati Tama 

Ngati Mutunga 

Te Atiawa 

Ngati Te Whiti hapu 

Ngati Tawhirikura hapu 

Puketapu hapu 

Pukerangiora hapu 

Otaraua hapu 

Ngati Rahiri Management Committee 

Manukorihi hapu 

Ngati Tuparikino 

Taranaki iwi 

Ngāruahine 

Ngati Ruanui 

Ngaa Rauru 

New Plymouth District Council 

South Taranaki District Council 

Stratford District Council. 

 

Responses were received from the Rotokare 

Scenic Reserve Trust, Fish and Game, 

Department of Conservation, and Stratford 

District Council. As appropriate, comments and 

information relating to the identification of 

freshwater values have been included in this 

report.  

 

Copies of all feedback received from the targeted 

consultation are included as Appendix I.  

 

1.4 STRUCTURE 
This report contains six sections.  

 

Section 1 introduces the report, including its 

purpose, the scope and methodology of the 

study, and the report’s structure. 

 

Section 2 outlines the statutory and planning 

context for identifying outstanding freshwater 

bodies, including an overview of freshwater 

resources within the Taranaki region, and 

statutory considerations for assessing and 

evaluating, in particular, outstanding or 

significant natural character and freshwater 

values. 

 

Section 3 outlines the criteria for assessing and 

evaluating outstanding natural character and 

other freshwater values.   

 

Section 4 identifies water bodies considered to 

have outstanding or nearly outstanding natural 

character and biophysical, sensory and 

associative values, including a summary of their 

values and attributes.  

 

Section 5 identifies other Taranaki water bodies 

assessed as having regionally significant values 

that though they did not trigger the outstanding 

criterion nevertheless contain regionally 

important natural character, features, and/or 

amenity, recreational, fishery, ecological, cultural 

or historical associations that should be 

recognised and provided for.  

 

Section 6 summarises the report’s findings and 

recommendations for identifying outstanding 

freshwater bodies and/or regionally significant 

values. 

 

Appendices are presented at the back of the 

report, including feedback received on the draft 

report. 
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Water flowing over rocks 
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Taranaki’s landscape is dissected by more 

than 20,000 kilometres of rivers and streams. 

2. Overview 

 

 

2.1 THE TARANAKI CONTEXT 
Taranaki has 20,000 kilometres of waterways and 

no less than 530 named rivers and streams. 

Taranaki also has 19 lakes with an area greater 

than eight hectares and over 1,200 wetlands. 

 
Over 300 rivers flow from the flanks of Mount 

Taranaki in a distinctive radial pattern across the 

ring plain. Typically ring plain rivers are short, 

small and fast-flowing. Egmont National Park 

acts as a huge reservoir, supplying a steady flow 

of water to ring plain rivers even during 

prolonged dry periods.  

 

By contrast, hill country rivers display a branch-

like (‘dendritic’) pattern of drainage. Hill country 

rivers typically are much longer, have 

short tributaries and are contained by 

narrow valleys that carry relatively 

high sediment loads as a result of 

erosion. 

 

The natural form and character of 

most Taranaki freshwater bodies has 

been modified over time, to varying 

degrees, by human activities.  

 

Those water bodies with the greatest 

degree of remnant natural character 

(least modified) largely lie within the 

upper catchments of Mount Taranaki 

or the eastern hill country.  

 

Rivers, lakes and wetlands with a 

high degree of natural character are 

likely to be more adversely impacted 

upon by use and development 

activities than those that have already 

been substantially modified. 

 

Upper catchment ring plain and forested eastern 

hill country streams or rivers are generally the 

least modified and are characterised by high 

water quality, high macroinvertebrate 

community index (MCI) scores, and fish 

communities which contain a higher proportion 

of migrating fish that have good climbing 

abilities (such as koaro and longfinned eels).  

 

Mid catchment ring plain rivers and streams 

usually have water that displays more nutrient 

enrichment, mid-range MCI scores and a diverse 

fish community, including some species with 

climbing abilities. Land uses in these river and 

stream catchments are generally more intensive 

and there is less riparian vegetation.  
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In lower catchment ring plain streams, water 

bodies are more likely to be modified and have 

elevated nutrient levels. While these reaches 

have generally lower MCI scores (compared to 

the upper reaches), there is still the potential for 

high fish diversity including those with poor 

climbing abilities such as mullet and inanga 

species. Generally lower ring plain reaches occur 

with an intensively farmed landscape where 

there is less riparian vegetation in comparison to 

the upper reaches.  

 

In lower catchment hill country streams and 

rivers there is generally discolouration due to 

high sediment loads, and low MCI scores.  

 

Our rivers, lakes and wetlands are an important 

and valued part of Taranaki’s environment and 

quality of life. They contribute to the region’s 

environmental, economic, cultural and social 

wellbeing. Freshwater values and uses associated 

with Taranaki’s rivers, lakes, and wetlands (and 

aquifers) can be broadly categorised into 

consumptive and instream values and include: 3 

 natural form and character 

 ecosystem health, including the health and 

mauri of water 

 contact recreation (swimming) 

 secondary contact recreation (e.g. wading or 

boating) 

 food production and harvesting, including 

mahinga kai 

 recreational fisheries (e.g. trout and 

whitebaiting) 

 fish (trout and inanga) spawning 

 places, sites and areas with significant 

indigenous biodiversity values (e.g. 

threatened ecosystems such as wetlands and 

habitat for nationally threatened or 

regionally distinctive indigenous species) 

 places, sites and areas of special cultural, 

spiritual, historical, and traditional 

significance to iwi, e.g. taonga, wāhi tapu, 

                                                           
3 The following values and uses for water are derived 
from the Government’s national objectives framework set 
out in Appendix I of the NPSFM. 

wāhi taonga and wāhi tūpuna 

 community water supply 

 abstractions for stock watering and fire 

fighting purposes 

 abstractions for commercial and industrial 

processes 

 abstractions for land irrigation 

 hydro electricity generation 

 other – includes other places, sites and areas 

with social, cultural, historical and amenity 

values.  

 

Within any water body there maybe multiple 

sometimes conflicting values and uses.4 

Freshwater values can vary in their significance, 

and/or that may apply to the whole water body 

or part of the water body.  

 

 

 

 

 

“The natural form and character of 

many rivers, lakes and wetlands in 

Taranaki have been modified over 

time, to varying degrees, by human 

activities.” 

 

 

 

                                                           
4 Consumptive values relating to freshwater use and 

development activities such as abstractions for 

community water supply, stock watering and fire 

fighting purposes, land irrigation and hydroelectricity 

generation,  are not addressed in this report but 

nevertheless may have a bearing on the freshwater 

attributes and instream values.  
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2.2 STATUTORY CONTEXT 
2.2.1 Resource Management Act 1991 

The stated purpose of the Resource Management 

Act 1991 (RMA), outlined in Section 5, is to 

promote the sustainable management of natural 

and physical resources. Included within this 

purpose is the need to avoid, remedy or mitigate 

any adverse effects of activities on the 

environment. 

 

While the RMA is silent on the term ‘outstanding 

freshwater bodies’, Section 6(b) of the RMA 

requires the Council to recognise and provide for 

the protection of outstanding natural features 

and landscapes from inappropriate use and 

development. 

 

Part 3 of the RMA (sections 9 to 16) outlines the 

duties and restrictions that relate to the use of 

natural and physical resources that govern the 

way in which regional councils and territorial 

authorities manage their respective regulatory 

responsibilities. 

 

Section 9 of the RMA addresses restrictions on 

the use of land. A resource consent is only 

required if the activity contravenes a regional 

rule, for example, if an activity does not comply 

with the standards, terms or conditions of a 

permitted activity rule.  

 

Under section 30 of the RMA [functions of 

regional councils], regional councils are 

responsible for controlling discharges of 

contaminants to the environment, the use of 

water, uses of river and lake beds, activities in 

the coastal marine area and control of the use of 

land for purposes such as soil conservation and 

water quality. 

 

Section 65 of the Act allows a regional council to 

prepare a regional plan for the whole or parts of 

its region. Such a plan must:  

 give effect to national policy statements and 

RMA provisions for regional water quality 

plans (sections 63-70) 

 be consistent with the relevant regional 

policy statement and other regional plans. 

 

2.2.2 Water conservation orders 

Part 9 of the RMA sets out a mechanism – water 

conservation orders – that give primacy to the 

conservation of outstanding scenic and amenity 

values. Their purpose is to provide for “…the 

preservation as far as possible in its natural state of 

any water body that is considered to be outstanding” 

and protect particular characteristics that a 

waterbody has (or contributes to), which are 

considered to be outstanding. 

 

Freshwater body characteristics to be protected 

may include: 

 habitat of terrestrial or freshwater species 

 fisheries (indigenous, trout or salmon) 

 wild, scenic or other natural characteristics 

 scientific and ecological values 

 recreational, historical, spiritual or cultural 

values 

 characteristics of outstanding significance in 

accordance with tikanga Māori.5 

 

To be included in a water conservation order, a 

water body either has to be itself outstanding in a 

national context, or contain outstanding 

characteristics or features, or contribute in some 

significant way to outstanding characteristics or 

features. 

 

The test as to what is outstanding is a 

“reasonably rigorous” one. Before a feature or 

characteristic can qualify as outstanding, it needs 

to be quite out of the ordinary on a national 

basis. 

 

Of note, Taranaki had the first local conservation 

order (refer sections 2.2.5 and 4.1 below), which 

was granted in 1985. 

 

2.2.3 National Policy Statement 
Freshwater Management 2014 

National policy statements are regulations issued 

under sections 45 and 46 of the RMA by the 

Government. National policy statements set out 

                                                           
5 A water conservation order may extend to an entire 

river system, including parts of the system that are not 

in themselves outstanding, but that contribute to the 

integrity of the system. 
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objectives and policies for matters of national 

significance, which regional plans must give 

effect to, to ensure national consistency on their 

subject matter. Of particular relevance to this 

report is the National Policy Statement for 

Freshwater Management 2014 (NPSFM). 

 

The NPSFM introduces the concept of 

‘outstanding freshwater bodies’. The NPSFM 

defines outstanding freshwater bodies as those 

“…identified in a regional policy statement or plan as 

having outstanding values – including ecological, 

landscape, recreational and spiritual values.”6 

 

Of particular relevance to this report are 

Objectives A2 and B4 of the NPSFM that 

acknowledges there are a small number of 

outstanding waterbodies across New Zealand 

that are exceptional in relation to one particular 

feature, or which may have a number of 

outstanding features or values that should be 

protected. 

 

Objectives A2 and B4 of the NPSFM reads: 
 

Objective A2: 

“..The overall quality of fresh water within a region 

is maintained or improved while: 

(a)  protecting the quality of outstanding freshwater 

bodies…”. 
 

Objective B4: 

“To protect significant values of wetlands and of 

outstanding freshwater bodies.” 

 

Ministry for the Environment guidance on the 

implementation of the NPSFM7 notes that 

protecting outstanding waterbodies (and 

significant wetlands) is a high threshold, and 

there is only likely to be a small number of 

outstanding freshwater bodies identified by 

regional councils across the country. It generally 

means that adverse effects on the quality and 

values of the outstanding freshwater body must 

be avoided.  

 

Regional communities will determine which 

water bodies are outstanding through the 

                                                           
6 The majority of these values are attributes of natural 

character, features or landscapes.  However some highly 

valued recreational sites maybe modified environments, 

with a low level of naturalness. 
7 Ministry for the Environment. 2014A. 

regional objective-setting process. Through this 

process it is intended to create additional 

protection for those water bodies that are 

considered outstanding. 

 

2.2.4 The Regional Policy Statement for 
Taranaki 

The Regional Policy Statement for Taranaki 2010 

(the RPS) sets out broad objectives and policies 

for the Taranaki region to promote integrated 

management in the region. Both regional and 

district plans must give effect to the RPS. 

 

The RPS identifies the protection of outstanding 

natural features and landscapes from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development, 

as an issue of regional significance.   

 

The RPS includes policies and methods of 

implementation to achieve its objectives. Of 

particular relevance is NFL Policy 1(d), which 

seeks to protect outstanding natural features and 

landscapes. These are areas that contain natural 

features and landscapes that are ‘outstanding’ 

and of national or regional significance. 

 

NFL Policy 1(d) reads: 
 

“NFL POLICY 1: Nationally and regionally 

outstanding natural features and landscapes 

Outstanding natural features and landscapes are 

to be protected from inappropriate subdivision, use 

and development, including protection of: 

…(d) the natural character and features and 

landscapes of regional significance associated with 

Taranaki rivers and lakes and their margin”. 

 

The RPS explicitly identifies two rivers and one 

lake as being outstanding in their natural values, 

features and landscapes, these are: 

 the Hangatahua (Stony) River 

 the Maketawa Stream, and 

 Lake Rotokare.8  

 

                                                           
8 NFL Policy 2 of the RPS recognises that other natural 
areas, features or landscapes, while they may not be 
outstanding, nevertheless may still be of value to the 
region, e.g. wetlands and other, or waterbodies with 
significant amenity, ecological, cultural or historical 
values. 
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WAL Policy 2 further recognises some 

waterbodies as having high natural, ecological, 

cultural or other values – such as the 

Hangatahua (Stony), Maketawa and Manganui 

catchments – and seeks to maintain those high 

natural values. 

 

Appendix II of the RPS sets out a schedule of 42 

rivers and streams identified as having high 

natural, ecological and amenity values. They are 

based upon those identified in the Freshwater 

Plan, which was developed with considerable 

public input in 2001.  

 

2.2.5 Regional Freshwater Plan for 
Taranaki 2001 

The operative Freshwater Plan provides a 

framework through which the Council can make 

decisions to allow for the appropriate use of 

fresh water, while avoiding, remedying or 

mitigating adverse environmental effects.  

 

Objective 3.1.1 of the Freshwater Plan (and 

supporting policies and rules) recognise and 

provide for the protection of the waters of the 

Hangatahua (Stony) River catchment. Prior to the 

Plan the Hangatahua (Stony) River was 

protected by the former Local Water 

Conservation (Stony (Hangatahua) River) Notice 

1985. This Notice protected the waters of the 

Hangatahua (Stony) River for their outstanding 

natural characteristics and features, including 

regionally important fisheries and angling 

values, scenic, recreational, historical and 

educational values, and its special importance to 

tangata whenua. The Hangatahua (Stony) River 

Local Water Conservation Notice was replaced 

by the provisions of this Plan. Continuing 

community support for the ongoing protection of 

the Hangatahua (Stony) River was confirmed 

following the review of the RPS in 2010.  

 

Policy 3.1.1 seeks to retain as far as possible in 

their natural state, the quantities levels and rates 

of flow of water and the quality of water within 

the Hangatahua (Stony) catchment.  

 

In addition to the objectives and policies seeking 

to protect the Hangatahua (Stony) River, Policy 

6.1.1 of the Freshwater Plan identified two other 

catchments or reaches where the taking and use 

of water is prohibited – these are the Maketawa 

Stream and parts of the Manganui River. Existing 

natural flows are a major contributor to the 

regional significance of these waterways for their 

natural character, scenic or amenity values. 

 

Policy 6.1.1 of the Freshwater Plan reads: 
 

POL 6.1.1 

The Taranaki Regional Council will prohibit the 

taking and use of water in the catchments or reaches 

listed in Table 1, except for minor takes and where 

the taking or use is necessary to meet an 

individual’s reasonable domestic or stock water 

needs or for fire-fighting purposes. 
 

Table 1: Catchments or reaches where 
taking and use of water will be prohibited 

Catchment  Reach 

Maketawa Stream 
catchment except Ngatoro 
Stream …. 

To confluence with Manganui 
River 

Manganui River except Te 
Popo Stream catchment 

Catchment above 100 m above 
weir (located at NZMS 260 Q19: 
202-200) 

 

 

Of note Appendix IA of the Freshwater Plan 

schedules 42 rivers and streams identified by the 

community as having of high natural, ecological 

and amenity values.  The values reflected include 

water quality, recreational and fishery values, 

and aesthetic and scenic values (refer Appendix 

II of this report).  

 
 

Appendix III of this report sets out a summary 

of the current policy framework in the 

Freshwater Plan, RPS and the NPSFM relating to 

the management of water bodies with 

outstanding or high natural, ecological and 

amenity values. 
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“The NPSFM introduces the concept of outstanding 

freshwater bodies…adverse effects on the quality and 

values of the outstanding freshwater bodies must be 

avoided.” 
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3. Assessment factors for determining natural character, 
outstanding features, landscapes and values 

 

 

3.1 WHAT IS NATURAL? 
Natural character is a very useful starting point 

in relation to any landscape assessment. Natural 

character is a term used to describe the level of 

‘naturalness’ of the environment. Different 

rivers, lakes and wetlands have different levels 

of natural character remaining.  

