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Essential Freshwater, Policy decisions following consultation 

Purpose 
 

1. You are meeting with Ministerial colleagues on 16 March 2020 to discuss key issues arising 
from the Essential Freshwater consultation, and how the Government intends to respond. 

2. We are seeking your direction on which proposals and options you wish to present to your 
colleagues. We are not seeking final policy decisions from you at this stage. 

3. The purpose of this briefing is to support these discussions, by providing you with initial 
advice on the outcome of the consultation and the options we have developed in response. 
This is subject to impact analysis which will be completed in early-March. 

a. We have attached a table outlining officials’ initial recommendations, and can 
provide you with additional detail on any of these matters if required (Appendix 1). 
This includes officials’ positions in relation to the Independent Advisory Panel’s (the 
Panel) recommendations; and 

b. We have included more detail on key issues that are likely to be contentious, and 
are seeking direction on how you wish to proceed (see advice section below). 
Options are provided where our recommendations differ from those of the Panel, 
or between officials from the Ministry for the Environment (MFE) and Ministry for 
Primary Industries (MPI). This briefing only addresses the Government’s advisory 
groups’ views where they are relevant to a specific proposal or issue, and officials 
are aware of those views. We expect the advisory groups will provide their own 
advice to Ministers in the coming week. 

c. Copies of the full summary of submissions, and the report and recommendations 
of the Panel are appended to this briefing for reference (Appendix 2 and 3 
respectively). 

4. We are meeting with you on 10 March 2020 to receive your feedback on this briefing. Subject 
to your direction, we will prepare supporting material (eg, a slide pack) including the results 
of ongoing impact analysis expected 12 March 2020. 

5. Your direction will also enable officials to begin drafting a Cabinet paper (DEV) seeking 
agreement to final policy decisions, for lodging on 2 April 2020. 

6. This is a joint briefing developed by officials at MFE and MPI. Unless otherwise specified (ie, 
by attributing a view to MFE or MPI) all officials share a common view.  
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Key messages 
 

7. The Essential Freshwater package is designed to deliver on the Government’s objectives of 
halting further declines in freshwater and ecosystem health, making material improvements 
in five years, and restoring past damage over a generation. The focus is, and continues to 
be, on making sure long term direction for regional planning is adequate to protect ecosystem 
health, and regulating harmful activities where we want to drive more immediate change. 

8. The package will have an impact on local government and resource users. Impact analysis 
undertaken since consultation will provide Ministers with more clarity about what these 
impacts are. It is important to recognise that these are the costs associated with avoiding 
further declines – environmental benefits are real albeit difficult to express in monetary terms, 
as is the environmental cost of doing nothing. Impact analysis is ongoing, we have included 
information in this briefing where it is available, and will provide you with updated impact 
analysis in time to support discussions at the 16 March 2020 meeting. 

9. The package also has broader implications for the Government’s response to climate 
change. Actions to improve water quality are likely to reduce emissions overall (something 
impact analysis will address). 

10. We are preparing a summary of all regulatory impact analysis. This will build on and cross-
reference the detailed RIA documents, and include findings from additional impact analysis 
since consultation. 

11. Our advice is largely aligned with that of the Panel. Proposals for improved long term 
direction to regional planning, with minor adjustments, will address the Panel’s 
recommendations and submitter concerns. 

12. Notwithstanding, significant decisions are needed in relation to the following key issues, with 
more detail provided in the advice that follows: 

a. nitrogen as a measure of ecosystem health in rivers; 
b. regulating to reduce excessive discharges of nitrogen; 
c. regulating intensive winter grazing;  
d. interim intensification rules; and 
e. the broader role of farm planning in relation to proposed activity-based regulation. 

Treaty of Waitangi Settlement Obligations 
 

13. As required under settlement legislation MFE have considered how the policy proposals will 
impact Te Awa Tupua – The Whanganui River and the Ngāti Rangi settlement. 

14. MFE considers that settlements will not be directly impacted by any of the proposed changes. 
We acknowledge that through implementation phase, MFE must engage with Iwi to ensure 
any possible impact is managed. 

