Community Reference Group Meeting   

              Nelson, 11th of May 2006


Motueka Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) Research Programme

Community Reference Group (CRG) minutes: 11 May 2006
7.30pm at TDC’s Heaphy Meeting Room, Richmond
Present: Jan Boyd, Mick Park, Alistair Webber, Joseph Thomas (TDC), Paul Gillespie, Roger Young, Andrew Fenemor, Christian Lehner

Apologies: Lloyd Faulkner, Elizabeth Martin, Guthrie Beatson
Water allocation
Andrew described research relating to water allocation policy that he has been doing with Jim Sinner of the Ecologic Foundation.  He outlined some ideas and stakeholder views on improvements to the way NZ allocates water.  These suggestions are in a Discussion Paper discussed with a stakeholder group of 25 at a workshop run at Seifrieds on 23 March.  The Discussion Paper is titled Enhancing Water Use Flexibility and Security using the Motueka Catchment as a case study and is on the ICM website at http://icm.landcareresearch.co.nz/.
Andrew explained that the proposals aim to improve users’ knowledge about their security of supply, enhance local management of water quality and water sharing during drought, and allow more flexibility for re-allocations of water to higher valued water uses.  Alistair saw merit in water transfers and commented that this explanation gave him a better idea how the system currently works, including the extent of water metering which he had not appreciated.

Multi-Criteria Analysis of Water Management Options 

Andrew introduced MSc student Christian Lehner who is working with the programme on his thesis to apply a Multiple Criteria Decision Making (MCDM) method to evaluate the options for improved water management developed by Andrew and Jim.  Christian handed out a paper (attached) and proposed to evaluate these options:

	A
	Flexibility
	Status quo 
	A1

	
	
	Flow sharing
	A2

	 
	 
	Transferability including flow sharing
	A3

	B
	Security of supply 
	Status quo - 9 of 10 
	B1

	
	(SOS)
	Lower SOS (8 out of 10)
	B2

	 
	 
	Priority classes of permits
	B3

	C
	Clarity of knowledge 
	Status quo
	C1

	
	about current system
	Increased clarity among users
	C2

	D
	Initial allocation
	Staus quo – First come - first serve
	D1

	 
	 
	Sale by council
	D2

	 
	 
	Council decides on “merits”
	D3

	E
	Water Pricing
	Status quo – 50 % cost recovery
	E1

	 
	 
	100 % cost recovery (on volume per permit)
	E2

	 
	 
	150 % cost recovery (Return to community)
	E3

	F
	Duration of permits
	Status quo – 15 yr (expectation of renewal)
	F1

	
	 
	30 yr with 10 yr review (of conditions)
	F2

	G
	Metering & Monitoring
	Status quo – metering required when fully all. 
	G1

	
	
	Metering required for all users – user reading
	G2

	 
	 
	Metering required for all users – council compliance checks
	G3

	H
	Local third party effects
	Status quo – limited control in water permits
	H1

	 
	 
	Conditions in plan &/or separate permits for local effects
	H2

	 
	 
	Local committees develop catchments plans including individual property mgmt. plans
	H3


Joseph observed that the level of resource knowledge is an important factor for good water management.  Jan thought that user charges should be levied to fund research to understand water resources.  Andrew commented that often resource exploitation outstrips the research and hence the level of knowledge about a water resource.  Joseph advocated 3 options for a category relating to resource information:
1. Rely on existing knowledge

2. Status quo: Drip-fed investment to increment resource knowledge

3. Greater research investment to better manage water resources
Christian noted that the 2 options under clarity of knowledge address current knowledge but not different levels of investment in knowledge.  Joseph commented that TDC is asking for more information from users in their water permit applications now.  Alastair asked how well we know the numbers behind our water resources – Andrew thought ‘quite well’ but pointed out that the questions for management aren’t just technical, they require political and community judgements about what levels of water use and water quality decline are acceptable.    
Christian asked each person to decide their own weightings individually (third page of his paper, appended) then these were transcribed into a spreadsheet on screen and reasons for each person’s weightings discussed.  Then a consensus ‘group weighting’ was decided.
Comments below summarise some of the discussion about people’s weightings for the decision criteria:

· Greater weight given to cost reflects a feeling of responsibility to ratepayers to minimise costs to them

· Another approach was simply to give equal weighting to the super-criteria: economic, environmental, social

· Scoring may change as conditions change, e.g. bad economic times, or severe environmental degradation would prompt different scores

· Some criteria are inter-dependent, eg. if water quality deteriorates, people may not want to live there; in fact, a different type of person would live there if the catchment were highly degraded

· One person scored environmental criteria higher than cost and employment criteria, because those are so affected by environmental quality

· Alastair cited the experience with Didymo infesting the Buller – this has compromised the fishing experience; Jan said the rafting experience is also compromised. (Mick suggested telling people Didymo is an aphrodisiac!)