 

Neither the RMA nor the NPSFM define the term 

natural character. However, there are various 

working definitions established by case law and 

the expert community that makes it quite clear 

that the term has a broad application and does 

not necessarily mean pristine or unmodified (in 

Taranaki, pasture is a significant component of 

the landscape as well as a large part of the 

region’s identity or sense of place).  

 

Building on case law and a previous definition 

from the Ministry for the Environment9  a 

workshop10 confirmed acceptance of the 

following definition that is both useful and 

workable: 
 

“Natural character is the term used to describe the 

natural elements of all [coastal] environments.  The 

degree or level of natural character within an 

environment depends on: 

1. The extent to which the natural elements, 

patterns and processes occur; 

2. The nature and extent of modification to the 

ecosystems and landscape/seascape; 

3. The degree of natural character is highest where 

there is least modification; 

4. The effect of different types of modification upon 

natural character varies with context and may 

be perceived differently by different parts of the 

community.” 

 

The term ‘naturalness’ has been discussed in 

numerous Environment Court decisions 

                                                           
9 Ministry for the Environment, 2002.   
10 Department of Conservation, 2012.  

including Long Bay Okura Park Society v North 

Shore City Council [2008] A078/08, which stated 

the following definition of natural: 
 

“The list of criteria of naturalness under section 

6(b) of the RMA includes: 

 relatively unmodified and legible physical 

landform and relief; 

 the landscape being uncluttered by structures 

and/or obvious human influence; 

 the presence of water (lake, river, sea); 

 the presence of vegetation (especially native 

vegetation) and other ecological patterns. 
 

The absence or compromised presence of one or more 

of these criteria does not mean that the landscape or 

coastal environment is non-natural, just that it is 

less natural.  There is a spectrum of naturalness 

from a pristine natural landscape to a cityscape, and 

a ‘cultured nature’ landscape can still be an 

outstanding natural.” 

 

In relation to what might constitute ‘natural 

elements, patterns and processes’, in evidence 

presented to the New Zealand Coastal Policy 

Statement Board of Inquiry on behalf of Future 

Ocean Beach Trust, the following definitions 

were provided:  
 

“…Natural elements: natural elements are the 

products of ecological, erosional and depositional 

processes; the biophysical characteristics of the 

landscape, such as landforms, rock outcrops, 

hydrological features and vegetation communities; 
 

Natural patterns: patterns are formed through the 

interactions between landscape elements and the 

processes operating on them.  Patterns are apparent 

though the interactions of plants, soils, aspect and 

slope, or through the erosion of the coastline through 

wave action.  The regimented character of a forestry 

plantation or apple orchard compared with the 

apparently random patterns of trees in an 

indigenous forest, illustrates how natural and 

unnatural patterns might be understood; and 
 

Natural processes: natural processes are the 

dynamic processes at work on the biophysical 
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landscape, shaping landform and vegetation 

communities through processes of erosion and 

deposition, soil forming processes, colonisation and 

succession, regeneration and energy and nutrient 

flows.” 

 

 

 

 

 
 

“Usually an outstanding natural 

landscape should be obvious (in 

general terms) that there is no need 

for expert analysis.” 

 

 

 

3.2 DETERMINING THE LEVEL OF 
NATURAL CHARACTER  

Natural character is assessed along a continuum, 

or scale – from pristine wilderness (where no 

evidence of human intervention is apparent) to 

wholly developed (where little evidence of 

natural character remains).  

 

In Harrison v Tasman District Council [1993] 

W42/93 the Court determined that “…the word 

‘natural’ does not necessarily equate with the word 

‘pristine’ except in so far as landscape in a pristine 

state is probably rarer and of more value than 

landscape in a natural state.   

 

The degree of natural character (e.g. pristine, 

high, low, etc) will vary significantly between 

different waterbodies and indeed even within 

waterbodies the degree of natural character may 

differ. It is generally accepted that the extent to 

which natural elements, patterns and processes 

occur; and the extent to which these factors are 

modified by human intervention, will determine 

the extent of a waterbody’s natural character11. 

 

Figure 1 below describes this continuum of low 

to high natural character. 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Degree to which natural character is 
present 
 

 

                                                           
11 Brook Weatherwell-Johnson and others v Tasman 
District Council [1996] W181/96. 
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3.3 OUTSTANDING VERSUS HIGH 
VALUES 

The term ‘outstanding’ is a comparative 

evaluative term meaning to be conspicuous, 

eminent, exceptional, remarkable, clearly 

superior to others in the same group or 

category12.  

 

Usually for something to be outstanding it 

should be obvious (in general terms) to the 

community and there is no need for expert 

analysis. Accordingly, consideration should be 

given to whether the combined significance of 

the relevant attributes meets the threshold of 

‘outstanding’ when compared to other 

freshwater bodies.  

 

For freshwater bodies identified as outstanding, 

regional plan policies and rules will be seeking 

the retention / protection of their significant 

values. Policies and rules would largely prohibit 

use and development activities in those 

waterbodies (e.g. the taking of water, 

discharging to water, damming or instream 

works would be a non-complying or prohibited 

activity under the RMA).  

 

Factors that might limit the feasibility of 

protecting a particular river, reach or lake might 

include significant abstractions or diversions 

(e.g. community water supply or hydroelectricity 

generation) or discharges (including the number 

of industrial or farm dairy discharges to water). 

 

Notwithstanding that, water bodies not 

otherwise identified as ‘outstanding’ can still 

have regionally or locally significant values (e.g. 

at a whanau, local, iwi, district or regional level) 

that may need to be recognised and provided for 

in management decisions. 

 

‘Significant’ water bodies, where values are 

known, are proposed to be scheduled in a 

revised Freshwater Plan. However, decisions in 

prioritising between conflicting uses/values 

and/or balancing between use and development 

and protection of specific values are then made 

on a case-by-case basis through the individual 

consenting processes. 

                                                           
12 Boffa Miskell Limited 2011 internal workshop. 

3.4 EXPLANATION OF ATTRIBUTES FOR 
ASSESSING OUTSTANDING 
FRESHWATER VALUES 

Recognising the subjectivity of landscape 

assessments and any ‘weighing’ given to various 

values, the following biophysical and sensory 

and associative attributes were selected to assist 

the study in identifying, comparing and 

evaluating the values of different water bodies. 

 

Biophysical attributes 
Biophysical attributes comprise of: 

 Physical (abiotic) systems and landforms 

including river channel or lake bed, riparian 

edge and wider landscape character, 

including degree of modification of the 

freshwater body 

 Living (biotic) systems including diversity and 

condition of the freshwater body and 

associated ecological processes. 

 

Biotic and abiotic factors combine to create an 

ecosystem. Accordingly, the two are interrelated 

and it is their collective whole which defines the 

biophysical characteristics of an area.  

 

Sensory and associative attributes 
Freshwater bodies were further assessed in terms 

of the human associative values (i.e. their 

sensory or associative attributes) of the 

waterbody.   Sensory or associative attributes 

comprise of:  

 legibility or expressiveness: formative natural 

processes or historical influences which 

helped create the feature or landscape are 

clearly displayed in the landscape (i.e. it is 

easy to “read” the processes that formed a 

landscape) 

 naturalness: the landscape/feature displays 

rugged, untamed characteristics and appears 

to be largely unmodified by human 

intervention such as built structures, 

discharges, changes to flow regimes, 

earthworks and reclamation 

 vividness: the way in which a 

feature/landscape remains in the memory 

and may form part of a person’s recollection 

of an area. The landscape/feature is visually 
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striking,  and may be iconic or symbolic to 

the area 

 coherence: the patterns of land cover and land 

use are largely in harmony with the 

underlying natural pattern of the landform 

 transient values: how the regular occurrence 

of transient features such as seasonal 

changes in natural water level fluctuations or 

the presence of wildlife, contribute to the 

character of the feature or landscape 

 shared and recognised values: the features and 

values of the water body are widely known 

and highly valued by the local and wider 

community for its contribution to a sense of 

place or are recognised as being regionally 

important for their fishery, angling and 

recreational features, or scientific or 

educational features. 

 tangata whenua values: values to tangata 

whenua are inherent in the feature or 

landscape and add to the feature or 

landscape being recognised as a special or 

widely known place 

 historical associations: knowledge of historic 

activities that occurred in or around the 

feature or landscape is widely held and 

substantially influences and adds to the 

value the community places on the feature or 

landscape.   

 

The assessment framework in Table 1 overleaf 

outlines key attributes and parameters that were 

considered as part of the assessment of the extent 

of natural elements, patterns and processes and 

the significance of biophysical, associative and 

sensory values. 

 

As part of the assessment, the relative values of 

attributes are considered having regard to a five-

point scale– ranging from very low to very high 

– alongside a description of the biophysical, 

associative and sensory values identified. Note 

the scale is indicative only for comparative 

purposes, it is not necessary for a waterbody to 

score 5 in all three categories to be considered 

outstanding.  

 

 

“Outstanding’ is a comparative 

evaluative term meaning to be 

conspicuous, eminent, exceptional, 

remarkable, clearly superior to 

others in the same group or 

category”. 

 

 

 

 

 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

Very low Low Moderate High Very high 

 

Low levels of natural character  Overwhelmingly natural based on natural 

 elements, patterns and processes 
 

Very high levels of modification  Very low or no levels of modification 

 
 

Few known or recognised values  Broad range of widely recognised nationally 
   and regionally significant values 
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Table 1: Framework for assessing the significance of freshwater biophysical, sensory and associative values  

Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) Information sources 

Biophysical River channel or lake bed Modification to cross section (e.g. slope-banks) and long section 

(e.g. cut through meanders). This also includes changes to a 

river bed width (e.g. narrowing of the channel), which is 

commonly undertaken in modified rivers with valuable land 

adjacent.  

Changes to the bed sediment should also be taken account of 

in this attribute. 

 

1= Very highly modified water body (i.e. straightened and channelised, 

often with concrete or rock fill banks) often within an urban context 

2= A highly modified channel shape or width but with semi natural reaches 

or channel shapes in some areas 

3= Waterbody displays a patchwork with moderate natural channel shape 

in places together with many human influences such as long stretches of 

stream realignment 

4= A highly natural water body displaying occasional pockets or individual 

minor modifications to its channel/bed shape (i.e. small stretches of 

stream realignment) 

5= A very highly natural water body with no or very few modifications to its 

channel/bed shape. 

Aerial photographs 

TRC, NIWA, and other data 

Site visits 

Degree of modification of flow regime Hydrological information on a rivers’ low, median and mean 

flows assist in determining natural character. 

Substantial flow that appears to fit the nature and scale of the 

channel may suggest a higher degree of natural character.  

Dewatered bed or ‘misfit’ flows suggest upstream diversions, 

which reduce natural character. 

1=Very highly modified or diverted flow/water-take (e.g. large-scale dams; 

takes averaging 50% or more of median flow) 

2=Highly modified or diverted flow (e.g. small-scale dams, irrigation or 

flood channels) 

3= Moderately modified or diverted flow (e.g. several irrigation takes 

taking a moderate proportion of MALF) 

4= Relatively low levels of modified or diverted flow (e.g. few irrigation 

takes taking minor proportion (<5%) of low flow) 

5= Highly natural flow regime with no modifications to the flow pattern. 

Aerial photographs 

TRC, NIWA, and other data 

Site visits 

Water quality Perception of the water quality, especially taking into account 

of visual and biological aspects such as water clarity, ecological 

health, nutrient content, temperature and faecal coliforms. 

1= Very highly contaminated or permanently discoloured water displaying 

very high levels of human induced changes to the water quality with 

limited life supporting capacity 

2= Water usually displaying high levels of contamination mainly from 

adjacent diffuse sources from land use activities (agricultural leaching etc) 

3= Water displaying reasonable levels of naturalness although contains 

occasional high-moderate levels of human induced changes to part of the 

waterway or at some times 

4= Water displaying relatively high levels of water quality with small or 

rare amounts of impurities caused further upstream (e.g. by occasional 

stock crossing or forest harvesting) 

5= Highly natural water quality displaying no human induced change. 

TRC, NIWA, and other data 
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Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) Information sources 

Exotic aquatic flora and fauna  Presence of aquatic flora and fauna within the water body such 

as aquatic weeds, exotic fish (including trout and salmon) and 

algal blooms from human induced factors can reduce the 

natural character of the waterbody. 

Note algal bloom may be evident in some rivers due to seasonal 

low flows.  

1= Freshwater system choked with exotic aquatic flora and fauna 

2= Large areas of introduced flora and fauna (including pest fish) evident 

(in approximately 75% of river) 

3= Occasional stretches (some quite long) of introduced flora and fauna 

evident within waterway (approx. 50% of river) 

4= Small, often isolated pockets of introduced flora and fauna evident(less 

than 20% of total river), however river displaying very high levels of 

naturalness 

5= No evidence of introduced flora or fauna within the water channel. 

TRC, DOC, NIWA, and 

other data 

REC system 

Site visits 

Native aquatic flora and fauna Presence and diversity of native aquatic flora and fauna, 

including habitats for nationally threatened or regionally 

distinctive species. 

1=No record of native aquatic species. Barriers to fish passage present 

2= Freshwater system may provide small and/or fragmented stretches of 

habitat for native aquatic species, however, barriers to fish passage are 

present 

3= Freshwater system provides small and/or fragmented stretches of 

habitat for native aquatic species with no known barriers for fish passage 

4= Record of nationally threatened or regionally distinctive native aquatic 

species present, in small numbers, with suitable habitat and/or fish 

passage 

5=Record of significant populations of nationally threatened or regionally 

distinctive native aquatic species present, with suitable habitat and/or fish 

passage. 

TRC, DOC, NIWA, and 

other data 

REC system 

Site visits 

Structures and human modifications 

within the waterbody or riparian edge 

Instream structures including dams, groynes, stopbanks, 

diversions, gravel extractions which may affect the level of 

natural character of the river channel. 

Other structures might include bridges or roads. 

 

1=Channel or bed completely modified or artificial (i.e. dam/ weir/flood 

defence structure) 

2=Significant parts of the river channel have been affected or encroached 

upon by human intervention (i.e. a suburban/highly managed agricultural 

land, including: gravel workings, part-channelisation) 

3=Occasional ‘reaches’ of human modifications (i.e. a settled rural 

landscape with bridge/ aqueduct supports, pylon footing) 

4=Limited human intervention (i.e. occasional bridge abutments/ power 

pole within the river channel) 

5=Overwhelmingly natural with no/ very limited evidence of human 

interference. 

Aerial photos 

Council, GIS, consents and 

other data 

REC and LCDB 

Site visits 
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Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) Information sources 

Vegetation cover in the riparian edge Dominance of native communities in natural patterns (the 

presence of exotic species in natural patterns will reduce natural 

character but is of higher naturalness than the absence of such 

vegetation (unless this is natural) or the presence of planted 

vegetation). 

This includes all bankside vegetation as well as vegetation 

within ‘islands’. 

Vegetation comprises all types, including grasses, remnant 

scrub, shrubs and trees. In some instances, the natural 

elements and patterns may indicate limited vegetation (i.e. 

where native grasses or herbs are the only form of vegetation in 

the area). 

1= Complete absence of vegetation due to human induced changes (or 

limited presence (in pockets) of exotic vegetation such as occasional 

willow, gorse or broom) 

2= Exotic vegetation with complete absence of native species within a 

pastoral/ semi urban setting 

3= Predominantly exotic vegetation in natural patterns (i.e. willows/ gorse) 

and/ or patches of remnant indigenous vegetation 

4= Fragmented areas of native and exotic vegetation in natural patterns. 

Predominance of native vegetation 

5= Overwhelmingly indigenous vegetation with no or few introduced 

species. 

Aerial photos 

Council, GIS, and other 

data 

REC and LCDB 

Site visits 

 

Sensory Legibility or expressiveness Presence of formative natural processes or historical influences 

that helped to create the feature or landscape are clearly 

displayed in the landscape. 

 

1= Formative processes for the feature or landscape not evident 

2= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are present but not 

clearly defined or apparent in the landscape or feature 

3= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are present only in 

small fragmented pockets of the landscape or feature 

4= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are present and 

obvious in parts of the landscape or feature 

5= Formative processes for the feature or landscape are demonstrably 

present and obvious across much of the landscape or feature. 