15. MFE will provide further information on Treaty of Waitangi obligations within the Cabinet 
Paper and Regulatory Impact Statement. 
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Recommendations 
 

16. We recommend that you:  

a. Note the advice and recommendations contained within the green boxes 
throughout this briefing, as well as the table attached as Appendix 1. 

b. Note this is our initial advice and is subject to impact analysis which will be 
completed in early-March. 

c. Note we are meeting with you on 10 March 2020 to discuss your feedback on this 
briefing. 

d. Indicate whether you require additional advice on other issues prior to your 
meeting Ministerial colleagues on 16 March 2020. 

e. Provide officials with direction on which proposals and options you wish to present 
to your colleagues (ie, by agreeing, or disagreeing, to officials’ initial 
recommendations). 

f. Agree to proactively release this briefing on the Ministry for the Environment’s 
website, subject to any redactions appropriate under the Official Information Act 
1982, once Cabinet has made final decisions on the package.  

YES / NO 

Signature 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Hon David Parker 
Minister for the Environment             Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hon Damien O’Connior 
Minister of Agriculture               Date 
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Advice 
 

Nitrogen as a measure of ecosystem health in rivers 
Recap of what was proposed and why 

17. Consultation sought the public’s views on amending the National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management (NPSFM) to include dissolved inorganic nitrogen (DIN) in rivers as 
an attribute. 

18. Note this was proposed by STAG, and the consultation document stated: 
“We are seeking feedback on whether to include the new nutrient attribute tables proposed 
by STAG in the NPSFM. It is important to understand more about the ecological benefits 
from limiting nutrients, whether this varies by waterbodies, and what impacts the proposed 
new bottom lines would have on individuals and communities. Final decisions will not be 
taken until further analysis has been done.” 

19. DIN would be a mandatory measure of ecosystem health that regional councils have to 
monitor and set desired outcomes for. At minimum regional councils would have to maintain 
DIN, or improve it where it is currently below a defined national bottom line. Regional councils 
and communities would work towards these outcomes by limiting resource use (eg, ability to 
discharge nitrogen) over timeframes of their choosing. 

20. The rationale for DIN’s inclusion is that existing attributes do not adequately manage the 
effect of nutrients on ecosystem health, primarily because: 

a. Soft-bottomed rivers (~28% of New Zealand’s river length) do not support algal 
growth. Nitrogen will not be managed to achieve periphyton (algal growth) 
outcomes in these places, but will still impact on ecosystem health; and 

b. Current nitrate and ammonia toxicity national bottom lines are too permissive, 
protecting only 80% of species, while adverse effects on ecosystem health (other 
than toxicity) will occur at much lower concentrations of nitrogen. 

Summary of positions 

21. The Panel, STAG and officials all agree that the current toxicity guidelines are too permissive 
and that nitrogen needs to be managed for ecosystem health effects. 

22. The Panel, STAG and officials all agree that the nitrate and ammonia toxicity bottom lines 
should be strengthened and that the current 80% species protection bottom lines are not 
adequate.  

23. The Panel have recommended making DIN an action plan attribute. We do not agree with 
this recommendation for the reasons outlined below. 

24. MFE and MPI both agree that the effects of nitrogen on ecosystem health need to be 
managed, however, officials disagree on how this should be achieved. MFE recommends 
adopting DIN as a limit setting attribute with a bottom line of 1 mg/L (as consulted on) that 
would only apply if other ecosystem health bottom lines are not being achieved. MPI 
recommends not progressing a separate DIN attribute but rather strengthening the nitrate 
and ammonia toxicity attribute tables, recognising that nitrate and ammonia are key 
components of DIN. 

The key issue is scientific disagreement around whether adopting the DIN attribute will 
lead to improved ecosystem health, and the magnitude of cost impacts 

25. There is disagreement around the relationship between DIN and ecosystem health. It is 
possible that reducing DIN will not benefit ecosystem health in some situations (ie, specific 
river types) and thus require unnecessary limits on resource use. 
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26. Related to this, impact analysis to date suggests the DIN national bottom line will have a 
greater cost impact in some places (albeit modest at the national level). Because of the 
above disagreement, we have a limited ability to advise Ministers and give them confidence 
that benefits for freshwater and ecosystem health will outweigh costs. 

27. We have provided you with a range of options, aimed at mitigating cost impacts while 
retaining environmental benefits. 

The recommendations of the Panel and officials’ positions 

28. The Panel recommends adopting the DIN attribute and national bottom line, but removing 
the requirement to set limits on resource use to achieve desired outcomes – regional councils 
would be free to work towards these in any way they choose, and to implement this through 
‘action plans’. MFE disagrees with this recommendations, with reasons provided further 
below in this section. 