· Discussion on economic vs social criteria asked whether instream uses such as angling generate as much revenue as out-of-stream water uses like irrigation.  One view was that the community benefits of irrigation are wider than from angler visits.  Alastair contested this, citing the ~$200m value of the Taupo trout fishery.  Roger thought this would be a useful research question to pursue.
· The Motueka Water Conservation Order protects water quantity but water quality is vital as well.  Variability of flows is protected in the Motueka but flat-lining of flows is a problem in some Canterbury rivers.  Increased nutrient runoff combined with lowered flows exacerbates the water quality risks.

· Efficiency was interpreted differently by different people: some scored it lower because it implies more actual water used.  The group generally agreed though that efficiency means minimising wastage.
· Similar discussion on employment. Some felt it is an indicator of system functioning while others felt that more employment means more people impacting the system.

· Recreation at increasing levels is not necessarily sustainable because more recreation causes more conflict.  Members agreed it is important to minimise conflict.

· The wording of the criteria has a big influence on the way people score the weightings.

Consensus weightings for the 9 criteria were as follows:

	Supercriteria
	Criteria
	Statement
	Weights

	Economics
	Costs  for society
	Lowest possible costs for society
	6

	 
	Profitability from water uses
	Maximising profitability of abstractive water users (e.g.: irrigation) 
	11

	 
	Benefits from fishery & tourism
	Maximising benefits from recreational fishery and tourism
	11

	Environment
	Water quantity
	Water availability for the environment
	14

	 
	Water quality
	High water quality and aquatic life
	16

	 
	Water use efficiency
	Efficient use with resulting minimal impacts on the environment
	12

	Social
	Employment level 
	Increase employment and minimize unemployment in catchment
	6

	 
	Recreational value
	Retain wide range of river related recreational activities
	11

	
	Risk of conflicts - equity concerns
	Equity and cohesion within the community – minimizing conflicts
	13

	Coherence & Feasibility
	Coherence with local policies
	Tasman TRMP & RMA


Alastair commented that the scoring process and discussion had been fascinating and was something the wider community should be asked to do, to see the trade-offs necessary in such decision-making.
Christian finished by explaining what he would do with the group data.  Andrew indicated he would be working with Christian on the evaluation matrix which we hadn’t had time to discuss at this meeting, and that he would make available to the CRG the results of the multi-criteria analysis when Christian had finished his analysis.

Meeting closed 9.45pm

Assessment of water allocation methods for the Motueka Catchment by using Multiple-criteria Decision Making (MCDM) methods

What is MCDM?
Multiple criteria decision making helps a decision maker to make a choice among a limited number of options which are described by their criteria.

If sustainability considerations are to be included in the decision making processes, multiple dimensions such as environmental, economical and social, as well as multiple preferences and perceptions of different stakeholders have to be considered simultaneously. 

MCDM can contribute to this decision problem in a number of ways:

· Project analysis is not limited to economic efficiency criteria

· Environmental impacts can be measured in non-economic terms

· Multiple preferences and social criteria can be included in the analysis

The 7 steps of MDCM:
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1. The Decision Context - Problem Definition

Pressures on water resources are increasing throughout the catchment with some areas already being fully allocated. In order to develop pro-active water policies that will ensure sustainable development of the catchment, different possibilities to improve the current system of water allocation are considered.

2. Design of Alternatives

There are numerous ways to change (improve) the existing water allocation in the Motueka Catchment. Most of the following water allocation methods were proposed and discussed at the water allocation workshop on March 23. These methods are divided into 8 groups (A-H) that groups can be combined with each other in various ways. Out of these choices various options (combinations of methods), that are useful and reasonable, will be extracted. and will represent the alternatives that are assessed against a number of criteria.