Aerial photos 

Landscape assessment 

information 

Aesthetic and scenic values Presence of visual characteristics that contribute to important 

aesthetic/scenic values. How natural the experience is in 

seeing, feeling and perceiving. Includes smells, sounds, visual; 

sense of wildness, remoteness, isolation, i.e: 

 waterbody/landscape displays rugged, untamed ‘wildness’ 
characteristics  

 waterbody is largely unmodified by human intervention and 
comprises naturally functioning and healthy ecosystems 

 patterns of adjacent land cover and land use are largely in 
harmony with the underlying natural pattern of the landform 

 waterbody/landscape is visually striking, widely recognised 
within the local and wider community, and may be iconic or 
symbolic to the area. 

1= Heavily modified landscape with complete absence of recorded 

aesthetic and/or scenic values 

2= Modified landscape with a pastoral/semi urban setting 

3=Large areas of the waterbody identified as containing moderate and/or 

fragmented natural character and aesthetic and scenic values 

4= Large areas of the water body identified as unmodified and or in a 

rural/natural setting that contributes to very high natural character and 

aesthetic and scenic values 

5= Significant parts of the water body identified as iconic, visually striking 

within a rural/natural setting, and generally containing pristine natural 

character and wilderness characteristics. 

Aerial photos 

Council, GIS and other data 

Research of tourism and 

local information 
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Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) Information sources 

Transient values Presence of wildlife or other values at certain times of the day, 

season or year that contribute to the character of the feature or 

landscape. Includes ephemeral human activity such as 

recreation, mahinga kai, walking, fishing, boating, and 

swimming. 

 

 

1= Transient values for the feature or landscape not evident 

2= Transient values for the feature or landscape are rarely present and 

only of limited or localized significance 

3= Transient values for the feature or landscape are present and are of 

limited or localized significance  that occurs in small localised pockets of 

the landscape or feature 

4= Transient values for the feature or landscape are present and are of 

regional significance but regularly occur only in localised pockets of the 

landscape or feature 

5= Transient values for the feature or landscape are nationally or 

regionally important, demonstrably present and regularly occur across 

much of the landscape or feature. 

Council, GIS, consents and 

other data 

 

Associative Shared and recognised values Water body contributes to a sense of place or is recognised for 

its fishery, angling and recreational features, or scientific or 

educational features. 

 

1= Shared values for the feature or landscape not evident 

2= Shared values for the feature or landscape are not obvious or widely 

recognized and are only of limited or localized significance 

3= Shared values for the feature or landscape are present and are of 

limited or localized significance that occurs in small localised pockets of 

the landscape or feature 

4= Shared values for the feature or landscape are present and are of 

regional significance but occurs only in localised pockets of the landscape 

or feature 

5= Shared values for the feature or landscape are nationally or regionally 

important, demonstrably present, widespread, and widely known. 

Council, GIS, consents and 

other data 

Research of tourism 

information, artists and 

photographers 

Tangata whenua values Tangata whenua values are inherent in the feature or landscape 

and add to the feature or landscape being recognised as a 

special or widely known place. 

 

1= Values inherent in the feature or landscape not evident 

2= Values maybe present but are  not obvious or widely recognised 

3= Values are only locally recognized (i.e. generally occur at a site level) 

and are not obvious at a landscape scale 

4= Record of tangata whenua values that are demonstrably present and 

inherent in the landscape or feature and recognized to be of localised 

significance 

5=Record of tangata whenua values that are demonstrably present and 

inherent in the landscape or feature and recognized to be of exceptional 

cultural and spiritual significance. 

Statutory 

acknowledgements 

Targeted consultation 

(tangata whenua input into 

Freshwater Plan review) 

Council, GIS, consents and 

other data. 
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Attributes and values Explanation Scale of significance (judgement made on a five-point scale) Information sources 

 Historical associations Knowledge of historic activities that occurred in or around the 

feature or landscape is widely held and substantially influences 

and adds to the value the community places on the feature or 

landscape.  

1= No record of historic activities that occurred in or around the feature or 

landscape 

2= Little evidence of historical significance 

3=Documentation and other literature recording parts of the water body as 

containing some historical values 

4= Record or other documentation of significant parts of the water body 

being of high or very high historical significance 

5= Record in statutory documents, that have been tested through public 

processes, of significant parts of the waterbody containing exceptional 

historical significance. 

Heritage New Zealand 

register 

District plans 

Council, GIS, consents and 

other data 
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The 18 m high waterfall, Dawson Falls or 
Te Rere o Noke, Egmont National Park 
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4. Candidate outstanding freshwater bodies  

 

 

Many rivers and reaches in Taranaki, particularly 

those in the headwaters of the Egmont National 

Park, have high natural values and/or other 

regionally significant freshwater values. 

However, as noted in the previous discussion, 

for a water body to be identified as ‘outstanding’, 

it must display values that, individually or in 

combination, are clearly superior to others. There 

is general consensus in reviewed literature that 

there will only be a small number of outstanding 

freshwater bodies identified throughout New 

Zealand and that the outstanding threshold 

should be up and around that of a water 

conservation order (albeit in a regional context).13  

 

A desktop assessment was undertaken of 

selected Taranaki water bodies to determine 

whether they contained outstanding natural 

character, features, landscapes, and/or other 

freshwater values.  

 

This section sets out the assessments for four 

rivers and lakes considered to be outstanding 

and/or needing to be maintained in their high 

natural state: 

 

OFB 1  Hangatahua (Stony) River 

OFB 2  Maketawa and Ngatoro streams 

OFB 3 Lake Rotokare 

OFB 4 Upper Manganui River. 

 

Figure 2 overleaf shows the location of the 

selected rivers and lakes in the Taranaki region 

plus other freshwater bodies identified in 

section 5 of this report as regionally significant 

for their natural character, features, and/or 

amenity, recreational, fishery, ecological, 

cultural or historical associations. 

 

                                                           
13 Refer Ministry for the Environment. 2015. 

Of note, in accordance with requirements set out 

in the NPSFM, water bodies identified as 

outstanding will have strong policies and rules 

that apply (in a revised Plan) to support the 

protection of their significant values.  

 

 

‘Many rivers and reaches in 

Taranaki, particularly those in the 

headwaters of the Egmont National 

Park, have high natural character 

and/or other regionally significant 

freshwater values.” 
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Figure 2: Candidate outstanding or regionally significant freshwater bodies in the Taranaki region 
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4.1 OFB 1 HANGATAHUA (STONY) RIVER 

 

Outstanding freshwater body 1: Hangatahua (Stony) River 

The Hangatahua (Stony) River originates from Mount Taranaki and the Pouakai Range before 

traversing a volcanic formed landscape. Lahar fields form a distinctive component of the wider 

catchment and are a result of successive volcanic eruptions. Downstream of the Egmont National Park 

boundary the resultant lahar mounds are largely covered by pasture to reveal rounded hillocks. These 

generate strong visual features that repeat across the landscape.  

 

The river is 28.5 kilometers long and draining a 52 km2 area. It is unique in that it is Taranaki’s only 

braided river. As such it contains visually striking rounded boulders, clear waters (when not affected by 

natural events) and is a highly dynamic largely unmodified river environment. 

 

The waters of the Hangatahua River have long 

been recognized by the community for their 

outstanding natural characteristics and features. 

In 1985, it was granted a Local Water 

Conservation Notice14, the first of its kind. 

 

The river is referred to in Maori mythology and 

is commonly regarded as the most sacred river 

in Taranaki. The river is frequently represented 

in art and literature. 15 

 

The river contains regionally important 

fisheries and angling features, scenic 

characteristics and recreational features and 

cultural, historical and educational features.16   

 

The Freshwater Plan and RPS provides for the 

retention of the waters of the Hangatahua River 

in their natural state (as originally provided by 

the local water conservation notice).  

Figure 3 shows the mapped extent of the 

Hangatahua (Stony) River catchment 

considered to be outstanding. It covers the 

Hangatahua (Stony) River, its associated 

tributaries, ponds, wetlands and tarns, from its 

source to its entry to the Tasman Sea.  

 

A table summarizing the assessment of the 

attributes and values of the river follows. 

 

 

                                                           
14 Taranaki Regional Council, 1991. 
15 Boffa Miskell. 2014. 
16 Tucker, J,  2014. 

 
The Hangatahua (Stony) River 

protected by the first order of its kind 

ever granted in New Zealand – a local 

water conservation order. 
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Figure 3: Hangatahua (Stony) River catchment 
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Landscape attributes Evaluation Assessment 

Biophysical Abiotic  Taranaki’s only braided river 

 Rounded boulders lining the river channel form a striking feature associated 
with the geology of the river 

 Excellent water quality throughout the catchment – high clarity, low turbidity 
and very low nutrients (however this water quality has declined in recent times 
due to natural erosion events in the Egmont National Park)  

Very high 

Biotic  Large river providing habitat and access for native and sports fish to Egmont 
National Park 

 A source of sphagnum moss wetlands in the headwaters within Egmont 
National Park (Ahukawakawa Swamp) supports clean water with strong biotic 
associations. Excellent macro invertebrate community health 

 High native fish density and the presence of threatened or regionally distinctive 
species including koaro and short jawed kokopu 

 Blue Rata Scenic Reserve contains regionally distinctive northern rata, 
established terrestrially after debris flow 

 Indigenous riparian vegetation in the upper reaches 

Sensory Legibility or 
expressiveness 

 Formative processes associated with a braided river form and rounded 
boulders which roll down the river in high flow events are highly visible 

Very high 

Naturalness  Upper and middle reaches very highly rated for aesthetic and scenic values 
particularly in the upper reaches 

 No consented discharges to or takes from the river  

 Water quantity and flows and steep gradient in upper and mid reaches 
contribute to rapids and to the river’s high wild and scenic character 

 Most of the river bed retains high natural form with limited modification 

 The margins of the river in the mid to lower reaches define an abrupt edge 
within a working rural landscape 

Vividness  The configuration of a large boulder lined braided river and crystal clear water 
are striking features within the landscape which remain strong in the memory 

Coherence  Limited discordant elements disrupt the distinctive patterns of boulders along 
the river channel 

Transient values  River exposed to some of the heaviest rain in New Zealand with rocks rolling 
down the river in high flows. River frequently changing its course 

Associative Shared and 
recognised values 

 Very popular and highly rated trout angling in the main stem. River is a fast 
flowing medium-sized river providing high-quality flyfishing for both brown and 
rainbow trout. It was ranked 2nd best angling river in Taranaki 

 Valued for its sightseeing  (Bell Falls near the top), tramping and walkways, 
swimming and picnicking places, and challenges for kayakers 

 River is iconic to the region and identified in art and literature as being the 
most sacred river in Taranaki 

 River recognised by community as having outstanding characteristics and 
features – Local Conservation Order 1985, Taranaki Regional Council 
Transitional Regional Plan 1991, Freshwater Plan, and RPS 

Very high 

Tangata whenua 
values 

 Strong cultural spiritual associations for the Taranaki iwi and is acknowledged 
in Maori mythology with the arrival of Mount Taranaki 

 Along the reach of the river were significant pā and kainga. Down at the mouth 
area were tauranga waka and pūkāwa (reefs) 

Historical 
associations 

 Archaeological sites and rich in historical associations, including Nga Weka pa 
and battle site 

 Overall rating: Outstanding 
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Mt Taranaki and upper reaches of the Hangatahua (Stony) River 

Lower reaches of the Hangatahua (Stony) River 
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4.2 OFB 2 LAKE ROTOKARE 

 

Outstanding freshwater body 2: Lake Rotokare 

Lake Rotokare Scenic Reserve is the largest wetland and lake habitat within a fenced sanctuary in New 

Zealand. The 230 ha Reserve is located in the hill country and contains exceptional biophysical values 

with high scenic and recreational associations.. While owned by the Crown, the Reserve is jointly 

administered by the South Taranaki District Council and a community group – the Rotokare Scenic 

Reserve Trust.  

 

Lake Rotokare is one of the largest natural lakes in Taranaki with a surface area of 17.8 ha and an 

average depth of over 6 metres. The lake, which was formed by a large slip, is fed entirely by natural 

springs and is drained at the western end of the lake by the Ararata Stream, which is part of the 

Tangahoe catchment. The native forest and wetland remnants surrounding Lake Rotokare is the last 

large remnant of the Ngaere Swamp and the only large area of native vegetation in the south-western 

part of Taranaki. 

 

The Reserve is in pristine condition and contains exceptional visual qualities, scientific, educational 

and amenity values.  The Reserve has an exceptional diversity and composition of wetland and riparian 

habitats and native species (due to predator proof fencing and active management by the Trust).  

 

The swamp area is dominated by raupo, flax, and purei/makura, along with juvenile pukatea and 

kahikatea, and coprosma. In low–lying areas, pukatea, swamp maire and large kahikatea dominate.  

 

The lake is rich in plant life, including water millet and jointed baumea/jointed twig rush, which are 

uncommon in Taranaki. A large number of nationally threatened and regionally distinctive fauna 

species are present in the Reserve, including the ‘Acutely Threatened (Nationally Endangered)’ 

Australasian bittern) and the ‘At Risk (Sparse)’ spotless crake, fernbird and the gold striped gecko. 

Banded kokopu, koura, and short and long-finned eel are present in forest creeks and the lake.  

 

The lake is also a popular 

recreational area for tramping, 

picnicking, and boating and has 

important cultural and heritage 

associations.  However, high 

naturally-occurring cyanobacteria 

levels reduce water quality in the 

lake and can impact upon its 

recreational use. 

 

Figure 4 shows the mapped extent 

of the Lake Rotokare and 

environs considered to be 

outstanding. It covers the extent 

of the Scenic Reserve, including 

the lake and associated tributaries 

and wetlands. 

 

 A table summarizing the 

assessment of the attributes and 

values of the lake follow. 

 

Lake Rotokare and environs in pristine 

condition largely due to predator proof fencing 

and the efforts of local community work. 
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Figure 4: Lake Rotokare Scenic Reserve 
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Landscape attributes Evaluation Assessment 

Biophysical Abiotic  Landslide responsible for forming a dammed inland lake fed entirely by natural 
springs. Large natural lakes are uncommon in Taranaki 

 The last large remnant of the Ngaere Swamp 

Very high 

Biotic  Wider catchment contains the only large area of native forest in the south- 
western part of Taranaki 

 The lake, swamp area and drier hill slopes are rich in native vegetation which 
remains in excellent condition because of the predator proof fencing and active 
protection 

 Exceptional biodiversity values protected within the predator enclosure. A 
thriving population of birdlife including kiwi, karearea (NZ falcon), tui, korimako 
(bellbird), kereru, riroriro (grey warbler), miromiro (tomtit), tieke (saddleback), 
popokatea (whitehead), toutouwai (Nth Island robin) 

Sensory Legibility or 
expressiveness 

 Evidence of historic landslide remains apparent as a contained mountain lake 
which has dammed natural springs 

 Diverse native plant communities expressive of former land cover throughout 
the surrounding areas of rural landscapes 

Very high 

Naturalness  The entirety of the lake is enclosed by forested slopes which retain a high 
degree of naturalness and intactness 

 Limited modification associated with recreation facilities and use accessed from 
the reserves southern end and a looped walking track around the lake. No 
consented discharges or water takes 

Vividness  The forest clad lake enclosure forms a striking and memorable feature within 
the Taranaki hill country 

Coherence  The intact vegetation remains in harmony with the underlying swamp and hill 
country habitats  

Transient values  Opportunities to experience wildlife have been reinforced/enhanced by the 
construction of the predator proof enclosure 

Associative Shared and 
recognised values 

 Very popular for recreational use including picnicking, walking, bird and wildlife 
watching and boating 

 Lake identified as one of the Department of Conservation’s “magical places” 
referring to 40 wetlands to visit in New Zealand publication 

 Lake recognised by community as having outstanding characteristics and 
features in the Regional Policy Statement  and through the establishment and 
continued support for the Rotokare Scenic Reserves Trust  

Very high Tangata whenua 
values 

 Hangi stones found, indicates that the area was used as a rest area by tangata 
whenua on their travels across the region. Harakeke was and still is gathered 
from around the lake edges. 

 Ngati Tupaia hapu are the tangata whenua and have ensured that their 
obligations as  kaitiaki for the area have been maintained through the long 
established and positive relationships with the Rotokare Trust 

Historical 
associations 

 Rotokare and the surrounding bush were identified as a significant “beauty 
spot” and set aside as a reserve in the early 1870’s 

 Overall rating: Outstanding 
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Lake Rotokare shoreline 
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4.3 OFB 3 MAKETAWA AND NGATORO STREAMS 
 

Outstanding freshwater body 3: Maketawa and Ngatoro streams 

The Maketawa and Ngatoro streams are small ring plain waterbodies with exceptional natural features 

and landscapes due to its very high water quality and largely unmodified catchments.  