29. MFE recommends adopting the DIN attribute as consulted on but incorporating an exception 
to account for situations where ecosystem health is at an acceptable level despite increased 
DIN. That is, only where freshwater is at or better than national bottom lines for all relevant 
ecosystem health attributes, including MCI, periphyton and dissolved oxygen. In any case, 
DIN would still have to be maintained or improved. This would address the risk of DIN 
reductions not yielding environmental benefits. 

30. MPI support setting limits to manage nitrogen, and strengthening requirements to do so (ie, 
through more stringent national bottom lines for nitrate and ammonia toxicity), but do not 
support the proposed DIN national bottom line of 1 mg/L as the basis for this. This is because 
the expected costs may outweigh the environmental benefits. MPI recommend undertaking 
further ecological and economic impact analysis, particularly in key regions, before a DIN 
national attribute and national bottom line is progressed. 

31. We have provided you with a range of options below, and seek your direction on which 
options you want to present to your colleagues. 
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36. We do not support progressing DIN as an action-planning attribute. All officials agree that 
councils can and should look to a variety of approaches for achieving desired outcomes for 
nitrogen – including non-regulatory efforts, good practice and farm planning. Non-regulatory 
efforts could include restoration, engineered nutrient removal, managed aquifer recharge 
and other new technologies, improved waste water management, etc. 

37. However, we do not consider this is a reason to remove the requirement to set limits on 
resource use. Any and all of these approaches can be used in combination with limits, which 
may include rules to prevent further intensification or constrain nitrogen discharges. We 
consider that any approach to manage nitrogen should be underpinned by limits because: 

a. It is likely nitrogen reductions made through non-regulatory action plans will be 
overwhelmed by on-going intensification and increasing discharges; and 

b. Limits that define the maximum amount of nitrogen that can be discharged (and 
are sufficient to support ecosystem health) will be fundamental to any future 
allocation system. 

38. Adopting DIN as an action-planning attribute is likely to add complexity, and it is important to 
note that regional councils will be setting limits on resource use to manage nitrogen 
regardless. This is because regional councils are already required to set limits on resource 
use to achieve target attribute states for the existing nitrate and ammonia toxicity attributes. 

If DIN is progressed as a limit setting attribute 

39. The Panel and all officials agree if DIN is adopted as a limit-setting attribute, there should be 
exceptions to the national bottom line where other ecosystem health attributes are shown to 
be better than their national bottom lines. Specifically, the national bottom line would not 
apply if a regional council can demonstrate other relevant ecosystem health attributes (ie, 
those that may respond to nutrients, so not sediment) are at or better than their national 
bottom lines. This will account for those situations where ecosystem health is already at an 
acceptable level despite DIN being worse than the bottom line, and so avoid unnecessary 
costs associated with DIN reductions. 

40. What this means is, if freshwater is currently not providing for ecosystem health (as indicated 
by those other attributes), regional councils will have to manage DIN as part of their 
response. MFE consider where freshwater is in a poor state, DIN should be included in the 
management response to ensure we are not putting freshwater ecosystem health at further 
risk. 

41. Further to the above, if a DIN attribute is progressed with a national bottom line, MPI 
recommend there should be broader exceptions (in addition to the above), based on socio-
economic grounds. 

Further options  

42. Note that the next section considers options for strengthening the existing nitrate and 
ammonia toxicity attributes and national bottom lines – these options will impact on soft-
bottomed streams and may affect your decisions here. 
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Regulating to reduce excessive discharges of nitrogen 
Recap of what was proposed and why 

52. Consultation sought the public’s views on three options for reducing high nitrogen discharges 
from farms. 

a. Option 1: A consent requirement for all dairy and low-slope dry stock farms that 
have nitrogen discharges over a threshold value (we consulted on a range, from 
the 70th to 90th percentile of a catchment’s discharges) and are located in 
catchments listed in a schedule (Schedule 1). Granting of a consent would be 
conditional on: 

i. reducing discharges to the threshold over five years; or if this is not possible 
ii. implementing best practicable options to reduce discharges. 

b. Option 2: A national per hectare fertiliser cap. 
c. Option 3: A requirement for farms in Schedule 1 to have a freshwater module of a 

farm plan (FW-FP) in place by 2022. 
53. Option 1 would apply on an interim basis, until councils fully implement the NPSFM (to be 

required by 2025 via other proposals). It would come into effect after 6 months for dairy, and 
12 months for dry stock, providing time to estimate nitrogen discharges using Overseer. 

