
 

 

 
 
 
 
21 July 2022 
 
 
 
FEEDBACK ON EXPOSURE DRAFT OF NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT FOR INDIGENOUS 
BIODIVERSITY 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the exposure draft of the National Policy Statement for 
Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB).  For the most part, our comments respond to whether the drafting is 
clear, and if there are any unintended consequences arising from the drafting. 
 
In our joint submission dated 13 March 2020 on the [then] proposed version of the National Policy 
Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity, we briefly described the context of biodiversity in our region.  
All Hawke’s Bay councils recognise the importance of indigenous biodiversity, not only for the health 
of our environment, but also for the wellbeing of our people. 
 
Te Uru Kahika’s submission 
As a Regional Council, we are under the canopy of Te Uru Kahika (the sixteen regional councils and 
unitary authorities of New Zealand). Te Uru Kahika’s submission covers a number of key issues and 
challenges with the exposure draft, particularly the implement-ability of a number of the mandatory 
requirements featured in the exposure draft. We support Te Uru Kahika’s submission in that regard. 
 
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to provide feedback on these proposed changes prior to them coming 
into effect. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Gavin Ide 
Principal Advisor Strategic Planning 
 
 
Address for service: 

Hawke’s Bay Regional Council 
Attn: Gavin Ide 
Principal Advisor Strategic Planning 
e: gavin@hbrc.govt.nz 
p: 06 835 9200  

https://www.hbrc.govt.nz/assets/Document-Library/Submissions/March-2020-Joint-Submission-HBRC-HDC-CHBDC-NCC-on-Proposed-National-Policy-Statement-for-Indigenous-Biodiversity.pdf
mailto:gavin@hbrc.govt.nz
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APPENDIX ONE 
 

Ref What Issue/Comment 

1.3 Application The scope of the NPS-IB is supported insofar as outlined in 
s1.3. As outlined, it does not create further and unnecessary 
ambiguity with other national direction such as the National 
Policy Statement for Freshwater Management and the NZ 
Coastal Policy Statement.   

There is no definition of ‘aquatic indigenous biodiversity’ in 
the Exposure Draft, yet s1.3(1) supposedly does not apply to 
that undefined thing. That ambiguity needs resolving. 

1.4(1) Relationship with the NZCPS Clause (1) makes a peculiar reference to the “terrestrial 
coastal environment” yet no definition of this place features 
in the Exposure Draft.  Is this the same as ‘above mean high 
water springs’ or ‘not within the coastal marine area’ or 
something else? 

1.6 Meaning of indigenous biodiversity The meaning given in the Exposure Draft is a reasonably 
generic, yet given limited application of the NPS-IB at s1.3, 
that definition should be tailored and further modified so it is 
clearly a meaning of indigenous biodiversity for the purposes 
of this NPS-IB. 

1.6 Meaning of Māori lands This meaning appears to extend the common understanding 
and interpretation of Māori Land often used in other contexts.  
For successful implementation, are records of all forms of 
Māori land and landholdings described in this definition able 
to be readily (and freely) accessed by local authorities (e.g. 
such as via an online property register or similar)? If not, then 
the meaning will pose challenges for ease of access and 
general implementation of the NPS-IB. 

1.6 Meaning of Treaty settlement land As above for Māori land meaning. 

1.6(2) Terms used in the NPSIB A number of terms used in the NPS-IB may also have 
definitions as set out in the National Planning Standards. 
S1.6(2) should have a cross-references to those Standards. 

Policy 7 Language used Policy 7 is clumsily worded where it refers to “…avoiding and 
managing adverse effects…”  Unclear if it is one or other or 
both and if both, is there any preference or prioritising. If it is 
both with no priority, then “managing” alone should suffice.  

3.1(1) Part 3 sets out a non-exhaustive 
list of things that local authorities 
MUST do. 

We support the framing of Part 3 in this way (although we do 
not agree with a number of the specific things that local 
authorities/ regional councils are required to do). Framed in 
this way, the NPSIB wisely does not attempt to describe or list 
the huge array of discretionary things that local authorities 
could do, might do, or may do etc. In Hawke’s Bay, local 
authorities are already choosing to do a wide range of things 
to maintain indigenous biodiversity and restore some of our 
remnant ecosystems and habitats. 
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3.8(3) If requested by a territorial 
authority, the relevant regional 
council MUST assist the territorial 
authority in undertaking its 
district-wide assessment of SNAs. 

The intent of this clause is unclear.  The clause is very 
ambiguous and without any limits or reality-checks about the 
regional council’s own abilities to assist in a timely manner.   