	A
	Flexibility
	Status quo 
	A1

	
	
	Flow sharing
	A2

	 
	 
	Transferability including flow sharing
	A3

	B
	Security of supply 
	Status quo - 9 of 10 
	B1

	
	(SOS)
	Lower SOS (8 out of 10)
	B2

	 
	 
	Priority classes of permits
	B3

	C
	Clarity of knowledge 
	Status quo
	C1

	
	about current system
	Increased clarity among users
	C2

	D
	Initial allocation
	Staus quo – First come - first serve
	D1

	 
	 
	Sale by council
	D2

	 
	 
	Council decides on “merits”
	D3

	E
	Water Pricing
	Status quo – 50 % cost recovery
	E1

	 
	 
	100 % cost recovery (on volume per permit)
	E2

	 
	 
	150 % cost recovery (Return to community)
	E3

	F
	Duration of permits
	Status quo – 15 yr (expectation of renewal)
	F1

	
	 
	30 yr with 10 yr review (of conditions)
	F2

	G
	Metering & Monitoring
	Status quo – metering required when fully all. 
	G1

	
	
	Metering required for all users – user reading
	G2

	 
	 
	Metering required for all users – council compliance checks
	G3

	H
	Local third party effects
	Status quo – limited control in water permits
	H1

	 
	 
	Conditions in plan &/or separate permits for local effects
	H2

	 
	 
	Local committees develop catchments plans including individual property mgmt. plans
	H3


3. Assessment Criteria

To allow a balanced assessment of the options chosen, the selection of the criteria is based on the three main criteria for sustainability: economical, environmental and social criteria. Each of these three “super criteria” is subdivided into three criteria that are used for the actual assessment, as can be seen in the table below. A last criterion is added to account for the actual feasibility of the option regarding the coherence with local and national policies. The specific statement descibes in greater detail what the given criteria is considering.

Weighting of criteria:

The decision maker and the stakeholders involved in the decision making process can express their preferences by assigning weights to the criteria considered. Weights represent trade-offs between the relative importances of the criteria. 

Relative weighting (1-100) is used; therefore the sum of weights assigned has to equal 100.

	Supercriteria
	Criteria
	Statement
	Weights

	Economics
	Costs  for society
	Lowest possible costs for society
	

	 
	Profitability from water uses
	Maximising profitability of abstractive water users (e.g.: irrigation) 
	

	 
	Benefits from fishery & tourism
	Maximising benefits from recreational fishery and tourism
	

	Environment
	Water quantity
	Water availability for the environment
	

	 
	Water quality
	High water quality and aquatic life
	

	 
	Water use efficiency
	Efficient use with resulting minimal impacts on the environment
	

	Social
	Employment level 
	Increase employment and minimize unemployment in catchment
	

	 
	Recreational value
	Retain wide range of river related recreational activities
	

	
	Risk of conflicts - equity concerns
	Equity and cohesion within the community – minimizing conflicts
	

	Coherence & Feasibility
	Coherence with local policies
	Tasman TRMP & RMA


Questions:

· Do these criteria make sense? Are there important criteria missing?

· How can these criteria be weighted to express their relative importance?

	Evaluation Matrix
X – no impact 

A – very good / cheap

B – good / cheap

C – average

D – poor / expensive

E – very poor / expensive


	Water Allocation mechanisms

	
	Status quo
	Flow sharing
	Transferability with flow sharing
	Status quo – 9 out of 10
	Lower SOS (8 out of 10)
	Priority classes of permits
	Staus quo
	Increased clarity about SOS
	Status quo -  First come - first serve
	Sale by Council
	Council decides on merits
	Staus quo – 50 % cost recovery
	100 % cost recovery based on permit
	150 % cost recovery 
	Status quo – 15 yr permits 
	30 yr permits with 10 year renewal
	Status quo – Metering required when full all. 
	Metering always required – user reading
	Metering always required – coucil reading
	Status quo – limited control in water permits
	Conditions in plan &/or separate permits  
	Local community catchment plans 

	
	Criteria
	A1
	A2
	A3
	B1
	B2
	B3
	C1
	C2
	D1
	D2
	D3
	E1
	E2
	E3
	F1
	F2
	G1
	G2
	G3
	H1
	H2
	H3

	Economical
	Costs  for society
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Profitability for water users
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Profits from tourism
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Environmental
	Water quantity
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Water quality
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Water use efficiency
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Social
	Employment level 
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Recreational value
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Risk of conflicts  
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Coherence 
	NRMP & RMA
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