54. Proposals are intended to target the highest discharges within a catchment, and lead to 
immediate reductions to assist with the Government’s policy objective of halting further 
declines and making material improvements within five years. 

Summary of Panel recommendations and official’s positions 

55. The Panel and all officials agree that Option 3, managing nitrogen inputs through FW-FPs, 
should be progressed. 

56. The Panel and MFE both recommend that Option 1, setting threshold values for nitrogen 
discharges, should be progressed in conjunction with Option 3. However, MPI officials 
consider that the focus should be on delivering Option 3 only. 

57. The Panel and all officials agree that if Option 1 is adopted a suite of changes to the 
consulted on proposal for Option 1 should be undertaken to address submitter feedback.  

We recommend some changes to address Panel recommendations and submitter 
feedback 

58. In terms of the nitrogen threshold value, the most significant changes are: 
a. Allowing for more time to complete initial estimates of nitrogen discharges, 

increasing to 12 months for all farm types. 
b. Targeting dairy, and low-slope beef and dairy support (rather than all low-slope dry 

stock) as these represent the highest risk. 
c. Setting the nitrogen threshold values at the 80th percentile of a catchment’s 

discharges. 
59. We also recommend changing the nature of consenting requirements (ie, if the nitrogen 

threshold value is exceeded). That is, to make achievement of specified practices the point 
of compliance rather than a specific discharge value – based on feedback and analysis to 
date, this would have been difficult to enforce. 
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60. We are likely to recommend removing catchments from Schedule 1 where evidence has 
been provided indicating that the catchment is inappropriate for inclusion. We are also likely 
to recommend adding additional catchments through a future process under section 360(2) 
of the Resource Management Act 1991 in late-2020. We are in the process of identifying 
these catchments now and will provide you with more detail through the draft Cabinet paper 
as it develops. Note adding catchments will require targeted consultation. 

61. Overall, these changes are consistent with the recommendations of the Panel. However, 
officials disagree with the Panel in relation to the use of nitrogen surplus, and application to 
horticulture and arable sectors. These issues are discussed in more detail below. 

Progressing with Option 3 

62. While MFE agree with the Panel that both Options 1 and 3 should be progressed together, 
Option 3 requires institutional arrangements that will take some time to establish. This means 
it is not considered an effective way to reduce excessive discharges of nitrogen in the short 
term – whether or not it is progressed in the longer term. The roll-out of FW-FP could target 
Schedule 1 catchments in the first tranche. 

63. MPI considers that only Option 3 should be progressed. While enforceable FW-FP are two 
years away we can start working immediately with industry to prioritise FW-FP roll out effort 
in Schedule 1 catchments to ensure excessive application of nitrogen is not occurring. 
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Note Option 1 has recently been considered (and rejected) through Waikato’s Plan 
Change 1 process 

81. The Commissioners hearing Waikato Region’s Plan Change 1 (PC1) have proposed 
changes to a proposal that is similar to Option 1. The draft report from the Commissioners 
recommends that the “75th percentile” threshold approach, on which Option 1 is modelled, 
be changed. The reasons given by the commissioners are:  

a. the fact that variable attenuation is ignored; 
b. the uncertainty created for farmers in the period before the threshold is set; and  
c. the way Overseer was proposed to be used to compare farms, whereas soil 

variability within a sub-catchment is such that the Commissioners felt the 
comparison is inappropriate. 

82. The Commissioners’ recommendations on PC1 for the Waikato and Waipā river catchments 
will be publicly released later in March. We expect that some of these recommendations will 
be appealed to the Environment Court. 

83. The PC1 report recommends that the “75th percentile” threshold approach, on which the 
Essential Freshwater (EFW) Option 1 is modelled, be dropped from the plan change. Instead 
of dairy farms requiring a consent if over the 75th percentile (as initially proposed), the report 
recommends that consents will be required for dairy farms over a pre-specified estimate of 
the 25th or 30th percentile. Drystock farms running more than 18 stock units per hectare will 
also need a consent. This will require many more farmers to obtain a consent than under the 
original plan change provisions. 