Is the assistance only as a provider of information, or is it to 
be funder of the SNA assessment and/or assistant to the 
territorial authority with community engagement or other 
work associated with a district wide assessment of SNAs?   

This could be a huge burden on the Regional Council if say, 
each of the territorial authorities in Hawke’s Bay requested 
assistance – a burden that could emerge in a relatively ad-hoc 
manner without any pre-defined resourcing or budgeting. 

This clause was also questioned in Te Uru Kahika’s submission. 
Clarifying this intent ought to be done in the words used in 
the NPS-IB itself, and not solely reliant upon future guidance 
publications to reduce the ambiguity in s3.8(3).  

3.10 Managing adverse effects on SNAs This clause, plus clauses 3.11-3.17, all refer to local authorities 
needing to do certain things. But in reality, what a regional 
council can do compared to what a territorial authority can do 
in respect of the activities specified in those clauses, will be 
considerably different things. For example, regional councils 
do not control subdivision activities, but policies in RPSs might 
provide some policy direction about subdivision in certain 
places.  The Exposure Draft is clearer than the earlier draft 
NPS-IB in terms of which type of local authority does what.  
Ambiguities in Clauses 3.11-3.17 could be further reduced if 
specific references were made to regional councils and 
regional policy statements as distinct from territorial 
authorities, district plans, subdivision and so on. 

3.10(3) 
& (4) 

Directives to make or change RPSs 
and plans 

These two sub-clauses are very specific in their directives, yet 
the transaction is via a change to policy statements or plans.  
Those transactional costs could be simply avoided if the NPS-
IB instructed that these types of specific directives were to be 
inserted into relevant policy statements and plans “without 
further formality.” This approach has featured in recent 
editions of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
Management and the NPS for Urban Development.  

S3.20 Recording of highly mobile fauna 
areas outside of SNAs. 

We anticipate this will be a very resource-demanding task 
which it well beyond the Regional Council’s current capability 
and capacity.  There are plenty of other mandatory actions 
and priorities that would fall to the Regional Council to 
implement from this NPS-IB. DOC is far better placed than 
local authorities to lead this kind of area definition. 

We support the submission by Te Uru Kahika in this regard 
that recording of highly mobile fauna areas by regional 
councils should not be a mandatory requirement of the NPS-
IB. 

We also note that comments offered by Ministry officials 
during a recent webinar on the exposure draft has caused 
some uncertainty about what the intent of s3.20 is and 
whether or not the words used in the exposure draft actually 
fairly and accurately represent the policy intent. 
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S3.21 Restoration This clause should make reference to existing (and new) 
regional biodiversity strategies. We anticipate that the 
matters as currently listed in sub-clause (2) will pose some 
tensions with existing priorities and prioritised work 
programmes that have arisen from existing regional 
biodiversity strategies. Those strategies’ priorities should also 
be upheld and not dismissed or trumped by the NPS-IB 
coming into effect.  

S3.22 Assessing and setting targets for 
vegetation cover in a region 

Given the many other priorities and actions required to 
implement the NPS-IB, we are concerned that this clause will 
require regional councils to undertake an assessment and set 
targets which may achieve little more than a distraction and 
consumption of resources away from those many other 
priorities and actions. 

The reference to a “non-urban environment” is ambiguous.  If 
s3.22 is retained, then the “non-urban” environment” must 
be clarified. Further clarification is required in the words used 
in s3.22 in relation to whether these targets are for whole 
regions, or for each discrete territorial local authority area, or 
some other spatial unit. 

S3.23 Regional biodiversity strategies 
(‘RBS’) to comply with Appendix 5 

We think the requirement for existing RBSs to comply with 
Appendix 5 is far too onerous and unnecessary.  That high bar 
places existing RBSs in jeopardy and poses the prospect of a 
number of forward-thinking proactive regions needing to 
restart preparation of a new RBS within the next three years.  

The matters to be complied with in Appendix 5 apply to both 
existing and new RBSs. We think the matters in Appendix 5 
need to be re-cast so a less onerous list is applicable to 
existing RBSs and the higher bar remains applicable to new or 
second-generation RBSs to come. The HB Regional 
Biodiversity Strategy has a supporting document outlining 
implementation priorities and actions, yet Appendix 5 (2)(f) 
would require the RBS itself to record those things – not 
hosted in a companion document endorsed by many agencies 
and the umbrella group ‘Biodiversity Hawke’s Bay.’  This is just 
one example where the inflexibility of mandatory things for a 
RBS (existing or new) is jeopardising our existing RBS prepared 
by many and supported by many more. 