 

The Maketawa and Ngatoro catchments’ headwaters lie on the north-eastern slopes of Mount Taranaki.  

The small streams and their tributaries meander through the Egmont National Park and through 

farmland on the upper ring plain, just south of Inglewood until it joins up with the Manganui River. 

 

The Maketawa and Ngatoro streams are largely unmodified, with few water pressures.  The catchments 

have a relatively small number of discharges to water and their water quality is perceived as being 

comparable to that of the Hangatahua (Stony) River. The Ngatoro Stream upstream of the Ngatoro-iti 

confluence provides water for the Inglewood township.  However, because of the catchments’ special 

status under the Regional Fresh Water Plan for Taranaki, only minor takes of surface water have been 

allowed downstream of the confluence. 

 

The streams are exceptional in their physical form, and in the diversity and composition of aquatic and 

riparian habitat, natural flow characteristics and hydraulic processes, and the pattern and range of 

natural water level fluctuations. The existing natural flows are a major contributor to the catchments’ 

regionally important natural, scenic and recreational values. 

 

The streams are also highly 

valued for angling, particularly in 

the lower reaches) and provides 

important habitat for trout 

spawning and threatened native 

species such as koaro and short 

jawed kokopu.  

 

Figure 5 shows the mapped extent 

of the study area considered to be 

outstanding. It covers the 

Maketawa Stream and the 

Ngatoro Streams (excluding that 

part of the Ngatoro Stream 

upstream of the Ngatoro-iti 

Stream confluence).  

 

A table summarizing the 

assessment of the attributes and 

values of the study area follow. 

 

“Existing natural flows are a major contributor 

to the catchment’s regionally important natural, 

scenic and recreational values.” 
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Figure 5: Maketawa Stream catchment  
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Landscape attributes Evaluation Assessment 

Biophysical Abiotic  Median flows of 1,300 l/s at SH3. Largely unmodified natural flow 
characteristics and hydraulic processes, with a range of natural water level 
fluctuations. 

 Excellent to good water quality throughout the catchment – high clarity, low 
nitrate and phosphorous levels  

Very high 

Biotic  Smaller ring plain river providing habitat and access for native and sports fish to 
Egmont National Park owing to unrestricted fish access and relative proximity 
to the sea 

 Supports clean water with strong biotic associations. Excellent macro 
invertebrate community health comparable to that of the Hangatahua (Stony) 
catchment 

 High native fish density and the presence of threatened or regionally distinctive 
species including koaro and short jawed kokopu 

 Very good riparian vegetation owing to the generally entrenched nature of the 
catchment 

Sensory Legibility or 
expressiveness 

 Natural flow characteristics and hydraulic processes are highly visible 

 Formative processes associated with rounded boulders which roll down the 
river in high flow events also highly visible. 

Very high 

Naturalness  Upper and middle reaches very highly rated for aesthetic and scenic values 

 Very steep gradient and water flows contribute to rapids and to the stream’s 
high aesthetic values and scenic character 

 Most of the stream bed retains high natural form with limited modification (36 
consented discharges to water, only three consented minor takes) 

 Very good riparian vegetation along margins of the stream, including parts of 
the stream meandering through a working rural landscape 

Vividness  The configuration of a large boulder lined stream, natural flow characteristics 
and crystal clear water are striking features within the landscape which remain 
strong in the memory 

Coherence  Limited discordant elements disrupt the distinctive patterns of boulders along 
the stream channel 

Transient values  Stream exposed to some of the heaviest rain in New Zealand with rocks rolling 
down the stream in high flows.  

Associative Shared and 
recognised values 

 Very popular and highly rated trout angling in the main stem. The Maketawa 
Stream is a fast flowing stream providing easy access to high-quality flyfishing 
for brown trout 

 Stream recognised by community as having outstanding characteristics and 
features – Regional Freshwater Plan 2001, and Regional Policy Statement 
2010 

Very high 
Tangata whenua 
values 

 The stream is significant to several iwi in Taranaki and has been included as a 
statutory acknowledgement in the Treaty of Waitangi Settlements for Te Atiawa 
and Taranaki Iwi.  

 One archaeological site of significance noted on the lower region of the 
stream.) 

Historical 
associations 

 

 Overall rating: Outstanding 
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4.4 OFB 4 UPPER MANGANUI RIVER 
 

Outstanding freshwater body 4: Upper Manganui River (upstream of the TrustPower weir) 

The Manganui River, the largest tributary of the Waitara River, has a catchment area of 294 km².  

However, the study area relates only to that part of the catchment up stream of the TrustPower Weir for 

the Motukawa Hydroelectricity Power Scheme and excluding the Te Popo Stream (which has a take 

from it for Midhirst’s community water supply). 

 

The Manganui catchment’s headwaters lie on the north-eastern slopes of Mount Taranaki.  The large 

river and tributaries meander through the Egmont National Park and through farmland on the upper 

ring plain, just south of Inglewood until it joins up with the Waitara River. The hydrology of the 

catchment is complicated by the diversion of water from the Manganui River to the Waitara River for 

hydroelectricity generation. 

 

The river contains regionally important scenic levels and recreational values associated with current 

water levels and flows – particularly in the upper reaches upstream of the TrustPower weir that 

provides for hydroelectricity generation (the Motukawa Power Scheme).  In the headwater’s of the 

Manganui River, the Manganui Gorge is viewed and enjoyed by thousands of people each year using 

the ski-field walking track. 

 

The Manganui River upstream of the TrustPower weir is largely unmodified (excluding the Te Popo 

Stream). Because of the Manganui catchment’s special status under the Regional Fresh Water Plan for 

Taranaki, no consents have been granted to take or use surface water from the catchment above the 

TrustPower weir (excluding the Te Popo Stream). The current water levels and natural flows are 

therefore a major contributor to the catchment’s regionally important natural, scenic and recreational 

values. 

 

The Manganui River is highly valued for angling and provides important habitat for trout spawning. It 

is the second most fished river in Taranaki (after the Waiwhakaiho). 

 

The river is identified as having 

moderate access for native fish.  

Native fish species known to be 

present in the upper reaches include 

redfin bully, inanga and shortjawed 

kokopu. 

 

Figure 6 shows the mapped extent of 

the Manganui catchment study area. 

It covers that part of the reach 

upstream of the TrustPower Weir, its 

associated tributaries, ponds, and 

wetlands, excluding the Te Popo 

Stream.  

 

A table summarizing the assessment 

of the attributes and values of the 

river follow. 

 

Upper reaches of the Manganui River. 
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Figure 6: Manganui River catchment 
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Landscape attributes Evaluation Assessment 

Biophysical Abiotic  Median flows of 840 l/s at SH3. Largely unmodified natural flow 
characteristics and hydraulic processes, with a range of natural water level 
fluctuations. 

 Excellent to good water quality throughout the reach 

High 
Biotic  Smaller ring plain river providing habitat and moderate access for native 

and sports fish to Egmont National Park  

 Provides important habitat for whio/blue duck 

 Very good riparian vegetation in upper catchment owing to the generally 
entrenched nature of the catchment 

Sensory Legibility or 
expressiveness 

 Natural flow characteristics and hydraulic processes are highly visible in 
the reach above the TrustPower weir. Vivid contrast in flows below the 
TrustPower diversion 

High 

Naturalness  The catchment retains a strong sense of naturalness in the upper reaches 
(upstream of the TrustPower weir) and is very highly rated for aesthetic 
and scenic values  

 Most of the stream bed retains moderate to high natural form despite 
limited levels of modification (>50 discharge consents). Te Popo Stream 
flow regimes affected by Midhirst’s community water supply take 

 Very good riparian vegetation along margins of the stream, including parts 
of the stream meandering through a working rural landscape 

Vividness  High solitude and natural flow characteristics forms a striking and 
memorable feature within the upper ring plain 

Coherence  River below Egmont National Park boundary displays some  discordant 
elements associated with adjacent land uses and patterns 

Transient values  River provides an extensive area of fishable water.  

Associative Shared and 
recognised 
values 

 Very popular and highly rated trout angling in the main stem. The 
Manganui is a fast flowing river providing high-quality fly-fishing for both 
brown and rainbow trout 

 Very highly rated for recreational uses and values (some swimming). 

 Stream recognised by community as having regionally significant natural 
character , scenic or amenity values – Regional Freshwater Plan 2001 and 
Regional Policy Statement 2010 seek to protect natural character and 
instream values as far as is possible in their natural state 

Very high 

Tangata whenua 
values 

 The river is significant to a number of the iwi within Taranaki and has been 
included in a number of Treaty Settlements as a statutory 
acknowledgement area. 

Historical 
associations 

 Archaeological sites 

 Overall rating: Very 
significant 
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5. Other freshwater bodies with significant instream values 

 

 

As previous noted as part of this desktop 

assessment, a much larger number of Taranaki 

water bodies were identified as having 

regionally significant values that though they did 

not trigger the outstanding criterion nevertheless 

identified as containing regionally important 

natural character, features, and/or amenity, 

recreational, fishery, ecological, cultural or 

historical values.  

 

Assessing the policies of the NPSFM, RPS and 

Freshwater Plan, the following range of 

freshwater values have been identified and 

waterways identified where these values are 

considered regionally significant and for which 

adverse effects will be managed to ensure the 

maintenance or enhancement of those instream 

values: 

 aesthetic and scenic values 

 contact recreation 

 recreational fisheries (trout and 

whitebaiting) 

 inanga and trout spawning values 

 native fisheries 

 cultural, spiritual, and historical associations. 

 

Fifty-two rivers and lakes in Taranaki have been 

identified through this study as having have 

attributes or values that are regionally significant 

(Figure 7).17  These include the water bodies 

identified in section 4 of this report plus another 

48 rivers, lakes or reaches highlighted through 

community input in the development of regional 

plans and policy statements.  

 

                                                           
17 Of note, 42 rivers and lakes have been identified as 
having high natural, ecological and amenity values in the 
current Freshwater Plan. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

“Waterbodies not otherwise 

identified as ‘outstanding’ may still 

be identified as significant for 

which adverse effects resulting 

from activities must be avoided, 

remedied or mitigated.” 
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Figure 7: Taranaki freshwater bodies with regionally significant instream values 
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5.1 NATURAL CHARACTER, AESTHETIC 
AND SCENIC VALUES 

The attribute ‘natural character, aesthetic and 

scenic’ applies to water bodies where people 

value particular natural qualities. Matters 

contributing to the aesthetic and scenic values for 

a waterbody are its visual and physical 

characteristics, including its natural form and 

character, flow regime, colour, clarity, 

morphology or location.  

 

All Taranaki rivers, lakes, streams and wetlands 

may contain aesthetic and scenic values. 

However, the following 21 rivers, reaches and 

lakes have been identified as regionally 

significant for their aesthetic and scenic values: 

 

1. Hangatahua (Stony) 

2. Huatoki Stream 

3. Kai Auai Stream 

4. Kapuni Stream 

5. Katikara Stream 

6. Lake Rotokare 

7. Mimi River 

8. Mohakatino River 

9. Oakura River 

10. Okahu Stream 

11. Onaero River 

12. Patea River 

13. Tapuae Stream 

14. Te Henui Stream 

15. Timaru Stream 

16. Tongaporutu River 

17. Urenui River  

18. Waingongoro River 

19. Maketawa Stream 

20. Manganui River 

21. Waiwhakaiho, including Kai Auai Stream. 

 

 

Te Henui Stream and walkway, high amenity and scenic values 
in the heart of New Plymouth city 
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5.2 CONTACT RECREATION  
The attribute ‘contact recreation’ applies to water 

bodies’ ability to be used for contact recreational 

activities, e.g. swimming. It involves: 

 participants getting wet and where full 

immersion is likely 

 site-focused (participants get in and out of 

the water at the same location). 

 no commercial dimension (swimming is not 

offered as a stand-alone commercial 

recreation opportunity). 18 

 

All rivers, lakes, streams and wetlands may 

contain local contact recreational values. 

However, 14 water bodies were assessed as 

regionally significant (Table 2 overleaf) based 

upon having swimming sites and having regard 

to site characteristics such as public patronage 

(and access), scenic attractiveness, freshwater 

flows and quality, and presence of public 

facilities.  

                                                           

18 Definition as per adopted by the Gisborne District 
Council report ‘Swimming: Application of the RiVAS to 
the Gisborne District.’ 

Swimming sites at river mouths within the 

coastal environment were considered as part of 

the assessment. These sites are popular because 

they provide a safe, warm river hole suitable for 

small children; they are often co-located with a 

beach. Their inclusion reflects the popularity of 

these sites with the community and, therefore, 

the Council’s interest in them. Other matters 

taken into account are the presence of slippery or 

invasive weed growth, and the visual clarity of 

the water. 

 

Swimming sites without public access were 

excluded from the analysis. 

 

 

 

 

It’s a lot of fun but associated with full emersion is a high 
incidence of ingestion or inhalation of water 
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Table 2: Water bodies of regional significance for contact recreation 
River/lake Location 

Te Henui Stream  River mouth, East End 

Lake Rotomanu Western beach, Waiwhakaiho catchment 

Waiwhakaiho River 

Merrilands Domain 

Burgess Park/Meeting of the Waters Scenic Reserve (“power house pool”) 

Rimu Street extension, Strandon 

Adjacent to Lake Rotomanu 

Patea River 

King Edward Park, Stratford 

Lake Rotorangi, adjacent to boat ramp 

Boat ramp, Patea 

Waingongoro River 
Eltham Presbyterian Camp 

Ohawe Beach 

Kaupokonui River Kaupokonui Beach domain 

Lake Opunake Adjacent to boat ramp, Waiaua catchment 

Timaru Stream End of Weld Road 

Oakura River D/s State Highway 45 bridge 

Hangatahua (Stony) River State Highway 45 bridge and along walkway 

Waitara River (lower reaches) Town wharf 

Urenui River Urenui estuary 

Manganui River Everett Park (d/s Kurapete S) 

Lake Ratapiko Boat ramp, Waitara catchment 

 

Swimmers in the Hangatahua (Stony) River 



 

42 
 

5.3 RECREATIONAL FISHERIES (TROUT 
AND WHITEBAITING) 

The attribute ‘recreational fisheries’ applies to 

rivers and reaches particularly valued for 

recreational fishing. This assessment focused on 

recreational fishing for brown and/or rainbow 

trout (as there is no salmon angling in Taranaki 

rivers) and whitebaiting.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All rivers, lakes, streams and wetlands may 

contain recreational fishery values. 19  However, 

Fish and Game New Zealand20 have identified 27 

waterbodies that, in their view, are of regional 

importance for trout fishing and/or whitebaiting 

(Table 3).  

 

Unless stated otherwise, recreational fishery 

values apply to the main stem of the named 

waterbody/reach, rather than all the tributaries. 

 

 

 

                                                           
19 Native fish species typically do not require the in-
stream flows required to sustain healthy recreational 
fishery populations.  
20 Taranaki Regional Council, 2013. 

Waiwhawaiho and fishing  
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Table 3: Water bodies of regional significance for their trout or whitebait fishery values 

Water body Significant trout fishery values Significant whitebait fishery values 

Hangatahua (Stony) √ √ 

Huatoki Stream √ 

 

Kapuni Stream √ 

 

Kaupokonui Stream Main stem, Mangawhero Stream and Dunns Creek √ 

Manawapou River  √ 

Mimi River  √ 

Mohakatino River  √ 

Oakura River √ √ 

Okahu Stream √  

Onaero River  √ 

Otakeho Stream √  

Patea River  Main stem, and Kahouri and Paetahi streams √ 

Tangahoe River  √ 

Tapuae Stream √ √ 

Taungatara Stream √  

Te Henui Stream √ √ 

Timaru Stream √ √ 

Tongaporutu River  √ 

Urenui River  √ 

Waiaua River  Main stem and Lake Opunake  

Waingongoro River Main stem and Mangatoki Stream √ 

Waiongana Stream  Main stem and Mangaoraka Stream Main stem and Mangaoraka Stream 

Waitara River 

Main stem below the Manganui River confluence, 

Mangamawhete Stream, Lake Ngangana, Lake 

Ratapiko, Waipuku Stream, Manganui River, Te Popo 

Stream, Ngatoro Stream and Maketawa Stream 

√ 

(below the Manganui River confluence) 

Waitotara River  √ 

Waiwhakaiho 
Main stem, Mangorei Stream, Kai Auai Stream, Lake 

Rotomanu and Lake Mangamahoe √ 

Warea River √  

Whenuakura  √ 
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5.4 TROUT AND INANGA SPAWNING 
This section addresses spawning habitat 

regionally significant for replenishing 

recreational fishery stocks (i.e. trout and inanga).  