84. We have considered whether the Commissioners’ recommended approach is preferable to 
the Government’s Option 1. The advantage of the Commissioner’s approach is that many 
more farms would be subject to regional council scrutiny of their nitrogen losses and farm 
practices (through consent monitoring). The disadvantages are: 

a. there is no fixed threshold that high-discharging farms must reduce to in the 
Commissioners’ approach, whereas the EFW option 1 has strong incentives for 
reducing to the threshold within five years (by making consents controlled and non-
notified if the threshold can be reached)  

b. the Commissioners approach would require three times as many consents to be 
issued as the EFW option 1, including for many relatively low-risk farms. 
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Regulating intensive winter grazing 
Recap of what was proposed and why 

85. Consultation sought the public’s views on two options for better managing intensive winter 
grazing through rules and activity status in a national environmental standard: 

a. Option 1 (nationally imposed standards): Intensive winter grazing would be a 
permitted activity, provided good practice is implemented and the activity is carried 
out below a slope and size threshold (we consulted on a range as indicated below) 
with a minimum set-back from waterbodies. 

i. Slope must be less than 10 (or 15) degrees; and 
ii. Area subject to intensive winter grazing must be 30 ha or 5% of the 

property, whichever is less (or 50 ha or 10%); and 
iii. Set-back from waterbodies must be 5 m (or 20 m). 

If these standards cannot be met, individuals would need to get a resource consent 
for winter cropping.  

b. Option 2 (based on industry standards): Intensive winter grazing would be a 
permitted activity provided it is carried out on a 20 degree slope or less, setback at 
least 5 m from waterbodies, and pugging does not exceed the depth of the ankle 
joint (fetlock). 

The key issue is the stringency of thresholds used and, as a consequence, the number 
consents that may be required 

86. The Panel and all officials agree that standards should be imposed nationally for winter 
grazing (Option 1). This means a consent will be required if certain thresholds are met. 

87. Officials all agree that if winter grazing is provided for in a certified FW-FP a consent to winter 
graze may not be required. This means the rules will only apply until such time as a farm has 
a certified and enforceable FW-FP. 

88. We also agree that a number of practice requirements would be impractical to monitor and 
enforce and therefore we recommend these be removed from the regulations (ie, pugging 
depth). We agree that thresholds based on slope and size requirements should be include 
but disagree on the size of those thresholds.  

89. The Panel and MPI are concerned that more constraining thresholds (ie, the slope and size 
requirements) will require a much larger number of consents which will be costly to farmers 
and create a burden on regional council capacity. MPI is aware that drainage of soil and 
rainfall are significant factors, in addition to slope and size, in the erosion risk associated with 
intensive winter grazing. Further impact analysis is expected in the next two weeks, and will 
inform our final advice on this issue. 

90. However, MFE recommends retaining more stringent threshold because of the 
environmental risks associated with the activity at less stringent thresholds, and an inability 
to mitigate this risk in other ways. 
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Consenting implications of different thresholds 

105. MFE’s analysis indicates that in winter 2018 there were 3,028 paddocks with winter 
cropping in areas with higher than 10 degrees slope (about 13,100 ha in all). This compares 
to 436 paddocks with winter cropping in areas with greater than 15 degrees slope (about 
1,400ha). 

106. MFE’s analysis indicates that in winter 2018, for all land over 7 degrees there were 44 
paddocks with winter cropping on an area greater than 30ha. This compares to 11 paddocks 
with winter cropping on an area greater than 50 ha. 

107. It is important to note that an individual farm may have more than one paddock in winter 
cropping and so the above is indicative only. We are looking at ways to approximate the 
number of consents required at the farm-scale. 
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Interim Intensification Rules 
Recap of what was proposed and why 

108. Consultation sought the public’s views on interim rules to manage intensification through 
a national environmental standard, which would remain in effect until the existing or updated 
NPSFM was fully implemented by regional councils. 

109. The proposed interim regulations to restrict intensification would require a resource 
consent to:   

a. expand irrigated production area and intensive winter grazing  
b. carry out a high risk land use change 
c. expand commercial vegetable production. 

110. Consent applications would need to demonstrate that nitrogen, phosphorus, sediment or 
microbial pathogen discharges will not increase above the average discharge for the 2017/18 
farm year. 