If the existing HB Regional Biodiversity Strategy fails to comply 
with the requirements of Appendix 5, this would mean efforts 
to halt biodiversity decline in our region and also efforts to 
restore key habitats are distracted in the next few years. 
Consequently, resources will likely need to be diverted to 
preparing yet another strategy rather than real on-the-ground 
improvements to the region’s stocks of indigenous 
biodiversity. 

The Hawke’s Bay Regional Biodiversity Strategy was launched 
in March 2016. This takes a regional approach to improve 
habitats and support native species. This strategy takes 
responsibility for improving native species habitats and 
populations in Hawke's Bay.  It is also flexible and provides for 
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introduced species, particularly where these give habitat, food 
and shelter for native species. 

The strategy was developed collaboratively with other 
organisations and interests – not solely the regional council. It 
sets out a blueprint, weaving together what each organisation 
does best, adding a clear vision for how they will work 
together, to include Māori values and involve the wider 
community.  In 2017, the Biodiversity Hawke's Bay Action Plan 
2017-2020 was published as a companion document to the 
Strategy.  This Action Plan sets out how, by working together, 
we begin to implement the ambitious goals of the Strategy. 
The six top priority actions were established through 
collaborative workshops. They are: 

1. Ecosystem mapping and ecological prioritisation so 
we know where we should be putting our efforts first 
(currently underway). 

2. Development of a cultural framework to identify, 
map and assess the condition of taonga biodiversity 
sites using mātauranga Māori values and tools.  

3. Establish the Hawke’s Bay Biodiversity 
Foundation (the leadership board with the legal 
infrastructure to raise funds) and the Biodiversity 
Guardians (for anybody to become a member and be 
involved in saving Hawke’s Bay’s indigenous 
biodiversity). 

4. Develop a group of statutory agencies with 
biodiversity functions to work in partnership to 
coordinate policy and operational best practice. 

5. Establish a Biodiversity Forum as a central place to 
share and connect into all the biodiversity activity in 
Hawke's Bay. 

6. Develop a process for proactive engagement of 
landowners in achieving biodiversity outcomes on 
privately owned land. 

Further information about the Hawke’s Bay Regional 
Biodiversity Strategy, the Action Plan and Biodiversity 
Hawke’s Bay is online. 

S3.23(2) Regional biodiversity strategies in 
consent decision-making 

S3.21(2) requires local authorities to have regard to the 
relevant RBS when developing restoration objectives, policies 
and methods for inclusion in regional policy statements and 
plans. Yet there is no similar directive for consent authorities 
to consider content of RBSs when assessing consent 
applications. It is unclear if that is deliberate or an oversight. 

S3.24 Information requirements To put it bluntly, there is insufficient qualified personnel in 
NZ’s resource management system to undertake the reporting 
referenced in this clause. There may also be an expectation 
that a number of these types of reports are peer-reviewed, 
placing further strains on an already stretched workforce of a 
few qualified and experienced ecologists. 

https://www.biodiversityhb.org/what-is-biodiversity/biodiversity-action-plan/
https://www.biodiversityhb.org/what-is-biodiversity/biodiversity-action-plan/
https://www.biodiversityhb.org/
https://www.biodiversityhb.org/
https://www.hbrc.govt.nz/environment/biodiversity/biodiversity-strategy/?url=/hawkes-bay/biodiversity/biodiversity-strategy/
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Sub-clause (2) requires reports from a qualified and 
experienced ecologist to contain several things that are 
unlikely to be in the ecologists’ field of expertise (for example, 
describing how effects will be managed using the effects 
management hierarchy; including relevant mātauranga  
Māori; assessing the likely success of offsetting plans, etc). 

We note that the proposal for reports from ecologists in 
relation to a resource consent application is somewhat at 
odds with one of the key objectives of the imminent resource 
management system reforms.  That is, lifting the effort up and 
away from consenting and into strategic planning and plan-
making.  S3.24 of the Exposure Draft would not do that. It is 
likely to further burden consent applicants and consent 
authorities with reporting requirements. 

s3.25 Monitoring by regional councils We generally support the proposal that regional councils must 
develop a monitoring plan for indigenous biodiversity (as it 
relates to this NPS-IB). However, as we expressed in our 15 
March 2020 submission on the [then] proposed NPS-IB, the 
associated timeframe for a monitoring plan needs to be 
realistic and expectations need to align with other monitoring, 
such as for the NPSFM and environmental reporting required 
by MFE and StatsNZ.  Developing a monitoring plan is one 
thing.  Executing it is another.  Significant resourcing will be 
necessary to undertake a step-change in monitoring of 
indigenous biodiversity in Hawke’s Bay. This is one area where 
smaller steps of continuous improvement (in environmental 
monitoring activities) might be more capable of successful 
implementation than a massive hike in monitoring activity and 
associated costs/resourcing.  

 