Native fishery habitats important for biodiversity 

purposes are addressed in section 5.5. 

 

The attribute ‘trout spawning’ applies to water 

bodies valued for providing essential habitat to 

meet the requirements of spawning and juvenile 

trout.  Of note trout spawning habitat is not 

confined to the main stems of named 

waterbodies but also the tributaries.  

 

Similarly, the attribute ‘inanga spawning’ applies 

to freshwater bodies that provide essential 

habitat and support for the development of 

healthy inanga populations, i.e. whitebait 

species.  

 

 

Of note trout do not recruit between catchments 

in Taranaki, as there is a lack of a sea run trout 

population. As a consequence, any activities 

impacting on spawning success in a river has 

direct implications on the trout population 

within that catchment.   

 

Inanga spawn over a relatively small area in the 

lower reaches of a river. Activities adversely 

impacting on these areas therefore may have a 

disproportionate impact on the spawning success 

of inanga in that catchment. 

 

This study, based upon Fish and Game New 

Zealand information,21 has identified 26 

catchments with waterbodies/reaches that are 

significant for their trout and/or inanga habitat 

and spawning values (Table 4). 

 

 

 

                                                           
21 Taranaki Regional Council, 2013. 

Whitebaiting, popular recreational past-time 
noticeable at many Taranaki river mouths 
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Table 4: Water bodies of regional significance for their trout or whitebait habitat spawning values 

Catchment 

Significant trout spawning habitat 

(includes named waterbodies plus 

tributaries) 

Significant whitebait spawning habitat 

2 km upstream 

of river mouth 

1 km upstream 

of river mouth 

500 m upstream 

of river mouth 

Hangatahua (Stony) River √   
 

Huatoki Stream √   
 

Hutiwai Stream   √  

Kapuni Stream √    

Kaupokonui Stream 
Main stem and Mangawhero Stream and Dunns 

Creek 
   

Manawapou River   √  

Mimi River  √   

Oakura River Main stem and Kiri Stream    

Okahu Stream √    

Onaero River  √   

Otakeho Stream √    

Patea River  
Main stem, Kahouri, Konini, Mangarangi, Paetahi, 

and Piakau streams √   

Tangahoe River   √  

Tapuae Stream √    

Taungatara Stream Main stem and Cold Creek    

Te Henui Stream √    

Timaru Stream √    

Tongaporutu River  √   

Urenui River  √   

Waiaua River  √    

Waingongoro River Main stem, Climie Stream, Mangatoki Stream    

Waiongana Stream  Main stem, Awai Stream,, Mangaoraka Stream  √  

Waitara River 

Mangamawhete, Maketawa, Waipuku, Te Popo, 

Ngatoro, Ngatoro-nui, Ngatoro-iti, Piakau and 

Waitepuke streams, Manganui River 
√   

Waitotara River  √   

Waiwhakaiho River 

Main stem, Kai Auai Stream, Araheke Stream, 

Mangamahoe Stream, Mangawarawara Stream, 

Mangakotutuku Stream, Mangorei Stream 

 √  

Warea River √    

Remaining water bodies with 

coastal  tidal influence) 
  

 
√ 
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5.5 NATIVE FISHERY HABITAT 
Eighteen native freshwater fish species inhabit 

freshwater ecosystems in the Taranaki region for 

all or part of their life-cycle.  

 

In relation to ‘native fishery habitat’ nine species 

have been identified as significant for Taranaki 

due to their status as nationally threatened 

(based on the Department of Conservation threat 

classification) or because they have been 

identified as ‘regionally distinctive’. 22 These are: 

 Banded kokopu (Galaxias fasciatus) 

 Brown mudfish (Neochanna apoda) 

 Freshwater mussel (Echyridella menziesii) 

 Giant kokopu (Galaxias argenteus) 

 Inanga (Galaxias maculatus) 

 Koaro (Galaxias brevipinnis) 

 Lamprey (Geotria australis) 

 Lon finned eels (Anguilla dieffenbachia) 

 Shortjaw kokopu (Galaxias postvectis). 

 

The aforementioned species are proposed to 

have a high level of protection through 

provisions set out in the Proposed Plan. Of note 

other native species (i.e. bluegill bully, common 

bully, common smelt, crans bully, grey mullet, 

redfin bully, shortfin eel, torrentfish, upland 

bully and black flounder) are more locally 

                                                           
22 Taranaki Regional Council, 2016. 

abundant, have a large spawning and habitat 

range and/or are less vulnerable to freshwater 

use and development.  

 

Waterways were assessed based upon 

information from the New Zealand Freshwater 

Fish Database plus Council database information 

recording the presence of the aforementioned 

species.  

 

For all species except lamprey, any site that 

contained more than one record for the same 

species, or had one record that found at least 

three individual fish, was determined to be 

regionally significant habitat. For lamprey it was 

determined that any site where at least one 

lamprey was recorded was regionally significant 

habitat.  

 

This study identifies 51 catchments as providing 

habitat for nationally threatened or regionally 

distinctive native fish species (Table 5).  

 

As with many regions/districts in New Zealand, 

freshwater ecosystems in Taranaki are under-

surveyed in terms of native fishery habitat. Table 

5 is therefore not an exhaustive list of regionally 

significant native fishery habitat (additional 

surveying would be expected to identify other 

sites over time). For further information refer to 

the report Native Fishery values of significance for 

the Taranaki region. 

 

Giant kokopu, nationally ‘at risk’ and ‘regionally distinctive’ 



 

47 
 

Table 5: Water bodies of known regional significance for their native fishery habitat values 

Parent catchment Reach / sub catchment(1) Threatened or regionally distinctive (aquatic) species(2) 

Hangatahua (Stony) River  Includes main stem and Cataract Stm Koaro, Inanga, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Herekawe Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Longfin eels 

Huatoki  Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Lamprey, Longfin eels 

Inaha Stream Main stem Lamprey, Freshwater mussel, Longfin eels 

Kaihihi Stream  Includes Kaihihi Stm tributary, Mangatete St, Lake Corbett Banded kokopu, Short jawed kokopu, Giant kokopu, Koaro, Longfin eels 

Kakapo Stream Main stem Freshwater mussel 

Kapoaiaia Stream  Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Inanga, Short jawed kokopu, Longfin eels 

Kapuni Stream  Main stem Koaro, Longfin eels  

Katikara Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Koaro, Inanga, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Kaupokonui River  Includes main stem, Dunns Creek, Elliots Creek, Little Dunns Creek, Mangawhero & Mangawheroiti Stm Lamprey, Inanga, Koaro, Longfin eels 

Mangahume Stream Main stem Longfin eels 

Mangaroa Stream  Unnamed wetland Brown mudfish 

Mangati Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Longfin eels 

Matanehunehu Stream Main stem Longfin eels 

Mimi River Main stem Freshwater mussel 

Oakura River  Main stem, Wakamure Stm Giant kokupo, Koaro, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Oaoti Stream Includes main stem, Kiri Stm, Momona Stm, Te Maketu Stm Lamprey, Longfin eels 

Oaonui Stream Main stem Inanga, Lamprey, Longfin eels 

Oeo Stream Main stem Lamprey, Longfin eels 

Okahu Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Inanga, Koaro, Longfin eels 

Okaweu Stream Mounanga Stream Inanga 

Onaero River  Main stem, Kakapo Stm, Mangahewa Stm Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Inanga, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Otahi Stream Main Stem Inanga, Longfin eels 

Otakeho Stream Main stem Koaro, Short jawed kokopu, Longfin eels 

Ouri Stream Main stem Giant kokopu, Koaro, Inanga, Longfin eels 

Parahaki Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Longfin eels 

Patea River 

Includes main Stem, Kahouri, Kaitieke & Konini streams, Lake Rotorangi, Makuri Stm, Mangaehu Stm, 

Mangaituku tributary, Mangamingi, Mangarangi, Ngaere, Piakau, Puniwhakau, Toko, Tutaeariari streams, 

unnamed Rawhitiroa swamp, Upokorau Stm, Wihapa Stm 

Freshwater mussel, Banded kokopu, Brown mudfish, Koaro, Inanga, Longfin eels 
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Parent catchment Reach / sub catchment(1) Threatened or regionally distinctive (aquatic) species(2) 

Punehu Stream Main stem Longfin eels 

Tangahoe River  Lake Rotokare tributary, Puiatoe Stm, Tawhiti Stm Banded kokopu, Longfin eels 

Tapuae Stream Main stem Freshwater mussel, Longfin eels 

Taungatara Stream Main stem Longfin eels 

Te Henui Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Koaro, Inanga, Longfin eels, Lamprey, Short jawed kokopu 

Timaru Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, , Koaro, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Tongaporutu River Main stem, Hutiwai Stm and Tongaporutu tributaries Freshwater mussel, Inanga 

Urenui River Urenui River tributary Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu 

Wahamoko Stream  Main stem and unnamed tributary Brown mudfish 

Waiaua Stream  Waiaua Stream tributary Banded kokopu, Inanga, Longfin eels 

Waihi Stream Main stem Longfin eels 

Waimoku Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Inanga 

Waingongoro River  Main stem, Mangatoki Stm, Tuikonga Stm, unnamed forest pool Brown mudfish, Lamprey, Longfin eels 

Waiongana Stream  Main stem, Araheke Stm tributary, Awai Stm, Mangaoraka Stream, Waionganaiti Stm Banded kokopu, Inanga, Lamprey, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Waipapa Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Longfin eels 

Wairau Stream Main stem Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Inanga, Koaro, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Waitaha Stream Main stem Longfin eels 

Waitara River 

Includes main stem, Hitoki, Kaitawanui, Kurapete, Makara, Maketawa, Mako & Mangamawhete streams, 

Manganui River, Mangaoapa, Mangaotea, Mangapotoa, Mangatengehu, Mangawhio, Mangamawhete, Matau, 

Ngatoro, Ngatoro-iti, Ngatoro-nui, Piakau, Taramoukou, Te Popo, Waipuku, & Waitepuke streams 

Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Inanga, Koaro, Lamprey, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Waitotara River Lake Mangawhio, Mangawhio Stm, Waiau Stm Banded kokopu, Inanga, Longfin eels 

Waitotoroa Stream Waitotoroa Stream tributary Banded kokopu 

Waiweranui Stream Main stem Lamprey, Longfin eels 

Waiwhakaiho River 
Includes main stem, Araheke Stm, Kai Auahi Stm, Korito Stm, Mangamahoe Stm, Manganaha Stm, Mangaone 

Stm, Mangaotukutuku Stm, Mangawarawara Stm, Mangorei Stm, Taruawakanga Stm, unnamed wetland 
Banded kokopu, Giant kokopu, Koaro, Inanga, Lamprey, Longfin eels, Short jawed kokopu 

Warea River Main stem, Warea River tributary Banded kokopu, Brown mudfish, Longfin eels 

Whenuariki Stream Main stem Longfin eels 

(1) The estimated extent of the native fisheries habitat depends upon the species. For brown mudfish, it is the extent of the wetland in which they were recorded. For lamprey and long finned eels it is the entire stream. For  other 

species, the extent is based upon an altitude band, or the loss of riparian vegetation, whichever comes first. Potential habitat for inanga, and banded and giant kokopu is <200m above sea level. Potential habitat for koaro and 

shortjaw kokopu is >200m above sea level. 23 
(2) The species listed may not necessarily be present throughout the main stem, or all tributaries, of particular rivers or lakes listed.  
                                                           
23 Methodology outlined in Taranaki Regional Council, unpublished reports. Document numbers: 1233336, 1233324 and 1220214. 
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5.6 CULTURAL, SPIRITUAL, 
HISTORICAL AND TRADITIONAL 
ASSOCIATIONS 

Tangata whenua have special cultural, spiritual, 

historical and traditional associations with 

freshwater. They have maintained a special 

relationship through their obligations under 

kaitiakitanga. 

 

Wahi tapu, sites or places of cultural significance, 

taonga and customary resources, including 

mahinga kai, are integral to the identity, well-

being and cultural integrity of tangata whenua 

 

In relation to freshwater bodies the following 

cultural, spiritual and traditional associations are 

particularly important: 

Wahi tapu –sacred place24 

Wai tapu – sacred waters used for ceremonial 

and healing purposes 

Tauranga waka – canoe landing place 

Mahinga kai – the gathering of food and 

natural material, the food, resources and the 

places where they were gathered 

Urupa – burial ground 

Mataitai reef – kaimoana reef 

Pa – fortified village 

Pa tuna – eel weir 

Pa piharau – lamprey weir. 

 

                                                           
24 In relation to other wāhi tapu, district councils have 
particular responsibilities for managing the effects of the 
use, development and protection of land. 

The Council must have regard to statutory 

acknowledgement areas in accordance with 

sections 93 to 94C of the RMA. Statutory 

acknowledgements, amongst other things, 

identify places and areas of special spiritual, 

cultural, and historical significance to iwi and 

may include freshwater bodies. 

 

Freshwater bodies so far identified in statutory 

acknowledgements and therefore known to be 

regionally significant for their cultural, spiritual 

and historical associations to tangata whenua are 

identified in Table 6 overleaf. 25 

 

Seven of the eight iwi o Taranaki have settled, or 

are close to settling, historical Treaty of Waitangi 

claims with the Crown that include statutory 

acknowledgement areas. Not mentioned in the 

study is Ngati Maru who has just started to 

engage with the Crown on a Treaty Settlement. 

 

Of note Table 6 is not an exhaustive list of 

freshwater bodies with significant cultural, 

spiritual, historical and traditional associations. It 

is likely that there are other but as yet 

undocumented sites of importance known only 

to iwi, hapu or whanau. Additional sites will be 

incorporated into the proposed Plan policy 

framework that recognise and provide for those 

values.  

 

 

 

                                                           
25 Through early discussions and hui, as part of the 

Freshwater Plan review process, the eight iwi o Taranaki 

gave broad support to using statutory acknowledgements 

as a starting point for identifying sites of significance for 

tangata whenua (and as triggers for when resource 

consent applicants should consult with tangata whenua) 

and including a method in a revised Plan to ensure that 

the identification of additional sites of significance are 

addressed over the life of the proposed Plan. 
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Table 6: Water bodies of known regional significance for their cultural, spiritual and historical associations 

Water body Rohe 
Sites of 

interest 
Commentary Values 

Hangatahua (Stony) Taranaki Iwi  The eponymous ancestor Rua Taranaki settled on the banks of this river 
Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

tauranga waka 

Huatoki Stream Te Atiawa  

In times past the stream was important for its running water source, mahinga kai, flax, raupo & timber. Today the Huatoki 

retains its historic, cultural & traditional value to Te Atiawa & Ngati Te Whiti hapu. The stream was so named after the 

abundance of Titoki trees that grew along its banks. 

Wai tapu, tauranga 

waka, mahinga kai, pa, 

wahi tapu 

Kapuni Stream Ngāruahine  

The stream marks the boundary between the takiwa of Ngati Manuhiakai & Ngati Tu hapu. The hapu have cultural, 

spiritual, traditional & historic associations with the river and associated land, flora and fauna. The river was abundant with 

tunaheke, piharau, kahawai, inanga pakotea & kokopu.  

Mahinga kai, pa tuna, 

pa, wahi tapu 

Kaupokonui Stream Ngāruahine  

This stream was named by Turi, the captain of the Aotea waka, who also named the flat land adjacent Maraekura where a 

special ceremony representing the mana of Turi was performed. Hence this awa has great cultural & spiritual importance 

for Ngati Tu hapu. Like other awa within the rohe of Ngāruahine this stream was abundant with tunaheke, piharau, 

kahawai, inanga, pakotea & kokopu. 

Wahi tapu, pa 

Manawapou River Ngati Ruanui  
Fish such as the piharau, kokopu, tunaheke, patiki & shellfish were abundant in the waters & on the reefs at the mouth of 

the river. 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

pa 

Mimi River Ngati Mutunga 

Mimi-

Papahutiwai, 

Omihi, 

Arapawanui, 

Oropapa, 

Pukekohe, Toki-

kinikini & Tupari 

The full name of the river is Mimitangiatua. The river and associated huhui (swampy valleys), ngahere (large swamps) & 

repo (muddy swamps) were used by Ngati Mutunga to preserve taonga. Pipi, pupu (cats eyes), tio (oysters), & patiki were 

found in abundance at the mouth of the river with inanga being caught all along its banks. To the people of Ngati Mutunga 

all the rivers & their respective valleys are of the utmost importance because of their spiritual, physical & social 

significance in the past, present and future. 