Summary of official’s positions 

111. We agree that there is a need for interim rules to be in place to achieve the Government’s 
objective of making immediate changes to halt further decline of freshwater degradation and 
to stop water quality getting worse.  

112. Officials and the Panel largely agree on refinements to the intensification proposals. We 
recommend a number of refinements to the regulations to improve their workabil;ity and to 
better target higher-risk activities (see appendix 1).  

113. Officials have differing recommendations on whether or not to include a sunset clause, or 
specific end date, to these provisions.  

Sunset clause  

114. The Panel seriously considered recommending a sunset clause, and noted there were 
pros and cons of having one. Its final recommendation was that it considers the requirement 
to finish the planning process to trigger the sunset of these rules a sufficient incentive. It 
therefore recommended clarifying that the date at which the NPSFM is implemented in an 
FMU (freshwater management unit) is sufficient sunset to address submitters concerns.  

115. MFE agrees with the Panel that implementation of the NPSFM is a sufficient incentive. 
Including a sunset clause may create an incentive for councils to delay implementation of 
the NPSFM and it does not make sense to revoke the regulations for councils who fail to 
comply with them. 

116. MPI recommends that a sunset clause taking effect in 2026 is necessary to provide 
certainty and clarity that the blunt interim intensification rules proposed are in fact only short-
term measures, ones that will not set the scene for a future allocation system based on 
grand-parenting.  

117. Many submitters are concerned that the proposed interim intensification rules - with no 
set end date - will effectively pre-empt a future allocation system. There is a view that the 
rules reward those that have already intensified, in some cases on inappropriate soils, and 
punishes those with less intensive farm systems. Restricting or disincentivising these 
changes into the future may lock in on-farm activity in a state when its operations are not as 
efficient as they could be. In a time of uncertainty prior to limit-setting processes and an 
allocation coming into place, this can create an incentive for high discharging activities to 
maintain their high discharges rather than risk converting to a less intensive form of farming.  
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The broader role of farm planning in relation to proposed activity-based regulation 
132. On 28 February 2020, officials provided you with a separate briefing on freshwater farm 

plans (“Essential Freshwater 82: Making Freshwater Farm Plans enforceable”). That briefing 
outlines current thinking on core elements of a possible future freshwater farm plan regime. 
You have agreed to develop drafting instructions for a Supplementary Order Paper to amend 
the RMA. If enacted, this amendment would enable future development of regulations for a 
freshwater farm plan regime.  

133. Officials consider that farm planning can support and drive improvements to freshwater 
and ecosystem health through implementation of good practice that is tailored to individual 
farms and circumstances. However, farm planning is complementary – and not an alternative 
– to regulatory proposals described in this briefing. 

134. Regional planning (eg, in relation to specific contaminants) will set the desired outcomes 
to be achieved and, in combination with activity-based regulations (NES), will define the outer 
bounds within which resource use must occur. Farm planning is a tool to assist farmers in 
complying with these, and to drive the adoption of good practice. Farm plans also enable 
farm-specific risks to freshwater to be addressed though tailored approaches where it’s not 
practical to regulate the activity nationally. 

135. Getting every farmer and grower operating at good practice, including those in catchments 
with satisfactory water quality, provides a mechanism to improve ecosystem health, 
implement mahinga kai and Te Mana o Te Wai, and free up some additional resource for 
other users (as well as for the benefit of the environment). 

136. Developing an implementation strategy for Freshwater Farm Plans will be important for 
the success of this approach to regulating for environmental improvements. Poorly 
coordinated implementation of this proposal, on top of the many other policy proposals 
affecting agricultural and horticultural enterprises, risks discouraging those people affected 
from genuinely engaging with the policies.  

137. We think there will be considerable value from working with iwi/Māori, regional councils 
and industry organisations to ensure that achievable, measurable and visible progress is 
made early, which will provide examples and build capability to support wider adoption. With 
such engagement, officials will be able to develop informed advice about the timing, rollout 
and prioritisation of Freshwater Farm Plans, taking into account other policy areas already 
announced, such as the agriculture and pastoral sectors’ climate change commitments under 
He Waka Eke Noa and national direction on biodiversity. Existing work on At-Risk 
Catchments, for example, could also be factored in to the prioritisation process. 