Mahinga kai, wai tapu, 

pa, tauranga waka, 

wahi tapu 

 

Mohakatino River Ngati Tama  
This river is significant to Ngati Tama as it was here where the Tokomaru waka landed. The river was abundant with tuna, 

inanga & mataitai, especially kutae was gathered at the mouth & surrounding reefs. 

Mahinga kai, tauranga 

waka,  wai tapu 

Onaero River 

Te Atiawa  

 

For Te Atiawa part of this awa flows through the rohe of Ngati Rahiri hapu. Mahinga kai, wai tapu 

Ngati Mutunga 

Ngati Mutunga utilised the entire length of the Onaero River for food gathering. The mouth of the river provided pipi, pupu, 

patiki, kahawai, and other fish. Inanga were caught along the banks of the river. Tuna & piharau were caught in the upper 

reaches of the river. Piharau were caught using whakaparu, which was a technique developed by placing rarauhe 

(bracken fern) in the rapids of the river in times of flood. The river was use for other purposes such as bathing when sick & 

baptising babies. The Onaero River & its banks have been occupied by the ancestors of Ngati Mutunga since before the 

arrival of the Tokomaru & Tahatuna waka. It has always been an integral part of the social, spiritual & physical lifestyle of 

the Ngati Mutunga people. 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

pa piharau, tauranga 

waka, wai tapu 

Otakeho Stream Ngāruahine  To be confirmed  

Papatiki Stream Ngati Tama  To be confirmed Mahinga kai 
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Water body Rohe 
Sites of 

interest 
Commentary Values 

Patea River 

Ngati Ruanui   

The full name of this river is Patea-nui-a-Turi given by Turi when he arrived after his journey overland after leaving the 

waka Aotea at Kawhia. After claiming the river Turi traversed the length of the river reciting karakia to its source on 

maunga Taranaki. This place he named Whakapou Karakia. Like the other surrounding rivers, fish species were abundant 

in the waters & the reefs around the river mouth. It should be noted that this river marks the north-western most point of 

interest for the iwi of Ngaa Rauru. 

Wahi tapu, mahinga 

kai, pa, wai tapu 

Ngaa Rauru  

Known by Ngaa Rauru Kiitahi as Te Awanui o Taikehu. Along its banks resided the hapu of Rangitaawhi, Pukorokoro, 

Ngaati Hine, Kairakau, Ngaati Maika & Manaia. The many pa & kainga situated there included Tutumahoe Pa & kainga, 

Parikarangaranga & Wai-o-Turi Marae (where Turi the commander of the Aotea waka came ashore to drink from a 

spring/puna hence the name). Ngaa Rauru Kiitahi used the entire length for food gathering. Sources of food included 

kakahi (freshwater mussel) tuna, whitebait, smelt, flounder & sole.  

Pa, mahinga kai, wahi 

tapu 

Tangahoe River Ngati Ruanui  

It is said that the name Tangaahoe was given to the river as a result of an incident that occurred, whereby the steering oar 

was lost from a large deep sea fishing waka as it attempted to return to the tauranga waka. The comment was made that if 

there were two steering oars like that of the waka tipua of Turi then its passage to the tauranga waka would remain true. 

The Tangahoe River has been a major supply of food & water resources to its people both prior to and since the arrival of 

the Aotea waka. Fish such as the piharau, kokopu, tunaheke, patiki, and shellfish were abundant in the waters and on the 

reefs at the mouth of the river. 

Pa, mahinga kai, 

mataitai reefs, tauranga 

waka, wahi tapu 

Taungatara Stream Ngāruahine  

This stream marks the northern boundary for Ngāruahine and the hapu Ngati Tamaahuroa–Titahi. The hapu are 

descendants of the people who landed at Oeo on the waka captained by Whiro in the fourteenth century and also of the 

waka Aotea captained by Turi as well as a common ancestry with Taranaki Iwi. This stream also had an abundance of fish 

species resources including tunaheke, piharau, kahawai, inanga, pakotea, & kokopu. 

Mahinga kai, pa, wahi 

tapu 

Te Henui Stream Te Atiawa 

Autere, 

Purakau, Kerau. 

Pukewarangi, 

Puketarata, & 

Parihamore 

The Te Henui is in the rohe of Ngati te Whiti hapu. Te Henui means huge mistake & refers to an incident which is no 

longer remembered. The river was important because of its abundant resources which sustained the needs of Papakainga 

& communities along its banks. Fish & kaimoana were collected from the river & nearby reefs. 

Mahinga kai, mataitai 

reefs, pa, wahi tapu, 

tauranga waka 

Tongaporutu River Ngati Tama  
A significant river for Ngati Tama with a number of pa sites situated along its banks. This river was abundant with fish & 

mataitai & sustained the needs of the communities along its banks. 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

tauranga waka 

Urenui River Ngati Mutunga 

Pihanga, 

Pohokura, 

Maruehi, Urenui, 

Okoki, 

Pukewhakamaru 

& Tutu-manuka 

The name derives from Tu-Urenui, the son of Manaia who commanded the Tahatuna waka that landed there. The entire 

river length was used for food gathering with the river mouth providing kutae, pipi, pupu, patiki, kahawai & inanga. Tuna & 

piharau were caught in the upper reaches. Like the Onaero River, this river was used for healing the sick & baptising 

babies. The Urenui River has always been an integral part of the social, spiritual & physical lifestyle of Ngati Mutunga. 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

wai tapu, tauranga 

waka 

Waiau Stream 
Te Atiawa & 

Ngati Mutunga 

Te Rau o Te 

Huia 

The Waiau is located north of Waitara & springs from the land & flows into the Tasman Sea. It marks the boundary Te 

Atiawa & Ngati Mutunga. 

Wahi tapu 
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Water body Rohe 
Sites of 

interest 
Commentary Values 

Waingongoro River 
Ngāruahine & 

Ngati Ruanui 

Kanihi, Te 

Rangatapu 

The river was named by Turi the commander of the Aotea Utanganui waka as he travelled south with his wife Rongorongo 

& his people. The Kanihi-Umutahi & Okahu-Inuawai hapu who have historically resided on the western & eastern banks of 

the Waingongoro River are descendants from the tangata whenua tribes that landed at Te Rangatapu on the Te 

Rangiuamutu waka captained by Tamatea-Rokai & also from the Aotea Utanganui waka. This river also had an 

abundance of fish species resources including tunaheke, piharau, inanga, pakotea & kokopu. 

Mahinga kai, pa tuna, 

pa piharau, wahi tapu, 

pa 

Waiongana Stream  Te Atiawa  
The Waiongana flows from Taranaki Maunga to the Tasman Sea & is in the rohe of Puketapu hapu. Fish & kaimoana 

were gathered at the mouth of the river & nearby reefs. Inanga is harvested along its banks. 

Mahinga kai, mataitai 

reefs, wahi tapu 

Waitara River 

Te Atiawa  

Aorangi, 

Pukekohe, 

Manukorihi, 

Pukerangiora 

Ngangana 

The river takes its name from Te Whaitara-nui-a-Wharematangi-i-te-kimi-i-tana-matua-i-a-Ngarue. The river flows through 

the rohe of Manukorihi, Otaraua, Pukerangiora & Ngati Rahiri hapu. The Waitara river mouth was one of the first areas to 

be settled in Aotearoa & life was sustained there by the abundant resources provided by the reefs & wetlands. There were 

many kainga & tauranga waka with one of the streams, Mangahinau, being the mooring site for the largest Te Atiawa war 

waka, Eanganui. The river continues to be an important resource for mahinga kai particularly tuna piharau, kahawai, 

flounder, yellow eyed mullet & herrings. 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

pa, tauranga waka, pa 

piharau 

Ngati Mutunga 

Ngati Maru - 

Wharanui 

 For Ngati Mutunga the river marks the boundary between them and Ngati Maru-Wharanui. 

 

Waitotara River Ngaa Rauru 

Moumahakai 

Lake 

Conservation 

Area 

The Waitotara is the life force that sustains Ngaa Rauru Kiitahi. Many hapu are located along its length, they include Ngaa 

Ariki, Ngaati Pourua, Ngaati Hine Waiatarua, Ngaati Hou Tipua & is known as Te Pu o te Wheke (head of the octopus) or 

the Ngaa Rauru headquarters. The entire length of the river was used to gather food including kakahi, tuna, whitebait, 

smelt, flounder & sole. The river was also utilised as means of transport. 

Mahinga kai, wai tapu, 

pa tuna 

Waiwhakaiho Te Atiawa 

Rewarewa, 

Raiomiti, Te 

Ngaere, 

Pukemapo, Te 

Rerenga, 

Pukeotepua and 

Papamoa 

The Waiwhakaiho flows from Maunga Taranaki & has several tributaries including the Mangaone & Mangorei. The river 

marked the boundaries between rohe of Puketapu hapu, Ngati Tawhirikura & Ngati te Whiti hapu. This river was very 

important because of the abundant resources such as raupo, ferns, berries, birds, fish, flax &kaimoana. The river fish and 

whitebait were caught from particular purpose built sites called whakaparu and these remain & continue to be used today. 

The river was also used as a means to transport food & taonga & maintain whanaungatanga. The river continues to be an 

integral part of the social, spiritual & physical fabric of Te Atiawa & is celebrated in karakia, waiata & pepeha. 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

pa piharau, pa 

Whenuakura River 

Ngati Ruanui  Includes main 

stem, Tapuarau 

Conservation 

Area 

The name of this river originated from the time of Turi & his family living between the two rivers, Patea –nui- a Turi & the 

Whenuakura. Turi was the Ariki (Rangatira of highest rank) of the Aotea waka “Whenuakura: the land belonging to the 

people of high rank”. The river provided the people with all the resources of life they required to survive. This river marks 

the southern most point of interest for Ngati Ruanui. 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

urupa 

Ngaa Rauru 

The river is known by Ngaa Rauru Kiitahi as Te Aarei o Rauru. The entire length of Te Aarei o Rauru was used for food 

gathering. Sources of food included tuna, inanga, smelt, flounder & sole. The area along the river is known as Paamatangi 

& Ngaati Hine Waiata is the main hapuu. There are many urupa & wahi tapu sites situated along Te Aarei o Rauru. 
 

Mahinga kai, wahi tapu, 

urupa 
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Water body Rohe 
Sites of 

interest 
Commentary Values 

Herekawe Stream  

Te Henui Stream 

Huatoki Stream 

Mangorei Stream 

Mangamahoe Stream 

Waiwhakaiho River 

Waiongana River 

Ngātoro Stream 

Ngātoronui Stream 

Piakau Stream 

Little Maketawa Stream 

Maketawa Stream 

Mangamawhete Stream 

Waipuku Stream 

Waireka Stream 

Okurukuru Stream 

Tapuae Stream 

Ōākura River 

Wairau Stream 

Waimoku Stream 

Ōtūpoto Stream 

Whenuariki Stream 

Timaru Stream 

Pitone Stream 

Waiaua Stream 

Hurumangu Stream 

Katikara Stream 

Maitahi Stream 

Waikoukou Stream 

Kaihihi Stream 

Hangatāhua (Stoney) River 

Werekino Stream 

Matanehunehu Stream 

Waiorongomai Stream 

Pūremunui Stream 

Waiweranui Stream 

Te Ikaparua (Warea) River 

Kapoaiaia Stream 

Taranaki Iwi  

The rivers and tributaries that bound and flow through the Taranaki Iwi rohe are of high importance to Taranaki Iwi, as 

many of them flow directly from Taranaki Maunga. These waters contain adjacent kainga, pa, important sites for food 

gathering of kai, tauranga ika (fishing areas) and mouri kōhatu (stones imbued with spiritual significance). The importance 

of these waterways reinforces the Taranaki Iwi tribal identity and provides a continuous connection between those 

ancestors that occupied and utilised these areas and their many deeds. 
 

Waterways, rivers and streams within the Taranaki Iwi rohe were and continue to be vital to the well being, livelihood and 

lifestyle of Taranaki Iwi communities. As kaitiaki Taranaki Iwi closely monitored their health and water quality to ensure 

there was an abundant source of food, materials and other resources to sustain their livelihoods. A diverse range of food 

sources such as piharau (lamprey eel), tuna, kokopu (native trout), inanga (whitebait), Kōaro (small spotted freshwater 

fish), and koura (freshwater crayfish), were staple harvest with large numbers of kahawai and patiki (flounder) also caught 

on the river mouths along the Taranaki iwi coastline. Although access to many of the age old fishing spots for the piharau 

has become a challenge, many are still caught in the months of June, July and August by Taranaki Iwi families. 
 

Relatively high rainfall up on the mountain quickly drains through these river systems contributing to high water flows and 

the swift clearance of excessive sedimentation. This has resulted in clean clear water accessible to generations of 

Taranaki Iwi. The river courses, waterfalls and pools were also ceremonial sites used for baptism and other forms of 

consecration including tohi (child dedication ceremony), pure (tapu removal ceremony) and hahunga (exhumation 

ceremony). The practice of hahunga involved the scrapping and cleansing of bones and then they were painted with 

kōkōwai (red ochre), wrapped  and interred in caves, some of these were on the banks of rivers  while others were high up 

on the mountain. The natural resources along the edges of the rivers and large swamp systems commonly provided 

materials for everyday community life, waka, housing, construction, medicine, food and clothing. Large deposits of 

kōkōwai were also abundant in the river beds higher up on the mountain. Te Ahititi was a famous kōkōwai deposit located 

along the banks of the Hangtāhua River with other known sites on the Kaitake range and the Waiwhakaiho River valley 

above Karakatonga Pā. These sites were fiercely guarded by Taranaki Iwi. 
 

The waterways within the Taranaki Iwi rohe also traditionally provided the best access routes to inland cultivations and 

village sites further up on the mountain and the ranges. Some of these routes became celebrated and were conferred 

names that confirmed the importance of the places they led to. Te Arakaipaka was a route that followed the Pitoone, 

Timaru and Waiorehu streams up onto the various sites on the Kaitake and Pouakai ranges. Tararua was another route 

that followed the Whenuariki stream to Te Iringa, Pirongia, Pukeiti and Te Kōhatu on the Kaitake range. The Hangatāhua 

River was also a key route up onto the Ahukawakawa swamp. The Kapoaiaia River also provided a pathway for Taranaki 

Iwi hapū Ngāti Haupoto. This began at Pukehāmoamoa (close to Cape lighthouse) and went to Te Umupua, Orokotehe, 

Te Ahitahutahu, Ongaonga and onto Ahukawakawa swamp where a whare was situated. The Okahu River was another 

well known route to Te Apiti and onto Te Maru, a fortified pa high up on Taranaki Maunga. Te Maru Pā had extensive 

cultivations and satellite kainga before it was attacked by Ngāpuhi and Waikato war parties in the early 1800s. 
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Water body Rohe 
Sites of 

interest 
Commentary Values 

Otahi Stream 

Waitotoroa Stream 

Waitaha Stream 

Pungaereere Stream 

Okahu Stream 

Manganui Stream 

Ōtūwhenua Stream 

Tangihāpū Stream 

Moutoti Stream 

Ōaoiti Stream 

Ōaonui Stream 

Arawhata Stream 

Ōkaweu Stream 

Heimama Stream 

Otahi Stream 

Hihiwera Stream 

Waiaua River 

Mangahume Stream 

Waiteika Stream 

Taungātara Stream 

Pūnehu Stream 

Ōuri Stream 

Ōeo Stream 

Wahamoko Stream 

Rāwa o Turi Stream 

Taranaki Iwi  

 

The Waitotoroa River takes its name from the siege of Te Maru Pā by Waikato and Ngāpuhi in 1820. Taranaki Iwi suffered 

significant loss of life during the siege and many Taranaki Iwi people were taken away by Waikato and Ngāpuhi as slaves. 

The name commemorates both this event and the large number of people who perished as a result. The river is also of 

extreme importance to Taranaki Iwi and the community of Parihaka as it runs through the heart of Parihaka Pā and is 

often quoted and referenced in many Parihaka and Taranaki Iwi waiata and whakataukitanga korero. 

 

Taniwha also protected many of the rivers and waterways along the Taranaki Iwi coast. Te Rongorangiataiki was resident 

along the Ōākura River along with the famed taniwha Tuiau of Matanehunehu, who was said to have caused a fishing 

tragedy at Mokotunu in the late 1800s. There was also Te Haiata, the taniwha who resided at Ngauhe, and Kaiaho on the 

Pungaereere and Ōāoiti streams. He would move from these two places from time to time to protect the people and the 

rivers. Taniwha are still revered by many Taranaki Iwi families and form the basis of tikanga (practices) for which the 

sustainable harvesting and gathering of food for Taranaki Iwi continues today. 
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5.7 REPRESENTATIVE ECOLOGICAL 
VALUES OF WETLANDS 

Wetlands such as swamps, marshes and bogs are 

the meeting ground of land and freshwater. They 

are some of the most diverse ecosystems in the 

world and support and provide habitat for a 

huge variety of life, including many rare and 

threatened species. An important characteristic 

of wetlands is that they filter out nutrients and 

sediment from farm run-off. This is important in 

controlling water flow and improving water 

quality. 

 

The NPSFM, in addition to seeking the 

protection of outstanding freshwater bodies, 

contains objectives and policies requiring that 

adverse effects on the significant values of 

wetlands to be avoided. Wetlands have on 

occasion been identified in sections 5.1 to 5.6 of 

this report. However, they also are a value in 

themselves due to their relative rarity, ecological 

importance, and ongoing threats to their extent. 

 

Since the time of human settlement of New 

Zealand, much of the region’s original wetland 

area has disappeared. Estimates are that as of 

2007, only about 10.1% of New Zealand’s 

original wetland remains—less than 5% 

throughout the North Island. In Taranaki, about 

8.1% or 3,291 hectares of wetland habitat 

remains. 

 

Between 2001 and 2007, an estimated 121 

hectares of wetland in the region was lost. 

However, between 2007 and 2012, only 42 

hectares or 1.3% of our total wetland areas was 

lost—a 60% reduction in the annual rate of loss 

to wetland area. The greatest loss occurred in 

areas of palustrine wetland, covered with rushes 

and sedges, which are the most common wetland 

in the region.  

 

The current Freshwater Plan included rules 

protecting 60 wetlands scheduled in the Plan as 

being regionally significant plus had other 

‘discretionary activity’ rules requiring a resource 

consent to drain other wetlands over five 

hectares. As part of the review of the Freshwater 

Plan it is proposed to broaden that approach to 

target the protection of all wetlands in Taranaki 

(in accordance with a descriptive schedule that 

outlines wetland habitat types determined to be 

regionally significant). 26 

 

                                                           
26 For further information on the Council’s proposed 
approach for wetlands, refer to Taranaki Regional 
Council, 2013A: ‘Maintaining Indigenous Biodiversity 
in the Taranaki Region’. 

Julian’s Pond, southeast of Opunake has a range of native species, including nationally threatened plants  
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Lake Rotomanu, a regionally 
significant wetland  
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6. Summary and recommendations 

 

 

In conclusion, and as stated in the NPSFM 

implementation guide “…an outstanding 

waterbody is one that is exceptional in some way. It 

may be exceptional in relation to one particular 

attribute but it may also have a number of 

outstanding attributes. An outstanding value is a 

high threshold. There are expected to be a small 

number of outstanding freshwater bodies identified 

and protected by regional councils across the 

country.”  

 

The ‘outstanding’ threshold should be up and 

around that of a water conservation order. Of the 

water bodies examined in this report, three 

clearly have attributes or features that are 

exceptional or outstanding in some way. These 

are: 

 Hangatahua (Stony) River 

 Lake Rotokare 

 Maketawa and Ngatoro streams. 

 

It is recommended that a revised Freshwater 

Plan be prepared identifying these water bodies 

to be ‘outstanding freshwater bodies’. Adverse 

effects on the quality and values of the 

outstanding freshwater body must then be 

avoided.  For one of the catchments – the 

Maketawa Stream – it is noted that there are a 

small number of treated discharges to water that 

may need to be diverted to land in the future. 

 

Another water body – the upper Manganui 

catchment – has attributes and values that are 

ranked very high but the overall ranking did not 

meet the ‘outstanding’ criterion. However, given 

the subjectivity inherent in landscape 

assessments this conclusion should be tested 

through the public review process for the 

Freshwater Plan.  

 

Although not rated ‘outstanding’, 77 catchments 

were identified as having regionally important 

natural character, features, and/or amenity, 

recreational, fishery, ecological, cultural or 

historical values. Some of these values may 

apply to the whole catchment while others 

would be limited to particular water bodies, 

reaches or sites.  

 

Appendix IV presents a summary of the 

attributes and values associated with freshwater 

bodies identified to be outstanding or significant. 

 

The current Freshwater Plan already contains a 

policy that seeks that the high natural, ecological 

and amenity values of those rivers and streams 

be maintained and enhanced as far as 

practicable, with adverse effects of activities 

being avoided as far as practicable, or remedied 

or mitigated.  However, as part of the review of 

the Freshwater Plan, it is proposed that the 

current broad approach of ‘maintenance and 

enhancement’ be further refined, and specific 

policy be developed in a revised Freshwater Plan 

for managing specific freshwater  values.   

 

The proposed approach will provide greater 

direction and certainty through reflecting the 

different management approaches needed for 

each value in ensuring that they are maintained 

and enhanced. This approach will also enable 

effect to be given to the RPS which contains some 

specific directions for some of the values.  

 

It is further recommended that high value water 

bodies be identified within separate schedules 

(instead of one schedule) according to each value 

identified. Adverse effects associated with use 

and development can then be managed through 

regional rules and the consenting process to 

ensure the maintenance or enhancement of those 

instream values. 

 

Of note, the report’s findings and 

recommendations may have implications for 

district councils in that freshwater bodies 

identified as having outstanding or regionally 

significant values will likely become part of their 

consideration when determining how their 

district plans will protect outstanding natural 

character, features and landscapes in accordance 

with section 6(b) of the RMA. 
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Angling at the footsteps of Mount Taranaki 
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Appendix I:  Stakeholder feedback on draft report 

 

 

 

Set out overleaf are copies of feedback received from key stakeholders following targeted consultation on 

the draft report Freshwater bodies of outstanding or significant value in the Taranaki region. 
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Rotokare Scenic Reserve Trust 

 

From: Simon Collins [mailto:simon@rotokare.org.nz]  

Sent: Thursday, 17 September 2015 11:33 AM 

To: Chris Spurdle 

Cc: Ellen Squire 

Subject: Re: Freshwater Bodies of Outstanding or Significant Value in the Taranaki Region 

 

Good morning Chris and Ellen, 

 

Thank you for offering us the opportunity to comment on this draft report. 

 

We are naturally thrilled with the assessment ranking so highly, and agree it is of significant value 

and importance regionally and nationally. 

 

Comments: 

 

- It is perhaps worth noting that Lake Rotokare is the ‘largest wetland and lake habitat within a 

fenced sanctuary in NZ’…..?  

 

- Small ‘typo’ in caption below photograph on page 27 ‘….the efforts of a local community work’. 

 

- As banded kokapu are mentioned, it is perhaps also worth mentioning the presence of both short 

and long-finned eel, and indeed koura …?  

 

Kind regards, 

 

 

 

Simon Collins 

Sanctuary Manager 

Rotokare Scenic Reserve Trust 

06 764 8500 

021 1322 205 
 

 
www.rotokare.org.nz 

 

 

 

 

http://www.rotokare.org.nz/


 

61 
 

Taranaki Fish and Game Council 
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Stratford District Council 

 

 

From: Liam Dagg [mailto:LDagg@stratford.govt.nz]  

Sent: Wednesday, 28 October 2015 1:41 PM 

To: Ellen Squire 

Cc: Chris Spurdle 

Subject: RE: Freshwater Bodies of Outstanding or Significant Value in the Taranaki Region 

 

Ellen 

  

Only 3 comments from us at this stage: 

  

·         It would be useful to give some indication as to which local authorities the freshwater bodies fall 

into 

·         While its appreciated the report is pointed at the regional planning instruments, some statement in 

the recommendations section on what role the district plans are expected to play would be useful. 

For example, is it envisaged that some restriction on subdivision may be imposed adjacent to or 

within the catchments of these areas? Are the nominated areas to be viewed as priority areas for 

esplanade strip acquisition etc? Probably doesn’t have to be too detailed, but something pointing 

toward the fact the management of these areas will cascade down into district plans, not just the 

regional plans 

·         The methodology looks sound; we don’t have the expertise or knowledge in-house to challenge the 

waterbodies that made the grade to those that didn’t 

  

cheers 

  

  

Liam Dagg | Director Environmental Services | Stratford District Council 
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Appendix II:  River and stream catchments with high natural, ecological and amenity values 

 

 

 

Set out below are the natural, ecological and amenity values of river and stream catchments as documented in the Regional Fresh Water Plan for Taranaki (2001) and the 

Regional Policy Statement for Taranaki (2010). 

 

River or stream Water quality Recreational & fishery values Aesthetic & scenic values Comments27 

Hangatahua (Stony) 

River 

Excellent water quality throughout 

whole catchment. 

High clarity, low turbidity, very low 

nutrients. 

Macroinvertebrate community health 

excellent (average MCI 109-130) 

Large river, access for fish to National 

Park. 

Very popular and highly valued angling 

river. 

High native fish diversity and presence 

of threatened species. 

Upper and middle reaches very 

highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 3500l/s at Mangatete Bridge. Steep gradients in upper and mid 

reaches with significant water movement and many rapids. Water quantity and 

movement contributes significantly to wild and scenic character. 

39% total riparian cover, upper reaches mostly indigenous, middle reaches mixed 

vegetation, exotic trees and pasture, lower reaches barren or introduced grasses 

and weeds. 

Huatoki Stream  Highly rated for recreational uses and 

values. Huatoki walkway. 

Highly rated for scenic value. 

Adjacent parks and reserves. 

Mixed vegetation including indigenous, in adjacent parks and reserves. 

Kai Auai Stream Excellent water quality throughout 

catchment.  

Slight turbidity. 

Moderate access for native fish. 

Popular and very highly valued angling 

river. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Mixed vegetation, including indigenous. 

Kapuni Stream Excellent water quality in upper reaches 

above Opunake Rd (average MCI 135). 

Low turbidity. 

Good in middle reaches (average MCI 

for middle reaches above Skeet Road 

94) 

Access for native fish through most of 

river. Presence of threatened species. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Highly rated for recreational uses and 

values. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 1300l/s at SH45. 

Considerable water movement in upper reaches contributes to aesthetic and scenic 

value. 

23% total riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation. 

Katikara Stream  Moderate access for native fish. 

Important habitat for threatened species 

in upper reaches. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 600l/s* at river mouth. 

Steep gradient with noticeable water movement contributes to aesthetic and scenic 

values 

                                                           
27 Median flow figures marked with an asterisk (*) are estimates only 



 

74 
 

River or stream Water quality Recreational & fishery values Aesthetic & scenic values Comments27 

Kaupokonui Stream Excellent to good water quality in upper 

reaches above Opunake Road.  

Average MCI 124. 

 

Moderate access for native fish. 

Very popular and highly valued angling 

river. 

Very highly rated for recreational uses 

and values (important recreational area 

at mouth on South Taranaki coast). 

 31% total riparian cover, consisting of a mono-culture of exotic trees or pasture. 

Maketawa Stream Excellent to good water quality 

throughout whole catchment. 

High clarity, low nitrate and 

phosphorous. 

Smaller river, good access for fish. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Important habitat for threatened native 

species. 

 Median flow of 1300l/s at SH3. Considerable water movement throughout the length 

of the stream. 

59% total riparian cover, consisting of exotic trees, pasture and mixed vegetation. 

Manawapou River  High recreational value for whitebaiting.   

Mangahume Stream  Important habitat for threatened native 

fish species. 

  

Manganui River Excellent to good water quality 

throughout whole catchment. 

Low nutrients above SH3 and at the 

confluence with the Waitara River. 

Moderate access for native fish. 

Presence of threatened species. 

Important for threatened native species. 

Very popular and highly valued angling 

river. 

Very highly rated for recreational uses 

and values (some swimming). 

Very highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 840l/s at SH3. Considerable water movement downstream from 

Everett Park with some Grade 2 and 3 rapids. Water quantity and flows contribute 

significantly to aesthetic and scenic values. 

53% total riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation and exotic trees or pasture. 

 

Mangaone Stream in the 

Waiwhakaiho River 

catchment 

 Tributary of the Waiwhakaiho in the 

lower catchment. 

Particularly high native fish diversity and 

presence of threatened species. 

  

Mangaoraka Stream  Small lowland stream with very good 

access. 

Highly valued trout stream. 

Very good access for native fish. 

Supports important Waiongana Stream 

whitebait fishery. 

 Median flow 1240l/s at Corbett Road. 

Low gradient, meandering stream. 

54% total riparian cover. 
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River or stream Water quality Recreational & fishery values Aesthetic & scenic values Comments27 

Mangatoki Stream  Popular and valued angling river 

supporting trout stocks in the 

Waingongoro River system. 

 40% total riparian cover. 

Dense indigenous trees and scrub in upper reaches, pasture and exotic trees in 

lower reaches. 

Mangawhero Stream in 

the Kaupokonui 

catchment 

Good water quality. 

Presence of iron hydroxide gives milky 

appearance. 

Valued angling river. Access for native 

fish through most of river. 

 Meandering stream with deep ponds in middle and low reaches. 

31% total riparian cover (Kaupokonui catchment figure). 

Mangorei Stream Excellent to good water quality 

throughout whole catchment. 

High clarity and low nutrients. 

Important habitats for native fish. 

Valued angling river. 

Supports trout stocks in the lower 

Waiwhakaiho River. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 1500l/s* at Burgess Park. 

Major tributary of the Waiwhakaiho River.  

Numerous pools occur. Important for maintaining water levels and flows in lower 

Waiwhakaiho River. 

61% total riparian cover, mixed vegetation including indigenous vegetation. 

Mimi River  Whitebaiting. 

Good diversity of native aquatic fauna 

including eels, whitebait, bullies and 

torrent fish. 

Good scenic values, steep cliffs 

with puketea forest. 

High ecological values in upper 

reaches. 

Estuary considered to be an area 

of outstanding coastal value. 

Retained native vegetation. 

Mohakatino River  Good diversity of native aquatic fauna 

including eels, whitebait, bullies and 

torrent fish. 

Recreational uses (canoeing, 

whitebaiting). 

High aesthetic and scenic values. 

High ecological values in upper 

reaches. 

Estuary considered to be an area 

of outstanding coastal value. 

Native forest in upper reaches. 

Ngatoro-nui Stream  Access for native fish through most of 

river. 

Important native fish values. 

 43% total riparian cover, consisting of mono-culture of exotic trees or pasture. 

Oakura River Excellent in upper reaches. 

Excellent to good in lower reaches. 

Very low nutrients and low turbidity. 

Moderate access for native fish. 

Highly rated for recreational uses and 

values (particularly swimming and 

whitebaiting). 

Important habitat for threatened species 

in tributaries. 

Very highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 1650l/s at Surrey Hill Road. 

Very steep gradient with noticeable water movement. 

Swift current and pool and riffle pattern. 

53% total riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation including some areas of 

indigenous vegetation. 
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River or stream Water quality Recreational & fishery values Aesthetic & scenic values Comments27 

Oaonui Stream  Access for native fish through most of 

river. 

Important native fish values. 

  

Okahu Stream  Smaller river, good access for native 

fish. Presence of threatened species. 

Valued small stream fishery. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

53% total riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation with some exotic trees and 

pasture. 

Onaero River  Good diversity of native aquatic fauna 

including eels, whitebait, bullies and 

torrent fish and presence of threatened 

species. 

Recreational uses (camping, picnicking, 

whitebaiting).  

Aesthetic and scenic values. 

Protected wetlands at headwaters. 

Retained native vegetation in upper reaches. 

Ouri Stream  High native fish diversity.   

Patea River Excellent to good water quality in upper 

reaches above Cardiff Rd (average MCI 

135). 

 

Moderate access for native fish. 

Very popular and highly valued angling 

river. 

Very highly rated for recreational uses 

and values. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 3200l/s at Skinner Road. 

Relatively steep gradient in ring plain reaches and numerous rapids ensures 

continuous water movement. 

51% total riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation. 

Tangahoe River  High recreational value for whitebaiting.   

Tapuae Stream  Access for native fish through most of 

the stream. 

Small stream trout fishery. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 1400l/s* at river mouth. 

Very steep gradient with noticeable water movement and numerous shingle rapids 

which contribute to its scenic appeal. 

37% total riparian cover, mixed vegetation including indigenous vegetation. 

Te Henui Stream  Moderate access for native fish and 

presence of threatened species. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Locally significant trout fishery. 

Very highly rated for recreational uses 

and values. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 1200l/s* at river mouth.  

Significant water movement throughout the length of the stream which contributes 

to its high recreational and scenic value. 

53% total riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation. 
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River or stream Water quality Recreational & fishery values Aesthetic & scenic values Comments27 

Timaru Stream Excellent to good throughout whole 

catchment. 

Low nutrients and low turbidity. 

Moderate access for native fish. 

Important for threatened native species 

in tributaries. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Locally significant whitebait fishery. 

Highly rated for recreational uses and 

values. 

Very highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 1100l/s at SH45. 

Steep gradient. Considerable current over shingle rapids enhances aesthetic and 

scenic values. 

49% total riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation. 

Tongaporutu River  Good diversity of native aquatic fauna 

including eels, whitebait, bullies and 

torrent fish and presence of threatened 

species. 

Recreational uses (canoeing, 

whitebaiting). 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values. 

Estuary considered to be an area 

of outstanding coastal value. 

Water quantities and flows contribute significantly to high recreational, scenic and 

aesthetic values. 

Native forest in upper reaches. 

Urenui River  High ecological values in upper 

reaches. 

Good diversity of native aquatic fauna 

including eels, whitebait, bullies and 

torrent fish. 

Recreational uses (whitebaiting 

Aesthetic and scenic values. Retained native vegetation. 

Waiaua River  Popular and valued angling river 

Largest angling river between the 

Hangatahua (Stony) River and 

Kaupokonui Stream. 

  

Waingongoro River Excellent in upper reaches above 

Opunake Road. 

Good in middle and lower reaches 

(average MCI 124). 

MCI of between 90 and 120 in middle 

reaches above Skeet Road. 

Moderate access for native fish. 

Very popular highly valued angling river. 

Very highly rated for recreational uses 

and values. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 4940l/s at SH45 is one of the highest of ring plain rivers. Relatively 

low gradient with many pools and riffles. 

31% riparian cover, consisting of mixed vegetation with some indigenous vegetation 

in places. 
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River or stream Water quality Recreational & fishery values Aesthetic & scenic values Comments27 

Waiongana Stream  Smaller river, good access for fish. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Highly rated for recreational uses and 

values (including whitebaiting). 

 Median flow of 2680l/s at Devon Road. 

Considerable water movement in upper reaches. Current slows considerably in 

lower reaches below Lepperton. 

53% total riparian cover, consisting of mono-culture of exotic trees or pasture. 

Waitara River (middle 

reaches – from 

confluence with 

Manganui River to 

Bertrand Road) 

 Large river, access for fish to National 

Park. 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 32300l/s at Bertrand Road. 

Noticeable water movement in some sections with numerous rapids but long, calm, 

flat sections in between. 

35% total riparian cover, middle reaches consisting of mono-culture of exotic trees 

or pasture. 

Waitara River (lower 

reaches – from Bertrand 

Road to river mouth) 

 Large river, access for fish to National 

Park. 

Whitebait congregating area. 

Very highly rated for recreational uses 

and values (canoeing). 

 Median flow of 34000l/s* at river mouth. 

River becomes flat and slow moving below Bertrand Rd bridge with some areas of 

shingle rapids. 

35% total riparian cover, lower reaches consisting of barren or introduced grasses 

and weeds. 

Waitotara River  High recreational value for whitebaiting. Estuary listed in Coastal Plan as 

an area of outstanding coastal 

value. 

 

Waiweranui River  Access for native fish through most of 

river. 

Important native fish values. 

 Median flow of 900l/s* at river mouth.  

Waiwhakaiho River 

(upper reaches – Egmont 

National Park to Lake 

Mangamahoe) 

Excellent to good water quality 

MCI excellent to very good, average 

130. 

Access for native fish through most of 

river. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Tributaries provide important native fish 

habitat 

Highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 4050l/s at Egmont Village. 

Shallow river. Numerous small rapids and continuous water movement. 

There are several pools along this section. 

39% riparian cover over all reaches of the river, upper reaches consisting of exotic 

trees or pasture and introduced grasses or weeds. 
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River or stream Water quality Recreational & fishery values Aesthetic & scenic values Comments27 

Waiwhakaiho River 

(middle reaches – Lake 

Mangamahoe to Audrey 

Gale Park) 

Excellent to good water quality. 

MCI excellent to very good, average 

130. 

Access for native fish through most of 

river. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Very highly rated for recreational uses 

and values. 

Tributaries provide important native fish 

habitat 

Very highly rated for aesthetic and 

scenic values 

Median flow of 5900l/s* at Audrey Gale Park.  

Series of continuous rocky rapids with segments of swiftly flowing turbulent white 

water.  

Eddies and pools occur below the rapids. 

39% riparian cover over all reaches of the river, middle reaches consisting of mixed 

vegetation including indigenous 

Waiwhakaiho River 

(lower reaches – Audrey 

Gale Park to river mouth) 

 Access for native fish through most of 

river. 

Highly valued angling river. 

Highly rated for recreational uses and 

values, including whitebaiting.  

Tributaries provide important native fish 

habitat 

 Median flow of 5900l/s* at river mouth is one of the highest of ring plain rivers. 

Slower moving section of the river with some rapids and pools. 

39% riparian cover over all reaches of the river, lower reaches consisting of barren 

or introduced grasses and weeds. 

Warea River  Smaller river, good access for native 

fish. 

Good habitat for threatened native fish 

species. 

Important native fish values. 

 16% total riparian cover, consisting of mono-culture of exotic trees or pasture. 

Whenuakura River  High recreational value for whitebaiting. Estuary listed in Coastal Plan as 

an area of outstanding coastal 

value. 
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Appendix III: Current policy framework for outstanding and high freshwater values 

 

 

Set out below is a summary of the current policy framework as relates to Taranaki waterbodies identified as having outstanding freshwater values and or being 

maintained in their existing high natural state. 

 

Table 7: Summary of current national and regional policy directions relating to outstanding and high freshwater values  
Freshwater 
body 

Document Key values 
Policy/ 
method 

Policy/method directions 

Hangatahua (Stony) 
River 

Regional Fresh Water Plan for 
Taranaki 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional Policy Statement for 
Taranaki 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management 
 
 

Regionally important fisheries and angling features, 
scenic characteristics and recreational features, and 
cultural, historical and educational features 
 
High natural, ecological and amenity values 
 
 
Outstanding natural values, features and landscapes 
 
 
 
 
 
High natural, ecological and amenity values 
 
 
 
Outstanding freshwater bodies  

Policy 3.1.1 
 
 
 
Policy 3.1.4 
 
 
NFL Method 1 
 
 
WAL Method 4 
 
 
 
WAL Policy 2 & 
WQU Policy 3 
 
Objective A2 
 
 
Objective B4 

 Retain the quality, quantity and level and rate of flow of water as far as possible in their 
natural state (achieved by prohibitive rules). 

 
 

 Maintain and enhance high natural, ecological and amenity values identified (relating to 
water quality, recreational and fishery values, and aesthetic and scenic values). 

 

 Implement objectives, policies and methods that promote the protection of outstanding 
natural features and landscapes. 

 

 Implement rules that allow, regulate or prohibit the taking and use of surface water to 
protect the natural character and instream values present as far as possible in their 
natural state. 

 

 Maintain and enhance water quality and natural water levels and flows. 
 
 

 Overall quality of fresh water within a region is maintained or improved while protecting 
the significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies. 

 

 The significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies are protected (in relation to the 
taking, using, damming or diverting of freshwater). 

Maketawa Stream 
catchment 

Regional Fresh Water Plan for 
Taranaki 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional Policy Statement for 
Taranaki 
 

Largely unmodified with few water use pressures 
 
 
 
 
 
High natural, ecological and amenity values 
 
 
Outstanding natural values, features and landscapes 
 
High natural, ecological and amenity values 

Policy 6.1.1 
 
Method 5, Issue 
3.1 
 
 
Policy 3.1.4 
 
 
NFL Method 1 
 
 

 Prohibit the taking and use of water in part of the Maketawa Stream catchment. 
 

 Investigate targeting part of the Maketawa Stream catchment with the objective of 
obtaining and sustaining a water quality status perceived to be of a quality which 
matches that of the Hangatahua (Stony) River. 

 

 Maintain and enhance high natural, ecological and amenity values identified (relating to 
water quality, recreational and fishery values, and aesthetic and scenic values). 

 

 Implement objectives, policies and methods that promote the protection of outstanding 
natural features and landscapes. 
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Freshwater 
body 

Document Key values 
Policy/ 
method 

Policy/method directions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Outstanding freshwater bodies 

WAL Method 4 
 
 
 
WAL Policy 2 & 
WQU Policy 3 
 
 
Objective A2 
 
 
Objective B4 

 Implement rules that allow, regulate or prohibit the taking and use of surface water in 
identified parts of the Maketawa Stream catchment to protect the natural character and 
instream values present as far as possible in their natural state. 

 

 Maintain and enhance water quality and natural water levels and flows in parts of the 
catchment identified as having high quality or high value for their natural character and 
in-stream values. 

 

 Overall quality of fresh water within a region is maintained or improved while protecting 
the significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies. 

 

 The significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies are protected (in relation to the 
taking, using, damming or diverting of freshwater). 

Upper Manganui 
River catchment 

Regional Fresh Water Plan for 
Taranaki 
 
 
 
 
Regional Policy Statement for 
Taranaki 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management 
 
 

Largely unmodified with few water takes 
 
 
High natural, ecological and amenity values 
 
 
High natural, ecological and amenity values 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Outstanding freshwater bodies 

Policy 6.1.1 
 
 
Policy 3.1.4 
 
 
WAL Method 4 
 
 
 
WAL Policy 2 & 
WQU Policy 3 
 
 
Objective A2 
 
 
Objective B4 

 Prohibit the taking and use of water in part of the Manganui River catchment, excluding 
Te Popo Stream 

 

 Maintain and enhance high natural, ecological and amenity values identified (relating to 
water quality, recreational and fishery values, and aesthetic and scenic values). 

 

 Implement rules that allow, regulate or prohibit the taking and use of surface water in 
identified parts of the Manganui catchment to protect the natural character and instream 
values present as far as possible in their natural state. 

 

 Maintain and enhance water quality and natural water levels and flows in parts of the 
catchment identified as having high quality or high value for their natural character and 
in-stream values. 

 

 Overall quality of fresh water within a region is maintained or improved while protecting 
the significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies. 

 

 The significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies are protected (in relation to the 
taking, using, damming or diverting of freshwater). 

Lake Rotokare 
Scenic Reserve 
 
 

Regional Fresh Water Plan for 
Taranaki 
 
Regional Policy Statement for 
Taranaki 
 
National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management 
 
 

Not identified 
 
 
Outstanding natural values, features and landscapes 
(Lake Rotokare) 
 
Outstanding freshwater bodies 

N/A 
 
 
NFL Method 1 
 
 
Objective A2 
 
 
Objective B4 

Not identified 
 
 

 Implement objectives, policies and methods that promote the protection of outstanding 
natural features and landscapes. 

 

 Overall quality of fresh water within a region is maintained or improved while protecting 
the significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies. 

 

 The significant values of outstanding freshwater bodies are protected (in relation to the 
taking, using, damming or diverting of freshwater). 
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Appendix IV: Summary of rivers and lakes with outstanding or 
regionally significant freshwater values 

 

 

Table 8 below summarises the attributes and values associated with freshwater bodies identified in this 

report have ‘outstanding’ or ‘regionally significant’ (high) instream values. Some values will be catchment 

wide while other values may be confined to a specific area or reach. Of note, the rivers, lakes and 

waterways identified are based upon present knowledge and, in relation to native fisheries and tangata 

whenua values, may not be an exhaustive selection.  

 

Table 8: Outstanding and regionally significant freshwater values by catchment 

Catchment(1) 

Outstanding or regionally significant freshwater values 

Aesthetic & 

scenic values 

(A) 

Contact 

recreation (CR) 

Fisheries - trout 

(T) or whitebait 

(W) 

Spawning 

habitat - trout 

(T) or inanga (I) 

Native 

fisheries(2) (NF) 

Cultural, spiritual 

& historical 

associations(3) (C) 

Arawhata      C 

Hangatahua (Stony)  A CR 
T 
W 

T NF C 

Heimama      C 

Herekawe     NF C 

Hihiwera      C 

Huatoki  A  T T NF C 

Hutiwai     I   

Inaha      NF  

Kai Auai A      

Kaihihi      NF C 

Kakapo      NF  

Kapoaiaia      NF C 

Kapuni A  T T NF C 

Katikara  A    NF C 

Kaupokonui   CR 
T 
W 

T NF C 

Lake Rotokare A    NF  

Maitahi      C 

Manawapou    W I  C 

Mangahume     NF C 

Mangaroa      NF  
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Catchment(1) 

Outstanding or regionally significant freshwater values 

Aesthetic & 

scenic values 

(A) 

Contact 

recreation (CR) 

Fisheries - trout 

(T) or whitebait 

(W) 

Spawning 

habitat - trout 

(T) or inanga (I) 

Native 

fisheries(2) (NF) 

Cultural, spiritual 

& historical 

associations(3) (C) 

Mangati      NF  

Matanehunehu      NF C 

Moutoti      C 

Mimi A  W I NF C 

Mohakatino  A  W   C 

Ngatoronui      C 

Oakura A CR 
T 
W 

T NF C 

Oaoiti     NF C 

Oaonui      NF C 

Oeo     NF C 

Okahu  A  T T NF C 

Okaweu     NF C 

Okurukura      C 

Onaero A  W I NF C 

Otahi     NF C 

Otakeho    T T NF C 

Otupoto      C 

Otuwhenua      C 

Ouri     NF C 

Papatiki       C 

Parahaki   - - NF  

Patea A CR 
T 
W 

T 
I 

NF C 

Pitone      C 

Punehu     NF C 

Pungaereere      C 
Puremunui (unnamed 

catchment) 
     C 

Tangahoe    W I NF C 

Tangihapu      C 
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Catchment(1) 

Outstanding or regionally significant freshwater values 

Aesthetic & 

scenic values 

(A) 

Contact 

recreation (CR) 

Fisheries - trout 

(T) or whitebait 

(W) 

Spawning 

habitat - trout 

(T) or inanga (I) 

Native 

fisheries(2) (NF) 

Cultural, spiritual 

& historical 

associations(3) (C) 

Tapuae A  
T 
W 

T NF C 

Taungatara    T T NF C 

Te Henui  A CR 
T 
W 

T NF C 

Timaru A CR 
T 
W 

T NF C 

Tongaporutu A  W I NF C 

Urenui  A CR W I NF C 

Wahamoko      NF C 

Waiau     NF C 

Waiaua   CR T T  C 

Waihi     NF  

Waikoukou      C 

Waimoku     NF C 

Waingongoro  A CR 
T 
W 

T NF C 

Waiongana    
T 
W 

T 
I 

NF C 

Waipapa      NF  

Wairau      NF C 

Waitaha     NF C 

Waitara 

 
 CR 

T 
W 

T 
I 

NF C 

Manganui A CR T T NF C 

Maketawa  A  T T  C 

Waiteika      C 
Waitotara    W  NF C 

Waitotoroa    I NF  

Waiweranui     NF C 

Waiwhakaiho A CR 
T 
W 

T 
I 

NF C 
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Catchment(1) 

Outstanding or regionally significant freshwater values 

Aesthetic & 

scenic values 

(A) 

Contact 

recreation (CR) 

Fisheries - trout 

(T) or whitebait 

(W) 

Spawning 

habitat - trout 

(T) or inanga (I) 

Native 

fisheries(2) (NF) 

Cultural, spiritual 

& historical 

associations(3) (C) 

Warea   T T NF C 

Werekino      C 

Whenuariki     NF C 

Whenuakura   W   C 

All other rivers with 

tidal influences 
   I   

 

1Catchment may include one or more specific waterbodies identified in the main body of the report, i.e. a number of identified rivers, lakes 

or streams lie within a specific catchmwent.  

2As identified by the confirmed presence of threatened or regionally distinctive fish species, these being: banded kokopu; giant kokopu; 

freshwater mussel; shortjaw kokopu; koaro; inanga; long fin eels; lamprey; and brown mudfish.  
3 As identified in statutory acknowledgements made by the Iwi of the particular cultural, spiritual, historical, and traditional association of 

the iwi with the statutory area. 
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